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ES.T WHAT IS THE ST. JOHNS RIVER
CROSSING PROJECT AND WHERE IS IT
LOCATED?

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) identified the need for an

improved highway corridor and bridge crossing the St. Johns River between

Clay and St. Johns Counties, Florida. The proposed St. Johns River Crossing

Project is an effort to identify the best solution to address that need, while try-

ing to minimize the effects the project might have on the local communities

and environment.

The project atea, as shown in Exhibit ES-1, encompasses portions of Clay
and St. Johns Counties in northeast Florida, south of Duval County. The St.
Johns River separates Clay and St. Johns Counties, and the Shands Bridge is
the only direct connection between the two Counties within the defined pro-

ject area.

ES.2 WHY ARE WE PROPOSING THE PRO-
JECT?

FDOT established three goals to guide the development of potential solutions

to existing transportation problems in the project area:

Provide additional capacity to improve current and future trans-

portation network deficiencies;

Promote and support employment and economic development;

and

Improve emergency evacuation.
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Exhibit ES-1: Project Area and Vicinity
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ES.3 WHY IS THE PROJECT NEEDED NOW?

Rapid population growth in this area has resulted in additional traffic and con-
gestion on local roads. When compared to recent years, growth in the area has
slowed with the downturn in the economy, however, fluctuations in the mar-
ket conditions are to be expected. By the year 2035, traffic congestion is still
expected to worsen and there will still be a need for the project.  Providing
additional capacity to improve current and future transportation network defi-
ciencies in the near term will help alleviate this congestion. In addition, provid-
ing access for residents to local employment centers will aid in promoting and
supporting economic development. Perhaps most important, an improved
crossing of the St. Johns River will result in more efficient emergency evacua-

tion.
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Chapter 1 of this Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) more fully de-

scribes the purpose and need for the proposed project.

ES.4 WHAT ALTERNATIVES WERE
CONSIDERED?

FDOT has conducted studies since 2002 to identify potential solutions to the
existing and future transportation issues in the project area. Through a series
of technical studies, public meetings, and agency coordination efforts, FDOT
identified and refined ten Build Alternatives which were evaluated in detail in
the Draft EIS dated December 14, 2009, along with the No Build Alternative.
The Build Alternatives, shown on Exhibit ES-2, were developed based on

Exhibit ES-2: Final Build Alternatives
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their ability to meet the project goals and minimize environmental effects.
The No Build Alternative represents the baseline condition against which

Build Alternatives are measured.

All Build Alternatives involve a new bridge across the St. Johns River. The
two northern alternatives (Black and Purple Alternatives) would cross the river
north of Green Cove Springs (Exhibit ES-2), and the existing Shands Bridge
to the south would remain in place. The eight southern alternatives (Brown 1
and 2, Orange 1 and 2, Green 1 and 2, and Pink 1 and 2 Alternatives) would
cross the river near the existing Shands Bridge, which would be removed after

the new bridge was completed.

Chapter 2 of this Final EIS describes the alternative development process and

the public and agency involvement programs and activities.

ES.5 WHICH ALTERNATIVE WAS SELECTED
AS THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE?

The Pink 1 Alternative was identified by FHWA and FDOT as the Preferred
Alternative. The Pink 1 Alternative was initially identified in the Draft EIS as
the Locally-Preferred Alternative (LPA) by FDOT based on the alternative
analysis results and input received from the public and local jurisdictions. After
further analysis and public input from a series of Public Hearings, the Pink 1
Alternative was selected as the Preferred Alternative. A discussion on the se-
lection of the Preferred Alternative is provided in Chapter 2. Provided below

are several of the key reasons for selection of the Pink 1 Alternative:

* Provides additional capacity to improve current and future transportation

network deficiencies;

* Best promotes and supports employment and economic opportunities by

serving new southern developments in Clay County;

*  Most improves emergency evacuation by removing the greatest number of
vehicles in queue in areas prone to flooding and providing a connection to

1-95 nearest to SR 16, the emergency evacuation route for St. Johns Coun-

ty;

ES-5
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=  Complies with and best supports local government plans and policies in

both Clay and St. Johns Counties; and

*  Avoids, minimizes and/or mitigates effects on affected communities and

the environment.

ES.6 HOW WILL THE PROPOSED PROJECT BE
FUNDED?

FDOT developed estimated project costs for construction, engineering and
inspection, design, right-of-way acquisition, and wetland mitigation for each of
the final Build Alternatives. The total estimated costs range from $1.9 billion
for the Pink 1 Alternative to $2.5 billion for the Black Alternative. It became
evident from these costs that the project could not be implemented using tra-
ditional methods of finance, so FDOT will need to design and implement the
project as a tolled facility. However, FDOT has determined that if any of the
southern alternatives are selected (where the existing Shands Bridge would be
replaced), trips using the toll road solely to cross the river will remain toll free.
This decision was made because, with any of the southern alternatives, an ex-
isting free crossing of the river (on the existing Shands Bridge) would be re-
moved. Also, there would not be a non-tolled crossing option within a reason-

able driving distance (see Chapter 2 for more detail).

FDOT conducted a preliminary toll revenue and feasibility study for the pro-
ject in 2006 which indicated that the St. Johns River Crossing Project was not

toll-feasible as a stand-alone project under any of the Build Alternatives. In
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response to these findings and based on the need for the project, FDOT will
combine this project (for tolling purposes only) with the Branan Field-Chaffee
Road (State Route 23) Project. This combined toll route will form a beltway
outside of the 1-295 loop from 1-10 to 1-95. Combining tolling efforts for the-
se two independent projects makes the St. Johns River Crossing Project toll-

feasible. See Chapter 2, Section 2.11 of this Final EIS for more information.

ES.7 WHAT ARE THE POTENTIAL PROJECT
IMPACTS?

Based on technical studies and public and agency input, FDOT refined the
final Build Alternatives to avoid or minimize environmental impacts to the
extent feasible. They then evaluated the ten final Build Alternatives and the
No Build Alternative to identify potential impacts, both adverse and beneficial,
that may occur as a result of implementing any of the alternatives. The project
team documented their analyses in a seties of technical study reports (included
on the enclosed CD in electronic format and part of this Final EIS), and sum-

marized the results in Chapter 3 of this Final EIS.

Exhibit ES-3 provides a summary comparison of some of the key technical
and environmental impacts and benefits of each alternative. The impacts
shown on this exhibit represent potential, direct impacts prior to the applica-
tion of any mitigation measures. Chapter 3 provides details on all potential
impacts and benefits, including indirect and cumulative impacts, followed by a

more detailed comparison matrix of the alternatives.

FDOT also considered measures to reduce the extent or severity of impacts
from the proposed project. Exhibit ES-4 summarizes mitigation measures
that FDOT has proposed now that a Preferred Alternative has been selected.
Chapter 3 provides more detail on mitigation. Some impacts will remain after

mitigation measures are implemented. These are summarized in Chapter 4.
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Summary Comparison of Key Impacts and Benefits of Project Alternatives (cont)

Exhibit ES-3
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EXECUTIVE

Exhibit ES-4: Summary of Avoidance, Minimization

Trafficand
Transportation

Noise Impacts

Land Use

Displacements

Community Cohesion

Environmental Justice

Cultural Resources

and Mitigation Measures

Implement traffic management plan to reduce congestion
and delays, keep public informed of construction activi-
ties, and maintain access for emergency services, busi-
nesses and residences

Contractor will adhere to FDOT guidance on construction
FDOT will reevaluate feasible noise abatement measures
as part of final design

Will evaluate noise barriers at Bayard Conservation Area

Restore any temporary staging areas to pre-construction
condition

Minimize to extent practical the footprint of right-of-way
for roadway and interchanges during final design

Relocate all residents, businesses and churches that are
displaced as specified under the Uniform Relocation Assis-
tance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970,
as amended (42 U.S.C. 4601 et seq), and FDOT guidelines
Relocate in same vicinity if feasible and desired by resi-
dents and businesses

For any permanent barrier effects, evaluate feasibility of
maintaining access or connectivity during final design
Measures could include maintaining or restoring pedestri-
an crossings or informal pathways within communities,
where feasible and safe

Relocate displaced residents and businesses as specified
under the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Proper-
ty Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended (42 U.S.C.
4601 et seq), and FDOT guidelines

Consult with State Historic Preservation Office to evaluate
appropriate measures, which may include avoidance,
recordation of resources, or excavation

Develop inadvertent discovery plan to address potential
resources uncovered during construction

'Some mitigation measures listed above remain under consideration by FDOT, and will be further
evaluated for applicability, feasibility and effectiveness during the design phase.
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Exhibit ES-4: Summary of Avoidance, Minimization
and Mitigation Measures (cont)

= Convey 73.81 acres of land adjacent to BCA to the SJRWMD

Section 4(f) for incorporation into the conservation area
Properties — Bayard = Reconstruct parking areas, caretaker residence, trails affect-
Conservation Area ed

= Construct multi-use trail along north side of roadway

= |mplement a coordinated utility plan to avoid service inter-
ruptions and identify necessary utility relocations

= |mplement traffic control plan to maintain access for emer-
gency services, and coordinate with all service providers
and school officials to minimize disruption

Public Services and
Utilities

= Use selective clearing of vegetation to extent feasible

= |ncorporate landscaping in project design

= Use or retain vegetative screening where feasible for sensi-
tive viewing locations

= Maintain clean work sites and stage equipment away from
sensitive land uses where practical during construction

Visual Quality

= Appropriate fugitive dust suppression controls, such as
spraying water on haul roads adjacent to construction
sites, daily street sweeping, covering loaded trucks, and
washing haul trucks before leaving the construction site.

= Adhere to FDOT’s most current edition of Standard Specifi-
cations for Road and Bridge Construction (Florida, 2007).

= Revegetate disturbed areas as soon as possible after con-
struction

= Avoid excessive equipment idling

= Route heavy truck traffic away from schools and residences
when feasible

= Maintain construction equipment and ensure proper pollu-
tion controls are working

= Preserve existing vegetation to extent possible

Air Quality

=  Meet all permit requirements for water quality through
project design, including treatment of stormwater runoff

= Implement Best Management Practices during construc-
tion to minimize water quality impacts

Water Resources

= Mitigate for wetland impacts through use of federally per-
mitted mitigation banks or equivalent offsite mitigation

= Design methods will be incorporated that will avoid and
minimize wetland impacts

Wetlands

= Dispose of debris, construction muck and other materials
in detention areas or off-site

= |mplement special provisions for protection of protected
species potentially occurring in project area, including

Wildlife and Habitat shortnosed sturgeon, eastern indigo snake, and manatees.

Provisions will include a construction education program

= Consider design of underpasses, large culverts, or other
wildlife passage ways that may be used to link public land

*Some mitigation measures listed above remain under consideration by FDOT, and will be further evaluated
for applicability, feasibility and effectiveness during the design phase.

ENVIRONMENTAL
\CT STATEMENT
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EXECUTIVE

Exhibit ES-4: Summary of Avoidance, Minimization

Fish and Aquatic
Resources

Geology and Soils

Contaminated Sites

Navigable Waterways

Floodplains

and Mitigation Measures (cont)

Continue coordination with National Marine Fisheries
Service, Corps of Engineers, and US Fish and Wildlife Ser-
vice to conduct detailed field reviews of selected alterna-
tive and develop specific mitigation measures and con-
struction procedures

No blasting for Shands Bridge demolition

Implement Best Management Practices for the disposal of
wastes and the control of erosion and sedimentation

Complete full evaluation of sites warranting further inves-
tigation within the selected corridor

Develop response plan to avoid or remove sites that may
be affected, and for handling unexpected sites that may
be encountered during construction

Develop a spill plan to be implemented in case of any
hazardous materials releases during construction

Provide vertical and horizontal bridge clearances in final
design that are acceptable to maritime community
Coordinate with the US Coast Guard to develop and im-
plement marine traffic management plans during con-
struction and to provide public information on construc-
tion activities that affect navigation

Avoid any longitudinal encroachments in final design
Design facility to be consistent with applicable regulatory
and design standards, with no significant changes to base
flood elevations or flood limits

Size all culverts to quality for a FEMA Zero Rise for any
regulatory floodways

Design cross drains to maintain natural and beneficial
floodplain values

Implement Best Management Practices to minimize ero-
sion and sedimentation effects during construction

*Some mitigation measures listed above remain under consideration by FDOT, and will be further
evaluated for applicability, feasibility and effectiveness during the design phase.
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ES.8 WHAT ARE THE NEXT STEPS?

After the release of this Final EIS and the announcement in the Federal Regis-
ter, there will be a minimum 30-day review period. After this review period,
FHWA and FDOT will consider all comments received on the Final EIS and
the analysis in the Final EIS in preparing the Record of Decision. The Record
of Decision will explain the reasons for the project decision, summarize any
mitigation measures that will be incorporated in the project, and document
Section 4(f) de minimis findings.  After all project approvals are received,

FDOT can proceed with future phases.

ES-13

Major Permits Required

Major permits required by this project

include:

=  Environmental Resource Permit
(ERP) (St. Johns River Water Manage-
ment District)

= Section 404 Dredge and Fill Permit
(U.S. Army Corps of Engineers)

=  National Pollutant Discharge Elimi-
nation System Permit (NPDES)

= Section 9 Bridge Permit (U.S. Coast
Guard)

= Gopher Tortoise Relocation Permit
(Florida Fish and Wildlife Conserva-
tion Commission)

= Section 10 Permit (U.S Army Corps of
Engineers)

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT
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CHAPTER

This chapter describes factors in the pro-
ject area that have led to the need for the
St. Johns River Crossing Project.

Congestion at the SR 13 /1-295
Interchange

1.1 WHAT IS THE ST. JOHNS RIVER CROSS-
ING PROJECT?

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) identified the need for an
improved highway corridor and bridge crossing of the St. Johns River between
Clay and St. Johns Counties. The St. Johns River Crossing Project is an effort
to identify the best solution to address that need, while trying to minimize the
effect that solution might have on the communities and the environment in

the two counties.

1.2 WHY ARE WE PROPOSING THE PROJECT?
FDOT established three goals to guide the development of potential solutions

to existing transportation problems in the project area (further defined below):

* Provide additional capacity to improve current and future trans-

portation network deficiencies,

* Promote and support employment and economic development,

and

= Improve emergency evacuation.
They then consolidated these goals into a statement of putrpose, used to evalu-
ate alternatives and identify the one that will best serve the area’s transporta-

tion needs:

To address population growth and resulting traffic by providing addi-
tional capacity that meets the area’s transportation, economic, employ-
ment and safety needs while avoiding, minimizing, and/or mitigating

effects on the affected communities and the environment.

1.3 WHERE IS THE PROJECT LOCATED?

The project area, as shown in Exhibit 1-1, encompasses portions of Clay and
St. Johns Counties in northeast Florida, south of Duval County. The St. Johns
River separates Clay and St. Johns Counties, and the Shands Bridge is the only
direct connection between the two Counties within the defined project area.
The Shands Bridge is a two-lane bridge that carries State Road (SR) 16 east of
Green Cove Springs in Clay County across the river to St. Johns County south

of Orangedale. The Buckman Bridge is also in the vicinity of the project area,
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Exhibit 1-1: Project Area and Vicinity

CLAY CO.

FRUIT COVE
1 Future CR 223

7’

N\
MIDDLE /

- \\I -+

’b. Y ’. ﬁﬁ ,‘I i\_"’/ |

7

Future College
Drive Extension

PENNEY FARMS

\W

LEGEND
[ Project Area =

Ocean

Gulf of
Mexico

=== Future Roadways

located in Duval County approximately 12 miles north of the Shands Bridge.
The Buckman Bridge is an eight-lane bridge that carries Interstate (1)-295 over
the St. Johns River southwest of downtown Jacksonville. 1-295 serves as the
beltway to the Jacksonville metropolitan area, connecting I-95 south of down-
town to 1-95 north of downtown near the Jacksonville International Airport.
SR 9A completes the eastern portion of the beltway, forming a continuous

loop through the entire city.

The project area focuses on the communities south of Duval County where a
large amount of residential development has occutred in recent years. Alt-
hough the areas north and south are served by wider bridge crossings of the
St. Johns River, the two-lane Shands Bridge that services the population in this
area is the only bridge between the eight-lane Buckman Bridge to the north

and the four-lane United States (US) 17 bridge nearly 30 miles farther south in

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL
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CHAPTER

Palatka. Within the project area, connection points for a new route that could
reasonably be expected to carry additional traffic are Branan Field — Chaffee

Road west of the river and 1-95 east of the river.

1.4 WHY IS THE PROJECT NEEDED NOW?

Rapid population growth in this area has resulted in additional traffic and con-
gestion on local roads. When compared to recent years, growth in the area has
slowed with the downturn in the economy, however, fluctuations in the mar-
ket conditions are to be expected. By the year 2030, traffic congestion is still
expected to worsen and there will still be a need for the project. Providing ad-
ditional capacity to improve current and future transportation network defi-
ciencies in the near term will help alleviate this congestion. In addition, provid-
ing access for residents to local employment centers will aid in promoting and
supporting economic development. Perhaps most important, an improved
crossing of the St. Johns River will result in more efficient emergency evacua-

tion.

1.5 WHAT FACTORS HAVE AFFECTED
DEVELOPMENT IN THE PROJECT AREA?
The three major factors influencing current conditions in the project area are
(1) population growth and development, (2) transportation demand, and (3)
economic and employment conditions. These factors, discussed below, help to

demonstrate the need for the St. Johns River Crossing Project.

In 1970, FDOT opened the first segment of 1-295. This stretch of highway
began in the southeastern portion of Duval County at 1-95 and extended west
to 103t Street, north of Orange Park. Interchanges were provided at St. Au-
gustine Road, San Jose Boulevard (SR 13), Roosevelt Boulevard (US 17),
Blanding Boulevard (SR 21) and 103t Street (SR 134). The opening of this
roadway facilitated the first major change in the area’s development patterns
by providing improved access to northern Clay County. This resulted in large
population increases in Clay County and Orange Park. In the decade following
the opening of 1-295, the population of Clay County more than doubled. Or-
ange Park, located immediately south of 1-295, experienced a 75 percent in-

crease in population. The following years saw continued steady growth in most
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of Clay County and the surrounding area. Orange Park, however, reached
build-out in the early 1980s, forcing surrounding development farther to the
south and west toward unincorporated areas of the county, near Middleburg

and Fleming Island.

Following the completion of 1-295 in the late 1980s, growth continued to ex-
pand, shifting south from Duval County into Clay and St. Johns Counties. The
population of Clay County grew from 105,986 persons in 1990 to 140,814 in
2000, reaching a population of 190,865 persons in 2010. St. Johns County ex-
perienced similar increases in population, growing from 83,829 persons in
1990 to 123,135 persons in 2000 and reaching a population of 190,039 in
2010. Exhibit 1-2 displays the changes in population experienced by Clay, St.

Johns and Duval Counties.

Exhibit 1-2: Regional Population Growth

Clay 19,535 32,059 67,052 105,986 140,814 190,865
Duval 455411 528865 571,003 672,971 778,879 864,263
St. Johns 30,034 31,035 51,303 83,829 123,135 190,039
Region 504,980 591,959 689,358 862,786 1,042,828 1,245,167

Source: US Census Bureau

The number of building permits issued between 1990 and 2005 further illus-
trates the continuing growth trends in Clay and St. Johns Counties, as shown
in Exhibit 1-3. Clay County issued 751 permits in 1990, compared to 4,101
permits in 2005, an increase of 446 percent. St. Johns County issued 867
building permits in 1990, compared to 4,781 permits in 2005, an increase of
450 percent. The number of building permits issued dropped with the eco-
nomic downturn. In 2010 there were 551 in Clay County and 1,268 in Johns
County. As previously discussed in Section 1.4, fluctuations in market condi-
tions, including building activity, are to be expected.

Exhibit 1-3: Building Permits Issued
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Defining Developments of
Regional Impact (DRI)

Developments of Regional Impact (DRIs)
are large-scale developments that are
likely to have regional effects beyond the
local government jurisdiction in which
they are located including schools, road-
ways, housing and recreation.

Purpose and Need

These increases in building activity are attributed to the number of Developments
of Regional Impact (DRIs) approved since 1990 in the northern areas of Clay and
St. Johns Counties. Since 1990, Clay County approved seven DRIs south of Ot-
ange Park. These developments, listed in Exhibit 1-4, consist primarily of residen-
tial land uses, supporting Clay County’s trend of developing as a bedroom com-

munity to the City of Jacksonville.

Exhibit 1-4: Clay County Developments of Regional Impact

| No.ofResidential Units |
Development of Abproximate Future Daily Trips
Regional Impact At Build-out PP at Build-out
Units Built (Year)

Argyle Forest 1 32,384 28,980 183,000 (2020)
Eagle Harbor 2 4,234 3,684 41,366 (2011)
Fleming Island Plantation 3 3,790 2,822 44,489 (2012)
Governor's Park 4 6,000 0 84,728 (2028)
Orange Park South 5 954 954 Complete
Pace Island 6 1,214 1,214 Complete
Saratoga Springs 7 4,256 0 29,621 (2017)
Total 52,832 37,654 383,204

Source: Northeast Florida Regional Council, 2008

St. Johns County approved only four DRIs prior to 2000, but development
patterns quickly changed. Since 2000, another eight DRIs have been approved
and one is pending approval in the northern part of the County, as shown in
Exhibit 1-5. In addition, the County approved 12 residential developments,
each consisting of 300 residential units or more, for the atea along County
Road (CR) 210. At build-out in the year 2035, the DRIs are projected to add
more than 500,000 daily trips to area roadways. Exhibit 1-6 shows existing and
pending DRIs in Clay and St. Johns Counties.

Exhibit 1-5: St. Johns County Developments of Regional Impact

| No.ofResidential Units |
Development of Approxumate Future Daily Trips
Regional Impact At Build-out at Build-out (Year)

Aberdeen 2,018 14,227 (2013)
Ashford Mills 9 2,633 0 34,554 (2015)
Bartram Park 10 5,288 368 50,606 (2015)
Durbin 1 4,500 0 12,014 (2022)
Durbin Crossing 12 2,498 779 17,123 (2017)
Julington Creek 13 6,292 5,847 65,460 (2012)
Nocatee 14 14,920 669 114,667 (2035)
Rivertown 15 4,500 14 28,731 (2023)
Silverleaf Plantation 16 10,700 0 65,628 (2021)
Saint Johns 17 7,200 3,465 62,370 (2026)
St. Augustine Centre 18 817 817 Complete
Twin Creeks 19 5,000 0 34,544 (2010)
World Commerce Center 20 1,156 380 7,629 (2024)

Total 67,522 12,845 507,553

Source: Northeast Florida Regional Council, 2008
1-6



Exhibit 1-6: Developments of Regional Impact (DRIs) and Other Major Developments
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CHAPTER 1

Defining Average

Annual Daily Traffic (AADT)

Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT) is a sim-
ple measure of how much traffic is traveling a
facility --- the higher the AADT, the more
traffic on the roadway. It is calculated by tak-
ing the total volume of vehicle traffic in both
directions for a year and dividing by 365 days.

Purpose and Need

1.5.2 Transportation Demand

As a result of population growth in Clay and St. Johns Counties since the
1970s, traffic congestion on the area’s road network is getting worse. Other
than localized improvements, the transportation network within these Coun-
ties has remained relatively unchanged over the years. In Clay County, growth
has had the greatest impact on SR 21 and US 17, the County’s major north-
south roadways. These are both six-lane facilities providing the County’s only
access to 1-295. Many County residents rely heavily upon SR 21 and US 17 to
reach one of several major employment centers in the region. As shown in
Exhibit 1-7, the Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT) on SR 21 increased
from 15,053 vehicles in 1970 to 82,000 vehicles in 2005, an average increase of
13 percent per year. In 2010, AADT was at approximately the same level as
2005. As shown in Exhibit 1-8, the AADT on US 17 increased from 13,048
vehicles in 1970 to 86,500 vehicles in 2005, an average increase of 16 percent
per year. AADT went back down in 2010 to approximately 67,500. In an at-
tempt to add more north-south capacity, in 2001 FDOT constructed and
opened the Branan Field-Chaffee Road segment between Argyle Forest Boule-
vard and SR 21 (refer to Exhibit 1-1). The AADT on Branan Field-Chaffee

Exhibit 1-7: SR 21 AADT Exhibit 1-8: US 17 AADT
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Road has increased from 6,500 vehicles in 2001 to 18,400 vehicles in 2005 and

18,900 in 2010, an average increase of 21 percent per year.

St. Johns County has experienced similar travel demand increases due to
growth that has occurred along CR 210. This corridor is the only east-west
road in the northern part of the County. As a result, it has absorbed the ma-
jority of trips generated by new development in the area. AADT on CR 210
has increased from fewer than 11,000 vehicles in 2002 to over 19,000 vehicles

by 2007. In 2005, the county widened this road from two to four lanes.

In addition to impacting the local road network, growth has also affected
bridges in the project area. The Buckman Bridge and Shands Bridge are the
greater area’s two crossings of the St. Johns River. Growth that occurred since
the opening of 1-295 has had the most impact on the Buckman Bridge to date.
As shown in Exhibit 1-9, AADT on the Buckman Bridge has increased from
7,570 vehicles in 1970 to and 115,500 vehicles in 2005 and to 121,000 in 2010,
an average annual increase of 37 percent. In 2010, the Buckman Bridge oper-
ated at 93 percent of its capacity during peak traffic hours and is expected to
operate at 107 percent of its intended capacity by 2030. In 2005, 15 percent of
the total traffic on this bridge was truck traffic; this is one of the highest per-

centages for any road segment in north Florida.

Congestion at US 17 /1-295
interchange

Congestion at SR 21 /1-295 interchange

Exhibit 1-9: Buckman Bridge AADT
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Although the Shands Bridge has not carried the traffic volumes experienced by
the Buckman Bridge to date, it is expected to experience a similar trend as
growth moves farther south. As shown in Exhibit 1-10, traffic on this two-
lane bridge has gradually increased from 2,151 vehicles in 1970 to 14,500 vehi-
cles in 2005, an average annual increase of 16 percent. AADT has decreased
slightly since 2005 down to 11,500. The bridge operated at 107 percent of its
capacity during peak traffic hours in 2005 and 85 percent in 2010. Peak traffic
volumes in 2030 are projected to be 286 percent of the bridge’s intended ca-
pacity, rendering this river crossing option virtually inoperable during peak
hours. When built in 1961, the Shands Bridge was never intended to carry the-

se projected volumes of traffic.

Exhibit 1-10: Shands Bridge AADT
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Clay County has developed as a bedroom community to Jacksonville, and so
relies heavily on neighboring Duval County to provide employment. Accord-
ing to the United States Census American Community Survey (ACS) 2005-
2009 estimates, 57 percent of Clay County’s residents who are employed full-
time work outside the County. Neatrly all of these residents work in Duval
County, and their average one-way commute time is over 33 minutes, the high-
est in the State, exceeding the national average by over eight minutes (ACS

2005-2009).



This traveling of the labor force out of Clay County is likely due, in part, to the
lack of transportation infrastructure needed to provide and support in-County
jobs. Many of the County’s residents travel the north-south roads each day to
the region’s employment centers, including downtown Jacksonville, Jackson-
ville Naval Air Station, Cecil Commerce Center and the Southside Business
District, located east of the St. Johns River. In 2005, 187,000 vehicles traveled
each day on US 17, SR 21 and Branan Field-Chatfee Road combined, more
than the County population itself (FDOT, Transportation Statistics Office).
Clay County is the largest populated county in Florida without an Interstate
facility and has the largest out-of-county commuting population in the state
(Clay County Economic Development Council). These conditions have
prompted Clay County’s Board of County Commissioners to identify and pro-
mote future employment centers in Clay County (See Chapter 3, Sections 3.6

and 3.7 for more details).

In contrast to Clay County, St. Johns County has several major employment
Centers located within its boundaries that serve approximately 60 percent of
its resident labor force (St. Johns Chamber of Commerce). The largest facility
in the area is the World Commerce Center, located along the 1-95 corridor
near International Golf Parkway. It houses the corporate headquarters for
Ring Power and Rulon, and has development rights for more than 3.5 million
square feet (MSF) of office, retail and light industrial. Other existing major
facilities in the area include the St. Augustine Centre (2.5 MSF), St. Johns Place
(2.1 MSF of office), and the St. Augustine Industrial Park (1.7 MSF of indus-
trial). Commerce facilities are also planned as part of several approved DRIs
(refer to Exhibit 1-6). Silverleaf Plantation, located between International
Golf Parkway and CR 210, and Twin Creeks, located just north of CR 210,
include the development rights for more than 4.3 MSF of commercial and
light industrial use. Rivertown and Ashford Mills, located in the vicinity of CR
16A, include the development rights for approximately 800,000 square feet of
office and light industrial. Improving access to these employment centers,
thereby facilitating the efficient movement of goods and services, will continue

to support and enhance the economic opportunities within St. Johns County.
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1.6 HOW DOES THE AREA’'S GROWTH AFFECT
RESIDENTS" SAFETY?

As the population in the project area continues to rise, more and more people
will need to use the roadways for emergency evacuation in the case of a hurri-
cane or other disaster. Peak hour traffic already exceeds the design capacity of
the Shands Bridge and will continue to increase in the future. FDOT has seri-
ous concerns about the levels of traffic that will result from a coastal evacua-
tion scenario. During Hurricane Floyd in 1999, 80 percent of those in north-
east Florida living in Category 1 evacuation zones complied with evacuation
orders NEFRC, 2005 Hurticane Evacuation Study Technical Report). A ma-
jority of evacuees left their counties, with the percentages increasing south to
north along the eastern coast. This evacuation, in itself, caused high traffic
volumes on local and regional road networks. But, in addition, a significant
number of residents in non-surge areas, coastal and inland counties also pet-
ceived that they heard a directive from local officials that they should or must
leave. Thus, for most evacuees, regardless of region, the actual time to reach

their intended destinations exceeded their expected travel time.

Congestion related to development could place the residents in St. Johns
County at risk. Approximately 106,000 persons, or two-thirds of the County’s
population, will be required to evacuate during a Category 4 hurricane
(NEFRC, 2005 Hurricane Evacuation Study Technical Report). These resi-
dents currently have three choices to move inland: the four-lane US 17 bridge
in Palatka, the two-lane Shands Bridge at Green Cove Springs, or the eight-
lane Buckman Bridge on I-295. Although the Buckman Bridge has an eight-
lane capacity, it must also provide for evacuation of Duval County residents as
well as vehicles from other southern coastal areas traveling north on 1-95. The
Shands Bridge has two lanes, accessed from St. Johns County by two-lane
roads, and it disperses westward via SR 16, another two-lane road. The US 17
bridge connects to SR 20 and SR 100 in Palatka, both of which are two-lane
roads leading inland. As population increases in St. Johns County and other
coastal areas, relying on these existing routes to move a large number of peo-
ple inland will jeopardize public safety by failing to provide safe and efficient

evacuation during hurricanes or other times of emergency.



1.7 WHAT OTHER PROJECTS ARE BEING
IMPLEMENTED AS PART OF THE RE-
GION’'S TRANSPORTATION PLANS?

FDOT is currently constructing improvements to Branan Field-Chaffee Road,

although some segments remain unfunded. They also plan to make improve-

ments to the CR 210/1-95 interchange in 2009. St. Johns County is planning
three new north-south County roads (CR 2209, CR 244 and CR 223) as part of

several approved DRIs, and Clay County is planning an extension of CR 218.

While these projects will help local traffic, they will do little to relieve existing

and projected congestion on the bridges and roadways addressed in this analysis.

1.8 WHAT HAPPENS IF THE ST. JOHNS RIVER
CROSSING PROJECT IS NOT BUILT?

Regardless of whether the St. Johns River Crossing Project is built, population
growth is expected to continue in Clay and St. Johns Counties. As of Decem-
ber 2011, one DRI is still pending approval in the St. Johns County portion of
the study area (Exhibit 1-6). This DRI, in combination with other develop-
ments already approved, will add over 100,000 more residential units to north-
ern Clay and St. Johns Counties and generate over 800,000 additional daily
vehicle trips at build-out in 2025 (NEFRC). Other developments are expected
to be approved as well, adding even more population and trips. Forecasts
show that the combined populations of Clay and St. Johns Counties will in-
crease by more than 80 percent, from a 2010 population of 380,904 persons to
approximately 692,763 persons by 2040 (Florida Bureau of Business and Eco-

nomic Research).

This continued population growth will result in increased traffic congestion on
the regional network. As noted eatlier, area roads have experienced annual
rises in AADT ranging from 13 percent (SR 21) to 21 percent (Branan Field-
Chaffee Road). FDOT expects these increases to continue at a similar rate in
the future, and expects the Level of Service (LOS) on area bridges to deterio-
rate. The Buckman Bridge currently operates at a LOS C, but is projected to
drop to LOS F by 2030. In 2005, the Shands Bridge operated at a LOS D; this
is projected to drop to LOS F by 2030 (FDOT, Transportation Statistics Of-
fice). As noted earlier, by 2030, traffic is expected to be nearly triple the
bridge’s design capacity. Congestion of that magnitude may make the bridge

impassible during peak hours.

Defining Level of Service (LOS)
Roadway level of service (LOS) is a measure
used to determine the quality of service a
transportation facility provides. Much like a
student's report card, LOS is represented by
the letters "A" through "F", with "A" general-
ly representing the most favorable driving
conditions and "F" representing the least
favorable.
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As residential development progresses, it is likely that Clay County residents
will still commute outside of their County to seek employment. Economic
development is expected to continue in St. Johns County, but mainly along the
1-95 corridor. The availability of jobs either outside these Counties or focused
along 1-95 will encourage long commutes for county residents, further adding
to traffic congestion and commute time. As congestion on the roadway net-
work continues to increase, the inefficient movement of goods and employees
may cause developers to seek locations outside of the project area for creation
of new employment centers. Residents may try to avoid this congestion by
moving nearer these new jobs, thus reducing the available workforce, which

will in turn further discourage economic development.

Emergency evacuation from St. Johns County in the event of a hurricane will
remain a serious concern without improvements to the river crossing. The
two-lane road system leading to and across the Shands Bridge is not capable of
carrying the number of residents that will need to evacuate from coastal areas.
The resulting congestion could result in death or injury both to those trapped
east of the St. Johns River as well as drivers caught in accidents along the road-

way in their efforts to evacuate.
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This chapter describes how the alternatives for
the St. Johns River Crossing Project were
developed and what alternatives are
considered in this Final EIS.

2.1 HOW WERE PROJECT ALTERNATIVES
DEVELOPED?

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) considered a number of

alternative actions to address transportation problems in the project area.

They evaluated conceptual alternatives identified through planning and feasi-

bility studies, and refined them through public scoping and more detailed anal-

ysis. These efforts led to the final set of alternatives analyzed in this Final En-

vironmental Impact Statement (EIS).

FDOT first conducted a planning level study that looked at conceptual corri-
dors and suggested several potential locations for an improved crossing of the
St. Johns River. A corridor study immediately followed, building upon the re-
sults of the planning study and laying the groundwork for the corridor screen-
ing stages. The team then conducted an analysis to begin screening the poten-
tial alternatives, based on existing environmental and technical information.
After public scoping and additional information gathering, the team performed
a final corridor screening to select the final set of alternatives for detailed anal-

ysis. The dates and timeline for these activities are shown in Exhibit 2-1.

This chapter summarizes the findings of eatlier studies, and describes how
alternatives were developed and refined, including the public and agency input
that was considered in the eventual selection of the alternatives analyzed in this
Final EIS. Exhibit 2-1 summarizes the alternative development process that is

described in this chapter.



2002

2004

2004

2004-2005

2005-2006

2007-2008

2008

Exhibit 2-1: Summary of Alternative Development Activities

Regional Transportation Planning Study
12 conceptual alternatives (A through L) tested for traffic volume and travel time savings
B, D, F, G and K incorporated into next set of alternatives
Arterial Corridor Analysis
2 arterial widening/upgrade alternatives (Red and Blue Arterials)
Widening/upgrading did not meet project need
Desktop Analysis
Developed 5 limited access alternatives based on results of 2002 study - Purple, Brown, Orange, Green, and Pink Alternatives
Corridors were 500 feet wide to allow for further refinement
2004 Public Meetings
= Informed public of proposed project, need and process
= Input received on overall project and 5 limited access alternatives

Refinements to Alternatives
Refined alternatives based on public input and further technical analysis

Added Black Alternative based on public input
Corridors were reduced to 400 feet wide to reduce impacts
2005 Public Meetings and Agency Involvement
= Input received on refinements to original 5 alternatives and new Black Alternative
=  Advance Notification Package sent to federal, state and local agencies
Further Refinements to Alternatives and New Decisions
Refined alternatives based on public input
FDOT decided the existing Shands Bridge will be removed as part of any southern alternative (Brown, Orange, Green or Pink)
Resolutions received from Clay and St. Johns Counties favoring project and preferring southern alternatives
FDOT identified Pink Alternative as Locally Preferred Alternative
2006 Workshop and Agency Involvement
= Informed public of decision to remove Shands Bridge with southern alternatives
= Received input on refined alternatives

= Informed public that the St. Johns River Crossing Project will be combined with the Branan-Field Chaffee Road
Project and the entire route will be tolled

= Initiated Efficient Transportation Decision Making process with agencies
=  Held agency coordination meetings

Final Desktop Analysis and Alternatives Screening

Re-evaluated Alternative E from planning study

Re-evaluated Alternative | from planning study and included it in final desktop analysis
Reduced all corridors to 324 feet to minimize right-of-way footprint and impacts
Conducted final desktop screening analysis with environmental and economic data
Determine Final Set of Alternatives to Evaluate in Draft EIS

Alternatives eliminated from detailed evaluation in Draft EIS:
=  Red and Blue Arterial Corridors, Alternative E, TSM Alternative eliminated because they did not meet need

= Alternative | eliminated due to very high residential relocation impacts
Four additional alternatives developed to avoid Section 4 (f) Resources

Alternatives carried forward to detailed evaluation in Draft EIS:
= Black, Purple, Brown 1, Brown 2, Orange 1, Orange 2, Green 1, Green 2, Pink 1, Pink 2 and No Build Alternatives

FDOT determines new southern bridge will be toll free
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Planning Study
Key Findings

Analysis conducted during the Regional
Transportation Planning Study deter-
mined the following:

®=  The demand for travel across the St.
Johns River stemmed evenly from
both Clay and St. Johns Counties.

= Anew bridge location, regardless of
its location, would provide little relief
to the Buckman Bridge because of
latent demand.

=  The best performing corridors were
the middle corridors and the Shands
Bridge corridors.

2.2 WHAT ALTERNATIVES WERE INITIALLY
CONSIDERED?

The following sections summarize the studies and analyses that FDOT con-

ducted to identify and evaluate initial alternatives, prior to public and agency

scoping activities.

In 2002, FDOT completed a planning-level study for the St. Johns River
Crossing Project that confirmed the need to provide additional traffic capacity
between Clay and St. Johns Counties. The main purpose of this study was to
assess the current and future travel demand and performance, so it did not
consider social, economic, environmental or physical impacts, nor the costs of

design, right-of-way acquisition, or construction.

FDOT evaluated the performance of twelve conceptual corridor alternatives
(referred to as A through L), as shown in Exhibit 2-2, plus a No Build Alter-
native. Nine of the alternatives were freeway-type facilities connecting Branan
Field-Chaffee Road (State Road (SR) 23) to Interstate (I)-95. The remaining
three alternatives (E, H, and L) were arterial-type facilities, which simply pro-
vided another bridge over the St. Johns River by connecting United States
(US) 17 in Clay County to SR 13 in St. Johns County. The study evaluated all
of the corridors as four-lane roadways based upon a set of roadway improve-
ments included in the 2025 North Florida Transportation Planning Organiza-

tion (TPO) Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP).

The study examined internal-external trips and external-external trips. Internal-
external trips are those with an origin or destination in Clay or St. Johns Coun-
ty, which means they are influenced by local factors, such as changes in popu-
lation and employment. External-external trips are those passing through the
counties without stopping, and so are influenced by regional factors, such as

changes in Florida’s tourism or citrus industry.

The analysis of the origins and destinations of trips crossing the St. Johns Riv-
er showed that most trips would be an exchange of traffic between northern
St. Johns County and neighboring Clay County, as residents traveled to em-

2-4



Exhibit 2-2: Planning Study Conceptual Corridors
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ployment centers in St. Johns and Duval Counties, with 58 percent of these
trips expected to originate in Clay County and 42 percent in St. Johns County.
The analysis concluded that most of the traffic crossing the St. Johns River
would be local and could be satisfied by another bridge connecting the two

counties across the river.

The study also evaluated the ability of major roadways, including the Buckman
(I-295) and Shands (SR 16) bridges, to accommodate traffic projected in the
year 2025. Exhibit 2-3 shows the projected traffic volumes for the 12 alterna-
tives. Despite the high volumes forecasted at each of the alternative bridge
crossings, none of the alternatives provided much relief to the Buckman
Bridge (I-295) due to latent demand (that is, at the times when the bridge does
have free-flowing travel capacity available, people will be induced to use that

roadway).
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The planning study also evaluated how traffic would change if new capacity, in
the form of a new bridge across the St. Johns River, were added at various
locations. FDOT developed traffic forecasts for a new bridge, the existing
bridges, and the connections to the existing roadways. An analysis of travel
time savings (refer to Exhibit 2-3) showed that, while all alternatives reduced
overall travel times on a system-wide basis, the middle alternatives (F and G)
offered the most travel time savings to the public, while the northern-most
arterial alternatives (E and H), and the alternative which simply widens the

Shands Bridge (L), offered the least amount of travel time savings.

As depicted in Exhibit 2-3, the best performing alternatives overall, in terms
of the combination of traffic volumes and travel time savings, were the middle
alternatives (F, G and I) and Shands Bridge alternatives (B, D, and K) that
connected to either SR 9B or I-95 in St. Johns County.

Exhibit 2-3: Planning Study Corridor Comparison
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The analysis conducted during the planning study identified the best perform-
ing crossings of the St. Johns River in terms of travel time savings and volume
of traffic. The next step was to develop corridor alternatives that took into

account these factors.

A key consideration in the development of alternatives was to determine if the
need for additional roadway capacity in the area could be met by upgrading
existing roadways. Two alternatives, referred to as the Red and Blue Arterial
Corridor Alternatives (Exhibit 2-4), were developed that traveled entirely
along existing routes and included the reconstruction of the existing Shands

Bridge to a four-lane facility. These alternatives would involve upgrading or

Exhibit 2-4: Red and Blue Alternatives
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widening an existing roadway or contiguous set of existing roadways within

the project area, depending on existing right-of-way availability.

These corridors were coded into the regional travel demand model by FDOT
and the resulting future year volumes were developed based on these model
runs. Analysis indicated that in the year 2015, several of the corridor segments
for both alternatives will operate at a condition below Level of Service (LOS)
D, the acceptable standard as established by the state. By 2035, over half of
the roadway segments for both the Red and the Blue Arterial Corridor Alter-
natives will operate below the acceptable LOS. For the Red Alternative, 9 out
of 15 segments would fail to meet the LOS standard, with 7 segments operat-
ing at LOS F. For the Blue Alternative, 8 out of 14 segments will fail to meet
the standard, all of which are projected to operate at LOS F. These deficien-
cies would continue to grow as demand increased. Thus, these alternatives did
not improve the transportation network or offer relief to existing hurricane
evacuation routes. Additionally, the Red and Blue Alternatives were not antic-
ipated to promote employment and economic development. The results of
the analysis indicated that the need for the project cannot be met by simply

upgrading and/or widening existing roadways.

Based on the results of the Regional Transportation Planning Study and the
arterial corridor analysis, FDOT developed five limited access alternatives.
They established these alternatives, referred to as the Purple, Brown, Orange,
Green, and Pink Alternatives (shown in Exhibit 2-5), utilizing a 500-foot cor-
ridor width, which provided sufficient room for further adjustments to avoid,
minimize or mitigate for impacts in later analyses. The Purple Alternative re-
flected the F and G corridors identified in the planning study, and the Brown,

Orange, Green, and Pink Alternatives reflected the B, D and K corridors.

As they developed the limited access alternatives, FDOT considered various
environmental, social and technical factors. They evaluated the alternatives
using the project’s geographic information system (GIS), an electronic data-
base that consists of a series of data layers. The GIS database included layers
containing each of the alternatives and more than 50 layers of various environ-

mental data including information on wetlands, floodplains, threatened and
2-8



endangered species, neighborhoods and community services. Key factors that

influenced alternative design included wetlands, conservation and recreational

lands, and residential relocations. Throughout the development process,

FDOT attempted to design and refine project alternatives to avoid or mini-

mize these impacts.

FDOT presented the five limited access alternatives to the public and agencies,
and used input gained through the scoping process to further refine the initial
alternatives. The public and agency input received is summarized in the follow-
ing section. This input, in conjunction with further environmental and tech-

nical analysis, determined which alternatives FDOT would consider for de-

tailed evaluation in this EIS.

Exhibit 2-5: 2004 Desktop Analysis Alternatives
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& St. Johns River Crossing
PRCIEGT SEVELOPUENT & SN ROTUENT TUDY

Alternatives Public Meeting FPID #; 208225-3-22-01

Mssting Dates Brajact Purpose
NOVEMBER 3, 2008
o

Newsletter distributed prior to the
November 2005 public meetings.

Tl DA S olrwed by deei, g
o vy i o ssrSas,

C e —.,
www.sjrbridge.com

Newsletter distributed prior to the
August 2006 public meetings.

2.3 HOW WAS THE PUBLIC INVOLVED IN
ALTERNATIVE DEVELOPMENT AND
ANALYSIS?

FDOT developed and implemented a Public Involvement Program (PIP) as

an integral part of this project. The purpose of the PIP was to provide every

reasonable opportunity for interested citizens and civic groups to participate in
the development of the proposed project and to fully identify, address and
resolve project related issues. The PIP is an on-going effort that continues to

be updated and enhanced by stakeholder participation.

The project team used a variety of methods to answer project questions and
keep the public informed of the study’s progress including mailing lists, project
newsletters, mass e-mailings, a project website (www.sjrbridge.com), and pub-
lic meetings. Detailed information on public and agency involvement is docu-
mented in the Public Involvement Program Discipline Report and _Agency Coordination
Memorandum located on the enclosed CD. The following sections summarize
the results of public meetings and the input relevant to the development and

refinement of project alternatives.

£15t. Johns River Crossing Project Development & Environment Study - Microsoft Internet Explorer provided by HDR Inc. E]@
Fle Edt Wew Favorites Tooks Help o
Q- QO ¥ @& ) search Spraores @) (2- 2 @ - |
address [] httpsjuwn.sirbridge.com B uk?

2 St. Johns River Crossing
N PROJECT DEVELOPMENT & ENVIRONMENT STUDY - A ‘_

Welcome

Welcome 1o the St. Johns River Crossing Project Development and Emironment (PD&E) Study website. Within this site, you can leam
the facts about the study and obtain information about the study. You can also view maps of the proposed corridor alternatives and learn
about important upcoming events

Please contact us with any comments or questions about this study and please check back regularly to stay informed about upcoming
meetings and other important project information. Mew information will be posted to the what's new page of the website -

PD&E Study
The purpose of the PD&E study is to evaluate in further detail the impacts to the social, natural and physical environment of each carridor.
The impacts will be din an E al Impact (EIS) for review and approval by the Federal Highway

Administration. The study will be used to suppart the decisions concerning if and where the improvements shauld be built and vill
determine whether or not further maodifications will need to be made to the proposed alternatives. Public invalvement will continue to be an
integral part of the project. Please continus to monitar this website for the latest project infarmation and meeting dates

The Florida Department of Transportation is
exploring an altemnative method of financing
called a "Public Private Partnership” (PEE)

Check out the folowing new website to find
it oo or: Planning & Environmental Mgmt. Office
T109 South Marion Avenue, M.S. 2007

Lake City, Florida 32025-5874

Letiers regarding the project can be
submitted to the following address:

Brandi Vittur, £.1,, Project Manager

www folotfirstooastouterbelway. com

View the latest maps of the Locally
Preferred Aiternative by clicking on the
documents page

[

&] Done @ Internet zone

FDOT developed a project website as part of the Public Involvement Program.
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Public information meetings began in early 2004 and have continued through-
out the study process. As of October 2010, a total of three rounds of public
meetings and a series of public hearings had been held, along with three fo-
cused community meetings and nearly 30 visits to planning groups and city
council meetings. The formal public meetings are discussed below; for a listing
of all meetings held and/or attended, see the Public Involvement Program Discipline
Reportlocated on the enclosed CD. There was good representation at the vati-
ous public meetings from the following communities: Pier Station, Orangedale,
Popo Point, Black Creek, and Lake Asbury. Representation was noted through
the comments and concerns that were brought to FDOT’s attention during the

public meetings.

Prior to each meeting, the project team met individually with County Commis-
sioners from Clay and St. Johns Counties, giving them an opportunity to pro-
vide input and review information that would be presented to the public. They
documented comments made by the elected officials into the official record,
along with comments submitted by the public, and gave consideration to these
in the development and refinement of the Build Alternatives. Members of the
project team also met with the North Florida Transportation Planning Organi-
zation (NFTPO) and their subcommittees: the Technical Coordinating Com-
mittee and Citizens Advisory Committee. Please see Exhibit 2-6 for a sum-

mary of coordination meetings.

Exhibit 2-6: Summary of Coordination Meetings

Presented a PowerPoint presentation to up-
Clay County Board of County 2 .

10/26/2010 . date the commission on the current status of
Commissioners .
the project.
Presented a PowerPoint presentation to up-
St. Johns County Board of . P P
2/16/2010 . date the commission on the current status of
County Commissioners .
the project.
North Florida Transportation ~ Presented a PowerPoint presentation on the
2/11/2010  Planning Organization current status of the project and to mention
(NFTPO) the upcoming public hearings.
Presented a PowerPoint presentation to up-
Clay County Board of County . P P
2/9/2010 . date the commission on the current status of
Commissioners .
the project.
. . Presented a PowerPoint presentation on the
Northeast Florida Regional . .
2/4/2010 Council current status of the project and to mention
unci
the upcoming public hearings.
Presented a PowerPoint presentation on the
NFTPO - Citizens Advisory P ,
2/3/2010 current status of the project and to mention

Committee
the upcoming public hearings.
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Exhibit 2-6 (con’t): Summary of Coordination Meetings

10/29/2009

8/20/2009

6/2/2009

5/18/2009

4/2/2009

11/5/2008

9/18/2008

12/13/2007

12/6/2007

11/27/2007

11/27/2007

11/13/2007

5/23/2007

1/20/2006

1/17/2006

12/6/2005

FDOT Plantation Oaks Over-
pass Construction Project
Open House

Clay County Kiwanis Club

Clay County Chamber of Com-
merce

Cecil Field Airport Advisory
Committee Meeting

Northeast Florida Regional
Council

Clay County Builders Council

Jacksonville Chamber of Com-
merce

NFTPO

Northeast Florida Regional
Council

Clay County Board of County
Commissioners

St. Johns County Board of
County Commissioners

Jacksonville chapter of the
American Society of Civil Engi-
neers

Clay County Commercial Real
Estate Showcase

Orange Park Sunrise Rotary
Club

Green Cove Springs City Coun-
cil Meeting

Green Cove Springs City Coun-
cil Meeting

At a construction open house for an adjacent
FDOT project, exhibits of the St. Johns River
Crossing / First Coast Outer Beltway project
were displayed and staff was available to
answer any questions.

Presented a PowerPoint presentation on the
project.

Presented a PowerPoint presentation on the
project.

Presented a PowerPoint presentation on the
project.

Presented a PowerPoint presentation on the
current status of the project.

Presented a PowerPoint presentation on the
project.

Presented a PowerPoint presentation on the
project.

Presented a PowerPoint presentation to up-
date the TPO on the current status of the
project.

Presented a PowerPoint presentation on the
current status of the project.

Presented a PowerPoint presentation to up-
date the commission on the current status of
the project.

Presented a PowerPoint presentation to up-
date the commission on the current status of
the project.

Presented a PowerPoint presentation on the
project.

Presented a PowerPoint presentation on the
project.

Presented a PowerPoint presentation on the
project.

Discussed the project.

Updated the Council on the current status of
the project.



Exhibit 2-6 (con’t): Summary of Coordination Meetings

11/10/2005

11/7/2005

10/18/2005

10/11/2005

10/11/2005

10/6/2005

10/5/2005

10/5/2005

9/8/2005

8/3/2005

8/3/2005

6/14/2005

4/8/2004

4/1/2004

3/11/2004

3/9/2004

3/3/2004

3/3/2004

NFTPO

Green Cove Springs Rotary
Club

St. Johns County Board of
County Commissioners

Clay County Board of County
Commissioners

Putnam County Board of Coun-
ty Commissioners

Northeast Florida Regional
Council

NFTPO - Technical Coordinat-
ing Committee

NFTPO - Citizens Advisory

Committee

NFTPO

North Florida Transportation
Planning Organization - Tech-
nical Coordinating Committee

North Florida Transportation
Planning Organization - Citi-
zens Advisory Committee

St. Johns County Board of
County Commissioners

NFTPO

Northeast Florida Regional
Council

NFTPO

St. Johns County Board of
County Commissioners

NFTPO - Technical Coordinat-
ing Committee

NFTPO - Citizens Advisory
Committee

Updated the TPO on the current status of the
project.

Presented a PowerPoint presentation on the
project.

Provided an update to the commission on
the current status of the project.

Provided an update to the commission on
the current status of the project.

Updated the Commission on the current
status of the project.

Updated the NEFRC on the current status of
the project.

Updated the TCC on the current status of the
project.

Updated the CAC on the current status of the
project.

Updated the NFTPO on the St. Johns River
Crossing Toll Feasibility Study

Updated the TCC on the St. Johns River Cross-
ing Toll Feasibility Study

Updated the CAC on the St. Johns River
Crossing Toll Feasibility Study

Provided an update to the commission on
the current status of the project.

Updated the TPO on the current status of the
project.

Updated the NEFRC on the current status of
the project.

Updated the TPO on the current status of the
project.

Provided an update to the commission on
the current status of the project.

Updated the TCC on the current status of the
project.

Updated the CAC on the current status of the
project.
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CHAPTER 2 | Developing the Alternatives

Spring 2004 Public Meeting

Spring 2004
Meeting Summary

Meeting Dates:
March 30t and April 1%, 2004

Meeting Locations:

Switzerland Point Middle School,
St. Johns County

Clay High School, Clay County

Attendance:
426 - St. Johns County
405 - Clay County

Spring 2004 Public Meetings
FDOT held the first meetings from 5:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. on March 30 and

April 1, 2004, at Switzerland Point Middle School in St. Johns County and Clay
High School in Clay County, respectively. Their purpose was to provide citizens
with an opportunity to learn about the five initial Build Alternatives (Purple,
Brown, Orange, Green, and Pink Alternatives). A total of 831 persons signed in

at these meetings (426 at the meeting in St. Johns County and 405 in Clay Coun-

ty).

FDOT received a total of 579 comment statements from the meetings and dur-
ing the 30-day comment period that followed. Most of the comments either ex-
pressed a general position of support or opposition for the project or focused
mainly on the location of the alternatives as they cross the St. Johns River. Of
those comments that supported a general location for an improved river cross-
ing, preferences were neatly equally divided among the northern route (Purple),
southern routes (Brown, Orange, Green and Pink), and no preference as to loca-
tion. Other topics that were frequently commented on included cost of the pro-
ject and community impacts. Exhibit 2-7 summarizes the subjects of the com-

ments received.

In addition to the comments, FDOT also received two petitions. The first, sub-
mitted by the Orangedale Community Association, included 1,026 signatures and

opposed any river crossing near the Orangedale community in St. Johns County.

13%

Exhibit 2-7: Spring 2004 Public Meeting Comments
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The second petition, submitted by St. Johns County Citizens for Sound Im-
provement, included 3,170 signatures and endorsed the selection of either the

Green or Pink Alternative.

Fall 2005 Public Meetings
FDOT refined some of the initial Build Alternatives, incorporating public input

from the 2004 meetings, and added a new northern crossing alternative called
the Black Alternative (shown in Exhibit 2-15 and described on pg 2-32). All
alternative corridors were reduced in width from the initial 500 feet to 400 feet at
this stage. Additional public meetings were then held on November 1 and 3,
2005, at the St. Johns County Convention Center at the World Golf Village Re-
naissance Resort in St. Johns County and at the Clay County Fairgrounds, re-
spectively. FDOT showed the public changes that had been made to the Purple,
Brown, and Pink Alternatives and presented them with the new Black Alterna-

tive.

A total of 576 persons signed in at these meetings (259 at the meeting in St.
Johns County and 317 in Clay County). Meeting attendees returned 291 survey
forms at the meetings, and another 77 attendees provided oral comments. At
this series of meetings, more people expressed a preference for a southern route
(Brown, Orange, Green and Pink), than a northern route (Black and Purple).
However, most of those who commented had no preference as to where the

crossing should be located. The comments from this series of meetings still fo-

Fall 2005 Public Meeting

Fall 2005
Meeting Summary

Meeting Dates:
November 1st and 3rd, 2005

Meeting Locations:

St. Johns County Convention Center at the

World Golf Village Renaissance Resort

Clay County Fairgrounds, Clay County

Attendance:
259 - St. Johns County
317 - Clay County

cused on either generally supporting or opposing the project (Exhibit 2-8).

Exhibit 2-8: Fall 2005 Public Meeting Comments Support/Oppose Only
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CHAPTER

Fall 2006 Workshop

However, a larger portion of the comments received discussed project impact
issues, the majority of which concerned community, economic, and traffic im-

pacts.

Following the 2005 public meetings, the project team continued making re-
finements to the Build Alternatives. In early 2000, the St. Johns County Board
of County Commissioners and Clay County Board of County Commissioners
passed resolutions stating their support and need for a new highway facility.
On March 21, 2006, the St. Johns County Board of County Commissioners
adopted a resolution stating the County’s support for a new highway corridor
that crossed the St. Johns River near the existing Shands Bridge and terminat-
ed at 1-95. On June 13, 2000, the Clay County Board of County Commission-
ers passed a resolution supporting a southetly crossing of the St. Johns River,
stating that a new highway corridor will serve as a “critically needed traffic re-

liever and economic development stimulator.”

After further refinements to the alternatives, FDOT made two decisions.
First, they decided that the existing Shands Bridge would be removed and re-
placed as part of any of the southern alternatives (Brown, Orange, Green and
Pink). FDOT also identified the Pink Alternative as the Locally Preferred Al-
ternative. Thus, they held a third series of meetings in the fall of 2006 in St.
Johns, Clay and Duval Counties to inform the public of these decisions and to
solicit comment. The meetings were held in open-house format from 2:00
p-m. to 8:00 p.m. on August 29 in Clay County, August 31 in St. Johns County,
and September 7 in Duval County. A total of 623 persons signed in at these
meetings (217 at the meeting in St. Johns County, 288 in Clay County and 118
in Duval County). These meetings were held in conjunction with two other
FDOT projects; the SR 23 (Branan Field-Chaffee Road) project located in
western Duval and northern Clay Counties and the SR 9B project located in
southern Duval and northern St. Johns Counties. Those projects were in more
advanced stages at the time of the public meetings, but were included because
they could affect the design and construction of the St. Johns River Crossing

Project.



FDOT focused these meetings on four of the alternatives; two northern corri-
dors (Black and Purple) and two southern corridors (Brown and Pink). FDOT
also announced at these meetings that they intended to toll the entire route,
including the Branan Field — Chaffee Road Project (the entire toll route is re-
ferred to as the First Coast Outer Beltway; see page 2-50 for more detail). Due
to the tolling issue staff from the Florida Turnpike Enterprise were available to
answer questions regarding tolling. (Subsequent to this meeting, FDOT deter-
mined that if a southern corridor alternative were selected (Brown, Orange,
Green or Pink), the local trip across the river between the US 17 interchange
and the CR 16A interchange would remain toll-free; see page 2-49 for more

information.)

Ninety comments were received, and they were again nearly equally divided
among preferences for a northern (Black and Purple) or southern (Brown and
Pink) route or expression of no route preference. As with the other two series
of meetings, the majority of the comments expressed support or opposition
for the project (Exhibit 2-9). Many also commented on Build Alternatives,
and several again noted concerns regarding community, economic and traffic

impacts.

In addition to their comments on other issues, 12 people also stated their
opinion on having a toll road. Of the 12, six people stated that they were not

in favor of tolls and six stated that they were in favor of tolls.

Exhibit 2-9: Fall 2006 Workshop Comments
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CHAPTER 2

Public Hearings 2010
Summary

Meeting Dates:
February 22, February 25, March 2, March 4

Meeting Locations:
World Golf Village Renaissance Resort

Thrasher-Horne Conference Center

Clay County Fairgrounds
Cecil Conference Center

Attendance:
152 - February 22
180 - February 25

138 - March 2

50 - March 4

Developing the Alternatives

Public Hearings

A series of four public hearings were held for the St. Johns River Crossing
Project in early 2010 (see details in Exhibit 2-10). The purpose of these hear-
ings was to allow the public the opportunity to provide input on the alterna-
tives presented in the Draft EIS.  Various displays and detailed aerial maps
were provided for public viewing at the hearings along with a presentation
which summarized the development of the project alternatives and the poten-
tial environmental impacts. In total, approximately 520 people attended the
four public hearings and 121 comments were received at the hearings. The
majority of comments were concerned with the selection of an alternative, the
use of tolls, general support or opposition to the project, opposition to the
interchange at CR 739 (the interchange at CR 739 was added after the 2006
Fall Workshop and prior to the Public Heatings), and/or environmental im-
pacts (see Exhibit 2-11). Of those comments stating a preference for a partic-
ular alternative, the majority stated a preference for the Pink Alternative
(mostly without specifying options 1 or 2). For a summary of the comments,
please see the Public Involyement Discipline Report located on the enclosed CD.
For complete copies of all comments received, please see the Public Hearing

Transcriptlocated on the enclosed CD.

During the 30 day comment period following the series of public hearings,
FDOT received approximately 36 comments / questions from the general
public. Additionally, FDOT received one petition with 121 signatures sup-
porting the Pink Alternative and a petition from Clay County supporting the
interchange at CR 739.

Comments were also received from the Northwest St. Johns County Commu-
nity Coalition, the Florida Wildlife Federation, the NFTPO. Their comments

are described in the Agency Coordination Memorandum.

Exhibit 2-10: Public Hearings

# Oral # Court # Written

Comments

# Attendees

World Golf Village (St. Johns

Comments Reporter

2/22/10 e 152 10 5 7
Thrasher-Horne Conference

2/25/10 Center (Clay County) 180 14 9 22

3/2/10 Clay County Fairgrounds (Clay 138 3 21 14
County)

3/4/10 Cecil Conference Center (Duval 50 4 _ 7

County)



Exhibit 2-11: Public Hearing Comments Summary

Comments Stating Support or Opposition to a Particular Alternative

Supports Pink Alternatives — not specifying 1 or 2
Supports Pink 1
Supports Pink 2
Supports Southern Crossing Alternatives
Against Southern Crossing Alternatives
Against “2" Alternatives
Against “1” Alternatives
Supports Purple
Supports Black
Supports Northern Alternatives
Against Northern Alternatives
Supports Green
Supports Green/Orange
Supports Green/Pink
Against Pink/Brown
Against Brown/Orange
Comments Related to Tolls/Project Financing
Supports Tolls
Against Tolls
General

General Support or Opposition to Project
Supports Project
Against Project/Supports No Build

Opposed to Interchange at CR 739
Environmental Concerns (social, natural, physical impacts)
Cultural/Recreational
Noise
Wetlands
Residential

General
Other

Would support an alternative further south
Bridge height

Safety

Access to local roads

Public transportation improvements
Against tearing down Shands Bridge

General

*Some individuals commented on more than one topic. Comments may be counted more than once

in this table
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Advance Notification (AN)

Advance Notification (AN) is the process
through which other federal, state, and
local agencies are informed of a proposed
transportation project by FDOT. The AN
process provides agencies an opportunity
to become involved early in project devel-
opment and share information about po-
tential impacts the proposal might have
on resources of concern within the project
area.

Key Dates

The AN Package was mailed on August 30,
2005 to the Florida Department of
Environmental Protection (FDEP) Florida
State Clearinghouse.

2.4 HOW WERE GOVERNMENT AGENCIES
AND TRIBES INVOLVED IN ALTERNATIVE
DEVELOPMENT AND ANALYSIS?

To ensure early communication and coordination, FDOT processed the pro-
ject through the Florida Efficient Transportation Decision Making (ETDM)
process to solicit agency concerns and recommendations. FDOT provided an
Advance Notification (AN) package to state and federal agencies and other
interested parties defining the project and describing anticipated issues and

impacts.

As part of the ETDM process, FDOT carried out scoping as required under
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) implementation guidelines for the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). These efforts are described in
more detail below. Additionally, a matrix of comments received from agencies
and FDOT’s responses was kept throughout the project and is provided in
Appendix A of the _Agency Coordination Memorandum located on the enclosed
CD.

On August 30, 2005, FDOT mailed a project AN package to the Florida De-
partment of Environmental Protection (FDEP) Florida State Clearinghouse.
FDOT then distributed the package to Federal, state and local agencies, as well
as appropriate Congressional and local senators and representatives. FDOT
received comments in response to the AN package from the United States
Coast Guard (USCG), United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Na-
tional Marine Fisheries Service (NMES), Florida Fish and Wildlife Conserva-
tion Commission (FWC), St. Johns River Water Management District
(SJRWMD), Clay County Board of County Commissioners, and Putnam
County Planning and Development Services. Along with general comments,
the agencies noted that wetland impacts, essential fish habitat impacts, and
stormwater treatment were areas of special concern. Letters received from
agencies in response to the AN package are provided in Appendix B of the

Agency Coordination Memorandum located on the enclosed CD.

FDOT used the ETDM process, Florida’s streamlined approach for conducting
NEPA studies, to comply with section 6002(b) of the Safe, Accountable, Flexibl,
Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (known as SAFETEA-LU).

The project team loaded information into the ETDM system in April 2006 and
2-20



Legend Exhibit 2-12: Summary Degree of Effect Chart*
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released it to the Environmental Technical Advisory Team (ETAT) on June 1,
2006 (Programming Screen Review). Included in the information loaded in the
ETDM system were four alternatives under consideration at the time of the Pro-
gramming Screen Review. These alternatives included the Black (Alternative
#1), Brown (Alternative #2), Pink (Alternative #3), and Purple Alternatives
(Alternative #4). ETAT provided feedback using the ETDM process during July
2006. In general, these comments mirrored those received through the AN
process, with wetlands, wildlife and habitat as primary concerns. As part of the
review process, ETAT also assigned a degtree of effect to each alternative, rang-
ing from 1-5, based on the impact the proposed alternative could have on vari-
ous natural, cultural and community elements. Exhibit 2-12 shows the degree of
effect assigned to each alternative. Additional information on the Summary De-
grees of Effects, ETDM comments and FDOT responses are provided in Ap-
pendix C of the Agency Coordination Memorandum located on the enclosed CD.
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The Efficient Transportation
Decision Making (ETDM)
Process

ETDM is a process established by FDOT
that attempts to streamline procedures
for planning transportation projects,
conducting environmental reviews, and
developing and permitting projects. The
premises for ETDM include:

= Early and continuous agency
involvement

= Good data upon which to base
decisions

= Better transportation decisions

Key Dates

A Notice of Intent (NOI) was published in
the Federal Register on September 5,
2006. A NOI is a letter notifying Federal
and State agencies that an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) is being prepared
for the project.

In response to agency concerns, FDOT proposed several measures in addition to

those undertaken in preparation of the EIS. These measures are consistent with

the comments provided during the ETDM process and include the following:
Conduct a scrub jay survey for potentially occupied scrub habitat
(survey is included in Appendix A of the Wildlife and Habitat Disci-

pline Report and Appendix A of the Endangered Species Biological Assess-
ment located on the enclosed CD).

Comply with the most recent guidance issued by the United States
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and FWC relating to potential
involvement with bald eagles.

Conduct red-cockaded woodpecker surveys for potentially occu-
pied habitat (survey is included in Appendix A of the Wildlife and
Habitat Discipline Report and Appendix A of the Endangered Species
Biological Assessment located on the enclosed CD).

Conduct submerged grass bed surveys within the vicinity of the
alternative bridge crossings of the St. Johns River (survey is includ-
ed in Appendix A of the Essential Fish Habitat Discipline Repor?).

Consider wildlife underpasses to facilitate wildlife mobility in the
design of the project for areas where the linkage of public lands can
be achieved.

Continue coordination with NMFS on issues relating to Essential
Fish Habitat and the Endangered Species Act.

Prepare an Air Quality Screening Test (located on the enclosed
CD) to evaluate project-related intersections.

On June 6 and 7, 2006, FDOT conducted a meeting for all the ETAT state and
Federal agency participants where the St. Johns River Crossing Project was pre-

sented, among others.

The project was presented at another ETAT meeting on June 24, 2008. The
team presented responses to comments received from ETAT members during
the ETDM Programming Screen Review, as well as answers to questions raised
at previous ETAT meetings. (See Appendix D of the Agency Coordination Menso-
randum located on the enclosed CD for ETAT meeting comments and respons-

es.)

FDOT conducted an agency coordination meeting on June 7, 2006. A presenta-

tion was given to those in attendance explaining the history of and need for the
2-22



St. Johns River Crossing Project, followed by a question and answer session.
The meeting was attended by the United States Environmental Protection
Agency (USEPA), Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), USCG, National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), NMFS, FDEP, FWC, and
USFWS.

Additional coordination meetings took place throughout the study. Exhibit 2-
13 highlights major agency concurrence points. See Appendix E of the Agency
Coordination Memorandum on the enclosed CD for minutes from the methodolo-

gy meetings.

To identify any resource concerns or traditional properties, FDOT has re-
quested further input from the six Federally recognized tribes of Florida. (See
Appendix F of the _Agency Coordination Memorandum on the enclosed CD for

copies of the letters sent to the tribes). This was a continuation of the consul-

Exhibit 2-13: Major Agency Concurrence Points

SHPO stated in a letter to FDOT that if the preferred alternative was designed to bridge over

01/29/2007 SHPO and FDOT the historic railroad segment and not interfere with the current or future operation of the rail
line, the project would not adversely affect this resource.
01/14/2008 USACE Suggested revisions to the Draft EIS and 404(b)(1) Alternatives.
The agencies met and agreed upon the methodology and area of potential effect for historic
04/23/2008 SHPO, FHWA, FDOT and archaeological resources.
04/30/2008 and These were initial coordination meetings in which SJIRWMD indicated that the project could be
10/09/2008 FDOT and SIRWMD permitted and that mitigation bank credits were acceptable for wetland mitigation.
01/29/2009 USACE Suggested revisions to the Draft EIS and 404(b)(1) Alternatives.
05/26/2009 USACE Suggested revisions to the Draft EIS and 404(b)(1) Alternatives.
11/02/2009 USACE Concurrence with the Draft EIS for publication in Federal Register.
03/05/2010 USACE Concurrence with the Draft EIS for publication in Federal Register.
SJRWMD wrote a letter stating its concurrence with the de minimis finding for the Selected Al-
04/16/2010 SJRWMD and FDOT ternative (discussed further in Section 3.10.5).
SJRWMD, USEPA, FWC, The agencies agreed to a regional wetland mitigation approach and FDOT committed to coor-
10/14/2010 USACE, USFWS, dinating with the resource agencies in developing the framework for a regional wetlands miti-
NMFS,FHWA, and FDOT  gation plan.
A teleconference was held in which FDOT and NMFS agreed upon the methodology presented
05/13/2011 FDOT and NMFS . :
in the Final EIS.
09/20/2011, SJRWMD, USEPA, FWC, Teleconferences were held to discuss wet.land mitigation and the seIec’Flon of the pref.e.rred.
alternative. It was agreed that more detail would be added to the existing wetland mitigation
09/29/2011 and  USACE, USFWS, . . . . ’
10/4/2011 NMFS FHWA. and FDOT plan. All parties were agreeable to the selection of the Pink 1 Alternative as FDOT's Preferred
! ! Alternative. It was advised that FDOT identify the LEDPA and provide supporting information.
10/14/2011 USACE Suggested revisions to the Draft Final EIS and 404(b)(1) Alternatives.
FDOT, FWC, FHWA, . R .
12/18/2012 NMFS, USACE, USEPA, ?;;Is}cs:}?;e:s;ma: f:eeléidv:ihe)rre the revised Endangered Species Biological Assessment and
USFWS 9 pon.
01/24/2013 USFWS

Concurrence with the Endangered Species Biological Assessment findings and commitments.




CHAPTER 2

Performing a
Desktop Analysis

Before investing time and money in fully
developing an alternative, the FDOT is able
to take an initial “snapshot” of what the
corridor’s potential environmental effects
might be by performing a desktop analysis.

This is accomplished by electronically over-
laying the alternative routes over GIS data
for the various resources and seeing where
they might directly impact them. This pro-
cess is called a desktop analysis.

Developing the Alternatives

tation that occurred during the ETDM Programming Screen Review conduct-
ed in June 2006. As of the publication date of this Final EIS, one comment
has been received from the Miccosukee Tribe stating that no historic proper-
ties are known to occur in the area (see the Agency Coordination Memorandum

located on the enclosed CD).

2.5 WHAT WERE THE RESULTS OF THE FINAL
CORRIDOR AND DESKTOP ANALYSIS
SCREENING?

Before moving forward into the detailed alternatives analysis contained in this
EIS, the project team performed a final screening of the alternatives carried
forward from previous studies and added during public scoping (Black, Purple,
Brown, Orange, Green and Pink Alternatives). In addition, two conceptual
alternatives from the 2002 Regional Transportation Planning Study, Alterna-
tives E and I (refer to Exhibit 2-2), were re-examined at this stage to confirm

they had been fully considered.

The alternative referred to as Alternative E in the original planning study was a
conceptual corridor that would involve constructing a new bridge crossing
farther north than any of the other alternatives. It would connect CR 220 on
the west and Race Track Road east of the St. Johns River. Under this alterna-
tive, connecting roadways from SR 21 to 1-95 would be upgraded and/or wid-
ened. To determine the impact of utilizing existing arterials for an improved
crossing, FDOT performed the same analysis for Alternative E as had been
done for the Red and Blue Arterial Corridor Alternatives in 2004. As with the
Red and Blue Alternatives, the analysis showed that Alternative E resulted in

the degradation of the LOS on local road segments to LOS F.

Exhibits 2-14: Desktop Analysis for Built Environment

Elements of Built Environment within Alternatives

Real Estate Parcels

Alternative Major Utilities | Communities | Total Parcels Commercial Parcels Residential Parcels
1 7 291 9 59

Black 3
Purple 1 7 3 227 9 57
Brown 1 8 1 222 3 42
Orange 2 8 1 243 6 43
Green 2 8 1 197 6 39
Pink 1 8 1 176 3 38
| 0 6 2 486 9 309

Desktop analysis data was from existing sources and GIS databases, without field verification 224



Exhibit 2-15: Desktop Analysis for Natural Environment

Elements of Natural Environment within Alternatives

(N Floodplains

Alternative | TandE Species

e \:tlon Wetlands 100-Year Regulatory Mesic Forest Xeric Habitat
o — reas (acres) Floodplain Floodway (acres) (acres)
(acres) Crossings Crossings
Black 1 0 381 29 8 952 45
Purple 1 0 194 18 7 542 38
Brown 2 34 333 29 5 801 168
Orange 2 24 319 29 6 731 172
Green 2 24 311 30 5 715 154
Pink 2 34 325 30 4 785 150
| 1 0 134 22 8 488 12

Desktop analysis data was from existing sources and GIS databases, without field verification

The team performed a final desktop screening analysis on the six Build Alter-
natives carried forward through the earlier studies and the public meetings in
2004 and 2005 (Black, Purple, Brown, Orange, Green and Pink). The concep-
tual Alternative I from the earlier planning study was also re-examined in the
final desktop screening analysis. This was done because Alternative I had been
shown to perform reasonably well in the planning study (based on traffic vol-
ume and travel time savings), but it had not been incorporated into the initial

Build Alternatives after the planning study.

2.5.1 Final Desktop Analysis (2008)
For the final desktop analysis of these seven alternatives, FDOT again reduced

the corridor width of all alternatives from 400 feet to 324 feet, minimizing the
right-of-way footprint to avoid and/or minimize potential impacts. They also
developed conceptual interchange layouts for each Build Alternative in order
to estimate construction costs, determine right-of-way needs, and analyze po-
tential impacts to the local roads. The results of the final desktop screening are
summarized in Exhibits 2-14 and 2-15, and were used to identify the final set
of alternatives carried forward for detailed evaluation in this EIS. Alternatives
eliminated from detailed evaluation are summarized in the next section, fol-

lowed by a detailed description of all alternatives carried forward.

2.6 WHAT ALTERNATIVES WERE ELIMINATED
FROM DETAILED EVALUATION IN THIS
FINAL EIS, AND WHY?

2.6.1 Build Alternatives Eliminated
FDOT did not consider the Red and Blue Arterial Alternatives to be reasonable

Build Alternatives at the conclusion of the 2004 Arterial Corridor Study because FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL
295 IMPACT STATEMENT




CHAPTER

Why use a 324 foot
right-of-way?

The border and median widths shown in the
roadway typical sections are justified for
safety needs. The majority of severe crashes
that occur on rural freeway facilities are
“leave the road crashes”. Typical crash inci-
dents often involve cross-over crashes
across the median including vehicle to vehi-
cle crashes or vehicle to barrier crashes if a
barrier is present. Other common crashes
involve vehicles leaving the roadway and
hitting fixed objects such as trees and cul-
vert endwalls in the outer border area. Both
the median width and the border width
have a direct impact on the number and
severity of these type crashes. Further, the
American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials (AASHTO) Green
Book, which is used by FHWA to determine
the need for design exceptions for certain
critical design elements, suggest median
widths on rural freeways to be between 50
to 100 feet and border widths in the range
of 80 to 150 feet “to facilitate maintenance
operations and safety”. The proposed medi-
an width and border width for this project
are in the middle of these recommended
ranges.

they failed to provide the needed capacity for the projected traffic demand, as dis-
cussed in section 2.2.2. During the final corridor screening, the team also dismissed
the E Alternative (identified during the planning study in 2002) for failing to provide
needed capacity, as well as representing an alternative where the full corridor could
not be tolled, as tolling was considered essential for funding the project (see Transpor-

tation Technical Memorandum located on the enclosed CD).

After the final desktop screening, FDOT also eliminated the I Alternative from
further analysis. This was done because the desktop screening revealed a signifi-
cant number of residential relocations that would occur within this corridor (refer
to Exhibit 2-14), and these high residential impacts were not considered by
FDOT to be reasonably offset by some reductions in other environmental im-

pacts.

Transportation Systems Management (TSM) refers to a set of transportation poli-
cies or strategies aimed at reducing traffic congestion and improving roadway mo-
bility without major capital expenditures to increase physical roadway tratfic capac-
ity. TSM strategies are aimed at making adjustments to the existing roadway trans-
portation system to increase traffic flow, and include the optimization of traffic
signal timing, improvements to intersection geometry, the designation of High

Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes, and Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS).

Based on the anticipated population growth and traffic projections, as discussed in
Chapter 1: Purpose and Need, TSM strategies alone would not meet the predicted
transportation needs of the project area. Traffic projections indicate the need for ad-
ditional physical capacity for efficient movement of goods and people within the area.

Therefore, a TSM alternative was eliminated from detailed evaluation.

2.7 WHAT ALTERNATIVES ARE STUDIED IN
DETAIL IN THIS FINAL EIS?

Based on previous studies, public input, and the final desktop analysis, the Black,
Purple, Brown, Orange, Green and Pink Alternatives were carried forward for
detailed evaluation in this EIS, along with the No Build Alternative. As described
in section 2.5.1, FDOT reduced the width of the final Build Alternatives from 400
feet to 324 feet, in an effort to avoid or minimize environmental and community
impacts. However, the results of the final desktop analysis showed that there was

still a potential to impact conservation and recreation properties within the re-

2-26



duced right-of-way width of the Brown, Orange, Green and Pink Alternatives. To
avoid or minimize potential impacts to these areas, FDOT developed four addi-
tional alternatives for detailed analysis: Brown 2, Orange 2, Green 2 and Pink 2.
Additionally, FDOT added an interchange at CR 739 for the Brown 1 and 2, Or-
ange 1 and 2, Green 1 and 2 and Pink 1 and 2 Alternatives so that residents in the

Lake Asbury area could more easily access the new highway.

The ten final Build Alternatives and the No Build Alternative (Exhibit 2-16) are
described in detail in the following sections. For any of the Build Alternatives, the
proposed project will look similar to existing highway facilities in the area includ-
ing I-10 and 1-295. Typical roadway and bridge cross-sections are shown in Ex-
hibits 2-17 thru 2-21, reflecting the final proposed right-of-way width of 324 feet.
The roadway was designed to FDOT Plans Preparation Manual Chapter 2 inter-
state criteria. The proposed facility will consist of a combination of four, six or
eight lanes depending on the traffic needs for each Build Alternative, but all lanes
will remain within the same 324-foot-wide right-of-way. As travel demand increas-

es, the use of a 324-foot right-of-way will allow for future expansion of the road-

Exhibit 2-16: Final Build Alternatives
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CHAPTER 2 Developing the Alternatives

Exhibit 2-17: Typical Four Lane Roadway and Bridge Cross Section
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way within the median and will help avoid future impacts by preventing the
need to acquire additional right-of-way or build parallel facilities. As part of the
324-foot proposed typical section, the distance between the outside edge of
pavement and the right-of-way, referred to as the border width, is proposed at
94 feet. A 94-foot border width will facilitate maintenance operations, provide
an area for tolling equipment and provide for a safer roadway. All reasonable
measures will be taken to avoid or minimize direct impacts to wetlands and oth-
er environmental factors within the proposed border width. Although a 94-foot

border is proposed to meet FDOT design criteria, border area will remain un-

disturbed except as necessary to accommodate construction and maintenance.
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Exhibit 2-18: Typical Six Lane Roadway and Bridge Cross Section
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For the alternatives that would remove and replace the existing Shands Bridge
(Brown 1 and 2, Orange 1 and 2, Green 1 and 2, or Pink 1 and 2 Alternatives),
a 12-foot wide, toll free shared-use path will be provided on the north side of
the new bridge, beginning near the existing entrance to Bayard Conservation
Area in Clay County and terminating in St. Johns County just west of River-
wood Road. It will provide bike/pedestrian connectivity with existing and
proposed routes, including SR 16 in Clay County and SR 13 in St. Johns Coun-
ty, that the existing Shands Bridge could not facilitate due to the new walls. In
these cases, the shared-use path will also be accommodated within the 324-
foot-wide right-of-way.
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CHAPTER 2 Developing the Alternatives

Exhibit 2-19: Typical Eight Lane Roadway and Bridge Cross Section
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2.7.1 No Build Alternative

Consistent with NEPA requirements, this EIS considers an alternative that as-
sesses what would happen to the environment in the future if the proposed pro-
ject were not built. This alternative, called the No Build Alternative, includes the
routine maintenance and improvements of the existing roads in the study area
and the currently programmed, committed, and funded roadway projects as
included in the North Florida TPO 2030 LRTP. While the No Build Alternative
does not meet the purpose and need, it provides a baseline condition against

which to compare and measure the effects of all the Build Alternatives.
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Exhibit 2-20: Typical St. Johns River Crossing Bridge Cross Section with Shared-Use Path

NOTE:

R/ (324" STD)
€ CONST.
R/W (162" STD) e R/ (162" STD)
l
THREE ‘ | ‘ THREE ‘
BORDER LANES | MEDIAN | LANES | BORDER
I
94’ ! 2 2t | e ! 32 32 } /2" } 2" } /2" 94’

Shared-use path applies only to the Brown 1 and 2, Orange 1 and 2, Green 1 and 2, and Pink 1 and 2 Alternatives.

Exhibit 2-21: Mainline and Frontage Road Typical Section
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NOTE: Only for Green 1 and 2 and Orange 1 and 2 Alternatives near the Reynolds Industrial Park in Clay County.

2.7.2 Build Alternatives

For all the Build Alternatives, the first segment starts at the intersection of
Branan Field-Chaffee Road and SR 21 in Clay County and continues to the
Black Creek crossing. This segment continues to a point just east of CR 739,

where the first independent alternative alignment begins.
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CHAPTER

The
Black

Alternative

The Black Alternative consists of a northern segment that connects to 1-95 at
proposed SR 9B and a southern segment that connects to 1-95 (Exhibits 2-22,
2-23 and 2-24). The total length of the Black Alternative is 35.6 miles. After
crossing Black Creek, the northern segment of the Black Alternative proceeds
in a southeasterly direction away from Black Creek towards Green Cove
Springs and crosses the St. Johns River at one of its narrower locations, pro-
ceeding into St. Johns County. The northern segment continues in a northeast-
etly direction toward the proposed SR 9B/I-95 interchange near the St. Johns
County/Duval County line. The northern segment of the Black Alternative
then turns towards the east, interchanging with CR 2209 south of Race Track
Road. The northern segment continues to the northeast, connecting to 1-95 at

proposed SR 9B. The length of the northern segment is 25.6 miles.

The southern segment of the Black Alternative begins by splitting from the
northern segment just south of Greenbriar Road and west of the proposed CR
244 in St. Johns County. The alternative continues east, paralleling Greenbriar
Road to the south and then proceeding in a southeasterly direction, crossing
CR 210 approximately one-quatter mile south of the Greenbriar Road/CR 210
intersection. The southern segment of the Black Alternative continues south-
easterly, crossing Trout Creek 1 mile north of CR 16A. The southern segment
then turns east towards 1-95, terminating approximately 3 miles south of CR
210 and 3 miles north of International Golf Parkway. The length of the south-

ern segment is 10.0 miles.

Interchanges along the Black Alternative are provided for in Clay County at
SR 21, the proposed College Drive extension, and US 17. Interchanges in St.
Johns County are provided for at Greenbriar Road, CR 2209, the planned
Race Track Road Extension, and 1-95 for the northern segment; and at CR
210, CR 2209 and I-95 for the southern segment.
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The Black Alternative uses a 4-lane roadway section from a point just north of
SR 21 to the interchange with US 17 in Clay County. From the US 17 inter-
change, the Black Alternative uses a 6-lane roadway section to the split east of
the St. Johns River (including the bridge over the St. Johns River). After the
split, the northern segment of the Black Alternative continues with a 4-lane
section but then transitions into a 6-lane section from a the CR 2209 inter-
change to the segment’s terminus at 1-95. After the split, the southern segment

of the Black Alternative uses a 4-lane roadway section to the interchange with

1-95.
Exhibit 2-22: Black Alternative
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CHAPTER

The
Purple

Alternative

The Purple Alternative follows the same alignment as the northern segment of
the Black Alternative (Exhibits 2-25, 2-26 and 2-27). The total length of the
Purple Alternative is 25.6 miles. Interchanges along the Purple Alternative are
provided for in Clay County at SR 21, the proposed College Drive extension,
and US 17. Interchanges in St. Johns County are provided for at Greenbriar

Road, CR 2209, the planned Race Track Road Extension, and 1-95.

The Purple Alternative uses a 4-lane roadway section from a point just north
of SR 21 to the interchange with US 17 in Clay County. From the US 17 in-
terchange, the Purple Alternative crosses the river with a 6-lane bridge, contin-
uing with a 6-lane roadway section until Racetrack Road in St. Johns County.
From Racetrack Road, the alternative uses an 8-lane roadway section to its

terminus at 1-95.



Exhibit 2-25: Purple Alternative
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The
Brown 1 and Brown 2
Alternatives

After crossing Black Creek, the Brown 1 Alternative (Exhibits 2-28, 2-29 and
2-30) turns south towards SR 16, paralleling the proposed College Drive exten-
sion on the east. The total length of the Brown 1 Alternative is 34.0 miles. The
alternative intercepts a power line easement just south of the proposed CR 218
Bypass and then parallels it on its western side to its intersection with SR 16.
The alternative continues to follow the power line on the west side south of SR
16, crossing CR 315. East of CR 315, the Brown 1 Alternative proceeds in a
northeasterly direction, interchanging with US 17 south of Green Cove Springs.
After crossing US 17, the alternative continues east toward the existing Shands
Bridge, just east of the Reynolds Industrial Park. The Brown 1 Alternative then
crosses the St. Johns River into St. Johns County, paralleling and replacing the
existing Shands Bridge and SR 16 on the south.

The alternative then proceeds northeast towards the proposed SR 9B/1-95 in-
terchange, interchanging with CR 210 just east of the CR 210/Gtreenbriar Road
intersection. The Brown 1 Alternative continues north across CR 210 and turns
east, interchanging with the proposed CR 2209 roadway. As with the Purple

Alternative, the Brown 1 Alternative connects to 1-95 at the proposed SR 9B.

Interchanges along the Brown 1 Alternative are provided for in Clay County at
SR 21, CR 739, the proposed CR 218 Bypass, SR 16, and US 17. Interchanges
in St. Johns County are provided for at CR 16A, CR 210, CR 2209, the
planned Race Track Road Extension, and 1-95.

The Brown 2 Alternative (see inset, Exhibits 2-28 and 2-30) follows the same
route as the Brown 1 Alternative with an exception in route location east of
the Reynolds Industrial Park in Clay County in order to avoid the Bayard Con-
servation Area (See section 3.10 and the Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation, section
5.1.2, located on enclosed CD). The total length of the Brown 2 Alternative is
34.0 miles. The Brown 2 Alternative parallels SR 16 on the north side, contin-
uing east towards the St. Johns River. The alternative crosses the St. Johns
River paralleling the south side of the existing Shands Bridge (which it would

replace), following the same route as the Brown 1 Alternative.
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The Brown 1 and 2 Alternatives use a 4-lane roadway section from Branan Field
— Chaffee Road to the interchange with US 17 in Clay County. From US 17, the
alternatives transition to a 6-lane roadway and bridge section to the interchange
with CR 16A in St. Johns County. From CR 16A, the Brown 1 and 2 Alterna-
tives use a 4-lane roadway section to CR 2209. From CR 2209 to I-95 the alter-

natives use a 6-lane roadway section.

Exhibit 2-28: Brown 1 and 2 Alternatives
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CHAPTER

The

Alternatives

The Orange 1 Alternative follows the same alignment as the Brown 1 Alterna-
tive to a point just south of SR 16 in Clay County (Exhibits 2-31, 2-32 and 2-
33). The total length of the Orange 1 Alternative is 33.3 miles. The alternative
then takes an eastetly course north of the Brown 1 Alternative. It skirts the
southern fringe of Green Cove Springs, interchanging with US 17 near the
existing US 17/SR 16 intersection. From this point to the Shands Bridge, the
alternative collocates with SR 16. This alternative will involve the reconstruc-
tion of SR 16 to serve as parallel, one-way frontage roads on either side of the
mainline, providing local access to the Reynolds Industrial Park and the devel-
opment north of SR 16. The Orange 1 Alternative crosses the St. Johns River
south of the existing Shands Bridge (which it would replace), at which point
the alternative then assumes the Brown 1 alternative routing. After crossing
the river, the alignment heads north then east to the proposed SR 9B/1-95

Interchange.

Interchanges along the Orange 1 Alternative are provided for in Clay County
at SR 21, CR 739, the proposed CR 218 Bypass, SR 16, and US 17. Interchang-
es in St. Johns County are provided for at CR 16A, CR 210, CR 2209, the
planned Race Track Road Extension, and I-95.

The Orange 2 Alternative (see inset, Exhibits 2-31 and 2-33) follows the same
route as the Orange 1 Alternative with an exception in route location east of
the Reynolds Industrial Park in Clay County in order to avoid the Bayard Con-
servation Area (See section 3.10 and the Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation, section
5.1.4, located on enclosed CD). The total length of the Orange 2 Alternative is
33.2 miles. The Orange 2 Alternative parallels SR 16 on the north side contin-
uing east towards the St. Johns River. The alternative crosses the St. Johns
River parallel and to the south of the existing Shands Bridge (which it would

replace), following the same route location as the Orange 1 Alternative.
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The Orange 1 and Orange 2 Alternatives use a 4-lane roadway section from
Branan Field — Chaffee Road to the interchange with US 17 in Clay County
and from CR 210 to CR 2209 in St. Johns County. The alternatives use a 6-
lane section between US 17 and CR 210 (including the bridge over the St.

Johns River), and from CR 2209 to 1-95.

Exhibit 2-31: Orange 1 and 2 Alternatives
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CHAPTER

The
Green 1 and Green 2
Alternatives

The Green 1 Alternative follows the same route as the Orange 1 Alternative in
Clay County and across the St. Johns River to a point just east of SR 13 in St.
Johns County (Exhibits 2-34, 2-35 and 2-36). The total length of the Green 1
Alternative is 30.7 miles. Similar to the Orange 1 Alternative, the Green 1 Al-
ternative will include the reconstruction of SR 16 to serve as parallel, one-way
frontage roads on either side of the mainline, providing local access to the
Reynolds Industrial Park and the development north of SR 16. After crossing
SR 13 in St. Johns County, the Green 1 Alternative continues east, paralleling
CR 106A to the south, and intersecting the proposed CR 2209 roadway just
west of 1-95, approximately 3 miles north of the I-95/International Golf Park-

way interchange.

Interchanges along the Green 1 Alternative are provided for in Clay County at
SR 21, CR 739, the proposed CR 218 Bypass, SR 16, and US 17. Interchanges
in St. Johns County are provided for at CR 16A, CR 2209 and 1-95.

The Green 2 Alternative (see inset, Exhibits 2-34 and 2-36) follows the same
route as the Green 1 Alternative with an exception in route location east of the
Reynolds Industrial Park in Clay County in order to avoid the Bayard Conser-
vation Area (See section 3.10 and the Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation, section 5.1.4,
located on enclosed CD). The total length of the Green 2 Alternative is 30.6
miles. The Green 2 Alternative patallels SR 16 on the north side continuing
east towards the St. Johns River. The alternative crosses the St. Johns River
parallel and to the south of the existing Shands Bridge (which it would re-

place), following the same route location as the Green 1 Alternative.

The Green 1 and Green 2 Alternatives use a 4-lane roadway section from
Branan Field — Chaffee Road to the interchange with US 17 in Clay County
and from CR-16A to I-95 in St. Johns County. The segment between US 17

and CR-10A uses a 6-lane roadway section.
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Exhibit 2-34: Green 1 and 2 Alternatives
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Exhibit 2-36: Green 1 and 2 Section 2 Detail
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CHAPTER

The

Pink 1 and Pink 2

Alternatives

The Pink 1 Alternative follows the same route as the Brown 1 Alternative in
Clay County to just east of the St. Johns River (Exhibits 2-37, 2-38 and 2-39).
The total length of the Pink 1 Alternative is 31.4 miles. The alternative then
continues east along the same route as the Green 1 Alternative to its termina-

tion at 1-95.

Interchanges along the Pink 1 Alternative are provided for in Clay County at
SR 21, CR 739, the proposed CR 218 Bypass, SR 16, and US 17. Interchanges
in St. Johns County are provided for at CR 16A, CR 2209, and I-95.

The Pink 2 Alternative (see inset, Exhibits 2-37 and 2-39) follows the same
route as the Pink 1 Alternative with an exception in route location east of the
Reynolds Industrial Park in Clay County in order to avoid the Bayard Conser-
vation Area (See section 3.10 and the Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation, section 5.1.2,
located on enclosed CD). The total length of the Pink 2 Alternative is 31.4
miles. The Pink 2 Alternative parallels SR 16 on the north side continuing east
towards the St. Johns River. The alternative crosses the St. Johns River parallel
and to the south of the existing Shands Bridge (which it would replace), fol-

lowing the same route location as the Pink 1 Alternative.

The Pink 1 and 2 Alternatives use a 4-lane roadway section from Branan Field
— Chaffee Road to the interchange with US 17 in Clay County and from CR-
16A to 1-95 in St. Johns County. The segment between US 17 and CR-16A

uses a 6-lane roadway section.
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Exhibit 2-37: Pink 1 and 2 Alternatives
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CHAPTER

2.8 WILL THE SHANDS BRIDGE REMAIN IN
ANY OF THE BUILD ALTERNATIVES?

As described previously, the existing Shands Bridge will be removed and re-
placed if the Brown 1 or 2, Orange 1 or 2, Green 1 or 2 or Pink 1 or 2 Alter-
native is chosen as the Preferred Alternative, but will remain in place if either
the Black or Purple Alternative is selected. FDOT informed the public of this
decision by means of a mass emailing and the project website prior to the pub-
lic meetings held in the fall of 2006, mentioned earlier, when it became evident
that the Build Alternatives would not be viable using traditional funding meth-

ods and that the entire route would be tolled.

Although there would be no need to remove the Shands Bridge now if either
the Black or Purple Alternative were selected, it might still be necessary to
make improvements or consider replacing the bridge in the future as traffic
increases. Even though the Black and Purple Alternatives cross the river well
north of the Shands Bridge, traffic on the bridge is expected to increase over
time. The 45-year old Shands Bridge is functionally obsolete and was not in-
tended to carry the levels of traffic projected to occur in the future. Costs as-
sociated with future improvements to the existing bridge were not considered

in the project costs discussed in Section 2.10.

2.9 HOW WILL THE SHANDS BRIDGE BE
REMOVED?

As stated above, if one of the southern corridor alternatives is selected for im-
plementation, FDOT proposes to remove the existing Shands Bridge over the
St. Johns River and construct a new bridge. The existing Shands Bridge will be
demolished only after the new bridge is fully complete and open to traffic.
Since the proposed location of the new bridge is completely offset from the
existing Shands Bridge, there will be no need to stage either the construction

of the new bridge or the demolition of the existing Shands Bridge.

A permit from the SJRWMD will be required for bridge demolition. FDOT
will request that its permit include a condition requiring the bridge demolition
Contractor to prepare the detailed bridge demolition plan identifying specific
means and methods, and submit the plan for approval by SJRWMD before

commencing demolition activities.



FDOT proposes the requirements listed below as part of its permit applica-
tion, and these requirements were used in the assessment of potential impacts

(see Chapter 3):

Pre-Demolition/Construction

Prior to beginning construction or demolition, the river bottom
500 feet upstream and downstream from the bridge centerline will
be surveyed by multi-beam and side scan sonar to set baseline
conditions for bottom elevation (multi-beam) and bottom materi-

al (side scan).

Erosion and turbidity control measures will be installed and main-

tained around work areas.

Demolition Plan

The existing bridge will be removed down to six inches above the
mud line and disposed of offsite at a landfill or recycling facility.
No demolition material will be discharged to the water way or

disposed of onsite.
No blasting will be used to demolish the bridge.

The river bottom will be resurveyed after demolition if there are
any concerns from the regulatory agencies concerning deposition

(multi-beam) or remnant debtis (side scan).

In the event of an accidental spill of demolition materials or
equipment, the Contractor will immediately notify SJRWMD and
the USACE. Retrieval of the accidentally discharged material will
be initiated within seventy-two hours of approval from the regula-

tory agencies.

The project will not involve excavation of the river bottom with-
out the Contractor applying for and receiving a permit modifica-

tion and mixing zone approval.

2.10 HOW MUCH WILL THE PROJECT COST?

FDOT developed estimated project costs for construction, right-of-way and
wetland mitigation for each of the final Build Alternatives (Exhibit 3-40). The
estimates included the major cost components typically associated with high-

way construction including roadway, bridge and interchange construction. Es-
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Total Length of Alternative  Miles
St Johns River Bridge Length Feet

Minor Bridge Crossings Feet
Number of Interchanges Number
Net Roadway Length Miles
Roadway Cost $ Millions

St. Johns River Bridge Cost  $ Millions
Minor Crossings Bridge Cost  $ Millions
Interchange Cost $ Millions

Total Construction Cost $ Millions

Right-of-Way $ Millions
Inspection $ Millions
Design $ Millions
Wetland Mitigation $ Millions
Total Project Cost $ Millions

Exhibit 2-40: Estimated Project Costs

35.6 25.6 34.0 34.0 333 333 30.7 30.7 314 314
11,077 11,077 9,228 9,228 9,228 9,228 9,228 9,228 9,228 9,228
32 27 32 32 34 34 29 29 27 27
10 7 10 10 10 10 8 8 8 8
30.5 219 30.6 30.5 29.8 29.7 27.2 27.1 28.1 28.0
$511 $405 $498 $501 $516 $516 $448 $448 $430 $432
$251 $249 $230 $230 $226 $230 $226 $230 $230 $230
$191 $151 $150 $153 $162 $164 $107 $109 $95 $99
$621 $470 $569 $574 $636 $638 $549 $551 $481 $486

$337
$236
$157

$85

$1,574 $1,275 $1,447 $1,458 $1,540 $1,548 $1,330 $1,338 $1,236 $1,247

$269 $284 $359 $286 $314 $239 $265 $236  $313
$191 $217 $219 $231 $232 $200 $201 $124  $125
$128  $145 $146 $154 $155 $133 $134 $124  $125

$54 $57 $55 $55 $54 $57 $56 $59 $57

$2,390 $1,917 $2,150 $2,237 $2,266 $2,303 $1,959 $1,994 $1,840 $1,929

timates also included the cost related to the demolition of the existing Shands
Bridge in the case of the Brown 1 and 2, Orange 1 and 2, Green 1 and 2, and
Pink 1 and 2 Alternatives. Projected costs for the Black, Purple, Brown 1 and
2 and Orange 1 and 2 Alternatives that connect to 1-95 at its proposed inter-
section with 9B also include the cost of upgrading that proposed interchange.
A plan view of the I-95/SR 9B interchange and each of the other proposed
interchanges for all alternatives are provided in the Appendix of the Transporta-

tion Technical Memorandum located on the enclosed CD.

FDOT estimated design costs and construction, engineering and inspection
(CEI) service costs as a percentage of the total construction cost. Design cost
was estimated at 10 percent of total construction cost, and CEI cost was esti-
mated at 15 percent. Right-of-way appraisers made an initial estimation of
right-of-way costs that were further verified by FDOT during field inspection.
Estimated costs considered a taking of 324 feet of right-of-way, the potential
impacts to approved developments, and the right-of-way needed for the pro-
posed interchange concepts for each alternative. Finally, the team estimated
the costs associated with wetland mitigation using a cost of $100,000 per im-
pacted primary and fragment acre and $10,000 per secondary impacted acre,

based on typical wetland mitigation costs seen by FDOT on other projects.
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2.11 HOW WILL THE PROJECT BE FUNDED?

It will be necessary for FDOT to establish a Public / Private Partnership (P3)
in order to fund and construct the proposed St. Johns River Crossing Project.
If the project is built, repayment of state funds and the costs associated with
construction, operation and maintenance of the facility by the P3 entity will be
paid for through the use of tolls. FDOT did not consider using tolls to fund
the project during the initial stages of project development because project
costs could not be accurately calculated using the information available at the
time. During development of this EIS, preliminary engineering and detailed
environmental analysis has been on-going, thereby providing more accurate
information to calculate the costs of each Build Alternative. It became evident
from these costs that the project could not be implemented using traditional
methods of finance. Thus, FDOT decided in August 2006 to design and im-
plement the project as a limited access, tolled facility. However, FDOT has
determined that if any of the southern alternatives are selected (where the ex-
isting Shands Bridge would be replaced) the trips using the toll road solely to
cross the river will remain toll-free. This toll-free local trip route is shown on
Exhibit 2-41. This decision was made because, with any of the southern alter-
natives, an existing free crossing of the river (on the existing Shands Bridge)
would be removed. Also, there would not be a non-tolled crossing option

within a reasonable driving distance. A new northern river crossing (with ei-

Exhibit 2-41: Toll-free Local Trip Route
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Public / Private Partnerships

The Department is also exploring develop-
ing this project through a public private
partnership. The term “public/private part-
nerships,” or PPPs, refers to a contractual
arrangement by which public and private
entities collaborate in the design, construc-
tion, operation and financing of a transpor-
tation project. As the public sponsor, the
Florida Department of Transportation
would shape the technical, legal, and finan-
cial features in delivering the project.
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First Coast Outer Beltway
(FCOB)

The combination of the St Johns River Cross-
ing Project and the Branan Field / Chaffee
Road Project has been identified as the First
Coast Outer Beltway (FCOB). Although these
two projects are in very different stages of
development, the ultimate result of combin-
ing these projects will be a 46.5 mile, limited
access expressway connecting I-10 in Duval
County to I-95 in St. Johns County. This pro-
ject will be funded using tolls.

The benefit of developing the FCOB as a toll
facility will be that the entire project can be
completed in a significantly shorter time
than with conventional funding. Joining
these projects greatly enhances the ability of
FDOT to completely deliver both projects.

ther the Black or Purple Alternative) would be tolled because this would be a
new, additional river crossing and these alternatives would leave drivers with a
toll-free crossing option within a reasonable distance since the existing Shands

Bridge would remain in place under these circumstances.

FDOT conducted a preliminary toll revenue and feasibility study for the pro-
ject in the summer of 2006 which indicated that the St. Johns River Crossing
Project was not toll-feasible as a stand-alone project under any of the Build
Alternatives. Additionally, tolling only the bridge and not the corridor would
not generate sufficient revenue. In response to these findings and based on
the need for the project, in 2006 FDOT decided to combine the project (for
tolling purposes) with the Branan Field — Chaffee Road (SR 23) Project, form-
ing a beltway outside of the 1-295 loop from I-10 to 1-95. Combining tolling
efforts for the two projects makes the St. Johns River Crossing Project toll-
feasible and promotes the opportunity for the advancement of future project
phases of the Branan Field — Chaffee Road Project. While the interchanges
and alignments have been slightly adjusted since the study, the magnitude of
project changes and their effect on revenues is minimal compared to the accu-

racy of a fifty plus year revenue projection.

Toll rates for the project are unknown but are estimated by FDOT’s financial
advisors to be between $0.15-0.20/mile (See Client First Coast Outer Beltway Prelim-
inary Traffic and Revenne Analysis located on the enclosed CD). The toll rate will
be established at the time of bid by the potential private partners
(concessionaires). The conditions of bidding documents have not been set but
will generally specify the requirements of the concessionaire to design, build,
operate, maintain and finance the project for a term of 50-75 years. The bid will
basically be reduced to which concessionaire can meet the requirements of the
bid documents for the lowest per mile toll rate. The bid documents will limit

toll rate increases to an inflation index (such as the Consumer Price Index).

2.12 WHAT IS THE IMPACT OF TOLLS ON
BRANAN FIELD - CHAFFEE ROAD?

In 2005, FHWA approved a Supplemental EIS examining realignment of the

Branan Field-Chaffee Road corridor, but the use of tolls was not a part of that

analysis. During the workshops held in August and September of 2000, the
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public was informed that Branan Field-Chaffee Road could eventually be com-
bined with the St. Johns River Crossing Project when it came to collecting tolls

for the repayment of project funding in the future.

In the meantime, however, the two projects continue on separate tracks. Por-
tions of Branan Field-Chaffee Road are already completed and others are un-
der construction. All of the main-line right-of-way for that project has been
acquired. FDOT expects to use “open road” tolling on this project, a system
that utilizes in-motion transponders read by overhead sensors. Implementa-

tion would only require the construction of gantries at certain locations.

In the future, tolls will pay for the ultimate completion of the Branan Field-
Chaffee Road Project, including constructing grade separated interchanges at
major intersections. As a result, motorists will have the benefit of getting a

more efficient facility completed significantly sooner than if tolls were not used.

2.13 WHEN WILL CONSTRUCTION BEGIN AND
HOW LONG WILL IT TAKE?
Although FDOT cannot determine the exact timing and phasing for construc-
tion of the St. Johns River Crossing Project at this time, they project the earli-
est anticipated start date as 2013 and the opening year as 2025. Prior to con-
struction, FHWA must approve the Final EIS and complete a Record of Deci-
sion (ROD) on the project. If a Build Alternative is selected in the ROD,
FDOT then will complete the design and right-of-way acquisition phases. The
duration of these phases and the project construction start date will be subject
to many variables that could shorten or lengthen their timelines. Once con-
struction begins, FDOT anticipates that construction will be complete within

five years.

2.14 WHAT IS THE OBJECTIVE OF THIS FI-
NAL EIS?

This Final EIS offers a detailed evaluation of the effects that could potentially

occur as a result of the St. Johns River Crossing Project, and of the effective-

ness of the Preferred Alternative and the other alternatives in meeting the pro-

ject purpose outlined in Chapter 1.

2-01

Defining NEPA

This Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) is being prepared to meet the re-
quirements of the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA). NEPA requires federal
agencies, such as the FHWA, to integrate
environmental values into their decision
making processes by considering the en-
vironmental impacts of their proposed
actions and reasonable alternatives to
those actions.
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The range of reasonable alternatives, carried through the screening process, is
examined to see how the alternatives could affect the natural and built envi-
ronments. Where possible, the extent of the impact is quantified, although for
some resources, only a qualitative evaluation is possible. The impacts of each
alternative are then compared with the No Build Alternative to determine
what might change in the environment if the St. Johns River Crossing Project

is built.

As noted in Chapter 1, FDOT developed three goals that formed the basis of
the statement of purpose for the St. Johns River Crossing Project. Each alter-
native is compared against these goals to measure how well each of them
meets the project need. Exhibit 2-42 shows the project goals and the stand-

ards of measurement used to assess the effectiveness of each alternative.

The compatison of each alternative’s impact on the environment and its effec-
tiveness in meeting the project purpose will form the basis of FHWA’s and
FDOT’s decision making process. Using this evaluation, the FHWA and FDOT

can make an informed decision as to which alternative should be selected.

Exhibit 2-42: Project Goals and Measures

= Network Performance

= System Deficiency

= Network Vehicle Travel Time Reduction

= Corridor Volume Across the St. Johns River
= Annual Cost of Traffic Congestion

Provide additional capacity
to improve current and
future transportation
network deficiencies

= Provide access to activity centers identified for
future industrial and commercial development
Promote employment and = |mprove access to key employment and
economic development commerce centers in the area
= Provide access to areas of anticipated residential
development

= Vehicles removed from the more flood-prone
Improve Emergency areas east of the river.
Evacuation = Queue length east of the St. Johns River
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2.15 WHAT FUTURE OUTREACH IS PLANNED
FOR THE ST. JOHNS RIVER CROSSING
PROJECT?

After the release of this Final EIS and the announcement in the Federal Regis-

ter, there will be a minimum 30-day review period. After this review petiod,

FHWA and FDOT will consider all comments received on the Final EIS and

the analysis in the Final EIS in preparing the Record of Decision. The Record

of Decision will explain the reasons for the project decision, summarize any
mitigation measures that will be incorporated in the project, and document

Section 4(f) de minimis findings.  After all project approvals are received,

FDOT can proceed with future phases.

2.16 WHY WAS THE PREFERRED ALTERNA-
TIVE SELECTED?

The Pink 1 Alternative was identified by FHWA and FDOT as their Preferred
Alternative for the St. Johns River Crossing Project. The following discussion
explains the factors considered by FHWA and FDOT and summarizes the
reasons for the selection of the Pink 1 Alternative as the Preferred Alternative.
Alternatives were compared relative to the project purposes and environmen-
tal impacts. Exhibit 2-43 summarizes the results of the comparison among

alternatives. The following sections further describe this evaluation.

All of the Build Alternatives provide additional capacity and improve transpos-
tation network deficiencies over the No Build Alternative. As discussed in
Chapter 1, the major north-south roads in Clay County, US 17 and SR 21, and
the only major east-west route in St. Johns County in the study area, CR 210,
have been impacted by increasing transportation demand. The Preferred Al-
ternative adds 44 new lane miles west of the St. Johns River in Clay County
and 21 new lane miles east of the river in St. Johns County. While the Pre-
ferred Alternative does not reduce travel time as much as other alternatives,
the Pink 1 and 2 and Green 1 and 2 Alternatives would have the fewest num-
ber of segments operating below LOS C in the design year. Additionally, these
alternatives require the least amount of mitigation along 1-95 to achieve the
same or better LOS compared to the No-Build. 1-95 ramp mitigation analysis
shows that all of the Build Alternatives except for the Pink 1 and 2 and Green

1 and 2 Alternatives require some freeway ramp mitigation. Even with the rec-
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ommended mitigation there are some ramp junctions in the Build Alternatives
that have LOS worse than the No Build Alternative. This is true for all Alter-
natives except Pink and Green. For example, under the Purple Alternative, the
two-lane SR 9B northbound entrance ramp has a LOS E whereas the No

Build Alternative has a LOS D for the same ramp with two lanes.

All of the Build Alternatives provide some benefit to emergency evacuation by
increasing the amount of roadway west of the St. Johns River. The southern
alternatives (Brown 1 and 2, Orange 1 and 2, Green 1 and 2, and Pink 1 and 2)
provide the most lane miles west of the St. Johns River and result in the lowest
number of vehicles in queue east of the river in the areas prone to flooding.
The southern alternatives remove over 5,000 more vehicles from east of the
river in areas prone to flooding when compared to the northern alternatives.
Of the southern alternatives, Pink 1 and 2 and Brown 1 and 2 provide slightly

more lane miles west of the St. Johns River.

Another distinguishing emergency evacuation factor between the Build Alter-
natives was the location of the 1-95 interchange. For evacuation purposes, a
location near the center of St. Johns County is preferred by the county. SR 16
is the primary arterial for evacuating the City of St. Augustine. The Pink 1
and 2 and Green 1 and 2 Alternatives have the closest interchange on 1-95 to
SR 16. Thus, Pink 1 and 2 and Green 1 and 2 Alternatives provide the better
evacuation route for the St. Augustine area, an area currently underserved by
existing evacuation routes, and also serve the populated areas in southern St.
Johns County, Flagler County and Volusia County by providing a more acces-

sible route from I-95.

Considering both the number of vehicles in queue in areas prone to flooding
and the location of the connection to 1-95, the Preferred Alternative provides

the most favorable results.

The Preferred Alternative supports employment and economic opportunities
in Clay County. The right-of-way and interchanges associated with the Pre-
ferred Alternative will be adjacent to land uses identified by the County for
future industrial and commercial development including the Reynolds Indus-

trial Park located west of the Shands Bridge, the proposed Lake Asbury activi-
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ty center located west of the City of Green Cove Springs, and Governors Park
DRI located west of the existing US 17 / SR 16 intersection. The Green 1
and 2 and Orange 1 and 2 Alternatives are also located near these develop-
ments; however, these alternatives have more community and business im-
pacts to the Green Cove Springs area, including displacement of a shopping
center. The Black and Purple Alternatives also involve more relocations in the
Green Cove Springs area and would not setve the southern developments as

well.

In St. Johns County, the Preferred Alternative terminus at I-95 will be directly
north of the World Commerce Center, one of the St. Johns County’s major
employment centers. The Preferred Alternative will be easily accessible to and
from five employment centers, including the World Commerce Center, Inter-
national Park, St. Augustine Center, St Augustine Industrial Park and the St.
Augustine Airport Park. In addition, it will be accessible to 2.6 million square
feet of industrial / commercial property and adjacent to 376 acres of vacant
industrial zoned land. The northern alternatives would provide access to more
employment areas and DRIs; however, due to the DRIs approved or in place
and the existing six interchanges with 1-95, the Build Alternatives would add

little value to St. Johns County as an economic driver.

In addition, the Preferred Alternative would cost the least of all the Build Al-
ternatives, have the least taxable revenue lost from right-of-way conversion

and generate the second highest amount of toll revenue.

The Preferred Alternative would have the least amount of residential, commer-
cial and total parcel impacts compated to other Build Alternatives and result in
the least amount of taxable revenue lost due to right-of-way conversion. The
Black, Purple, Brown 1 and 2 and Orange 1 and 2 Alternatives would all lose

at least $650,000 more tax revenue annually from right-of-way conversion.

In terms of displacements, the Preferred Alternative displaces the second few-
est number of residences, businesses and other facilities according to the Con-
ceptual Stage Relocation Plan. The Preferred Alternative is also the only
southern alternative that would not have a potential disproportionately high
and adverse impact on minority or low-income populations from displace-

ments.
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Regional Planning: The North Florida Transportation Planning Organiza-
tion (NFTPO) included the St. Johns River Crossing project in the December
2009 adoption of the Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) as well as the
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) for fiscal year 2010/11 —
2014/15, approved June 10, 2010. The NFTPO also included the St. Johns
River Crossing project in their 2070 List of Priority Projects, which are projects in
the 2035 LRTP determined by the NFTPO to be of the highest priority. Ex-
cerpts from these plans are contained in Appendix B of the Land Use and

Economics Discipline Report located on the enclosed CD.

St. Johns County: To address the growth that the northern part of the county
has experienced, the County drafted the Sz Jobus County Northwest Sector Plan.
The plan was approved by the Board of County Commissioners and the De-
partment of Community Affairs (DCA) in 2003. The plan includes an adopted
policy stating the following:

“...additional needed roadway capacity across the St. Jobns River shall be provided at the
existing Shands Bridge location (Policy A.2.1.2).”

In 2003, the County’s 2075 Comprebensive Plan was amended to include the
goals, objectives and policies identified in the sector plan. The County also
amended its 2075 Transportation Plan to include the proposed action, describing

the new highway corridor as:

“...entering St. Johns County near the existing Shands Bridge and terminating at Inter-
state 95 between CR 210 and International Golf Parkway.

In accordance with the planning efforts of St. Johns County, the Preferred
Alternative is consistent with the S% Jobns County Northwest Sector Plan and the
2015 St. Jobns County Comprebensive Plan.

In 20006, the St. Johns County Board of County Commissioners took the next
steps in establishing the support for a new highway facility when they adopted
a resolution. The resolution, adopted March 21, 2006, stated the County’s sup-
port for a new highway corridor that crossed the St. Johns River near the exist-

ing Shands Bridge and terminated at Interstate 95.

The Pink 1 and 2 and Green 1 and 2 Alternatives are consistent with St. Johns

County plans.

Clay County: To address the long-term future growth and the issues facing its

transportation infrastructure, the County in 1998 drafted the Lake Asbury Mas-

ter Plan. The master plan was developed as a partnership between Clay County
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government and the community and consists of a planning area that is 30,293
acres, of which approximately 18,000 acres are largely undeveloped. This plan-
ning area is in the heart of the Clay County portion of the project study area.
The adopted master plan identifies a conceptual location for the St. Johns Riv-
er Crossing Project at the location of the existing Shands Bridge and includes a

policy stating:

“The County shall support FDOT in their efforts to plan for and fund an Outer Beltway
that connects the terminus of Branan Field Road with Interstate 95 in St. Jobns Connty

(LA Policy 1.4).”

The St. Johns River Crossing project is included in the Transportation Ele-
ment of the county’s 2015 Comprehensive Plan. The project is shown in the
plan as beginning at Branan Field — Chaffee Road and exiting the county at the
existing Shands Bridge.

In 2006, the Clay County Board of County Commissioners joined in the effort
with St. Johns County to pass a resolution stating their support and need for a
new highway facility in their county. The resolution supported the southerly
crossing of the St. Johns River, stating that a new highway corridor will serve
as a “critically needed traffic reliever and economic development stimulator.”
The Preferred Alternative is consistent with this statement and with the Lake
Asbury Master Plan and the 2075 Clay County Comprebensive Plan.

The southern alternatives are consistent with Clay County plans. The Pre-
ferred Alternative and Brown 1 Alternative best support the County’s goal of
economic development. Additionally, the Preferred Alternative received the

most public support of all the Build Alternatives at the Public Hearing.

2.17 WHAT IS THE LEAST ENVIRONMENTAL-
LY DAMAGING PRACTICABLE ALTERNA-
TIVE?

Under the 23 CFR 777 guidelines, the FHWA may only permit discharges of

dredged or fill material into waters of the United States where there is no prac-

ticable alternative to such construction and the proposed action includes all
practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands which may result from
such use. Additionally, 33 CFR parts 320 through 330, Regulatory Program,

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; Section 404, Clean Water Act and 40 CFR part

230, Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines for the Specification of Disposal Sites for

Dredged or Fill Material, establish requirements for the permitting of dis-

charge of dredge or fill material in wetlands and other waters of the United

States.
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Any new highway alighment will have impacts on the environment. FDOT
made every reasonable effort to avoid and minimize impacts to wetlands and
other resources. Where impacts were unavoidable, FDOT examined mitiga-
tion options. On the basis of the guidelines, all of the Build Alternatives
dredge and fill sites are specified as complying with the inclusion of appropri-
ate and practical conditions to minimize pollution or adverse effects to the
aquatic ecosystem. The Selected Alternative is the least environmentally dam-
aging practicable alternative (LEDPA) because the other alternatives have ei-
ther greater impacts to the aquatic ecosystem, or have other significant envi-
ronmental consequences. An alternative is considered practicable if “it is
available and capable of being done after taking into consideration cost, exist-

ing technology, and logistics in light of overall project purposes”.

While the Preferred Alternative does not have the least amount of wetland
impacts, it best meets the purpose and need, best complies with local govern-
ment plans and minimizes impacts to other environmental resources resulting
in the least overall environmental impact (See Exhibit 2-43). The Preferred
Alternative avoids several environmental impacts which would occur with the

selection of other alternatives. The Preferred Alternative:

Avoids the Green Cove Springs Nature Preserve which would be impact-
ed by the Green and Orange Alternatives.

Avoids longitudinal floodway crossings which occur under the Purple and

Black Alternatives.

Avoids Blacks Ford Swamp which would be crossed by all alternatives

except the Green 1 and 2 and Pink 1 and 2 Alternatives.

Is the only southern crossing alternative that does not result in a dispro-

portionately high and adverse Environmental Justice impact.

Has the least potential to impact cultural resources both in terms of

known resources and the probability for undiscovered archaeological sites.

Has the second lowest number of relocations (residential and business)
with just three more relocations than the Brown 1 Alternative. All other
Build Alternatives have at least 10 more relocations than the Preferred

Alternative.

Has the least amount of taxable value lost from lands within the road right
-of-way. The Build Alternatives with a connection at 1-95 further north

would all lose at least five times more taxable value.



Has the lowest amount (same as the Brown 1 Alternative) of potential

involvement with contaminated sites.

The Preferred Alternative incorporates all practicable measures to minimize
harm. These measures are outlined in Chapter 3 of this EIS along with a sum-

mary of the potential environmental impacts.

The following table compares and ranks the alternatives according to how they
performed relative to cost, meeting the purpose and need and environmental
impacts. The Build Alternatives were ranked one through ten for various pa-
rameters and resources with one being the best score and ten being the worst
score. The scores within the three categories of cost, purpose and need and
environment were totaled and the alternatives were given an overall rank for
each category. The sum of the overall rankings for the three categories was
calculated to determine the final ranking of the Build Alternatives. These
rankings demonstrate the rationale for the selection of the Preferred Alterna-

tive.
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CHAPTER

This chapter compares how the No Build
and proposed Build Alternatives are ex-
pected to affect the natural, physical and
social environments of the project area.

The first two chapters of this Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) pro-
vided an overview and described the context of the St. Johns River Crossing Pro-
ject, current travel conditions in the project area, and the alternatives that have
been developed. This chapter describes and compares the impacts and benefits of

each alternative and, where appropriate, discusses mitigation measures.

3.1 HOW WERE THE ALTERNATIVES EVALUAT-
ED?

To provide an equal basis of comparison of alternatives, the Florida Depart-

ment of Transportation (FDOT) developed all the final Build Alternatives to a

standard level of conceptual design. They reduced the right-of-way width for

all corridors to 324 feet, and developed conceptual interchange layouts for

each alternative.

The project team then examined existing conditions and analyzed potential
environmental, social and economic changes that could occur within the pro-
ject area for each alternative, compared to the baseline conditions represented
by the No Build Alternative. The results of these analyses are summarized in
this chapter, and where applicable, are more fully documented in a series of
study reports located on the enclosed CD. These reports are part of this Final

EIS and include the following (listed in alphabetical order):

Agency Coordination Memorandum
Air Quality Technical Memorandum

Client First Coast Outer Beltway Preliminary Traffic and Revenue
Analysis

Climate Change Technical Memorandum

Conceptual Stage Relocation Plan

Contamination Level 1 Screening Report

Cultural Resource Overview Survey Technical Memorandum

Cultural Resource Assessment Survey Technical Memorandum

Update

Economics and Land Use Discipline Report
Endangered Species Biological Assessment
Energy Technical Memorandum
Environmental Justice Discipline Report
Essential Fish Habitat Discipline Report
Evacuation Analysis Report

Geology and Soils Technical Memorandum

3-2



Indirect and Cumulative Effects Discipline Report

Location Hydraulic Report

Navigable Waterways Discipline Report

Noise Study Report

Public Involvement Program Discipline Report

Public Services and Utilities Discipline Report

Section 4(f) Evaluation and De Minimis Finding Report

Social Impacts Discipline Report

St. Johns River Crossing Traffic Analysis Report

Stormwater and Water Quality Technical Memorandum

Transportation Technical Memorandum

Visual Quality Discipline Report

Wetlands Evaluation Report

Wildlife and Habitat Discipline Report
The study area for each resource topic varied, depending on the geographic
extent of the potential effects being evaluated and the type of data needed for
the analysis. For example, the study area for noise impacts generally falls along
the linear roadway corridors, within the area shown by noise contours to be
potentially affected. The study area required for examination of essential fish
habitat and water quality is broader and includes the course of the streams the
highway crosses and their interaction with the watershed as a whole. Each
study report discusses the study area analyzed for that resource and why that

portion of the project area was studied.

For the analysis of indirect and cumulative effects, the team analyzed a No Build
Scenario and two representative Build Scenatios: the Northern Corridor Build
Scenario (based on the Purple alternative corridor, and representing the two
northern alternatives, Purple and Black) and the Southern Corridor Build Scenario
(based on the Pink 1 alternative corridor and representing the eight southern alter-

natives, Brown 1 and 2, Orange 1 and 2, Green 1 and 2, and Pink 1 and 2).

3.2 HOW COULD ENVIRONMENTAL INFOR-
MATION BE USED TO IMPROVE THE PRO-
JECT?

As part of the analysis effort, the St. Johns River Crossing Project team col-

lected baseline data and identified areas where the project could have impacts

on the environment. This information can be used to refine details of the pro-
ject design and minimize impacts even further. For example, in areas where
the project will impact wetlands, there may be opportunities to use steeper
slopes or longer bridges to minimize the degree of impact. Similar efforts can

be used to reduce the effects to other resources.
3-3
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CHAPTER 3

This section summarizes the analysis of
traffic and transportation issues. For
more detail, see the Client First Coast
Outer Beltway Preliminary Traffic and

Revenue Analysis, St. Johns River Crossing
Traffic Analysis Report, and Transporta-
tion Technical Memorandum located on
the enclosed CD.

. i

L e TR

Congestion on Blanding Boulevard

Environmental Resources

3.3 TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION

3.3.1 How were traffic and transportation evaluated?
FDOT prepared a planning level traffic and revenue study for the project using

the Northeast Regional Planning Model NERPM). The Traffic Analysis Report
was updated in September 2011 to reflect new lane calls and a design year of
2045 instead of 2035. Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT) projections for
year 2045 were generated and used to calculate turning movement volumes.
Traffic turning movement volume projections were modeled assuming medium
level forecasts of population by the Bureau of Economic and Business Research
(BEBR) and a $0.15 per mile toll rate. Toll rates for the project are unknown but
are estimated by FDOT’s financial advisors to be between $0.15-0.20/mile (See
Client First Coast Outer Beltway Preliminary Traffic and Revenne Analysis located on the
enclosed CD). The St. Johns River Crossing Project Design Traffic Report
(prepared with the benefit of the Sketch Level Traffic and Revenue Study being
completed) assumed $0.15/mile to be reasonable and to ensure that adequate

facilities are planned.

FDOT further evaluated traffic to estimate year 2045 Measures of Effectiveness
(MOE) for both the No Build and Build Alternatives. The team performed a
network analysis to estimate the MOE of regional significance and to evaluate

the performance of each alternative.

The project team exported the highway network results to geographic infor-
mation system (GIS) files, trimmed the data to fit the traffic study area (Exhibit

3-1), and exported the data in tabular format to calculate the following MOEs:

*  Network Performance

= System Deficiency

= Network Vehicle Travel Time Reduction

= Corridor Volume across the St. Johns River

= Annual Cost of Traffic Congestion

3.3.2 How do the alternatives compare in their ability to move traffic?
The results of the MOE analysis are summarized in Exhibit 3-2.
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Network

(v/Q)

Environmental Resources

Exhibit 3-2: Measures of Effectiveness

System : Corridor Annual Cost
Deficiency ML I C UG Volume Across the of Traffic
Performance (% of roadway Time Reduction St. Johns River** C .
segments over (daily vehicle hours of travel) t. Johns River ong_e.stlon
capacity) (AADT) ($ millions)
Black 0.822 27.58% 328,041 72,600 $5,153
Purple 0.824 26.69% 358,199 74,200 $5,000
Brown 1 and 2 0.819 26.59% 331,900 63,900 $5,172
Orange 1 and 2 0.813 26.03% 352,425 65,500 $5,066
Green 1 and 2 0.823 27.11% 290,639 63,300 $5,416
Pink 1 and 2 0.825 27.32% 280,654 65,100 $5,472
No Build 0.878 31.97% N/A N/A $7,197

*These measures of effectiveness apply to the traffic study area shown in Exhibit 3-1.

**SOURCE: Toll Traffic Produced May 2008

Network Performance
Network performance is measured by determining the overall study area traffic

volume and comparing it to the capacity of the network. This provides an esti-
mate of available system capacity for future traffic. Network performance is
measured using a number called volume-to-capacity ratio, often noted as V/C
ratio. Typically, a number equal to or less than 1.0 indicates acceptable perfor-
mance while a number greater than 1.0 indicates the network is starting to fail.
The higher the number, the worse the traffic conditions while the lower the
number, the better the traffic conditions. All the Build Alternatives improve net-

work performance by increasing system capacity over the No Build Alternative.

System Deficiency

System deficiency is measured by determining the percentage of study area indi-
vidual roadway segments that have a V/C ratio greater than 1.0. Unlike network
performance, this measurement addresses individual roadway segments such as
SR 21 and US 17. A lower percentage indicates better performance, as there are
fewer roadway segments over capacity. The Build Alternatives all have lower

system deficiency than the No Build Alternative.



Network Vehicle Travel Time Reduction is a measure of reduced congestion as
compared to the No Build Alternative. A higher value indicates more travel time
savings, improved speed and less congestion. The Build Alternatives all result in
travel time reductions, ranging from a low of about 280,651 daily vehicle hours
saved for the Pink 1 and 2 Alternatives, to a high of more than 358,000 daily

vehicle hours saved for the Orange 1 and 2 Alternatives.

The corridor bridge volume across the St. Johns River is the total number of
vehicle trips crossing the river on an average day (AADT). Higher volumes indi-
cate an increased demand for the facility and the potential increase in toll reve-
nue collection that will result. The Build Alternatives result in corridor bridge
volumes ranging from 63,900 AADT for the Green 1 and 2 Alternatives to
74,200 AADT for the Purple Alternative.

The annual cost of traffic congestion is estimated by determining the value of
personal time lost and the cost of excess fuel consumed due to traffic congestion
on the study area network. A lower total annual cost of congestion indicates bet-
ter performance. Annual estimated savings to the traveling public can be deter-
mined by subtracting the congestion cost for each of the Build Alternatives from
the No-Build congestion costs. The total annual estimated savings range from a
low of $1.7billion for the Pink 1 and 2 Alternatives to a high of $2.2 billion for

the Purple Alternative.

In addition to the MOEs, FDOT also performed a mainline and ramp lane call
analysis (number of lanes required to achieve acceptable Level of Service or LOS)
for each of the Build Alternatives. The criterion used for determining the lane calls
along each alternative was a LOS D or better. The LOS and lane calls for the
mainline in the peak direction of each alternative for the design year are summa-
rized in Exhibit 3-3. The mainline analysis shows that the Pink 1 and 2 and Green
1 and 2 Alternatives will have the least number of segments below LOS C and the
Brown 1 and 2 Alternatives will have the most. Refer to the S% Johns River Crossing
Traffic Analysis Report located on the enclosed CD for a further explanation of the

analysis results.
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Westbound

Eastbound

CHAPTER

WB east of -95

WB west of I-95

Race Track Rd to CR 2209
CR2209to CR 210

CR 2209 to CR 16A
CR210to CR 16A

River Crossing (Bridge)
US17toSR 16

SR 16 to CR 218 Bypass

US 17 to College Dr

CR 218 Bypass to College
Dr

CR 218 Bypass to CR 739

College Drto CR 739
College Dr to Blanding
CR 739 to Blanding Blvd
West of Blanding Blvd

West of Blanding Blvd
Blanding to CR 739
Blanding to College Dr
CR 739 to College Dr

CR 739 to CR 218 Bypass

College Dr to CR 218 By-
pass

College Drto US 17

CR 218 Bypass to SR 16
SR 16 to US 17

River Crossing (Bridge)
CR16Ato CR210

CR 16A to CR 2209

CR 210 to CR 2209

CR 2209 to Race Track Rd
WB east of -95

WB west of I-95

O Nn O ©O

O U N ©O

Exhibit 3-3: Design Year Mainline Calls and Level of Service
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FDOT will develop a traffic management plan that will be implemented by the

contractor during construction. The plan will include:

Traffic management and signage,
Access to local businesses and residences,
Detour routes,
Public notification and alternate routes,
Emergency services coordination, and
Project scheduling.
These measures will help to keep the public informed of construction activities

and potential delays, and maintain access for critical emergency services as well

as area residents and businesses.

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL
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This section summarizes the results !'

emergency evacuation analysis. Refer to the
Evacuation Analysis Report located on the
enclosed CD for more information.

Proposed project would provide alternate evac-
uation routes

Hurricane evacuees waiting for

congestion to clear

3.4 EMERGENCY EVACUATION

The evacuation analysis evaluates the Build Alternatives relative to their potential
use as evacuation routes in the case of hurricanes, wildfires, or other events that
require the evacuation of people from the coastal region. Although the Build
Alternatives pass through St. Johns and Clay Counties, it is important to consid-
er the evacuation demands of the entire region, since the general direction of
evacuation is northwest. According to the Northeast Regional Planning Council 2005
Hurricane Evacnation Study Technical Report, an estimated 71,231 Clay County,
460,170 Duval County and 158,359 St. Johns County residents will potentially
evacuate during a Category 5 hurricane. Of these residents, approximately 23,013
(estimated shelter capacity in Clay, Duval and St. Johns Counties) can be served
by local public shelters. An additional 195,642 persons are likely to evacuate dut-
ing a Category 5 hurricane from the surrounding counties including Baker, Flag-
ler, Nassau and Putnam. This results in St. Johns County and Clay County hav-
ing to compete with neighboring counties for capacity on the limited number of
evacuation routes. Exhibit 3-4 displays the existing hurricane evacuation zones

and routes in the study area.

Traffic from Clay and St. Johns Counties contributes to the travel demand and
congestion on Duval County’s roads during an evacuation. This becomes partic-
ularly significant for heavily impacted roadways such as 1-10, 1-95, I-295, SR 16,
US 17 and SR 100. SR 16 and SR 100 are among the two most heavily used evac-
uation routes for Clay County residents. Both of these routes are two-lane facili-
ties that carry in excess of 8,000 vehicles away from the coast and river during a
Category 4-5 hurricane. 1-10 and 1-95 are also heavily used by the region during
an evacuation. Over 82 percent of the traffic leaving Duval County in an evacua-
tion desires to travel west on I-10 and almost 60 percent of the evacuating traffic
from St. Johns County travels north on 1-95 to access I-10 westbound. For more
information on evacuating traffic, refer to the Evacuation Analysis Report located

on the enclosed CD.



Exhibit 3-4: Hurricane Evacuation Zones

GEORGIA {

DUVAL
COUNTY

CLAY
COUNTY

LEGEND

Evacuation Zone

- Category 1

Category 2

Category 3

Category 4
Category 5

I veter

== Evacuation Route
= 0 4 ]
e 05

Source(s): Teleattas, SER
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To determine how the Build Alternatives meet hurricane and other evacuation
needs, FDOT performed an analysis that assumed a Category 5 hurricane scenario
and that the vehicles are exiting the region due to a lack of capacity at the local
public shelters. FDOT used information from the Northeast Regional Planning Conncil
2005 Hurricane Evacuation Study Technical Report as the basis for their analysis. FDOT
factored into the analysis the road segments in the area that serve as critical routes
for evacuation identified in the technical report, calculated vehicle storage capaci-
ties, and determined the number of vehicles removed from the east side of the St.

Johns River, which is prone to flooding during hurricane events (see Exhibit 3-5).

Roadway segments identified in the Northeast Florida Regional Planning Conncil 2005
Hurricane Evacnation Study Technical Report as critical to the control of the evacuating

traffic include the following:

Duval County

1-10 westbound from 1-295 to Chaffee Road and continuing to Nas-

sau County line

Atlantic Boulevard between Girvin Road and US 90A

1-10 westbound on-ramp from I1-295

1-295 northbound from Blanding Boulevard to I-10

1-95 northbound and all on-ramps through downtown Jacksonville
1-95 northbound from St. Johns County line to 1-295

Dames Point Bridge (high level wind vulnerability)

St. Johns County

SR 16/Chatles Usinas Highway between US 1/SR 5/Ponce de Leon
Boulevard and I-95

US 1/SR 5/Ponce de Leon Boulevard between Picolata Road/SR 17
and King Street

SR 207 between US 1/SR 5 and 1-95
SR 206 between A1A and I-95
1-95 northbound from St. Johns County line to 1-295 in Duval County

Al 1-95 on-ramps in the study area

3-12



Exhibit 3-5: Storm Surge Zones
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Clay County

SR 21/Blanding Boulevard between SR 16 and CR 224/College

Drive
SR 100 from SR 21 to out of region

1-295 on-ramps
Once the most critical segments were identified, the existing traffic queue
(delay) lengths and the vehicle storage capacities were calculated. First, lane
miles were calculated by measuring the length of the roadway segment in the
traffic queue, then multiplying the queue length by the number of lanes on the
roadway segment. For example, a 30-mile queue on a highway with three lanes
is equivalent to 90 lane miles of queue. Vehicle storage capacity was calculated
by multiplying the lane miles by 5,280 feet (to convert lane miles to feet), then
dividing by 20 feet (the average length of a vehicle) to estimate the number of
vehicles that may be stored on the road in a queued condition. Using this
method, the No-Build condition queue length was calculated at 329.80 lane
miles, with 247.8 east of the St. Johns River, and 82.0 west of the river. (The
No-Build condition, as described in Chapter 2, includes programmed, commit-
ted and funded projects included in the North Florida TPO 2030 LRTP.
Therefore, the No-Build condition used for the evacuation analysis included
the Branan Field-Chaffee Road link between 1-10 and SR 21 which is currently
under construction. (See the Evacuation Analysis Report located on the enclosed

CD for further detail).

The next step in the analysis was to subtract the new lane miles created west of
the St. Johns River for the different alternatives from the 247.8 lane mile
queue east of the river under the No-Build condition. The result is the total
queue length east of the St. Johns River . This is important because it provides
a comparison for the number of vehicles removed east of the river in the areas

prone to flooding during hurricanes.

The evacuation analysis compares the ability of each alternative to move traffic
away from the coastal areas and west of the St. Johns River. From this perspec-
tive, the best alternatives are those that best serve the evacuation needs of Clay,
Duval and St. Johns Counties, while reducing the number of vehicles queued
east of the St. Johns River in the areas prone to flooding during hurricanes.
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All the alternatives provide some benefit by increasing the amount of roadway
west of the St. Johns River. Exhibit 3-6 summarizes the results of the analysis.
The highlighted columns show the number of vehicles that will be removed
from the 1-95 corridor due to the construction of the new roadway from S.R. 21
to 1-95, and the reduction in queuing east of the river due to the construction of
new roadway west of the river. Depending on the alternative, lane miles west of
the river increase between 20.62 and 43.69 lane miles over the No-Build condi-
tion. Although all the alternatives provide some evacuation benefit, the south-
ern alternatives (Brown 1 and 2, Orange 1 and 2, Green 1 and 2, and Pink 1 and
2) provide the greatest amount of lane miles west of the St. Johns River. Conse-
quently, these alternatives remove the highest number of people and vehicles
from the areas on the east side of the St. Johns River prone to flooding during
hurricanes. The southern alternatives remove over 5,000 more vehicles, on av-

erage, from east of the river when compared to the northern alternatives.

Although this analysis focuses on Clay, Duval and St. Johns Counties, the anal-
ysis has regional implications, since the majority of the regional evacuees are
traveling north on 1-95 through St. Johns County to access 1-10 and travel west.
Due to the limited number of lanes on I-10 west of 1-295, a significant queue
will form at this location and is estimated to contain over 87,000 vehicles and
reach a maximum of 132 miles in length (See the Evacuation Analysis Report lo-
cated on the enclosed CD for further detail). None of the proposed Build Alter-
natives resolve this issue. Only the creation of additional lanes on 1-10 or the

construction of a parallel facility will ease this congestion and reduce clearance

times.
Exhibit 3-6: Alternative Comparison of Queue in Lane Miles and Vehicles

No Build N/A 96.00 N/A N/A 233.80
NORTHERN ALTERNATIVES

Black 75.64 102,62 19,969 20.62 227.18
Purple 65.94 103.01 17,409 21.01 226.79
SOUTHERN ALTERNATIVES

Brown 1and 2 72.60 125.69 19,167 43.69 204.11
Orange 1 and 2 74.79 124.03 19,744 42,03 205.77
Green 1and 2 64.47 124.03 17,019 42,03 205.77
Pink 1and 2 65.11 125.69 17,188 43.69 204.11

61,723

59,977

59,874

53,886
54,324

54,324
53,886



CHAPTER 3

This section summarizes the results of the
traffic noise analysis. The Noise Study
Report is available at the FDOT District

Two Office in Lake City, Florida and on
the enclosed CD.

Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC)

The level at which noise requires action to be
taken varies depending on the use of the

property:

A - Lands on which serenity and quiet serve
an important public need: 57 dBA.

B - Residential: 67 dBA.

C - Recreation areas, schools, churches, librar-
ies and hospitals: 67 dBA.

E - Commercial and other developed land:
72dBA.

Areas where the St. Johns River Crossing pro-
ject may approach (within 1 dBA) or exceed
the NAC require additional analysis to deter-
mine whether mitigation is feasible.

Black Creek Bridge

Environmental Resources

3.5 NOISE

3.5.1 How was noise evaluated?
FDOT used the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) Traffic Noise

Model (TNM) to predict traffic noise levels for the St. Johns River Crossing
Project Build Alternatives. This program estimates the noise level at a noise
sensitive site (the receiver) from a series of roadway segments (the source). The
TNM program uses data on the volume and types of vehicles traveling the road-
way, vehicle speed and roadway path, and the presence of barriers between the
road and receiver, such as berms, building rows and dense trees. All measured
and predicted noise levels are expressed in decibels (dB) using an A-scale (dBA)
weighting. All noise levels are reported as hourly equivalent noise levels
(Laeqlh). The Laeqlh is defined as the steady-state sound level that, in a given
houtly period, contains the same acoustic energy as the time-varying sound for
the same houtly period.” In July 2010, FHWA revised portions of their noise
policy contained in Title 23 CFR, Part 772. The noise analysis has therefore
been updated since the Draft EIS to follow the revised policy and to incorporate

the updated traffic numbers.

The adjacent land use along the Clay County portion of the study area consists
of silviculture, light industrial and commercial uses, a golf course, the Bayard
Conservation Area, and scattered pockets of residential development. In the St.
Johns County portion, land use consists of vacant land, silviculture, the Twelve
Mile Swamp Conservation Area, scattered residences in rural areas, and areas of
residential Developments of Regional Impact (DRIs), particularly between
County Road (CR) 16A and CR 210.

The FHWA has established Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) for different land
use activity categories. These criteria determine when noise abatement analysis
is required. The analysis for the Build Alternatives used the residential land use
Category B with a corresponding 67.0 decibel (dBA) NAC. However, FDOT
requires that noise abatement and mitigation measures also be considered when-
ever predicted project noise levels approach the FHWA criteria within one deci-
bel, or 66.0 dBA. In addition, even when project noise levels are below the NAC,
abatement considerations may also be warranted if the predicted levels show a

substantial increase, i.e., 15 dBA or more, over existing levels.



Exhibit 3-7: Noise Monitoring Locations
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Before the TNM can be used to predict traffic noise, field measurements are
required to validate the model. Because this is a new alignment project with no
existing roadways in some areas, measurements are also needed to verify the
existing noise conditions. FDOT measured existing noise levels at the eleven
monitoring locations listed on the following page and shown on Exhibit
3-7. These locations were selected for measurement because of their proximity

to the proposed alternatives and because they represent noise sensitive sites.

Typical ambient noise meter

= Baxley Hideaway — near western terminus of all alternatives
= Black Creek | Byron Road — near all alternatives

= Bayard Point Conservation Area — near St. Johns River crossing for all
alternatives except Black and Purple

*  Russell Road — vacant land representative of single-family homes

adjacent to CR 315 near Black and Purple Alternatives

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL
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Mahama Bluff Road — near Black and Purple Alternatives

Riverwood Landing / CR 164 — near all alternatives except Black
and Purple

Hardwood Landing — near the Pink and Green Alternatives
CR 210 — near the Orange and Brown Alternatives

Rivertown DRI Area — near the Black and Purple Alternatives
Roberts Road — near the Black and Purple Alternatives

Race Track Road — near the eastern terminus of the Black, Purple,

Brown and Orange Alternatives

Monitoring data at locations near existing roadways included traffic data such
as the number of passenger cars, medium trucks, buses, motorcycles, and
heavy trucks, as well as the average speed for each vehicle type. FDOT used
the monitoring data from these sites to make sure that the TNM computer
model propetly predicted the noise levels for those areas along roadways to
within 3 dBA of the field measurements. Exhibit 3-8 shows the comparison
between the averaged field-measured noise level and the TNM-predicted noise

level at the eleven monitoring sites. As indicated on this table, the model was

Exhibit 3-8: Noise Model Validation Results

1: Baxley Hideaway 52.2 NA* N/A* N/A*
2: Black Creek / By- 516 NA* NA* N/A¥
ronRoad ’

3: Bayard Point

Conservation Area 624 649 25 ves
4: Russell Road 59.5 62.4 2.9 Yes
5: Mahama Bluff Road 53.8 N/A* N/A* N/A*
& TZ:Q?:;O/O'CR T6A 60.9 N/A* N/A* N/A*
& CL:;% Hardwood 54.9 52.1 28 Yes
8: CR210 544 574 3.0 Yes
9: Rivertown DRI Area 56.0 58.8 2.8 Yes
10: Roberts Road 54.0 N/A* N/A* N/A*
11: Race Track Road 59.8 58.5 13 13

* = Site not located near roadway with measurable traffic volumes. Model could not be used for validation
purposes.



validated and capable of calculating existing steady-state and future traffic
noise for this project. After the model was verified, it was used to predict ex-

isting and future traffic noise for the project.

To accurately predict future impacts, FDOT used tratfic volumes producing
the worst-case noise condition in the TNM modeling. The noisiest conditions
occur with the maximum volume of free flowing traffic, a roadway Level of
Service (LOS) C. LOS C volumes for the No Build and all Build Alternatives
were obtained using FDOT guidance for each roadway type (FDOT, 2007).
For interchange ramps, the predicted design hourly traffic volumes (DDHV)
were used. Other traffic parameters, including a 9.8 percent peak hour factor, a
2.0 percent medium truck factor, and a 3.4 percent heavy truck factor were
also obtained from the FDOT (see Appendix A of the Noise Study Report for
detail on the traffic data used for the TNM analysis).

For the noise analysis, only the Category B, C and E land uses discussed earlier
were analyzed for noise impacts. Categories B and C carry a FHWA noise
abatement threshold of 67.0 dBA and a FDOT threshold of 66.0 dBA; Cate-
gory B carries a FHWA threshold of 72.0 and a FDOT threshold of 71.0. To
determine which noise-sensitive sites might be affected by the Build Alterna-
tives, the project team prepared a series of 66.0 and 71.0 dBA noise contours.
These contours represent the approximate distance at which the FHWA 67.0
and 72.0 dBA noise abatement thresholds will be approached in the design
year and where noise abatement consideration may be required. The distance
of a noise contour from each alternative’s centerline varied based on the num-
ber of lanes of each roadway segment and the proximity of the noise sensitive
site. In general, where a 4-lane typical section is proposed, the critical noise
contours lie approximately 240 and 125 feet from the proposed alignment cen-
tetline; for a 6-lane typical section, the contouts lie approximately 340 and 200
feet from the proposed alignment centerline; and for an 8-lane typical section,
the contours lie approximately 375 and 250 feet from the proposed alignment
centerline. The number of sites that lie within the contours or are in proximity
to the project where noise levels may increase 15.0 or more decibels varies
between alternatives. There are 67 sites that lie within the contours for the

Black and Purple Alternatives, 66 sites for the Brown 1 and 2 Alternatives, 81

Decibel (dBA)

A decibel describes the difference between
measured sound pressure levels. For traffic
noise purposes, the A-weighted scale is used,
which closely approximates the frequency
range of human hearing. The A-weighted
decibel is abbreviated dBA.

Most people cannot perceive a difference in
sound levels of less than 3 dBA.

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL
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sites for the Orange 1 Alternative, 82 sites for the Orange 2 Alternative, 73
sites for the Green 1 Alternative, 74 sites for the Green 2 Alternative, and 71

sites for the Pink 1 and 2 Alternatives.

To facilitate the noise analysis, receptors were identified to represent the po-
tentially impacted noise sensitive sites identified within the contours. These
representative receptors were chosen because they are comparable with other
nearby sites (i.e., they are at similar distances from the proposed alternative
and are in the same general location). There were 38 analysis receptors identi-
tied for the Purple Alternative, 39 receptors for the Black Alternative, 35 re-
ceptors for the Brown 1 Alternative, 36 receptors for the Brown 2 Alternative,
46 receptors for the Orange 1 Alternative, 47 receptors for the Orange 2 Alter-
native, 43 receptors for the Green 1 Alternative, 44 receptors for the Green 2
Alternative, 40 receptors for the Pink 1 Alternative, and 42 receptors for the

Pink 2 Alternative.

Exhibit 3-9 shows the generalized locations of sites modeled for noise im-
pacts, and the sites where traffic noise impacts are expected for each alterna-
tive. (Note that, for each square shown on the map, there may be multiple
noise-sensitive sites.) Site-specific locations of modeled sites for each Build
Alternative and information on the 66.0 dBA noise contours are provided in

the Noise Study Report located on the enclosed CD.

Exhibit 3-10 shows the comparison of the number of sites impacted by noise
for the Build Alternatives. Specific noise levels for each modeled site are

shown in Exhibit 3-11 for each alternative.



Exhibit 3-9: Location of Noise Impacts
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The noise analysis indicates that increased traffic will occur with implementa-
tion of the any of the Build Alternatives. In the residential areas where there
are no existing major roadways or where receivers are located a far distance
from an existing roadway, but in close proximity to a Build Alternative, noise

level increases are substantial (15.0+ dBA).

Exhibit 3-10: Noise Impacts Comparison

Black 67 37
Purple 67 37
Brown 1 66 46
Brown 2 66 43
Orange 1 81 57
Orange 2 82 55
Green 1 73 47
Green 2 74 46
Pink 1 71 48
Pink 2 71 46

1Noise impacts are defined as levels above 66 dBA and/or sites where existing noise levels would increase
by 15 dBA or more.

Throughout the project study atea and specifically within the Bayard Conserva-
tion Area, the project’s Wildlife and Habitat Discipline Report and the Endan-
gered Species Biological Assessment both indicate that construction activities for
the proposed project will have noise impacts on wildlife and associated habitats
within the immediate vicinity of the project. Further discussion of methods used

to minimize these impacts is presented in Section 3.5.4 of this EIS.



Exhibit 3-11: Noise Analysis Summary

Baxley Hideaway (BH)1 25 570 605 605 605 605 605 605 605 605 605 605
CR220-1 1sf 490 666 666 666 666 666 666 666 666 666 666
CR220-2 1sf 490 658 658 658 658 658 658 658 658 658 658
Black Creek 1 1f 516 702 713 713 702 702 702 702 702 702 702
BC2 1sf 516 708 712 712 708 708 708 708 708 708 708
BC3 35 516 655 715 715 655 655 655 655 655 655 655
BC4 1sf 516 683 663 663 683 683 683 683 683 683 683
BCS 1f 516 654 NA N/A 654 654 654 654 654 654 654
BC6 1sf 516 703 NA NA 703 703 703 703 703 703 703
Rolling Hills 1 3sf 510 673 NA NA 673 673 673 673 673 673 673
RH2 6 sf 510 662 NA NA 662 662 662 662 662 662 662
RH3 6 sf 510 661 NA NA 661 661 661 661 661 661 66.1
RH1a 3sf 510 624 NA NA 624 624 624 624 624 624 624
RH2a 5 s 510 623 NA NA 623 623 623 623 623 623 623
RH3a 1sf 510 621 NA NA 621 621 621 621 621 621 621
Pier Station (PS) 1 2 sf 63.8 64.7 N/A N/A 64.7 64.7 64.7 64.7 64.7 64.7 64.7
Green Cove 1 1sf 51.6 N/A N/A N/A N/A 63.0 63.0 63.0 N/A 63.0 63.0
GC2 1sf 516 NA NA NA  NA 612 612 612 NA 612 612
EZ{;L‘:\Z‘;‘S; Area | ! (C:;it:;er's 509 NA NA NA NA NA NA 615 615 615 615
BCA 2 1 (Trail Head) 603 >660 N/A N/A >660 >660 >660 654 654 654 654
Bayard Point 1 25 632 708 NA NA 708 757 731 680 680 680 73
B2 1f 487 653 NA NA 653 709 667 621 621 621 667
B3 25 619 687 N/A NA 687 728 688 655 655 655 688
B4 3sf 491 701 N/A NA 701 672 634 670 671 671 634
Susan Drive (5)1 1sf 621 691 NA NA 691 691 691 691 691 691  69.1
Riverwood 1 1sf 622 699 NA NA 699 699 699 699 699 699 699
RW2 1sf 642 703 N/A N/A 703 703 703 703 703 703 703
RW3 1f 482 701 NA NA 701 701 701 701 701 701 701
Shands Landing (SL) 1 1sf 492 705 N/A N/A 649 705 705 705 649 705 705
South SR13-1 1sf 665 699 NA NA 668 699 699 699 668 717 699
South SR13-2 1 sf 68.9 71.7 N/A N/A 69.9 71.7 71.7 71.7 69.9 69.9 71.7
South SR13-3 1sf 665 707 NA NA 684 707 707 707 684 707 707
Bartram Oaks 1 25 531 653 NA NA NA 653 653 653 N/A 653 653
BO2 25 490 675 NA NA NA 675 675 675 N/A 675 675
BO3 1sf 490 663 NA NA NA 663 663 663 N/A 663 663
BO4 3sf 490 671 NA NA NA 671 671 671 NA 671  67.1
BO5 1 sf 49.0 67.7 N/A N/A N/A 67.7 67.7 67.7 N/A 67.7 67.7
Ranchwood] 1sf 476 637 NA NA NA 637 637 637 N/A 637 637
Ranch2 1sf 476 632 N/A NA NA 632 632 632 N/A 632 632

Ranch3 1 sf 47.6 64.6 N/A N/A N/A 64.6 64.6 64.6 N/A 646 64.6
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Ranch 4
SR-16A 1
SR-16A 2

Hardwood Landing
(HL) 1

Sandridge 1
SR2

Green Cove 1
GC2

GC3
GC4
GC5

GCé6

GC7

GC8

GC9

GC10

GC11

GC12

GC13

GC14
Mahama Bluff 1
M2

M3

M4

M5

M6

M7

M8

North SR13-1
North SR13-2
North SR13-3
CR210-1
CR210-2
Racetrack 1
RT2

RT3

RT4

1 sf
1sf
1sf

1 sf

1sf
1sf
1 sf
1sf

2 sf
2 sf
2 sf

1sf
1 sf
3 sf
2 sf
1 sf
1sf
1sf
5 sf
1 sf
3 sf
3 sf
1 sf
2 sf
2 sf
2 sf
1sf
4 sf
2 sf
2 sf
2 sf
1sf
1 sf
2 sf
3 sf
2 sf
2 sf
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A number of noise abatement techniques were evaluated for feasibility, using
guidelines outlined in the FDOT Project Development and Environment
(PD&E) Manual. The following four measures were not deemed feasible for this

project for reasons summarized herein:

Traffic management measures that limit vehicle speed, volume, and time
of day operations, were not considered viable because one purpose

of this project is to provide an alternate route from I-10 to I-95.

Alignment modification involves positioning the roadway at sufficient
distances from noise sensitive areas to minimize traffic noise. All
Build Alternatives were selected as viable alignments after an exten-
sive corridor analysis. The alignments were positioned to lessen im-

pacts to residential properties as much as practical.

Property acquisition programs to provide noise buffer zones will be fur-

ther evaluated during the design phase.

Land use controls can be used to minimize development of noise sensi-
tive sites that may be affected by traffic noise. However, there are
no such controls in place at this time in Clay, St. Johns, or Duval
Counties.

FDOT also evaluated noise barriers at twelve locations as the only viable means

to mitigate traffic noise impacts associated with the proposed project.

Several factors are considered when analyzing barriers. The first factor is feasibility.
Feasibility is focused on the ability of the noise batrier to reduce traffic noise to af-
fected property owners. To achieve maximum sound reduction, a barrier must be
proportioned to cast a large sound shadow. This is accomplished by the bartier be-
ing relatively long, continuous, and of sufficient height to achieve the FHWA’s mini-
mum-requirement of 5.0 dBA in noise reduction. A 5.0 dBA reduction is the point
at which a lowered noise level is noticeable to a noise sensitive site and is the thresh-
old for determining whether a site is benefited from a noise batrier. To determine
noise reduction possibilities, barriers were first analyzed to ensure the 5.0 dBA mini-

mum insertion loss can be achieved.

On a limited access facility such as the proposed corridor, noise bartiers must be
positioned within the FDOT rights of way, not obstruct safe access to adjacent
properties and streets, and allow adequate driver visibility of the roadway from an

adjacent driveway or side street. At some locations, site restrictions do not allow

3-25

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT



CHAPTER

construction of an adequately-long noise barrier along FDOT right of way, as is
the case along Black Creek and the St. Johns River. In these instances, the team
analyzed barriers positioned on the embankment shoulder, and where the shoul-
der terminates at the bridge, a wall on bridge structure. However, the eight-foot
maximum height limitation of a structure barrier coupled with the structure barri-
ers located at too great a distance from the impacted sites, did not provide the
minimum 5.0 dBA of noise reduction to impacted receivers, thus rendering them
ineffective. Similatly, several of the analyzed batriers are near side streets that
require access openings. The noise analysis concluded that in these instances,
such openings prohibit construction of a continuous noise barrier, and negate any

benefit barriers at these locations could provide.

For those barriers that can achieve the minimum-required 5.0 dBA of noise re-
duction, the noise analysis determined the reasonableness of the barrier.
Measures of reasonableness include: economics, calculated noise levels’ and an-
tiquity. To be deemed economically reasonable, the total cost to construct the
barrier should not exceed $42,000 per benefited receiver, including additional
right-of-way and/or easements needed. Estimated costs are calculated using the
FDOT current statewide average of $30 per square foot. Another reasonable-
ness measure is the relationship of calculated noise levels to the 66.0 dBA
FDOT noise abatement consideration threshold. Abatement is less desirable if
the noise levels are 1-3 dBA above the criterion and more desirable at 15 dBA

over the criterion.

The remaining barrier areas could accommodate right-of-way barriers, but the
noise analysis determined that the rural, low density land use that is prevalent
throughout the alternative corridors makes construction of noise barriers cost
prohibitive. None of the barriers meet the $42,000 cost per benefited receiver
guideline. Based on these considerations, FDOT deemed that noise barriers are

not reasonable or feasible at this phase of project development.

The one site not analyzed for noise barriers are the two trail heads in the Bayard
Point Conservation Area. The trail heads are located near existing SR 16, at the
edge of the conservation area, and are already exposed to traffic noise and near-
by airport noise. The trailheads are categorized as Activity Category C and are

within the 66.0 dBA critical noise contour for the Alternative Pink 1, Brown 1,
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Orange 1 and Green 1 Alternatives but the adjoining parking lots that access the
trail heads lie within the proposed right of way and will require relocation as part
of this project. As of this report date, the relocation sites have yet to be deter-
mined. Consequently, a barrier analysis for the trail heads cannot be conducted
until the parking lot relocations and trail access issues have been finalized.
Therefore, FDOT has committed to reanalyzing this site for the feasibility of
noise barriers during final design when relocation data is available, if one of these

alternatives is selected.

Although no noise barriers are being proposed as mitigation at this time, FDOT
is committed to reevaluating feasible noise abatement measures as part of the

final design of the Preferred Alternative.

Trucks, earth moving and pile driving equipment, pumps and generators are
sources of noise and vibration during construction. Peak noise levels from these

types of equipment are short in duration, but may vary from 70 to 100 dBA.

Construction of the proposed project will have a temporary impact on the noise-
sensitive sites identified previously. A survey of construction noise and vibration
sensitive receivers, including sites listed in Table 17.2: Construction Noise and 1V ibra-
tion Sensitive Sites of Part 2, Chapter 17 of the PD&E Manual, has been conducted

and no additional receivers were identified.

The contractor will be required to adhere to the most current FDOT guidance for
construction and any special provisions related to the control of noise and vibra-
tion impacts. The FDOT Standard Specifications contain the following require-

ments for construction noise and vibration control:

The contractor shall operate only factory recommended exhaust

mufflers on internal combustion engines;

Pile driving operations will be restricted to the hours between 7:00
am and 10:00 pm to avoid interfering with any adjacent noise and/
or vibration sensitive land uses or a different foundation design will
be considered (i.e., a drilled shaft);

Preformed pile holes will be required where they are in proximity to

vibration-sensitive land uses to maximize vibration transfer;
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The two Bayard Conservation Area trailheads near existing SR 16 are categorized as
Category B lands.

Back up alarm noise from heavy equipment and trucks will be min-
imized by requiring the contractor to operate in forward passes or a
figure eight pattern when dumping, spreading, or compacting mate-

rial;

Adequate equipment maintenance procedures will be used to insure
that the elimination of unnecessary noise caused by loose body

parts on all construction equipment;
Excessive tailgate banging by haul trucks will be prohibited;

All stationary equipment shall be screened from noise sensitive
receivers if the equipment is to operate beyond normal working
hours. If feasible, the equipment shall be screened during normal

working hours to reduce noise impacts;



When feasible, the contractor shall establish haul routes to direct
vehicles away from developed areas and ensure that noise from

hauling operations is kept to a minimum; and

Specific noise impact problems that may arise during construction
of the project will be addressed by the FDOT Construction Engi-

neer in cooperation with environmental staff.
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This section summarizes the analysis of
land use issues. See the Economics and

Land Use Discipline Report located on the

enclosed CD for more information.

Environmental Resources

3.6 LAND USE

Over the past 20 years, northern Clay and St. Johns Counties have changed
from a primarily rural and silviculture area to a suburbanized region of the
Jacksonville area. The northern portion of Clay County is largely developed,
and includes a mixture of residential and commercial land uses. As described
in Chapter 1, northern St. Johns County is currently experiencing a much high-
er growth rate than Clay County and development mainly consists of residen-
tial land uses. The project area also contains agricultural and timber lands, con-

servation and recreation lands, and undeveloped areas.

3.6.1 What development is planned for the project area?
The planning areas and districts within the project area are shown on Exhibit

3-13. Between now and 2025, planned development in Clay County is ex-

Exhibit 3-12: Planning Areas and Districts
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pected to occur primarily within three planning areas that the alternatives cross

through: Doctor’s Inlet/Ridgewood, Penney Farms/Lake Asbury, and Green

Cove Springs. Most of the planned growth in St. Johns County will occur in

the Northwest planning district, which also is crossed by all alternatives. The

Northeast planning district is not directly crossed by the alternatives, but three

large developments planned in this district lie near the eastern terminus of all

but the Green 1 and 2 and Pink 1 and 2 Alternatives.

Exhibit 3-14 shows the major development projects, including Developments

of Regional Impact (DRIs), expected to account for the majority of existing

and future development in and near the alternative corridors.

Exhibit 3-15

summarizes the size and type of development planned and occurring in these

areas. Most of these projects are currently undeveloped, sparsely developed, or

developed to less than half of their approved or planned capacity. Develop-

ment time frames vary from 10 to 25 years.

Exhibit 3-13: Major Developments in the Study Area
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CHAPTER 3 Environmental Resources

Exhibit 3-14: Summary of Major Development Types and Sizes

Total Area Non-Residential Uses
(Acres) (square feet x 1000)

Development

CLAY COUNTY

Fleming Island Plantation DRI 2,120 3,790 1,450
Governor’s Park DRI 3,267 6,000 3,540
Lake Asbury Master Plan Area 30,923 25,000 2,500
Peters Creek Business Park 1,044 227 2,540
Reynolds Industrial Park 1,700 2,800 1200
Saratoga Springs DRI 2,444 4,256 390

ST. JOHNS COUNTY

Aberdeen DRI 1,316 2,018 100
Ashford Mills DRI 1,520 2,633 280
Durbin DRI 1,245 4,500 4,700
Durbin Crossing DRI 2,086 2,498 170
Julington Creek Plantation DRI 4,150 6,292 740
Rivertown DRI 4,170 4,500 500
S.alnt Johns DRI (World Golf 6414 7.200 5,540
Village)

Silverleaf Plantation DRI 7,285 10,700 1,730
World Commerce Center 1,000 1,156 3,563
Esplanade at St. Johns 946 1,400 2,612
Nocatee DRI 15,000 14,920 5,336
Twin Creeks DRI 3,050 5,000 2,900
Bartram Park DRI 3,600 5,288 4,925

Total 93,280 110,178 44,576




The proposed project will affect land uses by converting acreage to road right-
of-way. In addition, the project will increase access to some area DRIs, and
potentially affect the rate of development in some areas. These effects are

summatized below.

With any of the Build Alternatives, existing and planned uses within the road-
way corridor will be converted to project right-of-way. For all alternatives,
land use conversions will affect residential, commercial, agricultural/timber,
and undeveloped lands (some with wetlands). Exhibit 3-16 summarizes the
numbers of parcels and acres of each land use type that would be converted

for each alternative, based on the 324-foot-wide right-of-way needed for the

project.

Exhibit 3-15: Land Use Conversions to Right-of-Way

TOTAL NUMBER OF PARCELS BY LAND USE TYPE
Residential 59 57 42 57 43 58 39 54 38 53
Office/Commercial 9 9 3 3 6 6 6 6 3 3
Vacant/Undeveloped 81 52 51 61 50 53 32 35 33 43
%?:g:::;;'/ 83 52 66 66 71 71 52 52 47 47
Utilities 3 3 4 4 4 4 1 1 1 1
Subtotal 235 173 166 191 174 192 130 148 122 147
Other 38 46 40 30 53 53 53 53 40 30
Total 273 219 206 221 227 245 183 201 162 177

TOTAL ACRES BY LAND USE TYPE

Residential 65 64 43 49 44 44 37 37 37 42
Office/Commercial 17 17 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
Vacant/Undeveloped 680 394 454 448 371 376 375 380 458 453
%?T:E::It:r:fj'/ 1000 596 893 893 972 972 920 920 841 841
Utilities 18 18 24 24 24 24 15 15 15 15
Subtotal 1779 1090 1420 1419 1415 1420 1352 1357 1357 1356
Other 128 211 304 291 239 219 238 219 304 291
Total 1907 1301 1724 1710 1654 1639 1590 1576 1661 1647

NOTE: Land use classifications in this table are based on parcel data, and do not correspond to other data in this document such as wetlands or habitat types which
are based on field work and/or other GIS databases.
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“Prime” vs. “Unique”
Farmlands

“Prime” farmland, as defined by the Unit-
ed States Department of Agriculture
(USDA), is land that has the best combina-
tion of physical and chemical characteris-
tics for producing food, feed, forage, fiber,
and oilseed crops and is also available for
these uses.

“Unique” farmland is land other than
prime farmland that is used for the pro-
duction of specific high-value food and
fiber crops, such as citrus, tree nuts, olives,
cranberries, fruits and vegetables.

The amount of land converted to right-of-way varies by alternative. Total par-
cels affected range from a low of 162 on the Pink 1 Alternative to a high of
273 on the Black Alternative. Total impacted acres are lowest on the Purple
Alternative (1301 acres) and highest on the Black Alternative (1907 acres).
Conversion of residential parcels will be highest for the Black, Purple, Brown
2, and Orange 2 Alternatives and lowest for the Brown 1, Orange 1, Green 1
and Pink 1 Alternatives. Residential and commercial acreage are also highest

along the Black and Purple Alternatives.

The proposed project could convert between 596 acres (Purple) and 1000
acres (Black) of agricultural and timber property in the study area. The United
States Department of Agriculture (USDA) oversees the Farmland Protection
Policy Act (FPPA). The Act’s ultimate goal is to minimize the extent to which
Federal programs contribute to the unnecessary and irreversible conversion of

farmland to non-agricultural uses.

For the purposes of implementing the FPPA, farmland is defined as prime or
unique farmlands or farmland that is determined by the state or unit of local
government agency to be farmland of statewide or local importance. Accord-
ing to the USDA Natural Resource Conservations Service’s (NRCS) detailed
soils database, no soils classified as “prime” farmland soils occur in the study
area (NRCS, 2008). The NRCS’s District Conservationist for St. Johns and
Clay Counties was consulted on June 30th, 2008 and confirmed that no
“uanique” farmland occurs in the study area. Through coordination with the
NRCS, it has been determined that no farmlands as defined by 7 CFR 658 are

located in the project vicinity.

The Build Alternatives will directly impact some DRIs in the study area. As
shown previously on Exhibit 3-14, seven DRIs will be crossed by the Black
Alternative, four will be crossed by the Purple Alternative, five will be crossed
by the Brown 1 and 2 and the Orange 1 and 2 Alternatives, and two will be
crossed by the Green 1 and 2 and the Pink 1 and 2 Alternatives. Where a cot-
ridor crosses through a DRI, the affected lots will be converted to roadway

right-of-way. The development rate for adjacent lots may slow down due to



the addition of transportation infrastructure. On the other hand, having the
project located near a DRI can be a benefit. Developments within two miles
of a road interchange are likely to grow faster than those that are farther away
due to improved access (see the section addressing Socioeconomics, Commu-

nities and Neighborhoods in this document for more detail).

Construction of the St. Johns River Crossing Project could require the tempo-
rary use of some land outside the right-of-way for equipment staging areas and
access roads. However, FDOT and its contractors will not use any properties
that have not been purchased for the project without first consulting with
those owners. These potential temporary land uses will be minor and short
term, and all such property will be restored to its pre-construction condition

immediately following construction.
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This section summarizes the analysis of
social and economic issues, including
effects to communities and neighbor-
hoods. For more information, see the

Social Impacts Discipline Report, the Land
Use and Economics Discipline Report, and
the Conceptual Stage Relocation Plan
located on the enclosed CD.

Civil Rights Act

The project has been developed in accord-
ance with the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as
amended by the Civil Rights Act of 1968.

Environmental Resources

3.7 SOCIOECONOMICS, COMMUNITIES AND
NEIGHBORHOODS

3.7.1 What information was used to understand social, economic and
community issues?

To evaluate issues that may affect communities, neighborhoods and the people
living within the study area, FDOT collected information on population
trends, employment and economic issues, and community and neighborhood
characteristics. United States Census Bureau (USCB) data was the primary
source of information used for data on housing characteristics, labor force,
occupations, major employers, age composition, vehicle ownership rates,
mode of transportation to work, household income and the ability of the pop-
ulation to speak English. This section has been updated since the Draft EIS
with data from the 2010 Census and the American Community Survey (ACS).
FDOT evaluated the potential for a variety of social impacts, including traffic
congestion, air quality, property accessibility, safety, impacts on neighborhoods
and recreation opportunities, social cohesion, services, schools, aesthetics, and

quality of life.

GIS data and other maps identified neighborhoods and facilities within or
close to the study area. FDOT also reviewed comprehensive plans, and in
some cases, plans for neighborhoods where available to identify planned road

improvements, developments, and facilities.

3.7.2 What are the population and housing trends in the study area?
Population growth in Clay and St. Johns Counties largely depends on econom-

ic and job growth in Duval County. The Jacksonville Metropolitan Area
crossed the one million population threshold in the 1990s and will approach
1.4-1.5 million by 2010. As described in Chapter 1, forecasts show that the
combined populations of Clay and St. Johns Counties in 2040 will increase by
more than 80 percent, from a 2010 population of 380,904 persons to approxi-
mately 692,763 persons by 2040 (Florida Bureau of Business and Economic
Research).

Clay County issued permits for 17,000 new single family homes and 2,500 new
multi-family units between 2000 through 2007 (Clay County Building Division,

2007). St. Johns County issued permits for 23,500 new single-family homes
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and 4,600 new multi-family units during this same period (St. Johns County
Permitting Department, 2007). For both counties, this is a substantial increase
in activity from the 1990s and reflects both the dispersal of residential growth
outside the Jacksonville area as well as a growing regional housing market.
Permitted new single-family units actually peaked in 2005 and have fallen
since, as homebuilders try to sell existing new houses rather than build more.
Also, as discussed in Chapter 1, growth in the area has slowed with the down-
turn in the economy when compared to recent years, however, fluctuations in
the market conditions are to be expected. The number of building permits
issued in 2010 was 551 in Clay County and 1,268 in Johns County. Once the
current housing and mortgage climate stabilizes, an average annual housing
growth rate of around 7,000 units could occur over the long term, due to job
growth in the Jacksonville area and a reputation for good schools and a high

quality of life in the two counties.

As described in Chapter 1, 56 percent of employed residents of Clay County
and 40 percent of workers living in St. Johns County work outside these coun-
ties (ACS, 2005-2009). The reason for this commute is that the majority of
office, industrial, and retail/commercial space and related jobs are located in
Jacksonville (Jacksonville Regional Chamber of Commerce, 2006). Neither
Clay nor St. Johns County has significant, existing concentrations of office
space. Although Clay County has a comparatively minor amount of industrial
related employment, St. Johns County has several large industrial employers
outside of the study area. Retail development is somewhat more dispersed
than office or industrial. The largest concentration, including three regional
malls, is in Jacksonville and the greater metropolitan area south and east of the

St. Johns River, which includes Clay and St. Johns Counties.

Clay County’s unemployment rate for 2010 was 10.5 percent and St. Johns
County’s unemployment rate was 9.5 percent, which were both lower than the
state and regional rates (BEBR, 2011). Retail trade, accommodation and food
services, and health care and social assistance are the strongest sectors in St.
Johns and Clay Counties (Florida Department of Economic Opportunity,
2010).

Clay and St. Johns Counties exhibit a wide range of large and unique employ-
ers. The majority of occupations, though, are found in the education, health
care, government administration, business, community, military and manufac-

turing sectors (Exhibit 3-16).
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Exhibit 3-16: Top Five Employers

Clay County School District
Orange Park Medical Center
HCA Patient Account SC

Clay County Sheriff’s Office
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St. Johns County School District
Flagler Hospital

St. Johns County

U.S. Army National Guard
Northrop Grumman
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SOURCE: Clay County Chamber of Commerce, 2007; St. John’s County Chamber of Commerce, 2007

3.7.4 What are the characteristics of residents in the study area?

Age

Age distribution of an area is one indication of its economic and income earn-
ing potential. An area with a higher percentage of working-age residents (18 to
64 years) generally has greater income earning potential. Conversely, areas
with greater percentages of dependent populations typically have lower income

earning potential. Exhibit 3-17 shows the age distribution in the study area.

Exhibit 3-17: Age Distribution
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Vehicle ownership rates can provide an idea of the dependency or potential
need residents of a community have for alternative modes of transportation,
such as friends, family or the public transportation system. The percentage of
workers without vehicles available was 1.3 and 2.1 percent in Clay and St.
Johns Counties. The private automobile is the primary means of transporta-
tion to work, and in Clay and St. Johns Counties, the majority of households
own a vehicle (ACS, 2010). In fact, most people drive to work, over 80 per-
cent in both counties. The use of public transportation and other alternative
modes of transportation to work is generally low in the study area (Exhibit 3-

18), as it is for the State of Florida in general.

Exhibit 3-18: Household Transportation
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Source: ACS 2005-2009, 5-Year Estimates

Household characteristics can be used to measure an area’s attractiveness for
investment. Housing availability within the study area involves components
such as total number of houses, occupancy, household types and size, vacancy

rates, and median household income.

According to the 2010 Census, the average household size for the Clay County
portion of the study area was 3.1 persons; the St. Johns County portion of the
study area averages 3.0 persons per household, the same as the State of Florida
average. However, both counties tend to have a smaller percentage of houses

occupied by family households than the State of Florida overall (Exhibit 3-19).
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Exhibit 3-19: Families and Households
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The home ownership rate in the study area is above the State ownership rate of
70 percent (Exhibit 3-20). Many families have moved to the area recently, but
there is a near average amount of vacant housing, although in Clay County the
vacancy rate is about half that for the state overall. Several areas of Clay County
have a high concentration of single-family rental units including the area south
of CR 218 near Blanding Boulevard and south of SR 16 in Green Cove Springs.
There is also an area in St. Johns County near the Shands Bridge in which ap-

proximately 30 percent of the single-family residences are occupied by renters.

Exhibit 3-20: Housing Characteristics
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According to the ACS 2005-2009 5-Year Estimates, the population in the
study area contained a smaller percentage of people living below the federally-
defined poverty level of $22,314 for a family of four than in the State of Flori-
da overall (Exhibit 3-21). The majority of households in the study atrea are in
the income range of $50,000 to $74,999, which is consistent with the house-

hold income ranges reported at the state level.

Exhibit 3-21: Family Income
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3.7.5 How will the alternatives affect communities and
neighborhoods?

Displacement and Relocation
FDOT prepared a Conceptual Stage Relocation Plan (CSRP) for the proposed pro-

ject (FDOT, 2008), based on record searches and field verification. The pur-
pose of the CSRP is to identify the nature and number of residents, businesses
and non-profit organizations potentially displaced by each alternative. Exhibit

3-22 summarizes the estimated displacements from each Build Alternative.

Residential relocations are highest for the Black, Purple, Brown 2, Orange 2,
Green 2 and Pink 2 Alternatives. Business relocations are higher along the
Purple, Black, Orange 1 and 2 and Green 1 and 2 Alternatives, due to clus-
tered businesses in the Green Cove Springs area that would be displaced along
these corridors. The Purple and Black Alternatives would displace 14 busi-
nesses in this area, including a pain clinic, two medical offices, three sales /
general offices, automobile repair shop, barber shop, two recreational vehicle

businesses, a bail bond company, gas station / convenience store, a seasonal

3-41
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Social Impacts

The analysis of social impacts for the St.
Johns River Crossing Project was divided
into three categories:

Potential Relocations - businesses and
residents that could be displaced from
their existing locations because of the
proposed project.

Community Cohesion - the ability of
people to communicate with each other
in ways that lead to a sense of community,
including neighborhood population char-
acteristics and linkages with churches,
schools, and other community facilities.

Limited English Proficiency (LEP) - resi-
dents that do not speak English as their
primary language in addition to a limited
ability to read, write, speak or understand
English.

Environmental Resources

Exhibit 3-22: Relocations

Alternative Residences Businesses Churches Total
Displaced Displaced Displaced Displacements
42 14 2 58

Black

Purple 41 14 2 57
Brown 1 28 2 1 31
Brown 2 38 3 1 42
Orange 1 28 13 1 42
Orange 2 38 14 1 53
Green 1 29 15 1 45
Green 2 39 16 1 56
Pink 1 29 4 1 34
Pink 2 39 5 1 45

business, and a tow truck operation. The Orange 1 and 2 and Green 1 and 2
Alternatives would displace ten businesses within a shopping center in the
Green Cove Springs area, including two discount retail sales outlets, a grocery
store, a roofing contracting business, a hardware store, a Clay County Supervi-
sor of Hlections branch, a State of Florida Department of Juvenile Justice of-
fice, a pawn shop, and two restaurants. The remaining business displacements
along these alternatives are scattered, single businesses. One of the business
relocations along the Pink 2 and Brown 2 Alternatives is a specialized aviation
service operation (Pegasus Technologies, Inc.), including a runway and air

hangar complex.

All alternatives would displace the Living Waters of Middleburg Church on SR
21 near Branan Field—Chaffee Road. In addition, the Purple and Black Alter-
natives would displace a church in Clay County on US 17.

The CSRP stated that a recent market search conducted in the Green Cove
Springs area revealed abundant available replacement resources to accommo-
date the relocation of displaced individuals. Displaced persons will be provid-
ed relocation assistance as specified under the Uniform Relocation Assistance
and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended (42 U.S.C.
4601 et seq), and FDOT guidelines.



Right-of-way acquisition and access changes can affect the cohesion of a
neighborhood. Residents of cohesive communities often have a collective out-
ward identity and are resistant to change. Indications that a community is co-
hesive include long-term residency, strong family presence, homogeneity, de-
sire to stay in the community, participation in organizations, long-serving com-
munity leadership, use of community facilities, and interaction among neigh-
bors. Project effects on community life that could alter social and physical

connections between individuals and groups include:

Disrupting or dividing the physical arrangement of an established

community;

Displacing a large number of people or community services/

businesses;

Conflicting with established recreational, educational, religious or

scientific uses of the area; and/or

Presenting inconsistencies with local adopted goals and policies

that pertain to social or economic conditions.

The Build Alternatives will have varying effects on communities in the study
area. Existing communities that could be potentially affected include Lake
Asbury, Pier Station and Green Cove Springs in Clay County, and the commu-
nities of Orangedale and Switzerland in St. Johns County. A summary of how
each alternative may affect community cohesion is provided in the following

paragraphs:

Disrupting or dividing the physical arrangement of an established community:

The Black and Purple Alternatives traverse along the northern
edge of Lake Asbury and Green Cove Springs, and along the
southern edge of Switzerland. These communities will not be
bisected, so these alternatives will not create a new physical barri-

er in these communities.

The Brown 1 and 2, Orange 1 and 2, Green 1 and 2, and Pink 1
and 2 Alternatives traverse the northern edge of Lake Asbury, the
eastern edge of Pier Station, the southern edge of Green Cove
Springs, and the southern edge of Orangedale. These communi-
ties will not be bisected, so these alternatives will not create a new

physical barrier in these communities.

Defining Community Cohesion

Community cohesion is the degree to
which residents feel a sense of belonging to
their neighborhood and is evidenced by
interaction among neighbors and by resi-
dents’ involvement in local institutions and
activities.

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL
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Displacing a large number of people or commmunity services/ businesses:

Residential displacements are dispersed along the alternatives. As
described in the previous section, residential relocations are high-
est along the Black, Purple, Brown 2, Green 2, Orange 2 and Pink

2 Alternatives.

Business displacements are concentrated in the northern part of
the Green Cove Springs area for the Black and Purple Alterna-
tives. Fourteen businesses in this area will be displaced. These
displacements ate likely to cause some impact to community co-
hesion, due to the concentration and the types of services dis-
placed (particularly medical offices). For the Orange 1 and 2 and
the Green 1 and 2 Alternatives, a similar community cohesion
impact will occur in the southern part of Green Cove Springs
where ten businesses and local government facilities will be dis-

placed.

Conflicts with established recreational, educational, religions or scientific uses of the study area:

All alternatives would displace a church on SR 21 (see previous
section). The Purple and Black Alternatives would displace a se-
cond church in Clay County on US 17.

For the Purple and Black Alternatives, the proposed Greenbriar
interchange would result in a new, physical barrier between resi-
dential areas to the north and Bartram High School to the south.
This barrier will change access routes to and from the school, and
could create a potential safety hazard for students walking to

school.

Presenting inconsistencies with local adopted goals and policies that pertain to social or

economic conditions:

The Purple and Black Alternatives are inconsistent with the Clay
and St. Johns County Comprehensive Plans, the Lake Asbury
Master Plan, and the St. Johns County Northwest Sector Plan,
because these plans show a new river crossing south of these Al-

ternatives, near the existing Shands Bridge.

As described previously under Land Use, the Brown 1 and 2, Or-
ange 1 and 2, Green 1 and 2 and Pink 1 and 2 Alternatives are

consistent with the local comprehensive and sector plans.



Exhibit 3-23 summarizes the factors affecting community cohesion. All Build
Alternatives will have impacts to community cohesion. These impacts will be
highest overall for the Black and Purple Alternatives, and lowest for the

Brown 1 and Pink 1 Alternatives.

While the No Build Alternative will not result in any new physical barriers to
community cohesion, it will have long-term social impacts because of deterio-
rating traffic conditions and associated accessibility impacts. Congested condi-
tions within neighborhoods could discourage interactions. While a significant
decline in community cohesion is not anticipated, the expected growth in traf-

fic and development in the study area will likely decrease interaction between

neighborhoods.

Exhibit 3-23: Community Cohesion

New Barrier Effects Displacements and Relocations Local Plans

Alternative e LI Residential Busmes?es Churches | Consistency
Areas and Services
1

Black 0 42 14 2 No
Purple 0 1 41 14 2 No
Brown 1 0 0 28 2 1 Yes
Brown 2 0 0 38 3 1 Yes
Orange 1 0 0 28 13 1 Yes
Orange 2 0 0 38 14 1 Yes
Green 1 0 0 29 15 1 Yes
Green 2 0 0 39 16 1 Yes
Pink 1 0 0 29 4 1 Yes
Pink 2 0 0 39 5 1 Yes
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Limited English
Proficiency (LEP)

Presidential Executive Order 13166 re-
quires federal agencies to take reasona-
ble steps to provide meaningful access
for LEP populations to federally conduct-
ed programs and activities. Discrimina-
tion on the basis of national origin can
occur if an agency does not provide ap-
propriate language assistance to LEP
individuals since these individuals, whose
language is usually tied to their national
origin, will not have access to the same
benefits, services, information, or rights
provided to everyone else. Thus, in cer-
tain circumstances, failure to ensure that
LEP persons can effectively participate in
or benefit from federally assisted pro-
grams and activities may violate Title VI
and its regulations prohibiting national
origin discrimination.

Environmental Resources

Limited English Proficiency
The FHWA defines limited English proficiency (LEP) persons as individuals

who do not speak English as a primary language and who have limited ability to
read, speak, write or understand English. For these individuals to have an equal
opportunity to participate effectively in or benefit from any aid, service or pro-
ject from a transportation provider, they must be able to communicate in their
primary or home language. The ACS identified households in the U.S. that are
linguistically isolated. Linguistically isolated refers to households where none of

the individuals aged 14 or older speak English “very well.”

Exhibit 3-24 shows the number of linguistically isolated households that
would be affected by each alternative. In general, the percentage of LEP
households in Clay and St. Johns Counties is much lower than in the State of
Florida overall. The primary language spoken by LEP persons within the
study area is Spanish. For all future public meetings, FDOT will have a Span-
ish speaking representative available to help assist and communicate infor-

mation to LEP persons in attendance.

Exhibit 3-24: Limited English Proficiency (LEP) Households

M Asian ard Pacific
M Other Language
M Sparish

opmhﬂﬂ‘“m

SOURCE: ACS 2005-2009, 5-Year
state of Estimates
Florida

Clzy County SL Johns
County



Economic developments that are adjacent to or within two miles of a local
access interchange are likely to benefit to the greatest extent in terms of eco-
nomic impact (NCHRP, 2002). More interchanges can mean better access
from residential areas to commercial areas and employment centers, and result
in additional economic stimulus. Developments within five miles of a local
access interchange may also benefit, but to a lesser extent, particularly in terms
of non-residential activity. Exhibit 3-25 shows the number of local access
interchanges for each of the Build Alternatives, adjacent to or within two miles

of existing and proposed developments. (These do not include interchanges
with 1-95).

Exhibit 3-25: Number of Local Access Interchanges

7
8

The Brown 1 and 2 and the Orange 1 and 2 Alternatives will serve the highest
number of developments, twelve each, through local access interchanges adja-
cent to or within two miles. The Black Alternative will serve ten developments,
and the Purple, Green 1 and 2 and Pink 1 and 2 Alternatives will each serve

eight developments adjacent to or within two miles of local access interchanges.
g p ] g

Future commercial, industrial and office uses within two miles of each intet-
change were also analyzed to determine potential economic and employment
opportunities. Commercial, industrial and office uses designated in each Coun-
ty’s Future Land Use Plan and in approved or planned DRIs were considered.
In addition to evaluating employment-type uses, the potential jobs and reve-
nues generated by the approved and planned DRIs within two miles of each

interchange were also taken into consideration. The results of the analysis are

shown in the following table, Exhibit 3-26.
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Exhibit 3-26: Employment Areas and DRI Tax Revenues within 2 Miles of Interchanges

Clay
Black 730
Purple 730
Brown 1 and 2 3,300

Orange 1 and 2 2,200
Green 1 and 2 2,200

Pink 1 and 2 3,300

St. Johns

2,003.15

2,003.15

1,569.17

1,569.17

17.73

17.73

Clay St. Johns Clay St. Johns Clay St. Johns Clay St. Johns
1,742.58 948.43 2,472.58 2,951.58 940 18,744 $6.89 $78.38
1,742.58 539.57 2,472.58 2,542.72 940 16,375 $6.89 $42.71
3,167.93 580.81 6,467.93 2,149.98 1,254 16,932 $13.98 $51.07
3,049.44 580.81 5,249.44 2,149.98 671 16,932 $10.16 $51.07
3,049.44 459.83 5,249.44  477.56 671 2,271 $10.16 $34.38
3,167.93 459.83 6,467.93 477.56 1,254 2,789 $13.98 $34.38

*Includes DRIs as well as the Branan Field Sector Plan, Lake Asbury Master Plan, and the Peter's Creek Planned Unit Development.
**Based on the percent of a DRI's commercial, industrial, and office areas that are within the 2 mile radius multiplied by the total number of jobs to be created.
***Calculated by taking the percent of the DRI within the 2 mile radius and applying it to that DRI's total revenue.

The Clay County 2015 Future Land Use Plan identifies the central portions of
the county and the area west of the existing Shands Bridge as areas for future
industrial and commercial development. The St. Johns County 2015 Future
Land Use plan identifies areas adjacent to the 1-95 corridor as areas for future
commercial, industrial and office development. These designated areas are in

addition to the approved and planned developments shown in Exhibit 3-13.

As shown in Exhibit 3-26, the effectiveness of how each alternative addresses
the need of promoting employment and economic opportunities varies among
the alternatives. In Clay County, the southern alternatives (Brown 1 and 2,
Orange 1 and 2, Green 1 and 2, and Pink 1 and 2) provide the greatest accessi-
bility to future commercial, industrial and office uses identified in the compre-
hensive plan and in other future planned areas. The Brown 1 and 2 and Pink 1
and 2 Alternatives also provide the greatest opportunities for future job crea-
tion and tax revenue generation. In St. Johns County, the Black and Purple
Alternatives provide the greatest accessibility to commercial, industrial and
office uses designated in the comprehensive plan. The Black, Brown 1 and 2,
and Orange 1 and 2 Alternatives would provide the greatest accessibility to
employment-type uses identified in planned areas and would also provide the

greatest opportunities for job creation and tax revenue generation.

Clay County is one of only two Florida counties with a population greater than

150,000 that is not served by an interstate-type highway. The proposed St.
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Johns River Crossing Project, particularly the southern alternatives, would make
Clay County less isolated in the perception of the marketplace as a result of it
being more accessible to inbound traffic as well as commuting by residents to
employment and shopping centers, primarily in southeast and west Jacksonville.
This would also help promote employment-based office and industrial develop-
ment in Clay County by making it more accessible to workers, customers, and

suppliers from outside the county.

For St. Johns County, the proposed project will have less impact on accessibility
because the county has six existing I-95 interchanges that are expected to serve as
economic generators well into the future. However, St. Johns County will benefit
from the proposed project by providing alternative routes to 1-95 for St. Johns

County commuters and shoppers living in the northwest section of the County.

As discussed previously under Land Exhibit 3-27: Taxable Value Lost
Use, any of the Build Alternatives

will convert a number of properties

from their current use to road right-

of-way. Once those lands are con- Black 3 989,000
verted, tax revenues will no longer Purple 3 928,000
be assessed on those properties. As el D U500
a result, tax revenues from the lands Brown 2 5 834,000
within the right-of-way will decrease Orange 1 $ 860,000
in both Clay and St. Johns Counties, Orange 2 $ 883,000
as shown in Exhibit 3-27. Annual Green 1 $ 181,000
tax revenue losses would range Green 2 $ 204,000
from a high of approximately Pink 1 $ 137,000
$989,000 with the Black Alternative Pink 2 $ 155,000

to a low of $137,000 with the Pink 1

Alternative.

Tax revenues lost from conversion of lands to road right-of-way are expected to
be offset by planned and approved, future and ongoing development within the
project area. As described in Chapter 1, seven DRIs have been approved or are
pending in Clay County since 1990, and 13 DRIs have been approved or are
pending in St. Johns County since 2000. These developments are planned for the
area, with or without the project. Based on available DRI documents, FDOT
looked at the total projected annual ad valorem tax revenues (primarily property
and sales tax) that would be generated at buildout of these DRIs. They looked at
only those DRIs where development has not yet commenced or is at less than 5

percent complete (so that only new, future tax revenues were considered).
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The combined annual estimated tax revenues from these planned develop-
ments at full buildout is approximately $672 million. (See the Economics and
Land Use Discipline Report located on the enclosed CD for more details). For
this analysis, FDOT conservatively assumed that full buildout of all these de-
velopments will occur in 2025, and that development will occur incrementally
over the next 14 years at approximately the same rate each year (that is, 1/14®
of each development would occur each year through 2025). Under these as-
sumptions, these new developments would generate approximately $48 million
of new tax revenues in 2010, and will double each year between 2010 and
2025. Therefore, these future revenues from planned development are ex-
pected to offset tax revenues lost due to right-of-way conversion over the next

few years.

In addition, as discussed previously under Land Use, the proposed project may ac-
celerate the rate of planned development in the project area (especially in areas with-
in two miles of interchanges). Therefore, the additional tax revenues from residential
and commercial/industrial development in the project area ate likely to be realized
sooner with the implementation of the proposed project. For these reasons, the

impact from tax revenue loss due to right-of-way conversion will be minimal.

FDOT will relocate all displaced residences, businesses and churches, as de-
scribed earlier. It appears from initial evaluation that adequate replacement
properties do exist in the study area, based on an inventory of available prop-
erties in the Green Cove Springs area. Where feasible and desired by residents
and business owners, FDOT will attempt to find relocation properties within
the same area in which displacements occur. Relocation of the aviation ser-
vices of Pegasus Technologies, Inc. may be more problematic due to the re-

quirements to relocate the existing runway.

For permanent barrier effects, the feasibility of maintaining access or connec-
tivity will be examined during final design. Measures could include maintain-
ing or restoring pedestrian crossings or informal pathways within communi-

ties, where feasible and safe.

Any of the Build Alternatives will result in temporary impacts on the environ-
ment due to the necessary construction activities. Construction related impacts
will include disruption of the flow of traffic, noise and dust impacts, possible

utility outages, and earthborne vibrations.
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Relocations

In order to minimize the unavoidable effects of Right-of-Way acquisition and displacement of people, the Florida Department of Transporta-
tion will carry out a Right-of-Way and relocation program in accordance with Florida Statute 339-09 and the Uniform Relocation Assistance
and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (Public Law 91-646 as amended by Public Law 100-17).

The Florida Department of Transportation provides advance notification of impending Right-of-Way acquisition. Before acquiring Right-of-
Way, all properties are appraised on the basis of comparable sales and land use values in the area.

Owners of property to be acquired will be offered and paid fair market value for their property rights.

No person lawfully occupying real property will be required to move without at least 90 days written notice of the intended vacation date and
no occupant of a residential property will be required to move until decent, safe and sanitary replacement housing is made available. “Made
available” means that the affected person has either by himself obtained and has the right of possession of replacement housing, or that the
Florida Department of Transportation has offered the relocatee decent, safe and sanitary housing which is within his financial means and
available for immediate occupancy.

At least one relocation specialist is assigned to each highway project to carry out the relocation assistance and payment program. A reloca-
tion specialist will contact each person to be relocated to determine individual needs and desires, and to provide information, answer ques-
tions, and give help in finding replacement property. Relocation services and payments are provided without regard to race, color, religion,
sex or national origin.

All tenants and owner-occupant displacements will receive an explanation regarding all options available to them, such as (1) varying meth-
ods of claiming reimbursement for moving expenses; (2) rental replacement housing, either private or publicly subsidized; (3) purchase of
replacement housing; (4) moving owner-occupied housing to another location.

Financial assistance is available to the eligible relocatee to:

1. Reimburse the relocatee for the actual reasonable costs of moving from homes, businesses, and farm operations acquired for a highway
project;

2. Make up the difference, if any, between the amount paid for the acquired dwelling and the cost of a comparable decent, safe and sani-
tary dwelling available on the private market;

3. Provide reimbursement of expenses, incidental to purchase of a replacement dwelling;

4. Make a payment for eligible increased interest cost resulting from having to get another mortgage at a higher interest rate. Replacement
housing payments, increased interest payments, and closing costs are limited to $22,500 combined total.

A displaced tenant may be eligible to receive a payment, not to exceed $5,250, to rent a replacement dwelling or room, or to use as a down
payment, including closing costs, on the purchase of a replacement dwelling.

The brochures that describe in detail the Department’s relocation assistance program and Right-of-Way acquisition program are “Your Relo-
cation: Residential”, “Your Relocation: Business, Farms and Nonprofit Organizations”, “Your Relocation: Signs” and “The Real Estate Acquisition
Process”. All of these brochures are distributed at all public hearings and made available upon request to any interested persons.

3.7.10 What measures are proposed to minimize construction effects?

Actions will be taken to reduce visual impacts, noise, traffic delays, air quality,
and other issues during construction that could impact residents’ quality of life
and desire to participate in community events or access local businesses.
Measures to minimize these impacts could include things like staging construc-
tion vehicles and materials out of sight from the roadway, coordinating with
public service and utility providers during final design, confining work to day-
time hours, minimizing fugitive dust, and implementing a traffic control plan

along with public information about detours and possible delays.
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3-51 IMPACT STATEMENT




CHAPTER 3

This section summarizes the analysis of
potential effects on minority and low-
income populations. For more infor-

mation, see the Environmental Justice
Discipline Report located on the en-
closed CD.

Environmental Justice

To comply with Executive Order 12898,
entitled Federal Actions to Address Envi-
ronmental Justice in Minority Populations
and Low-Income Populations, the USDOT
has developed policies and procedures for
all projects that want to remain eligible for
federal funding to follow. USDOT requires
that projects adhere to these guiding prin-
ciples:

= Avoid, minimize, or mitigate dispro-
portionately high and adverse human
health and environmental effects,
including social and economic
effects, on minority populations and
low-income populations.

= Ensure the full and fair participation
by all potentially affected communi-
ties in the transportation decision
making process.

= Prevent the denial of, reduction in, or
significant delay in the receipt of
benefits by minority and low-income
populations.

Environmental Resources

3.8 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

3.8.1 How was environmental justice evaluated for the project?

Environmental justice (E]) acknowledges that the quality of our environment
affects the quality of our lives, and that adverse environmental effects should
not disproportionately burden low-income or minority communities. Effects
associated with transportation projects may include restricted commercial ac-
cess, economic effects due to tolling, presence of hazardous materials, raised
noise levels, and increased water and air pollution. Presidential Executive Or-
der 12898 requires that Federal agencies take action to address EJ in minority

and low-income populations.

An EJ analysis considers disproportionate impacts. Therefore, two areas must be
defined: the area actually affected for each alternative and a larger regional area
that serves as a basis for comparison and includes the actual area affected. The
larger regional area is called the Region of Comparison (ROC). The ROC for

this EJ analysis includes portions of Clay, St. Johns, Putnam and Duval Counties.

This section has been updated since the publication of the Draft EIS with the
most current data available. The primary source for information on the racial,
ethnic, and low-income composition of the community is the 2010 Census
data and the ACS. The smallest geographic region into which 2010 Census
data was divided is the block level. Block level data is available for population,
race, ethnicity, and age. Income and poverty data is available in the ACS 2005-
2009 5-Year estimates at a slightly larger geographic area, the census tract level.
Analyzing data from the smallest geographic region available allows for the
identification of small pockets of concern that may be masked by the overall

characteristics of a larger area such as a census tract.

For demographic analysis, the study area was defined as a 1,500-foot buffer
around each alternative corridor. Census blocks and tracts included wholly

within or intersecting the buffer for each alternative were examined.

The criteria used to identify census blocks or block groups with high concen-
trations of minority or low-income populations were developed based on the

guidelines established by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ, 1997)
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which is consistent with the FHWA guidance updated in June 2012. Census
blocks with high concentrations of minority populations were identified as
those areas where the minority (non-white) populations exceeded 50 percent
and/otr where a block had a meaningfully greater percentage of minority indi-
viduals. For purposes of this analysis, “meaningfully greater” was determined
to be twice the percentage of the ROC average of the total minority popula-
tion. In 2010, the minority population within the ROC was 21 percent; there-
fore, the threshold used to identify census blocks with meaningfully greater
percentages of minority residents was 42 percent. The minority population for

the state during this time was 42 percent.

Similarly, a census tract was determined to have a high concentration of low-
income persons if it: (1) had a “meaningfully greater” percentage of people in
poverty based on the ACS 2005-2009 5-Year Estimates, and/or (2) the median
household income in the block group was 80 percent or less than the median
household income for the county (approximately $60,352 in Clay County and
$63,630 in St. Johns County during the 2005-2009 estimate period). For pur-
poses of this analysis, “meaningfully greater,” was determined as twice the per-
centage of the ROC total population in poverty. The ROC average of the
population in poverty during the 2005-2009 estimate period was 7.0 percent;
therefore, the threshold used to determine census block groups with high con-
centrations of low-income populations was 14.0 percent. Low-income popula-
tions can be any readily identifiable group of persons who live in a geographic
proximity, and if circumstances watrant, geographically dispersed/ transient
persons (such as migrant workers) who would be similarly affected by a pro-

posed FHWA program, policy, or activity (FHWA, 1998).

In addition to analyzing census data, the project team held meetings with
county planners to further delineate potential EJ communities. The planners
verified the analysis results of the census data and identified Pier Station in
Clay County and Elwood in St. Johns County as known EJ communities. The-
se communities and those living in other EJ areas will have the opportunity to
participate in future public meetings. It should be noted that not everyone liv-
ing within the geographic areas defined as E] communities are low-income

and/or minority persons.
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Minority and Low-Income
Populations

Minority populations are any readily
identifiable groups of minority persons
who live in geographic proximity that will
be similarly affected by the proposed pro-
ject. Minority includes persons who are:

African American (having origins in any of
the black racial groups of Africa),

Hispanic (of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban,
Central or South American, or other Span-
ish culture or origin, regardless of race),

Asian American (having origins in any of
the original people of the Far East, South-
east Asia, the Indian subcontinent, or the
Pacific Islands), or

American Indian and Alaskan Native

(having origins in any of the original peo-
ple of North America and who maintains
cultural identification through tribal affili-
ation or community recognition)

Low-income persons are those whose
household income falls at or below the
Department of Health and Human Ser-
vices (HHS) poverty guidelines.

Environmental Resources

3.8.2 Are there minority and low-income populations living in the
study area?

Minority Concentrations

Exhibit 3-28 summarizes the minority composition of Clay, St. Johns, Put-
nam and Duval Counties, and the State of Florida. While not shown in the
exhibit, the white population was the largest group within all geographic areas
compared, from about 60 percent for the State as a whole, up to 85 percent in
St. Johns County. African Americans comprise the largest racial minority
group, with Hispanics as the second largest. Asian American and Other races,
which includes American Indians and those of two or more races, comprise

much smaller percentages of the population.

Exhibit 3-28: Minority Populations (2010)

M Clay County
M 5L Johns County

Percentage

¥ Puitnam County
m Duval County
W State of Florida

Poverty and Low-Income Concentrations

The median household income for Clay, St. Johns and Duval Counties was
higher than the median household income for the State, but Putnam County
had a lower average income (Exhibit 3-29) (ACS 2005-2009 5-Year Esti-
mates). Similarly, there were fewer people living below the poverty level in
Clay and St. Johns Counties than in the State overall (Exhibit 3-301). In Du-
val County, the percentage of low-income persons was about the same as that

of the State, while in Putnam it was higher.

Exhibit 3-29: Median Household Income

$47,450

$60,352

M Clay County

M 5L, Johns County
¥ Putnam County
$49,135 B Duval County

$63,630 M btake of Flonda

533,711
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Exhibit 3-30: Low-Income Population
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3.8.3 How will the alternatives affect environmental justice
populations?

EJ] communities occur within or adjacent to the study area for the Black,

Brown 1 and 2, Orange 1 and 2, Green 1 and 2, and Pink 1 and 2 Alternatives

(Exhibit 3-31). No EJ areas are located within the study area for the Purple

Alternative. As shown below, block groups with low-income populations en-

compass the majority of southern Clay County. For the alternatives crossing

the river at the existing Shands Bridge (Brown 1 and 2, Orange 1 and 2, Green

Exhibit 3-31: Environmental Justice Areas
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Example of a toll gantry

1 and 2, and Pink 1 and 2 Alternatives), these areas were unavoidable but im-
pacts were minimized when possible. The assessment of impacts to EJ com-
munities focused on potential economic impacts of tolling, and displacement
and relocation of residences and businesses. These potential impacts are dis-

cussed in the following paragraphs.

Tolling the project will not have any disproportionate impacts on minority
populations. To determine the potential effects of tolling on low-income pop-
ulations, FDOT evaluated tolling technology, toll rates, and the availability of

reasonable, alternate routes that would be toll-free.

TOLLING TECHNOLOGY

The proposed St. Johns River Crossing toll road will operate as a fully electron-
ic toll facility. All vehicles using the facility will be required to have transpond-
ers that will be read by toll gantries placed along the corridor to determine
where a given vehicle (transponder) entered and exited the toll facility, thus de-
termining the toll to be charged for the trip. Each transponder will be registered
to a specific user; therefore, the toll will be deducted from an account set up for
each user. The daily operation of the program will be conducted by FDOT

through a contract with the organization running the toll facility.

Electronic transponders have the potential to restrict access to the facility or
disproportionately burden low-income populations because of a lack of credit .
However, FDOT has stated that users will be able to set up and maintain a

transponder account without needing to have a credit card.

TOLL RATES AND ALTERNATE ROUTES

The estimated toll rates for the project are between $0.15 - 0.20 per mile in the
opening year. This analysis of impacts assumes the higher rate of $0.20. The
opening-year new bridge crossing toll is estimated to be $2.30 per trip, which

is $0.20 per mile toll rate with a $1.00 bridge crossing surcharge.

In general, the economic impact of tolling has the potential to be higher for
low-income users because the cost of paying tolls will represent a higher per-
centage of household income than for non-low-income users. Drivers may
decide to reduce their personal economic impacts of tolls by using existing

non-tolled roads for their commute.
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The Black and Purple Alternatives will establish a new northern tolled crossing
of the St. Johns River, but the existing, non-tolled Shands Bridge will remain in
operation. Under these alternatives, non-tolled alternate travel routes will be
available without adding substantive travel distances (see the Environmental Justice
Discipline Report located on the enclosed CD for more details on alternate routes
and distances.) Therefore, the Black and Purple Alternatives will not present a
disproportionate, adverse impact from tolling on low-income populations in

the project area.

For the Brown 1 and 2, Orange 1 and 2, Green 1 and 2, and Pink 1 and 2 Al-
ternatives, the Shands Bridge, currently a non-tolled facility, will be replaced by
a toll bridge without a nearby alternate route. In these cases, the alternate
route to cross the St. Johns River without paying a toll would be neatly 37
miles longer than the existing route, which is considered to be unreasonable
and would result in an impact that would disproportionately affect low-income
populations in the project area. However, in light of this potential impact,
FDOT made the decision in late 2008 to eliminate the bridge-crossing toll on
the southern alternatives for trips using the toll road solely to cross the river. If
any of the southern alternatives are selected (where the existing Shands Bridge
would be replaced), trips using the toll road solely to cross the river will remain
toll-free (refer to Chapter 2). Therefore, the Brown 1 or 2, Orange 1 or 2,
Green 1 or 2, or Pink 1 or 2 Alternatives will not present a disproportionate,

adverse impact from tolling on low-income populations in the project area.

For all Build Alternatives, existing roads will still provide a non-tolled alterna-
tive to travel on the proposed facility. With the exception of the alternatives
that cross the river near the existing Shands Bridge, the proposed alternatives
will be on new alignment. The Black and Purple Alternatives propose a north-
ern crossing; therefore, the nearby Shands Bridge would remain a non-tolled
facility and would provide an alternative river crossing. Because viable non-
tolled alternatives for the entire facility exist, disproportionately high and ad-
verse impacts to low-income populations in the project area would not be an-
ticipated with the Purple or Black Alternatives. FDOT’s decision to eliminate
the bridge toll for the southern alternatives between the US 17 interchange and
the CR 16A interchange (and vice versa) will preclude any disproportionately
high and adverse impacts to low-income drivers with the Brown 1 or 2, Or-

ange 1 or 2, Green 1 or 2, and Pink 1 or 2 Alternatives.
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Exhibit 3-32: Summary of Potential Relocation Impacts to Environmental Justice Populations

Black
Purple
Brown 1
Brown 2
Orange 1
Orange 2
Green 1
Green 2
Pink 1
Pink 2
No Build

NOTE: Allimpacts noted are prior to mitigation.

42
41
28
38
28
38
29
39
29
39
N/A

12
3
13
3
13
2
12
N/A

0% N/A 14 0 0% N/A
0% N/A 14 0 0% N/A
7% No 2 2 100 % Yes
32% No 3 3 100 % Yes
11 % No 13 13 100 % Yes
34 % No 14 14 100 % Yes
10 % No 15 13 87 % Yes
33% No 16 14 88 % Yes
7% No 4 2 50 % No
31% No 5 3 60 % Yes
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

M A disproportionately high and adverse impact is defined as an adverse impact that (a) is predominantly borne by a minority population and/or a low-income population; or (b) is suffered by the minority
population and/or low-income population and is appreciably more severe or greater in magnitude than the adverse effect that will be suffered by the non-minority population and/or non-low-income popula-

tion. See text for more discussion.

@Residential and business relocations are considered disproportionately high to EJ populations when (a) the percentage of EJ relocations in an alternative corridor is substantively higher than the overall
proportion of EJ areas compared with non-EJ areas within the total corridor, and/or (b) businesses to be relocated provide essential services to nearby EJ communities.

Exhibit 3-32 summarizes the residential, commercial displacements and relo-
cations that are anticipated to occur within EJ communities for each of the

Build Alternatives.

Anticipated business relocations for the Orange 1 and 2 and the Green 1 and 2
Alternatives are considered to have disproportionately high and adverse im-
pacts on EJ communities within and adjacent to these alternatives. Business
relocations for these four alternatives include ten businesses located within a
shopping center in Green Cove Springs: two discount retail sales outlets, a
grocery store, a roofing contracting business, a hardware store, a Clay County
Supervisor of Elections branch, a State of Florida Department of Juvenile Jus-
tice office, a pawn shop, and two restaurants. The businesses in the shopping
center likely provide some essential services to nearby EJ communities, and
any relocation of these services outside their existing vicinity would be a high

impact.

Anticipated business relocations for the Brown 1 and 2 and Pink 2 Alterna-

tives are also considered to have disproportionately high and adverse impacts
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to EJ communities. All three of these alternatives include the relocation of
two small construction businesses. The Brown 2 and Pink 2 Alternatives
would also displace Pegasus Technologies, Inc, a highly specialized aviation

business.

If any of the Build Alternatives are implemented, all nearby residents would be
affected by noise quality changes, utility relocations, temporary construction and
permanent visual changes. These impacts (discussed further in other sections of
Chapter 3) would generally occur in a uniform distribution along the entire
length of any alternative; therefore, none of these effects is expected to present a

disproportionately high impact to minority or low-income communities.

The Build Alternatives will benefit the surrounding communities, including EJ
areas, by enhancing mobility and generally decreasing emergency response
times for fire, police and medical rescue when compared to the No Build Al-
ternative. EJ communities will also benefit from project-related clean-up of
sites with environmental contamination in EJ areas along the Brown 1 or 2,
Orange 1 or 2, Green 1 or 2 or Pink 1 or 2 Alternatives (see Hazardous Sites

and Contaminated Properties discussion later in this chapter).

For displacement impacts and relocations, the FDOT Conceptual Stage Relocation
Plan, located on the enclosed CD, stated that a recent market search conducted
in the Green Cove Springs area revealed abundant available replacement re-
sources to accommodate relocation of displaced residences and businesses.
Relocating residences and businesses within their existing general vicinity would

substantially reduce the impacts of these displacements to EJ communities.

Displaced persons will be provided relocation assistance, including last resort
housing assistance if necessary, as specified under the Uniform Relocation As-
sistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended (49

CFR 24) and FDOT guidelines.
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CHAPTER 3

This section summarizes the analysis of
historic and archaeological resources.
For more information, see the Cultural
Resource Overview Survey Technical

Memorandum and the Cultural Resource
Assessment Survey Technical Memoran-
dum Update located on the enclosed
(@b}

Defining National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP)

The National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP) is the Nation's official list of cultur-
al resources worthy of preservation. Au-
thorized under the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966, the National
Register is part of a national program to
coordinate and support public and private
efforts to identify, evaluate, and protect
our historic and archeological resources.
Properties listed in the Register include
districts, sites, buildings, structures, and
objects that are significant in American
history, architecture, archeology, engi-
neering, and culture.

Environmental Resources

3.9 CULTURAL RESOURCES

The term “historic properties” is defined as any prehistoric or historic build-
ings, structures, objects, sites, or community districts age fifty years or older
that are listed on or eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP). When proposing projects that might affect historic proper-
ties, FDOT must comply with Section 106 of the National Historic Preserva-
tion Act, as required by 36 CFR 800, Protection of Historic Resources. Sec-
tion 106 requires federal agencies to identify and evaluate the effects of a pro-
ject on historic and archaeological resources and traditional cultural properties,
and to consult with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) to deter-
mine how best to avoid resources or minimize and mitigate any unavoidable
effects on these resources. Section 106 protects those resources that are listed

on, or are eligible for listing on, the NRHP.

3.9.1 How were cultural resources identified for the study area?

FDOT originally performed a Cultural Resource Overview Survey of all the
alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIS, which was completed in July 2009.
The purpose of this survey was to identify historic properties and that could
be affected by the various Build Alternatives, and to provide consideration of
these resources in the comparative assessment of alternatives. Since that time,
the alignment of the Pink 1 and Pink 2 Alternatives was refined slightly, and
the Pink 1 Alternative was selected as the Preferred Alternative following pub-
lication of the Draft EIS. Therefore, FDOT updated the cultural resource data
for the Preferred Alternative in late 2010. The Cultural Resource Overview
Survey and the Cultural Resource Assessment Update are located on the en-
closed CD. A Pond Siting Report will be completed once pond sites are deter-
mined. This will include a Cultural Resource Assessment Survey, for those

sites not previously evaluated, in coordination with FHWA.

The FDOT and FHWA held a consultation with the SHPO on April 23, 2008
for development of methodology for the resource assessment and to define
the Area of Potential Effect (APE). Meeting notes from that consultation are
provided in the Agency Coordination Memorandum, located on the enclosed CD.
The APE was defined as 50 meters (164 feet) cither side of the proposed right-
of-way edge, and was increased to 100 meters (328 feet) on either side in areas
where the roadway will be elevated at Black Creek, the St. Johns River, and the

intersection with US 17 (Exhibit 3-33).
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Exhibit 3-33: Cultural Resources Areas of Potential Effect (APE)
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The evaluation of potential historic properties that may be affected by the
Build Alternatives began with a review of the Florida Master Site File (FMSF)
information available in GIS format, a review of aerial photographs and Unit-
ed States Geological Survey (USGS) quadrangle maps, and other archival in-
formation. These data included previous cultural resource surveys, previously
recorded historic structures, archaeological sites, historic bridges and linear
railroad or roadway segments, historic cemeteries, and resource groups, and
previous determinations of whether these properties are listed on, or eligible
for listing on, the NRHP. After compiling this information, the project team

visited the study area to map and field-verify the data.

The potential for each alternative to affect unrecorded/unknown historic re-
sources and archaeological sites was also evaluated. The team reviewed the
Clay and St. Johns Counties property appraisers’ databases to identify struc-

tures built prior to 1963, (that is, those resources that would be considered
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Area of Potential Effect (APE)

When identifying potential historic re-
sources, an Area of Potential Effect (APE) is
used. This is important because it helps
determine the area where historic proper-
ties must be identified, so that impact to
these properties can, in turn, be assessed.

The APE used on this project was developed
to include a 50-meter (164 feet) buffer of
the proposed right-of-way for each alterna-
tive. This APE was expanded to 100 meters
(328 feet) in areas where the roadway
would be significantly elevated (bridges,
railway crossings, major road crossings).

historic by the year 2013). An architectural field review verified the locations
of these resources and made preliminary determinations regarding NRHP eli-
gibility. The team also developed an archaeological site predictive model to

estimate the potential for unrecorded archaeological resources to occur within

the APE of each Build Alternative.

To identify any resource concerns or traditional cultural properties, FHWA
requested further input from the six federally recognized tribes of Florida. (See
the Agency Coordination Memorandum located on the enclosed CD for copies of
the letters sent to the tribes). This was a continuation of the consultation that
occurred during the Efficient Transportation Decision-Making (ETDM) Pro-
gramming Screen Review conducted in June 2006 and previous consultations
initiated by FDOT. As of the publication date of this Final EIS, the Mic-
cosukee Tribe is the only one to respond. They stated that no known historic
properties occur in the project study area, but requested completion of a Phase

I Cultural Resources Survey.

FDOT consulted the FMSF database of previous cultural resource surveys to
determine what percentage of each of the alternatives had been previously in-
vestigated. For the purposes of this evaluation, small-scale surveys, such as
those required for cell tower construction, and large-scale county-wide surveys
were not considered. The percentage of the APE previously surveyed repre-
sents the portion of the corridor for which the majority of cultural resources
present is already known. For all alternatives, previous surveys had covered half
or more of the APE for each Build Alternative (ranging between 49 percent of
the Black Alternative APE and 57 percent of the Brown 1 Alternative APE).

Exhibit 3-34 summarizes the number and type of previously recorded cultural
resources within the APE for each of the Build Alternatives. (Numbers for the
Pink 1 and Pink 2 Alternatives have been updated with data from the Cultural
Resource Assessment Update.) The number of sites shown in parentheses in-
dicates those resources classified from previous surveys by SHPO to be eligi-
ble for listing on the NRHP, or those that have not yet been evaluated. (All
extant sites identified within the APE of the Preferred Alternative have been

evaluated; FHWA has made a final determination of eligibility and potential
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effects on historic properties which have been concurred by SHPO.) No
known resources within the APE are currently listed on the NRHP. Re-
sources listed in the exhibit are summarized for each alternative in the sections
below. Further detail on these resources and on the determinations of eligibil-
ity to date can be found in the Cultural Resource Overview Survey Technical Memo-
randum and the Cultural Resource Assessment Survey Technical Memorandum Update

located on the enclosed CD.

Exhibit 3-34: Previously Recorded Cultural Resources within
the Area of Potential Effect (APE)

5 53 z | Bcz| o3

Y o g A | BTA 3
Black 7(2) 10 (2) 0 1(1) 2(1) 20(6)
Purple 7(2) 10(2) 0 1(1) 2(1) 20(6)
Brown 1 6 (0) 11 (0) 1(0) 3(1) 3(0) 24 (1)
Brown 2 6 (0) 11 (0) 1(0) 3(1) 3(0) 24 (1)
Orange 1 18 (4) 11 (0) 1(0) 5(1) 2(0) 37(5)
Orange 2 18 (4) 11(0) 1(0) 5(1) 2(0) 37(5)
Green 1 17 (4) 4(0) 2(0) 5(1) 3(0) 31(5)
Green 2 17 (4) 4(0) 2(0) 5(1) 3(0) 31(5)
Pink 1 6 (0) 4(0) 4(0) 3(1) 4(0) 21 (1)
Pink 2 6 (0) 4(0) 4(0) 3(1) 4(0) 21 (1)

NOTE: Resources listed above in parentheses have been determined eligible for listing on the NRHP or have not yet
been evaluated for eligibility and are considered potentially eligible. For the Pink 1 (Preferred) and Pink 2 Alterna-
tives,, the one resource shown in parentheses has been evaluated and determined to be eligible, as described in
this section.

BLACK AND PURPLE ALTERNATIVES

Within the APEs for the Black and Purple Alternatives, seven recorded histor-
ic structures, ten archaeological sites, one segment of an historic railroad, and
two resource groups were found. Four of the historic structures have been
evaluated as ineligible by the SHPO, and the other three have not been evalu-
ated. One of the three unevaluated structures, the Mary Murray House
(8CL132), was a c1880 house located at 2790 SR 220; this structure has been
destroyed since the time it was recorded. Of the archaeological sites, eight
have been evaluated as ineligible for the NRHP. Of the remaining sites, the
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LAP 9 site (85)J3218), a multi-component prehistoric and historic site, has
been determined potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP. The Remington
site (85J47606) has not been evaluated, although the surveyor who recorded the
site recommended it as ineligible for the NRHP. A recorded segment of the
potentially eligible Jacksonville, Tampa, Key West rail corridor (8CL1180) oc-
curs within the APE of the Black and Purple Alternatives. The two resource
groups consist of Camp Chowenwaw (8CL1160) and Switzerland Airfield
(85J5343). Camp Chowenwaw Resource Group (8CL1160) is a Twentieth
Century camp and building complex that has not been evaluated by the
SHPO, and Switzerland Airfield (85]5343) is a Twentieth Century US Navy
practice landing field that has been evaluated as ineligible for the NRHP by the
SHPO.

BROWN 1 AND BROWN 2 ALTERNATIVES

Within the APEs for the Brown 1 and Brown 2 Alternatives, six historic struc-
tures, two segments of recorded historic railroads, one historic road segment,
one historic bridge, three resource groups, and 11 archaeological sites were
found. Five of the historic structures have been evaluated as ineligible for the
NRHP by the SHPO. The remaining structure, the Mary Murray House
(8CL132), has been destroyed since the time it was recorded. The two historic
railroads are the potentially NRHP-eligible Jacksonville, Tampa, and Key West
rail corridor (8CL1180) and a segment of the Western Railroad Grade
(8CL1202) determined to be ineligible for the NRHP by the SHPO. The his-
toric road segment is part of the Bartram Scenic Highway (8SJ5314), which
has been evaluated as ineligible for the NRHP by the SHPO. Peters Creek
Bridge (8CL1203) was constructed c1951 and was previously evaluated as inel-
igible for the NRHP by the SHPO. The three resource groups consist of Lee
Field Resource Group (8CL1111), Cattail Creek Golf Course (8CL1185), and
Cattle Corral at Gustafson Conservation (8CL1186). The SHPO determined
these three resource groups to be ineligible for listing in the NRHP. All 11

archaeological sites are recorded as ineligible for the NRHP.

ORANGE 1 AND ORANGE 2 ALTERNATIVES
Within the APEs for the Orange 1 and Orange 2 Alternatives, 18 historic
structures, three historic railroad segments, two historic road segments, two

resource groups, one historic bridge, and 11 archaeological sites were found.
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The SHPO has determined 13 structures to be ineligible for the NRHP, one
building (8CL1110) was determined to have insufficient information with
which to make an eligibility determination, two buildings (8CL132 and
8CL396) have not been evaluated by SHPO (including the Mary Murray house
that has destroyed), and two structures were determined eligible for listing
(8CL1106 and 8CL1109). One of the historic structures is the Lee Field
Drainage Ditch (8CL1104), a contributing resource to the Lee Field Resource
Group (8CL1111), and determined to be ineligible for the NRHP. A segment
of the Western Railroad Grade (8CL1202) was determined to be ineligible for
the NRHP by the SHPO. The Lee Field Government Residences Oval Road
(8CL1105) and the Lee Field Railway Spur Line Railbed (8CL1102) are not
eligible for listing in the NRHP. A recorded segment of the potentially eligible
Jacksonville, Tampa, Key West rail corridor (8CL1180) occurs within the APE
of these alternatives. Bartram Scenic Highway (85]5314), a historic road seg-
ment, was evaluated as ineligible for the NRHP by the SHPO. The SHPO has
determined the historic bridge within the study area, Peters Creek Bridge
(8CL1203), is ineligible for the NRHP. The two resource groups consist of
Lee Field Resource Group (8CL1111) and Cattail Creek Golf Course
(8CL1185), neither of which is eligible for the NRHP.

GREEN 1 AND GREEN 2 ALTERNATIVES

Within the APEs for the Green 1 and Green 2 Alternatives, 17 historic struc-
tures, three railroads, two historic roadways, two historic bridges, three resource
groups, and four archaeological sites were found. Twelve of the previously rec-
orded structures are recorded as ineligible for the NRHP, one as requiring more
information, two have not been evaluated (including the Mary Murray house
previously destroyed), and two have been evaluated as potentially eligible for
the NRHP by the SHPO. The SHPO has determined that both of the historic
bridges within the study area, Peters Creck Bridge (8CL1203) and Trout Creck
Bridge (85)J5313), are ineligible for the NRHP. The three resource groups con-
sist of the Lee Field Resource Group (8CL1111), the Cattail Creek Golf Course
Resource Group (8CLL1185), and 13-2A (85]4946). The SHPO previously eval-
uated the three resource groups as ineligible for the NRHP. Neither the Lee
Field Railway Spur Line Railbed (8CL1102) nor a segment of the Western Rail-
road Grade (8CL1202) is eligible for listing on the NRHP. However, a recorded
segment of the potentially eligible Jacksonville, Tampa, Key West rail corridor
(8CL1180) occurs within the APE of these alternatives. The four archaeologi-
cal sites have all been evaluated by the SHPO as ineligible for the NRHP.
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PINK 1 AND PINK 2 ALTERNATIVES

Based on the Cultural Resource Assessment Survey Update (2010), the revised
APEs for the Pink 1 and Pink 2 Alternatives contain six historic structures,
two historic railroad segments, one historic road segment, four historic bridg-
es, four archaeological sites, and four resource groups. All six historic struc-
tures have been evaluated as ineligible for the NRHP by the Florida SHPO.
The Mary Murray House (8CL132) has not been evaluated by the SHPO and
has been destroyed. The railroads are the potentially NRHP-eligible Jackson-
ville, Tampa, and Key West rail corridor (8CL1180), and a segment of NRHP-
ineligible Western Railroad Grade (8CL1202). Bartram Scenic Highway
(85J5314), the historic road segment, was evaluated as ineligible for the NRHP
by the SHPO. The SHPO has determined that all of the historic bridges with-
in the study area, Peters Creek Bridge (8CL1203), Trout Creek Bridge
(8S8J5313), Shands Bridge (8CL1308/8SJ5416) and Grog Branch Bridge
(8CL1418), are ineligible for the NRHP. The four archaeological sites have
been determined ineligible for the NRHP. The four resource groups are Lee
Field (8CL1111), Gustafson’s Dairy Farm Rural Historic District (8CL1258),
Cattail Creek Golf Course (8CL1185), and Cattle Corral at Gustafson Conset-
vation (CL1186). All of the resource groups have been determined ineligible
for listing in the NRHP by the Florida SHPO.

HISTORIC STRUCTURES

FDOT consulted the Clay and St. Johns Counties property appraisers’ data-
bases to determine the potential for unrecorded historic structures that could
be located within each of the alternative APEs. As a result, 56 unrecorded re-
sources (54 buildings and two bridges) were surveyed. Three of the buildings
wetre obscured from view and the field team did not have authorized access to
these sites, so their presence and condition could not be confirmed. All three
of these occur within the APE for the Purple and Black Alternatives, and two

of these also occur within the APE for all other Build Alternatives.

None of the remaining 53 resources were found to be potentially eligible for listing
on the NRHP due to lack of architectural distinction, lack of known significant
historical associations, and/or lack of historic integtity. Both bridges lack engineet-

ing and/or historical significance and are not eligible for listing in the NRHP.
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ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES

Estimating the likelihood of encountering previously undiscovered archaeolog-
ical sites was based on soil drainage characteristics, topography, wetland distri-
bution, and known archaeological site locations. Previously unrecorded archae-
ological sites in the study area have been discovered in ecological zones con-
taining well drained soils adjacent to bodies of moving water, such as creeks
and rivers. Four creeks — Black, Peters, Bradley, and Governors Creeks — trav-
erse the Clay County portion of the study area. The soils adjacent to these
crecks are considered to have a moderate to high probability of containing

either historic or prehistoric archaeological sites.

Based on the predictive model, the Brown 1 and Brown 2 and Orange 1 and
Orange 2 Alternatives have the highest probability (shown in Exhibit 3-35)
for unknown resources to be present, and the Pink 1 and 2 Alternatives have

the lowest probability.

Exhibit 3-35: Summary of Potential Impacts to Cultural Resources

Previously Unrecorded % of Corridor with Mod-
Recorded Potentially Historic erate to High Potential

BUSDIUS Eligible Cultural Structures Not | for Archaeological Site

Resources Evaluated* Probability

Black 6 1 22
Purple 6 1 27
Brown 1 1 0 30
Brown 2 1 0 30
Orange 1 5 0 32
Orange 2 5 0 32
Green 1 5 0 20
Green 2 5 0 20
Pink 1* 1 0 18
Pink 2* 1 0 18

*Updated based on the 2010 Cultural Resource Assessment Survey Update
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A summary comparison of the alternatives’ potential to impact cultural re-

sources is presented in Exhibit 3-35.

The Black and Purple Alternatives would involve the highest number of
known, potentially NRHP-eligible cultural resources (six each), the Orange 1
and 2 and Green 1 and 2 Alternatives would involve five each, and the Brown
1 and 2 and Pink 1 and 2 Alternatives would involve only one each. The Or-
ange 1 and 2 Alternatives have the highest probability for containing unknown
archaeological sites, and Pink 1 and 2 Alternatives have the lowest. Unrecord-
ed historic structures that could be eligible are small in number and similar for
all alternatives. Overall, the Pink 1 and Pink 2 Alternatives are expected to

have the least potential for impacts on cultural resources.

As described above, only one historic resource identified within the APE of
the Preferred Alternative has been determined to be eligible for listing on the
NRHP: the recorded segment of the historic Jacksonville, Tampa, and Key
West rail corridor. FHWA has completed its evaluation of this resource, and
determined that the project would have no adverse effect on this rail corridor,
because the Preferred Alternative will bridge over the rail corridor and not
affect any existing or future operations. (See Determination of Effect in the
Agency Coordination Memorandum on the enclosed CD). The SHPO also stated in
a letter to FDOT on January 29, 2008 (see the Agency Coordination Memorandum
located on the enclosed CD), that if the Preferred Alternative was designed to
bridge over the railroad segment and not interfere with the current or future
operation of the rail line, the project would not adversely affect this resource.
FHWA’s final findings of no adverse effect to this resource, and concurrence
by SHPO, are provided in the Agency Coordination Memorandum on the enclosed
CD, in FHWA’s letter dated January 11, 2011. FDOT will submit design plans
to the SHPO when the plans become available so that SHPO can confirm that

the final design avoids an adverse effect to the rail segment.



FDOT and FHWA will develop an inadvertent discovery plan to address what
steps will be taken if construction areas contain unexpected cultural resources
and will mitigate any unavoidable loss of eligible or listed properties or struc-

tures under the terms of Section 106.
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CHAPTER 3

This section summarizes the analysis of
resources protected under a regulation
referred to as Section 4(f). See the Sec-
tion 4(f) Evaluation and de Minimis Find-

ing Report, the Cultural Resource Overview
Survey Technical Memorandum and the
Cultural Resource Assessment Survey
Update located on the enclosed CD for
more information.

Section 4(f)

Section 4(f) of the Department of Transporta-
tion Act of 1966, 49 USC §303(c), requires
that prior to the use of any 4(f) properties,
FHWA must determine that there are no
prudent and feasible alternatives that can
avoid such use and that the project includes
all possible planning to minimize harm to
these resources. Section 4(f) resources in-
clude land from a publicly owned park, recre-
ational area, wildlife or waterfowl refuge, or
land from a historic property on or eligible
for inclusion in the National Register of His-
toric Places.

A “use” of a section 4(f) resource can be ei-
ther direct or proximate:

Direct — Land from a Section 4(f) property is
acquired for a transportation project or there
is an occupancy of land that is adverse.

Proximate - Although no acquisition or
occupancy occurs, impacts are so great that
the intended purpose of the property is sub-

Environmental Resources

3.10 SECTION 4(f) RESOURCES: PARKS,

RECREATION AND HISTORIC PROPER-

TIES

3.10.1 What is Section 4(f) and what resources does it protect?
Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (49 USC 303,

23 USC 138) provides protection for significant publicly owned parks, recrea-

tion areas, historic properties (eligible for or listed on the NRHP), and wildlife

and waterfowl refuges from conversion to a transportation use. FHWA may

not approve such a conversion unless a determination is made that:

There is no feasible or prudent alternative to the use of land from

the property; and

The action includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the

property resulting from each use; or

It is determined that the use of the property, including any
measures to minimize harm committed to by the applicant, will

have a de minimis impact on the property.

A “use” of Section 4(f) property occurs when:

Land from a Section 4(f) property is acquired for a transportation

project;

There is a temporary occupancy of land that is adverse in terms of

the statute’s preservationist purposes; or

The proximity impacts of the project on the Section 4(f) property,
without acquisition of land, are so great that the purposes for
which the property exists are substantially impaired (normally re-
ferred to as a “constructive use”). Proximity impacts typically

include visual and noise effects.

FHWA guidance requires that potential impacts from the use of a Section 4(f)

property for highway purposes be evaluated. A Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation
was prepared with the Draft EIS; however, FHWA found that the Preferred

Alternative would have de minimis impacts. Therefore, there is no need to de-

termine whether a feasible and prudent alternative exists, and a Final Section 4

(f) Evaluation is not required (refer to discussion in Section 3.10.5). The en-

closed CD contains the Section 4(f) Evaluation and de Mininis Finding Report.



3.10.2 What Section 4(f) parks and recreational resources are located in

the study area?

FDOT completed a GIS survey of Section 4(f) properties that had the poten-
tial to be impacted by the project. Then they assessed the project’s potential

impacts on the identified resources by comparing the alternatives to the loca-

tion of the properties.

Ten conservation areas and 22 parks were identified within or near the St.

Johns River Crossing Project study area (Exhibit 3-36).

FDOT identified six of these as Section 4(f) properties that had the potential
to be impacted by the Build Alternatives. The characteristics, features, and

attributes of these properties that make them significant properties under Sec-

Exhibit 3-36:

Recreation and Conservation Area Resources
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o

Bayard Conservation Area Trailhead
near SR 16

Twelve Mile Swamp Conservation Area

Environmental Resources

tion 4(f) protection are summarized below. The Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation
on the enclosed CD provides mote detailed description and maps of these

properties.

GREEN COVE SPRINGS NATURE PRESERVE

The Green Cove Springs Nature Preserve was brought to FDOT’s attention
during the public review of the Draft EIS through a comment submitted by
Clay County. The Green Cove Springs Nature Preserve is located north of the
intersection of US 17 and SR 16 and spans from the St. Johns River to Mel-
rose Avenue. The land purchase began in 2004 and consists of approximately
130 acres with nature trails, canoe launches and parking. This property does

not yet have a master plan.

BAYARD CONSERVATION AREA (BCA)

This conservation area is located along the western bank of the St. Johns River
southeast of Green Cove Springs, approximately 12 miles south of Jackson-
ville. It comprises 10,320 acres and is owned and operated by the St. Johns
River Water Management District (SJRWMD). The area’s proximity to the St.
Johns River magnifies its importance, as it plays a key role in providing flood

storage and preservation of water and natural resources in the river basin.

The BCA provides recreational activities including bank fishing, hiking, bicy-
cling, horseback riding, primitive camping and wildlife viewing. Existing facili-
ties include approximately 10.5 miles of multi-use trails, two picnic areas, two
designated camping sites, restrooms, an observation tower, and a caretaker
residence. Seasonal hunting is also permitted, and both boating and canoeing
opportunities are available on the St. Johns River although there are no public

launches.

A Land Management Plan was developed and approved by the SJRWMD
Governing Board in December of 2006 (SJRWMD, 2006). The district has an
agreement with the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
(FWC) to manage the site and the adjacent conservation easement as a Type 11

Wildlife Management Area (WMA) for seasonal hunting.



TWELVE MILE SWAMP CONSERVATION AREA (TMSCA)

This conservation area is located in St. Johns County, approximately five miles
north of St. Augustine. A 378-acte recreation atea is part of the larger 21,898-
acre tract that is under a long-term timber reservation. FWC manages the larg-
er portion of the property as a WMA and opens it for public hunting season.
Currently, the only facility developed for recreation is a parking area at Nine-
Mile Road, and most of the SJRWMD’s land management responsibilities fo-
cus on maintaining public access and recreation opportunities until the termi-
nation of the surface-rights lease by Rayonier Woodlands L.IL.C in 2025
(SJRWMD, 2003). Future plans include installing a kiosk and interpretive ma-
terial at the parking area, utilizing existing timber roads for a trail system to
accommodate hiking, bicycling, and horseback riding, and developing a silvi-

culture interpretive trail with Rayonier.

RIVERTOWN FIELDS

The Rivertown Fields park is part of the Rivertown DRI. Four ball fields have
already been constructed on the property. Although not yet completed, Ri-
vertown Fields will also include a community park and a 100-acre active recre-
ation park consisting of four multi-purpose fields, a designated picnic area, and
approximately one mile of paved trails. The four existing ball fields and the
planned picnic area are located at the western end of the property and the four
multi-purpose fields will be located at the eastern end of the property. A paved
trail system will traverse the property, serving as a connection between each of
the different facilities. The St. Joe Company constructed the existing park facil-
ities as part of the Rivertown DRI and conveyed them to St. Johns County for
use by all county residents. They will also convey future park amenities to St.

Johns County for management and operation.

OLD SHANDS BRIDGE FISHING PIER

This pier is located west of SR 13, at the terminus of CR 16 in St. Johns Coun-
ty. It is approximately 550 feet long and includes a parking area approximately
1.6 acres in size. The park is located in the community of Orangedale along
the eastern bank of the St. Johns River in St. Johns County. The pier was cre-
ated from the remains and is in the location of the original Alvin Shands
Bridge, which was demolished in 1962. The sole function of the property is to

serve as a fishing pier. No other activities are provided or permitted.

Shands Boat Ramp

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL
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SHANDS BOAT RAMP

This boat ramp is located east of Green Cove Springs, north of CR 16 in Clay
County. The Shands Boat Ramp property includes a boat ramp, fishing pier,
and a parking area for both vehicles and boat trailers. The fishing pier was cre-
ated from the remains and is in the location of the original Alvin Shands
Bridge, which was demolished in 1962. Located about 2000 feet north of the
existing Shands Bridge, the pier is approximately 1600 feet long and the park-
ing area and boat ramp are approximately 2.7 acres in size. The boat ramp is
located on the south side of the fishing pier and is recommended by the coun-
ty for watercraft and boats under 16 feet in length. Fifteen spaces for vehicle
and boat trailer parking are located along Shands Pier Road. Usage of the fish-
ing pier has increased due to the county’s prohibiting fishing from the banks

of the St. Johns River near the existing Shands Bridge.

As described previously under Cultural Resources, FDOT identified a number
of historic structures and archaeological sites that are eligible or potentially
eligible for listing on the NRHP. These resources were shown in Exhibit 3-35
in the previous Cultural Resources section, and are included in the summary of

Section 4(f) impacts at the end of this section.

As described in the Cultural Resources section, FHWA has determined that
the Preferred Alternative (Pink 1) will not have any adverse effect on any

known historic property.

The Purple and Black Alternatives each will impact five known cultural re-
sources that are potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP. (FHWA has
completed an evaluation of one of the historic properties for these alignments,
the potentially eligible Jacksonville, Tampa, and Key West rail segment. The
project will have no adverse effect on this resource because the alternatives
will bridge over it (refer to Section 3.9, Cultural Resources). Therefore, it is not
included in this discussion of impacted Section 4(f) historic properties.) Two
of the resources found on the Purple and Black Alternatives are archaeological
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sites. One is a prehistoric habitation and historic fort that has been determined
potentially eligible for the NRHP. Section 4(f) protection would not apply to
those sites that are important for their information and research potential;
however, it could apply to those rare sites that are important for preservation
in place. The other archaeological site is a lithic scatter and early historic peri-
od site; it has not yet been evaluated, but it is thought to be unlikely that this

site would need to be preserved in place.

Predictive modeling indicates that the Purple and Black Alternatives also have
potential for the presence of unknown archaeological sites (refer to Cultural
Resources section). FDOT will treat any yet-to-be-discovered historic proper-
ties as protected resources under the discovery provisions outlined in the Sec-

tion 4(f) regulations.

Neither the Purple nor the Black Alternative will result in a direct use or a con-
structive use of any recreational or wildlife/waterfowl refuge Section 4(f) prop-
erties in the study area. The nearest resource to these corridors is Rivertown
Fields. Although both the Purple and Black Alternatives approach this resource,
they will remain sufficiently distant that proximity impacts (constructive use)
from noise are not expected. At least 200 feet of a natural vegetation buffer
would remain in place, further reducing noise impacts and protecting the park
from visual impacts associated with the proposed project. A detailed map of the
Purple and Black Alternatives in relation to Rivertown Fields is included in the

Section 4(f) Evalnation and de Minimis Finding Report located on the enclosed CD.

The Orange 1 and 2 and Green 1 and 2 Alternatives will impact four known
historic resources that are potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP. (As
stated previously, the potentially eligible Jacksonville, Tampa and Key West
rail corridor is not included in this discussion because it has been determined
that the project will have no adverse effect on this resource.) The Brown 1 and
2 and Pink 1 and 2 Alternatives will not impact any known historic properties
because the only potentially eligible resource within the APE of these alterna-
tives is the Jacksonville, Tampa, and Key West rail corridor, determined to
have no adverse effect from the project. The Orange 1 and 2 Alternatives have
the highest probability of containing unknown archaeological sites while the

Pink 1 and 2 have the least potential for impacts.

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT



CHAPTER

The Pink 1 and 2 and Green 1 and 2 Alternatives approach the Twelve Mile
Swamp Conservation Area (TMSCA) at the intersection with 1-95, but would
not result in any direct use of the TMSCA because the alternatives intersect I-
95 which forms the western border of this portion of the conservation area. A
detailed map of the alternatives in relation to the TMSCA is provided in the

Section 4(f) Evaluation and de Minimis Finding Report .

The alternatives will not result in any constructive use or proximity impacts
related to noise or visual resources in the TMSCA. The junction of the Pink
and Green Alternatives with the 1-95 corridor lies adjacent to the conservation
area. Since there are no facilities present in this area, and therefore no sensi-
tive receptors, it is not expected that there would be any additional noise im-
pacts on the TMSCA, particularly with the existing 1-95 alighment bordering
the property. Due to the existence of 1-95, no project-related visual impact

was identified in this area.

The Brown 1, Orange 1, Green 1, and Pink 1 Alternatives will have impacts on the
BCA. Detailed maps of these alternatives in relation to the BCA property are in-
cluded in the Section 4(f) Evaluation and de Minimis Finding Report located on the
enclosed CD. The Brown 1 and Pink 1 Alternatives will have a direct use of 34.5
acres of the BCA, two parking areas, a caretaker residence, and the northern end
of three unpaved trails. The alternatives will also have proximity impacts of in-
creased noise and decreased visual quality, but these impacts will not impair the
property's activities, features or attributes so they will not be a constructive use.
The Orange 1 and Green 1 Alternatives will result in the use of 23.6 acres of the
BCA, one parking area, caretaker residence, and the north end of three unpaved
trails. These alternatives will have proximity impacts similar to those of Pink 1

and Brown 1, which will not be a constructive use.

The Brown 2, Orange 2, Green 2, and Pink 2 Alternatives will not result in any

Section 4(f) use or constructive use of the BCA.

The Green 1 and 2 and Orange 1 and 2 Alternatives would involve a direct use
of 5.0 acres of the Green Cove Springs Nature Preserve located at the US 17
intersection. The alternatives would also have proximity impacts of increased
noise. However, without a master plan, it cannot be determined if there would
be a constructive use. Avoidance alternatives were not developed for the
Green 1 and 2 and Orange 1 and 2 Alternatives since the preserve was not

discovered until after the publication of the Draft EIS, and the Pink 1 Alterna-
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tive has been selected as the Preferred Alternative. As currently designed, the
Green 1 and 2 and Orange 1 and 2 Alternatives could not be selected as the
Preferred Alternative because there are prudent and feasible avoidance alterna-
tives. Should one of these alternatives later be reconsidered as the Preferred

Alternative, avoidance options would be designed.

The Pink 1 and 2 and Brown 1 and 2 Alternatives are located approximately
1.5 miles away, and would not result in any direct or constructive use of the

Green Cove Springs Nature Preserve.

Summary of Impacts to Section 4(f) Resources

Exhibit 3-37 summarizes the potential project effects to Section 4(f) resources in
the study area. This table includes the recreational resources affected (as de-
scribed above), as well as historic properties that may be impacted and that are
eligible or potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP. These historic resources
are detailed in the Cultural Resource Overview Survey Technical Memorandum and the
Cultural Resource Assessment Survey Update for the project, and are only sum-

marized here by quantity.

Exhibit 3-37: Summary of Effects on Section 4(f) Resources

Green Cove Bayard Conservation Area
Springs

Known Nature Section 4(f) Use Impacts Proximity Impacts

Historic Preserve -

Alternative Properties | AcresIm- o o Rt
Impacted’ pacted 9 y Imp e

Two parking areas, caretak-

Brown 1 & Pink 1

. 0 N/A 34.46 er residence and three un- Yes Yes No
Alternatives -
paved trails
Brown 2 & Pink 2 0 N/A 0 None No No No

Alternatives

Grean | A | One parking area, caretaker

. 4 5.0 23.60 residence and three un- Yes Yes No

Alternatives .
paved trails

Gl 2§<Orange 2 4 5.0 0 None No No No
Alternatives
Black & Purple 5 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No
Alternatives
No Build Alternative N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

* Known historic properties listed here are potentially eligible resources that may be impacted by the Build Alternatives. Section 4(f) protection would apply to eligible historic sites and to archeological
sites that are important for preservation in place. The APE of all the Build Alternatives includes a segment of the potentially eligible Jacksonville, Tampa and Key West rail corridor; however, this resource
is not included in Exhibit 3-37 because all Build Alternatives would bridge over the rail line and FHWA has determined there would be no adverse effect to this resource.

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL
- IMPACT STATEMENT



CHAPTER

The only recreational Section 4(f) resource that could potentially be impacted by
the St. Johns River Crossing Project would be the BCA (Exhibit 3-38). The pro-
ject alternatives did not come close enough to any of the other recreational re-

sources analyzed to result in any anticipated use or constructive use.

Section 6009(a) of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Eq-
uity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), Pub. L. 109-59, amended existing
Section 4(f) legislation at Section 138 of Title 23 and Section 303 of Title 49,
United States Code, to simplify the processing and approval of projects that have
only de minimis impacts on lands protected by Section 4(f). This revision pro-
vides that once FHWA determines that a transportation use of Section 4(f) prop-
erty results in a de minimis impact on that property, after consideration of any
impact avoidance, minimization, and mitigation or enhancement measures, an
analysis of Avoidance Alternatives is not required and the Section 4(f) evaluation
process is complete. For parks and recreation areas, a de minimis impact is one
that would not adversely affect the features, attributes, or activities qualifying the
property for protection under Section 4(f). The Preferred Alternative is only

using land from the Bayard Conservation Area.

In the Draft EIS, FDOT noted its intent to pursue a de minimis finding for the
Pink 1 Alternative which was identified as the Locally Preferred Alternative
(LPA) in the Draft EIS and has been selected as the Preferred Alternative in this
Final EIS. Since publication of the Draft EIS, FDOT and FHWA conducted
further consultation with the Official with Jurisdiction for the BCA (SJRWMD),
and solicited and received public and agency comments on the potential Section
4(f) impacts of the project. These efforts are summarized in this section, and
discussed in more detail in the Section 4(f) Evaluation and de Minimis Finding Report
on the enclosed CD.

FHWA has determined that the Preferred Alternative will have minimal impacts
to existing facilities at the BCA but will not interfere with the primary function
of the BCA. SJRWMD agrees that the mitigation and enhancement measures
agreed upon and committed to by FDOT will not adversely affect the features,
attributes, or activities qualifying the property for protection under Section 4(f).
Therefore, FHWA has made a de minimis determination for the Preferred Alter-

native.



Coordination with the Official with Jurisdiction over the BCA
Coordination regarding the BCA has been conducted with the SJRWMD

(Official with Jurisdiction) prior to the early phases of the PD&E, beginning
with the development of the 2000 BCA Land Management Plan. The Plan
acknowledges that the St. Johns River Crossing Project may impact the bounda-

ry of the BCA in the future.

The SJRWMD and other agencies have had the opportunity to comment on the
impacts to the conservation property through the ETDM process, scoping
meetings, agency coordination meetings and other public involvement opportu-
nities. The FDOT has worked closely with the SJRWMD to develop the mitiga-

tion and enhancement measures discussed above and agree that:

* The use of the property will not adversely affect the activities, fea-

tures and attributes of the property,
* The project includes all possible planning to minimize harm, and

* The net result is an overall improvement and enhancement of the
property when compared to the No-Build Alternative and present
condition of the property.

A letter from the SJRWMD stating their concurrence with the above mentioned
statements and mitigation plan is included in the Section 4(f) Evalnation and de Min-
imis Finding Report on the enclosed CD. In their letter dated April 16, 2010,
SJRWMD stated that they consider the current location of the parking and se-
curity facilities as suboptimal and would consider reconstruction as an enhance-
ment to the BCA. SJRWMD also stated that the multi-use path FDOT is com-
mitting to construct will enhance access for residents of Clay and St. Johns

Counties.

In addition to the SJRWMD, the Florida Wildlife Federation also stated their
support for FDOT’s minimization, mitigation and enhancement efforts. In a
letter dated March 15, 2010, the Florida Wildlife Federation stated their prefer-
ence for avoiding impacts to the BCA, but added that if an alternative is select-
ed that impacts the BCA, FDOT should mitigate those impacts above and be-
yond the value of the lands that will be converted. The mitigation measures
FDOT has committed to will be above and beyond the BCA’s current value by
increasing the amount of land (net increase of 39.35 acres), improving access,
and providing connectivity to the other facilities. A copy of the Florida Wildlife
Federation’s letter is included in the Section 4(f) Evaluation and de Minimis Finding

Report .
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Public Comments and Coordination
The alternatives evaluated in the PD&E study that impact the BCA were pre-

sented to the public early in the process beginning with public meetings held in
the fall of 2005 and 2006. The LPA and all other alternatives that potentially im-
pact the BCA were also presented and made available for public comment dur-
ing the public hearings held in February and March 2010. Potential impacts to
the BCA and other Section 4(f) properties were discussed during the presenta-
tion and all alternatives were shown in detail on display boards. Eleven com-
ments related to Section 4(f) impacts were received during the public hearing
comment period. Eight of the comments stated a preference for an alighment
south of SR 16 (impacting the BCA) and three stated preference for an align-
ment north of SR 16 (avoiding the BCA). These comments are included in the

Section 4(f) Evaluation and de Minimis Finding Report on the enclosed CD.

Information on the alternatives and their impacts have also been available to the
public at the North Florida Transportation Planning Organization (TPO) sub-
committee meetings, the St. Johns and Clay County Board of County Commis-
sioner meetings, the Northeast Florida Regional Council (NEFRC)  meetings,
and other small group meetings. In addition, the public was given the opportuni-
ty to submit comments and view maps, environmental documents, and other

project information through the project’s website (www.sjrbridge.com).

The intent to pursue a de minimis finding for the impacts to the BCA was also
documented in the Draft EIS. It was stated that this would occur after further
consultation with the Official with Jurisdiction and after soliciting public com-
ment on the potential Section 4(f) impacts. The document was approved for
circulation by FHWA in December 2009 and has been available for public re-

view at the local libraries and through the project website.

Throughout the study process, the local governments have acknowledged the
potential impacts to the BCA but have shown support for an alternative in that
location. The City of Green Cove Springs, which is located north of and adjacent
to BCA, passed a resolution supporting the Pink Alternative on August 3, 2004.
The resolution specifically states, “A minor impact to the Bayard Conservation
Area would be more desirable than impacting residential property.” In eatly
2000, the St. Johns County Board of County Commissioners and the Clay Coun-

ty Board of County Commissioners also passed resolutions stating their support
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for a new highway corridor that crossed the St. Johns River near the existing

Shands Bridge and acknowledging the Section 4(f) use of the BCA.

FDOT attempted to design and refine project alternatives to minimize impacts
to the BCA throughout the project. Several alternatives identified and evaluated
during the initial stages of the project bisected the BCA (Alternatives A, B, C, D,
J and K). These alternatives were either dropped from consideration or further
refined to cross the BCA along its northern boundary, south of SR 16. Impacts
were further minimized by reducing the proposed right-of-way for all alterna-
tives from 400 feet to 324 feet in width. These modifications resulted in a reduc-
tion of approximately 14.5 acres of impacts to the BCA from the Preferred Al-

ternative and other alternatives crossing the BCA.

Several coordination meetings between FDOT and the SJRWMD have also tak-
en place during the course of the PD&E Study to discuss impacts to the BCA
and potential mitigation and enhancement measures. Based on these discussions,
FDOT has committed to implementing the following measures to mitigate and
minimize harm to the BCA. These mitigation and enhancement measures will be
in place before impacts occur, making the facilities available throughout the land

transfer and replacement effort:

= 73.81 acres of land adjacent to the conservation area will be
conveyed to the SJRWMD for incorporation into the BCA, re-
sulting in a net increase of 39.35 acres. The 73.81 acres of ad-
joining land includes a golf course which is fertilized on a regular
basis. The golf course was not designed per the new SJRWMD
stormwater rules and thus has direct runoff to the St. Johns River.
The 73.81 acres will be converted to a conservation use and re-
stored to an environmentally acceptable condition. As stated by the
SJRWMD during discussions, this conveyance of land will allow the
proposed limited access roadway to serve as a barrier between exist-
ing development and the conservation area, thereby making the
BCA more manageable. Conveyance of the land is also consistent
with the primary goals of the BCA Land Management Plan, which

includes the acquisition of additional adjacent land.
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Existing unpaved trails expected to be impacted by the project
will be bridged. Bridging the unpaved trails will allow access to the
unpaved trails to be maintained. Mitigation and enhancement
measures will be in place prior to impacts. Other methods to soften
the appearance of the structure including selective clearing, screen-
ing and coloration of the structure materials will be considered dur-
ing the design phase and coordinated with the officials with jurisdic-

tion.

The two (of the four total) impacted unpaved parking areas
will be consolidated into one parking lot and reconstructed in
an area south of the proposed roadway along with the north
caretaker residence (1 of 2). During discussions, the SJRWMD
expressed concern over the existing location of the parking lots and
the caretaker residence and stated their interest in consolidating the
parking areas. By combining the patking areas and caretaker resi-
dence, access to the BCA from SR 16 can be better controlled and
security for the property can be more easily provided. This action
will enhance the management of this area for recreation. The pro-
posed consolidated parking area and the caretaker residence will be
accessed from the existing driveway location off SR 16. This access
point currently serves the existing caretaker residence and one of
the unpaved parking areas. FDOT will coordinate with the
SJRWMD in the future to determine the size of the new parking

area and other enhancements to the existing access road.

FDOT’s mitigation plan for the impacted parking areas is also con-
sistent with FHWA’s guidance for de minimis impacts. Based on
FHWA’s Questions and Answers on the Application of the Section
4(f) De Minimis Impact Criteria, encroachment on a parking area
may be deemed de mininis as long as the public’s ability to access and

use the site is not reduced.

A multi-use trail will be constructed along the north side of the
conservation area, adjacent to the roadway. The multi-use trail
will add 0.6 mile of paved trails, connecting the BCA to the St.
Johns River. The new trail will also connect directly to the multi-use
path that will be part of the new bridge across the river. This system
will allow users direct access to the conservation area and will en-
hance the connectivity between the conservation area, the nearby
fishing pier and other recreational opportunities available across the

river in St. Johns County.



* Incorporate elements into the design to help minimize visual
effects, where feasible and practical, including consideration

of the following:

Selective Clearing: Clearing only the vegetation required to
construct the project, particularly trees.

Landscaping: Incorporation of trees and groundcover to add
visual interest to the roadway.

Screening: Screening can be achieved with landscape ma-
terials or by using permanent construction materials such

as metal and concrete walls.

As noted previously, the Preferred Alternative may also have noise impacts to
the BCA. However, a noise barrier analysis cannot be conducted for this area
until the relocation of the parking lot and site access has been determined.
Therefore, FDOT has committed to reanalyzing this site during final design

when relocation data is available.

Cultural Resources
There are no known historic properties that would be affected by the Preferred

Alternative. Any yet-to-be-discovered historic properties will be treated as pro-

tected resources under the discovery provisions of the Section 4(f) regulations.
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This section summarizes the analysis of
public and emergency services and utili-

ties. See the Public Services and Utilities
Discipline Report located on the enclosed
CD for more information.

Clay County Sheriff's Office Substation

Environmental Resources

3.171 PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES

3.11.1 How were public services and utilities identified and evaluated?

Local governments, utility districts, and occasionally private companies pro-
vide public services and utilities to residents within the study area. FDOT
identified utilities including electricity, natural gas, water, wastewater collection,
and telecommunications. They also identified public services that could be
affected including community centers, emergency medical services, fire and

police protection, government offices, religious facilities, and schools.

The team gathered information by reviewing the comprehensive plans for Clay
and St. Johns Counties (Clay County, 1998; St. Johns County, 2000), examin-
ing their websites, and through GIS data created by agencies such as FDOT,
SJRWMD, and the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP).
They then mapped these services and overlaid them onto an aerial photograph
to determine those facilities and utilities crossed by the alternatives or that had

the potential to be affected.

3.11.2 What public services and utilities are located in the study area?

Fire Departments: Ten fire stations currently serve the study area (Exhibit
3-38). St. Johns County plans to add three new stations in the area based on
population growth by the year 2014. Although Clay County does not plan to
build any new stations, they do plan to expand the Green Cove Springs Sta-

tion.

Emergency Medical Services: The Kindred Hospital-North Florida in
Green Cove Springs is the only hospital facility located in the study area.
There are several other hospitals in the project vicinity, including the Orange
Park Medical Center, approximately three miles north of the study area in Clay
County; Flagler Hospital, about five and a half miles to the southeast; and Bap-
tist Medical South, approximately two miles north of the study area in Duval
County. St. Vincent’s is approved for a new hospital facility on Branan Field-

Chaffee Road, just north of Blanding Boulevard.

Law Enforcement Services: The Clay County Sheriff’s Office, the Green
Cove Springs Police Department, and the St. Johns County Sheriff’s Office

serve residents in the study area (Exhibit 3-38).
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Schools: In Clay County, several school facilities are clustered near the Branan
Field-Chaffee Road/Blanding Boulevard interchange in the northwest portion
of the study area and along SR 16 in Green Cove Springs. In St. Johns County,
schools are clustered near the segment of Greenbriar Road between SR 13 and
CR 210. The study area contains 31 schools and more are planned to accom-
modate the anticipated growth in population. Clay County has plans to devel-
op ten new schools within the project area over the next 20 years, and St. Johns

County plans to construct at least three new schools.

Religious Facilities: Clay County churches are primarily located along the
existing major roadways, including SR 21, SR 16, US 17 and CR 220. In
Green Cove Springs, they are generally located within the different neighbor-
hoods. Several churches in St. Johns County are located along SR 13, north of
the Build Alternatives. Altogether, there are over fifty churches and other reli-

glous institutions serving the counties in the study area.

Other Public Service Facilities: Three libraries are in the study area: the
William Bartram Public Library in Fruit Cove, the Green Cove Springs Public
Library, and the Headquarters Library on Fleming Island. Clay County post
offices include the Green Cove Springs Post Office, the Middleburg Post Of-
fice located on Main Street, and the Penney Farms Post Office. There is no
main post office in the St. Johns County portion of the study area, but the resi-
dents are served by a post office facility located in Switzerland. Two commu-
nity centers serve the residents in the study area: the Middleburg Community
Center in Clay County and the Trout Creek Park Community Center in St.
Johns County. Other public service facilities include three senior centers and
the Paul E. Reinhold Agricultural Fairgrounds, located just west of Green

Cove Springs.

Utilities: The following public and private agencies provide utilities services to

the study area:

Electrie: Florida Power and Light, Green Cove Springs Utilities Ser-

vices, Clay Electric Cooperative, and Jacksonville Electric Authority.
Telephone: Bellsouth and Auglink Communications Inc.

Cable: Time Warner and Comcast.
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Exhibit 3-38: Emergency Services
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= Water and Sewer: Clay County Utility Authority, Green Cove

Springs Utility Services, Jacksonville Electric Authority, Fruit

Cove Properties, St. Johns County Utilities, and the City of St.

Augustine.

*  Natural Gas: Teco Peoples Gas, Domestic Gas, and Sawyer Gas.
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3.11.3 Will the alternatives affect any public services and utilities?

No schools, libraries, hospitals, medical or fire facilities, or law enforcement
facilities will be directly affected by the proposed project. Any of the Build
Alternatives will enhance mobility in the area and generally decrease emergen-
cy response times for fire, police, and medical rescue since emergency vehicles
will have a less congested route option. Similarly, a new roadway facility will

improve residents’ travel times and their access to public service facilities. Ex-



hibit 3-39 provides a comparison of potential impacts to public services and

utilities that would occur with each of the alternatives.

A church facility, Living Waters of Middleburg located on Blanding Boulevard,
will be impacted by all of the Build Alternatives. The relocation of five to sev-

en power lines will be needed, depending on the alternative (Exhibit 3-39).

The Black, Purple, Brown 1 and 2, and Orange 1 and 2 Alternatives will all
impact some portion of the Blacks Ford Swamp, a 311-acre effluent disposal
site operated by the Jacksonville Electric Authority (JEA) in St. Johns County.
If the approximately three to nine acre impact impaired the ability of JEA to
continue using this facility for effluent discharge, a new location will have to

be identified and permitted.

The Black and Purple Alternatives will also require the relocations of the

Church of God, north of Green Cove Springs, and a wireless service tower.

The Build Alternatives are not anticipated to cause an increase in demand for
public services or utilities in excess of their capabilities, as the rapid growth in
the area is expected to continue with or without the project. Counties and

other service providers are aware of this growth and are already planning for it.

Although the No Build Alternative will not directly impact any public service
or utilities facilities in the study area, it will not improve traffic flow between
and within Clay and St. Johns Counties. In the future, residents will experi-
ence increased travel time as population builds and traffic increases. This

could result in increased response times for emergency services.

Construction activities will result in temporary lane closures on some roads,
potentially increasing congestion and slowing emergency response times while
also limiting emergency vehicle access to those areas. Although FDOT will
develop a health and safety plan, the potential for construction-related acci-
dents could result in an increased need for emergency medical aid. Any such

impacts are expected to be temporary and minor.

During construction, pile-driving and earth-moving activities may affect some
utilities. There may be a need to temporarily reroute utility lines or cables, re-
sulting in outages. These outages are anticipated to be short term and intermit-
tent. The exact locations of utlities will be reviewed with those providers duting

final design.
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Living Waters Church of Middleburg,
located on Blanding Boulevard
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Telecommunications tower
located on US 17

Green Cove Springs Church of God

Environmental Resources

Exhibit 3-39: Public Services and Utility Impacts

Alternatives

Resources Brown Orange | Green
1and 2 1and 2 1and 2
1 1 1 1

Religious Facilities 2 2

Service Towers 1 1 0 0 0 0
Blacks Ford Swamp (acres) 35 35 9.3 9.3 0 0
Power Line Crossings 5 5 7 7 7 7

3.11.5 What measures are proposed to avoid or minimize effects to
public services and utilities during construction?

A key to avoiding unnecessary negative effects of project construction activi-
ties is coordinating with all service providers, including emergency services,
and utility providers during final design to ensure that access is maintained and

alternate routes are developed. Potential mitigation measures include:

= Design the Preferred Alternative to minimize impacts on utilities.

= Notify and coordinate with the fire departments for waterline
relocations that may affect water supply for fire suppression and

establish alternate supply lines prior to any breaks.

*  Notify and coordinate with the fire departments during construc-
tion to ensure all calls can be handled by developing plans for

alternate routes.

= Provide emergency setrvice providers and police departments with
advance notification of construction schedules and any planned

street closures.

= Cootdinate with school officials during construction. Also sched-
ule evening construction, where allowed, to reduce congestion

during peak hours and have less effect on school bus routes.

= Field-verify the exact locations and depths of underground utili-

ties prior to construction.

= Notify neighborhoods of utility interruptions by providing a

schedule of construction activities to the public in those areas.

= Prepate a consolidated utility plan consisting of key elements such

as existing locations, potential temporary locations, and potential
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new locations for utilities; sequence and coordinated schedules for
utility work; and detailed description of any service disruptions. This
plan will be reviewed by and discussed with affected utility providers

prior to the start of construction.
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This section summarizes the analysis of
visual quality and aesthetics. For more

information, see the Visual Quality Disci-
pline Report located on the enclosed CD.

Measuring Visual Impacts

While many factors contribute to a land-
scape’s visual quality, they can ultimately be
grouped under three headings:

Intactness - The integrity of visual order in
the natural and man-built landscape, and
the extent to which the landscape is free
from visual encroachment.

Unity - The degree to which the visual re-
sources of the landscape join together to
form a coherent, harmonious visual pattern.

Vividness - The memorability of the visual
impression received from the contrasting
landscape elements as they combine to form
a striking and distinctive visual pattern.

The degree of change in visual resources
and the viewer’s expected response to those
changes is predicted based on a Viewshed,
which includes 1) all the surface areas visible
from an observer’s viewpoint, and 2) surface
areas from which a critical object or view-
point is seen.

THE VISUAL ENVIRONMENT

Visual
Resources

Visual Visual Viewer Viewer
Character Quality Exposure Sensitivity
| Resource Change | | Viewer Re- |
\HIE]

Impact
FHWA 1989

Environmental Resources

3.12 VISUAL QUALITY

3.12.1 How were visual resources identified and evaluated in the
study area?
FDOT reviewed a variety of planning documents for Clay and St Johns Coun-

ties to identity areas of scenic value or visual quality. The team studied the
corridor management plan prepared for SR 13 (William Bartram Scenic and
Historic Highway) by the William Bartram Scenic Highway Corridor Group
and St. Johns County, in particular, for information related to visual quality at
the two locations where the project would cross that facility. They used GIS
data, maps, aerial imagery and conceptual engineering drawings to determine
the project footprint in relation to visual resources that had been identified.

The project team then conducted a field review of the alternatives.

The methodology for analyzing the impacts followed FHWA guidance
(FHWA 1989). FDOT used the following six-step process to determine the

probable visual impact of the St. Johns River Crossing Project:

Ldentify the study area and project characteristics: 'This involves establishing a baseline

from which alternatives are compared: geography, buildings, vegetation and

water bodies, etc.

Determine the viewshed: This step identifies the views, both to and from the pro-

posed project that may be affected. Viewsheds combine with the landscape to

define the visual assessment unit.

Evalnate the affected environment: The concepts used to establish the visual quality

for the project are zntactness, unity and vividness. Creating a matrix that numeri-
cally ranks the units based on these concepts helps to rank the impacts. The
team also needed to identify the exposure of viewer groups to the proposed
project and their sensitivity to determine viewer characteristics. It is important

to include both views to and from the road when determining viewer groups.

Ldentify the impact: 'The visual resource change and predicted viewer response

combine to determine the overall visual impact of the project.



Rank the impact: Quantifying the visual resource change is similar to determin-
ing the quality of the visual assessment unit earlier in the process, evaluating
new elements added into the landscape and existing elements that are altered
to determine the project’s compatibility with the original landscape’s visual
character. Photographic simulations were used as tools in this step. Antici-
pated viewer response is predicted by comparing viewer characteristics with

the visual resource changes.

Propose visual impact mitigation options: By comparing the numbers in the matrix

for visual quality and visual impact, the team could identify high contrast areas

and explore mitigation options.
p g p

FDOT based the study area for each alternative on the proposed right-of-way
width (324 feet wide) and the visual resources that could be affected by the alter-
native. This viewshed was primarily the area adjacent to the right-of-way, as the
landscape in northeast Florida is relatively flat; however, there were exceptions
to this rule. For example, roadways and creeks that cross the alternatives can
offer views to and from the proposed roadway for a longer distance. Especially
along the St. Johns River, the views to and from the existing and proposed
bridge spans offer vistas for several miles in either direction. At these locations,

the viewsheds were expanded to account for all potential visual impacts.

Given the length of the alternatives, the proposed St. Johns River Crossing Pro-
ject crosses various natural and built communities. Natural areas include the St.
Johns River, creeks, forested areas and wetlands and undeveloped areas like pas-
tureland; developed areas include suburban residential developments. The St.
Johns River is the most prominent natural feature along any of the alternatives
and is designated as an American Heritage River. All of the Build Alternatives

will cross the river, offering scenic views to the north and south.

In Clay County, the Bayard Conservation Area (BCA) is adjacent to four of the
Build Alternatives, along with smaller recreation areas such as fishing piers and
boat ramps. In St Johns County, the William Bartram Scenic and Historic High-
way (SR 13) runs along the east bank of the St Johns River. All the Build Alterna-
tives cross this scenic highway but no interchange is proposed. Along this stretch
of road, large live oak canopies and views to the St Johns River are among the

many natural scenic resources that make this a valuable visual resource.

All Build Alternatives pass through residential areas, many of which are parts

of existing or proposed DRIs.

William Bartram Trail along SR 13
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3.12.3 How will the alternatives affect visual resources?

Nine viewpoints were chosen to represent the areas that will be repeatedly
affected throughout the various Build Alternatives (Exhibit 3-40). By gauging
the visual impact to these areas, FDOT evaluated the alternatives based on the

occurrence of these viewpoint types along each particular corridor.

Exhibit 3-40: Viewsheds and Viewpoint Locations
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MIDDLEBURG AREA - CONNECTION WITH SR 21
(BLANDING)/BRANAN FIELD-CHAFFEE ROAD (VIEWPOINT
#1)

The area includes a relatively new neighborhood of moderately priced homes.
Existing visual quality is moderately low, and residents would likely have high
sensitivity to visual changes. Visual quality for this viewpoint will decrease to

low because of the further encroachment and breakdown of visual unity since

trees behind these homes will be removed and the interchange ramps will be

Middleburg Area — Connection with SR 21 I built.
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PIER STATION/FAIRGROUNDS AREA -
INTERSECTION WITH SR 16(VIEWPOINT #2)

Existing visual quality for this section of SR 16 is moderately high. Since mo-
torists will have unobstructed views of the new road crossing while traveling in
cither direction, they would likely have a moderately high sensitivity. Visual
quality for this viewpoint will decrease to moderately low because of the en-

croachment and disjoining effect on the existing view.

PROPOSED RIVER CROSSING AT POPO POINT (VIEWPOINT
#3)

Existing visual quality for the river view is high, and residents would likely
have high sensitivity to the visual changes associated with the new roadway
and bridge. Visual quality for this viewpoint will decrease to average because

of the intrusion of a large structure spanning the river at this point.

BAYARD CONSERVATION AREA (VIEWPOINT #4)

The existing visual quality for this area is high. Trail users are likely to have
high sensitivity to visual change. Visual quality for this viewpoint will decrease
to moderately low for the Brown 1, Orange 1, Green 1 and Pink 1 Alternatives
because of the visual encroachment of the roadway and resulting breakdown
of visual unity. For the Brown 2, Orange 2, Green 2 and Pink 2 Alternatives,
visual quality will remain high, as there will be no encroachment and therefore
no impact on the conservation area for the Orange 2 and Green 2 Alterna-
tives, and minimal encroachment on the northern edge of the BCA, away from

the trail heads, for the Brown 2 and Pink 2 Alternatives..

ST. JOHNS RIVER AT EXISTING SHANDS BRIDGE (VIEWPOINT
#5)

Existing visual quality for this river and bridge view is moderately high. Resi-
dents would likely have high sensitivity to the visual changes in this area. Alt-
hough the higher span of the new bridge will result in a larger visual impact,
there will be fewer columns than exist now to obstruct views under the bridge,

so the overall visual quality will not change for this viewpoint.

INTERSECTION WITH SR 13 NEAR EXISTING SHANDS
BRIDGE, SOUTH OF ORANGEDALE (VIEWPOINT #6)

The existing visual quality for this section of SR 13 is moderately low, but the
adjacent residents are likely to have a high level of sensitivity to visual changes.
Visual quality for this viewpoint will decrease to low because of the vertical

scale of the raised roadway and removal of a large quantity of trees.
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Simulation of the roadway passing
the Bayard Conservation Area

Simulation of new bridge across the river
near the existing Shands Bridge

Simulation of the intersection with SR 13

south of Orangedale.
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Simulation of the intersection with SR 13
near Popo Point.

Simulation of pedestrian fencing along the

proposed Shands Bridge

INTERSECTION WITH SR 13 NEAR POPO POINT RIVER
CROSSING, SOUTH OF SWITZERLAND (VIEWPOINT #7)

Existing visual quality for this section of SR 13 is moderately high. The sur-
rounding residents are likely to have a high level of sensitivity to visual changes
in this area. The visual quality for this viewpoint will decrease to moderately
low because of the increased encroachment and disjoining effect the project

would have on the existing view and the scenic drive.

NORTHERN VIEW OF ST JOHNS RIVER FROM EXISTING
SHANDS BRIDGE (VIEWPOINT #8)

The visual quality for this panoramic river view is high. Motorists on the
bridge would likely have a moderately high level of sensitivity. Visual quality
for this viewpoint will decrease to moderately low because of the obstructed

view caused by the pedestrian safety fencing.

SOUTHERN VIEW OF ST JOHNS RIVER FROM EXISTING
SHANDS BRIDGE LOCATION (VIEWPOINT #9)

The existing visual quality for this panoramic river view is high. Motorists on
the bridge would likely have a moderately high level of sensitivity to visual
changes. Visual quality will remain high for retaining its unspoiled views of

water and wooded shoreline with very little manmade encroachment.

As mentioned in Section 3.12.2, the project will involve overpassing the Wil-
liam Bartram Scenic and Historic Highway, also known as SR 13 and CR 13,
located in St. Johns County. The scenic highway extends 17.3 miles from the
Julington Creek Bridge (northern terminus) to the intersection of SR 16, which
intersects the scenic highway from the east at Wards Creek (southern termi-
nus). The scenic highway parallels the St. Johns River, passing through the

communities of Fruit Cove, Switzerland and Orangedale (Cornwell 2005).

There are two potential overpass locations associated with the Build Alterna-
tives. The northern potential overpass location associated with the Black and
Purple Alternatives is south of Switzerland, just north of Popo Point and the
southern potential overpass location associated with the Brown 1 and 2, Or-
ange 1 and 2, Green 1 and 2, and Pink 1 and 2 Alternatives is south of Or-

angedale, at the existing intersection of SR 13 and SR 16. Existing develop-



ment at both potential overpass locations is primarily a combination of low
density residential and undeveloped land. Intrinsic resources within the pro-
posed crossing areas include wooded areas, particularly in the north, that con-

tribute to the canopied roadway views, rural ambiance and driving experience.

The J.C. Penney Memorial Scenic Highway was declared eligible for designa-
tion on February 20, 2008. This highway includes the segment of SR 16 from
Paso Fino Road to just west of Penney Farms and the loop through Penney
Farms for a total of 2.85 miles. The Brown 1 and 2, Orange 1 and 2, Green 1
and 2, and Pink 1 and 2 Alternatives propose an interchange with SR 16 ap-

proximately 1.5 miles east of this scenic highway.

Scenic highways were evaluated through public and intergovernmental coordi-
nation and preparation of an impact assessment. For this project, FDOT used
the William Bartram Scenic and Historic Highway Corridor Management Plan
(CMP), the St. Johns County Comprehensive Plan and site visits to assess the
existing conditions and impacts of the project on scenic highways. The J.C.
Penney Memorial Scenic Highway does not have a CMP because at the time of

this Final EIS, it has not been designated a scenic highway.

Public and intergovernmental coordination began during project development.
The scenic highway designation process and CMP development occurred con-
currently with the Regional Transportation Planning Study and subsequent
alternatives analysis. Early coordination resulted in the decision not to provide
an interchange at the William Bartram Scenic and Historic Highway, but in-
stead to provide an overpass. The potential for adverse effects from the north-
ern crossing was reiterated by the Chairperson for the Corridor Management
Entity (CME) in both written and verbal public comments during the spring
2005 and fall 2006 public meetings.

The most noticeable impact of crossing the William Bartram Scenic and His-
toric Highway as proposed by the Black and Purple Alternatives will be the
change in views for the users of the roadway. There are large curves on the
north and southbound approaches of SR 13 and the overpass location for both

alternatives occurs on a curve. These curves prevent views of the proposed

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL
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structures until southbound travelers get within approximately 4,200 feet and
northbound travelers get within approximately 2,100 feet. In addition to the
interruption of the view, the removal of most, if not all of the existing vegeta-
tion within the 324’ right-of-way will likely be required for the construction of
the bridges and adjacent roadway sections, further impacting the existing rural
ambiance at this location. The travelers on the roadway, mostly local citizens
who use the roadway on a daily basis, will be impacted both during and after

construction.

Additionally, there are existing homes on both sides of SR 13 to the north of
the potential crossing location. These homes will likely experience the same

visual impacts described above.

The most noticeable impacts of crossing the William Bartram Scenic and His-
toric Highway as proposed by the Brown 1 and 2, Orange 1 and 2, Green 1
and 2, and Pink 1 and 2 Alternatives will be the change in views and traffic
flow for the users of the roadway. The approaches to the potential crossing
areas are relatively flat and straight, offering views of the proposed overpass
for a long distance in either direction. These straight approaches allow views
of the proposed structures for approximately 4,480 feet traveling southbound
and approximately 8,000 feet traveling northbound. In addition to the struc-
tures, the removal of most, if not all of the existing vegetation within the 324’
right-of-way and the existing triangular-shaped wooded area located at the SR
13 / SR 16 intersection will likely be required for the construction of the
bridges and adjacent roadway sections, reducing the somewhat open feel of
this section of roadway. The Build Alternatives do not include a connection at
SR 13, reducing the amount of traffic using this corridor south of CR 210.
The CME members and other stakeholders, mostly local citizens who use the
roadway on a daily basis, will be impacted both during and after construction

with visual changes and changes in traffic flow.

Additionally, there are existing homes on both sides of SR 13 to the north and
south of the potential crossing location. Residents fronting on the east side of

SR 13 within the proposed right-of-way will need to be relocated for the con-
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struction of the crossing in this location. The remaining residents will likely
experience the same visual impacts described above. Several remaining homes
on the east side of SR 13 will have direct views of the new overpass and road-
way. Additionally, homes fronting on the St. Johns River will have additional

visual impacts related to the potential river crossing at this location.

Because the Brown 1 and 2, Orange 1 and 2, Green 1 and 2, and Pink 1 and 2
Alternatives are approximately 1.5 miles away from the ].C. Penney Memorial

Scenic Highway, no impacts are anticipated.

FDOT used a visual effects matrix to calculate the visual quality difference
based on photo-simulations of the viewpoints. Then the team performed a rep-
resentative visual effects comparison for the alternatives to determine the addi-
tive visual impact of each. Impact ratings were based on visual impacts from
residential areas, river crossings, crossing of SR 13 and other major roads, and
parks and conservation areas as described above. Because of the length and
number of Build Alternatives studied for this project, the compatison is based
on representative numbers, intended only to provide a broad comparison of the

Build Alternatives; not based on an exhaustive visual analysis of each.

The visual quality was rated higher for views of natural areas, such as unob-
structed river views and roadways through undeveloped and scenic areas. Ac-
cordingly, the post-construction visual quality difference will be higher for
those areas. The viewer sensitivity would also be high for those areas as well as

for recreation and residential areas.

Exhibit 3-41 summarizes the results of the visual quality analysis, indicating
the overall visual impact rating for each alternative. Alternatives shown with
higher scores indicate a higher impact on the visual quality of the identified
sensitive viewpoints (See the Visual Quality Discipline Report located on the en-
closed CD for more detail on the analysis and impact rating system used for
this analysis.) As shown, the Orange 1 Alternative rates the highest for overall

visual impacts, and the Pink 2 Alternative rates the lowest.
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Exhibit 3-41: Summary of Visual Impact Ratings

Impact Rating Based on Visual Quality Changes from Sensitive Viewpoints

SR13 : : . Parks and Cumulative
: Major Roads Residential : 2
Crossing Conservation Areas Visual Impact

Purple

Brown 2

Orange 2

Green 2

Pink 2

Alternative River Crossings

Higher impact rating indicates higher visual impact. The Impact scoring criteria and calculations are provided in the Visual Quality Discipline Report.

3.12.7 What measures are proposed to minimize the visual effects
of the project?
A variety of methods could be employed to mitigate the visual impacts of the

project. Some examples of commonly used methods include:

= Selective Clearing — Clearing only the vegetation required to con-
struct the project, particularly trees.

= Landscaping — Incorporation of trees and groundcover to add visu-
al interest to the roadway, compliment existing roadside vegeta-

tion or screen undesirable elements.

= Sereening — Screening can be achieved with landscape materials or
by using permanent construction materials such as metal and con-

crete walls.




Roadway construction projects, particulatly improvements or alterations to
existing roadways, cause temporary visual impacts. Although the vast majority
of the proposed alternatives consist of new roadway footprints, there are sev-
eral crossings of existing roadways and instances where the new roadway will
run parallel with existing roads. The most noticeable visual effects during con-

struction will be:

Vegetation Removal - This visual change will be especially noticeable
around already developed areas such as neighborhoods, public
spaces such as parks and schools, and existing roadway crossings.
Vegetation removed during construction could be replaced or
allowed to regenerate, depending on the location and safety con-

siderations.

Erosion Control - Silt fences, temporary sediment basins, and other
erosion control measures will be visible for most of the construc-
tion process. Although unsightly, they are temporary and will be

removed once construction was complete.

Demolition of Old Roadways and Bridges - Demolition where the pro-
ject crosses existing roads will create temporary visual changes.
Equipment, dust, debris and demolished material staging areas
will likely be visible from adjacent properties and the roadway.
Although the demolition of the Shands Bridge will likely take sev-

eral months, these impacts will be temporary.

Construction Equipment and Staging/ Stockpiling areas - One of the
most noticeable visual changes associated with construction is the
presence of construction equipment and materials. The location
and extent of equipment and staging areas will vary greatly
throughout the construction operations, and, as construction is

completed, these potentially large visual impacts will diminish.

Steps can be taken to lessen the impacts of construction. For instance, the lo-
cation of equipment and material staging areas could be located out of sight
from the roadway or screened from view. A clean and orderly work site gives
the appearance of order to an otherwise visually chaotic atmosphere. Dust
control will enhance visual clarity and further contribute to an orderly appear-

ance of the construction activities.

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT



CHAPTER 3

This section describes the air quality
assessment performed for the proposed
project. For more information, refer to the

Air Quality Technical Memorandum and
Climate Change Technical Memorandum

located on the enclosed CD.

Carbon Monoxide

Carbon monoxide (CO) results from the
incomplete combustion of gasoline and
other fuels, and is a common air pollutant
in areas that suffer from traffic congestion.
In small doses, it can cause headaches and
dizziness, and in large doses, asphyxiation
and death.

Environmental Resources

3.13 AIR QUALITY AND CLIMATE CHANGE

3.13.1 How was air quality evaluated for the project?

Criteria Air Pollutants

The Clean Air Act (CAA) and 1990 CAA Amendments required the United
States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) to establish National Am-
bient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for pollutants considered to be harmful
both to public health and the environment. The USEPA set forth standards
for six principal pollutants — particulate matter, sulfur dioxide, carbon monox-
ide, ozone, oxides of nitrogen, and lead. Generally, when levels of pollutants
do not exceed the annual average standards and do not exceed the short-term
standards more than once per year, USEPA considers an area in attainment of
the NAAQS. An area that does not meet the NAAQS for one or more pollu-
tants is known as a “non-attainment area.” An area that was formerly in non-
attainment and now meets the NAAQS is known as a “maintenance area” for

a period of 20 years.

FDOT used their air quality screening model, CO Florida 2012, to analyze the
Build and No Build Alternatives for potential air quality impacts. This model
incorporates the USEPA’s MOVES version 2010a to evaluate interchanges.
The screening model predicts carbon monoxide (CO) concentrations at varying
distances using conservative, worst-case assumptions about the meteorology,
traffic and site conditions. The team then estimated one-hour and eight-hour
concentrations at default air quality receptor locations. If the predicted levels
of CO were to exceed 35 parts per million (ppm) for a one-hour period or 9
ppm for an eight-hour period, the project would exceed the NAAQS for CO.
Should this occur, a more thorough air quality analysis using the complete

MOVES model would be needed for the project.

All ten Build Alternatives and the No-Build Alternative were analyzed for both
the opening year (2025) and the design year (2045), but the interchange fore-
casted to have the highest total approach traffic volume varied with each alter-
native. FDOT used their Northeast Regional Planning Model 2030 to obtain
directional design hour traffic volumes. The team ran the model using the
default receptors, located 10 to 150 feet from the edge of the roadway. These
distances are representative of the various air receptors throughout the alterna-

tives.
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In addition to the criteria air pollutants for which there are NAAQS, USEPA
also regulates emissions of so-called air toxics, some of which are also classi-
fied as hazardous air pollutants (HAP) under the CAA. Most air toxics origi-
nate from human-made sources, including on-road mobile sources, non-road
mobile sources, area sources (such as dry cleaners), and stationary sources
(such as factories or refineries). FHWA has prepared guidance on the analysis
of mobile source air toxics (MSAT) for highway projects (FHWA, 2012). In
this guidance, FHWA recommends no analysis, qualitative analysis, or quanti-
tative analysis, depending on the magnitude of project-related traffic. A quali-
tative analysis is appropriate for this project because design year traffic is pro-

jected to be less than 140,000 AADT.

MSATS are a subset of the 188 HAPs identified under the CAA. MSATSs ate
compounds emitted from highway vehicles and non-road equipment. Some
toxic compounds are present in fuel and are emitted to the air when the fuel
evaporates or passes through the engine unburned. Other toxics are emitted
from the incomplete combustion of fuels or as secondary combustion prod-

ucts. Metal air toxics also result from engine wear or from impurities in oil or

gasoline. (See Document No. EPA420-R-00-023, December 2000).

USEPA is the lead Federal Agency for administering the CAA and has certain
responsibilities regarding the health effects of MSATSs. The USEPA issued a
major rule on the Control of HAPs from Mobile Sources (Federal Register,
Vol. 72, No. 37, page 8430, February 26, 2007) and identified a group of 93
compounds emitted from mobile sources that are listed in their Integrated
Risk Information System. In addition, USEPA identified seven compounds
with significant contributions from mobile sources that are among the national
and regional-scale cancer risk drivers from their 1999 National Air Toxics As-
sessment. These are acrolein, benzene, 1,3-butadiene, diesel particulate matter
plus diesel exhaust organic gases (diesel PM), formaldehyde, naphthalene, and
polycyclic organic matter. While FHWA considers these the priority MSATS,
the list is subject to change and may be adjusted in consideration of future

USEPA rules.

Based on an FHWA analysis using USEPA's MOVES2010b model, as shown
in Exhibit 3-42, even if vehicle-miles travelled (VMT) increases by 102 per-
cent as assumed from 2010 to 2050, a combined reduction of 83 percent in the
total annual emissions for the priority MSATS is projected for the same time

period.

According to USEPA estimates, the lifetime cancer risk from all sources of air

pollution ranges from one to 25 cases per million people in rural areas, and
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from 25 to 50 cases per million people in urban areas. These risks compare
with an overall lifetime cancer risk from all causes of 333,000 cases per million
people. Although little is known about the existing levels of MSATSs in the
study area, it is apparent, based on the nationwide reductions forecast by
USEPA, that MSAT concentrations and associated risks generally should de-
cline in coming decades, even with substantial growth in mobile and stationary

source activity.

Exhibit 3-42: National MSAT Emission Trends 1999-2050 for Ve-
hicles Operating on Roadways

e S — -7 Note: Trends for specific locations may
010 ] i be different, depending on locally de-
1 i rived information representing vehicle-
0.08 ff’ miles travelled, vehicle speeds, vehicle
] mix, fuels, emission control programs,
0.06 3 r meteorology, and other factors
j s
0.04 r Source: EPA MOVES2010b model runs
< . conducted during May - June 2012 by
§_’ 0.02 e FHWA.
z ] L "g (http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/
2 o 000-‘3)3 - N f;, environment/air_quality/air_toxics/
£ 3 + =  policy_and_guidance/
g 0.0025 _ 32 agintguidmem.cfm, retrieved June 17,
Z ] L 2013)
0.0020 .
1 -2
0.0015 l
0.0010 E C
0.0005 -
0.0000 T e+ O
2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050
Year
—_ —\VMT MNaphthalene
Diesal PM Formaldelyde Acrolein
Benzene Butadizne Polycyclics

For each alternative in this EIS, the amount of MSAT emitted would be pro-
portional to the VMT assuming that other variables such as fleet mix are the
same for each alternative. Any increase in VMT would lead to higher MSAT
emissions for that alternative along the highway corridor, along with a corre-
sponding decrease in MSAT emissions along the routes with lower VMT. The
emissions increase is offset somewhat by lower MSAT emission rates due to
increased speeds; according to USEPA's MOVES2010b model, emissions of
all of the priority MSAT decrease as speed increases. Because the estimated
VMT under each of the alternatives are neatly the same, it is expected that
there would be no appreciable difference in overall MSAT emissions among
the various alternatives. Also, regardless of the alternative chosen, emissions
will likely be lower than present levels in the design year as a result of
USEPA's national control programs that are projected to reduce annual MSAT

emissions by over 80 percent between 2010 and 2050. Local conditions may
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differ from these national projections in terms of fleet mix and turnover, VMT
growth rates, and local control measures. However, the magnitude of the
USEPA-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.

In FHWA's view, information is incomplete ot unavailable to credibly predict
the project-specific health impacts due to changes in MSAT emissions associ-
ated with a proposed set of highway alternatives. The outcome of such an as-
sessment, adverse or not, would be influenced more by the uncertainty intro-
duced into the process through assumption and speculation rather than any
genuine insight into the actual health impacts directly attributable to MSAT

exposure associated with a proposed action.

In addition to the USEPA, other organizations are also active in the research
and analyses of the human health effects of MSAT, including the Health Ef-
fects Institute (HEI). Two HEI studies are summarized in Appendix D of
FHWA's Interim Guidance Update on MSAT Analysis in NEPA Documents.
Among the adverse health effects linked to MSAT compounds at high expo-
sures are; cancer in humans in occupational settings; cancer in animals; and
irritation to the respiratory tract, including the exacerbation of asthma. Less
obvious is the adverse human health effects of MSAT compounds at current
environmental concentrations or in the future as vehicle emissions substantial-

ly decrease (HEL).

The methodologies for forecasting health impacts include emissions modeling;
dispersion modeling; exposure modeling; and then final determination of
health impacts - each step in the process building on the model predictions
obtained in the previous step. All are encumbered by technical shortcomings
or uncertain science that prevents a more complete differentiation of the
MSAT health impacts among a set of project alternatives. These difficulties
are magnified for lifetime (i.e., 70-year) assessments, particularly because un-
supportable assumptions would have to be made regarding changes in travel
patterns and vehicle technology (which affects emissions rates) over that time

frame, since such information is unavailable.

It is particularly difficult to reliably forecast 70-year lifetime MSAT concentra-
tions and exposure near roadways; to determine the portion of time that peo-
ple are actually exposed at a specific location; and to establish the extent at-
tributable to a proposed action, especially given that some of the information

needed is unavailable.
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There are considerable uncertainties associated with the existing estimates of
toxicity of the various MSATS, because of factors such as low-dose extrapola-
tion and translation of occupational exposure data to the general population, a
concern expressed by HEIL. As a result, there is no national consensus on air
dose-response values assumed to protect the public health and welfare for
MSAT compounds, and in particular for diesel PM. The USEPA and the HEI
have not established a basis for quantitative risk assessment of diesel PM in

ambient settings.

There is also the lack of a national consensus on an acceptable level of risk.
The current context is the process used by the USEPA as provided by the
CAA to determine whether more stringent controls are required in order to
provide an ample margin of safety to protect public health or to prevent an
adverse environmental effect for industrial sources subject to the maximum
achievable control technology standards, such as benzene emissions from re-
fineries. The decision framework is a two-step process. The first step requires
USEPA to determine an "acceptable" level of risk due to emissions from a
source, which is generally no greater than approximately 100 in a million. Ad-
ditional factors are considered in the second step, the goal of which is to max-
imize the number of people with risks less than 1 in a million due to emissions
from a source. The results of this statutory two-step process do not guarantee
that cancer risks from exposure to air toxics are less than one in a million; in
some cases, the residual risk determination could result in maximum individual
cancer risks that are as high as approximately 100 in a million. In a June 2008
decision, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit up-
held USEPA's approach to addressing risk in its two step decision framework.
Information is incomplete or unavailable to establish that even the largest of

highway projects would result in levels of risk greater than deemed acceptable.

Because of the limitations in the methodologies for forecasting health impacts
described, any predicted difference in health impacts between alternatives is
likely to be much smaller than the uncertainties associated with predicting the
impacts. Consequently, the results of such assessments would not be useful to
decision makers, who would need to weigh this information against project
benefits, such as reducing traffic congestion, accident rates, and fatalities plus
improved access for emergency response, that are better suited for quantitative

analysis.
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There are no recognized air quality concerns in the study area. Both Clay and

St. Johns Counties ate designated as being in attainment for all the NAAQS.

Results from the screening test indicated that the highest project-related CO 1
-hour and CO 8-hour levels will not exceed the NAAQS for CO under any of
the Build Alternatives or the No-Build Alternative. As such, the project passes

the screening model for all alternatives.

As with any construction project, earth moving, excavating, laying gravel, and
similar activities are likely to generate localized dust issues. In addition, run-
ning heavy construction equipment results in localized odors from diesel ex-
haust. These concerns are expected to be temporary and short-term and

should not exceed any of the NAAQS criteria.

Potential effects of construction on local air quality will be addressed in ac-
cordance with FDOT’s most current edition of Standard Specifications for Road
and Bridge Construction (Florida, 2007). In addition, the contractor will be re-

quired to implement the following specific best management practices (BMPs):

Appropriate fugitive dust suppression controls, such as spraying
water on haul roads adjacent to construction sites, daily street
sweeping, covering loaded trucks, and washing haul trucks before

leaving the construction site.

Re-vegetate disturbed areas with native grasses as soon as possible
after construction activities are completed in order to minimize

windblown dust.

Shut off construction equipment when not in direct use in order

to reduce idling emissions.

Properly maintain and inspect construction equipment to ensure

that required pollution control devices are in working condition.
Preserve existing vegetation to the maximum extent practical.

Route heavy truck traffic away from schools and residences when

feasible.
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All construction sites (including any unpaved roads and parking and storage
areas) will be watered during dry weather or at least once daily to minimize

fugitive dust emissions.

Climate change is an important national and global concern. While the earth
has gone through many natural changes in climate in its history, there is gen-
eral agreement that the earth’s climate is currently changing at an accelerated
rate and will continue to do so for the foreseeable future. Global climate can
be affected by many factors, and in recent years, concerns have been expressed
that mankind’s emissions of greenhouse gases (GHGs) may warm the climate,

possibly affecting precipitation patterns as well.

FDOT’s technical team for climate assessment included atmospheric scientists
who have reviewed extensive literature on this subject, including reports pro-
duced by a United Nations agency known as the Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change (IPCC), journal papers, and various publications by a variety
of governmental agencies. This section briefly summarizes the current science
as it relates to climate change and provides the team’s conclusions regarding
the potential effects of global climate change and sea level rise on the Build

Alternatives.

The issue of climate change and the related issue of sea level rise are complex
and the science is still emerging. There are many uncertainties inherent in the
global climate modeling being done, and in the specific dynamics of climate
science itself. The Climate Change Technical Memorandum, located on the enclosed
CD, provides additional detailed technical information on the most current
and prominent climate studies, the uncertainties involved in the science, and
the various possible scenatios that may unfold over the next century. The dis-
cussion below is a very abbreviated discussion focused on the assessment of
potential project effects on climate change, and climate change effects on the
proposed project. The assessment of climate change was done for the North-
ern Build Scenario and the Southern Build Scenario, representing the two
northern river crossings (Black and Purple) and the eight southern crossings
(Brown 1& 2, Green 1 & 2, Orange 1 & 2 and Pink 1 & 2). This simplifies the
discussion because the individual alignment differences in the north or south

do not substantively change estimation of potential effects.
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The Proposed Action’s main potential contribution to global climate change
would be through the emission of GHGs, primarily carbon dioxide (COz). As
shown in the Energy section later in this chapter, all Build Alternatives would
use less energy for project operation than the No Build Alternative. There-
fore, from a climate change standpoint, whatever impact the project’s GHG
emissions would have on climate change is less than the No Build Alternative’s

GHG emission impact.

This analysis does not consider the GHG emissions due to the production of
construction materials such as steel and concrete for the Build Alternatives, or the
construction equipment engine CO; emissions. Over the life of the project, these
emissions are expected to be minimal compared to operation-related emissions.
Any of the Build Alternatives would generate temporary air pollutant emissions
from constructions, including GHG, mainly resulting from the combustion of
fuels by construction equipment. Project-specific construction equipment types
and schedules have not been determined at this stage of the project. GHG emis-
sions from construction equipment can be minimized by implementing best man-

agement practices for equipment with a goal of reducing fuel use.

The net annual change in COzemissions due to the proposed project would be
a minor fraction of the total CO;emissions in the world. The proposed project
would contribute between 0.0005 percent (Northern Build Alternative) and
0.0007 percent (Southern Build Alternatives) to the global CO;emissions in
2030, assuming no increases in total world annual GHG emissions between
2005 and 2030. In 2005, the global total annual CO» emissions were estimated

to be 28,193 million metric tons (Energy Information Administration 2008.)

Over time periods of a year or longer, it can be assumed that CO2is essentially
evenly distributed throughout the atmosphere across the globe. Because CO»
is a minor contributor to the greenhouse effect in comparison to water vapor
and clouds, and because mankind’s emissions of COzare a minor fraction of
total CO2in the atmosphere, the project’s possible contribution to manmade
global climate effects would be much smaller than even the very small percent-
ages stated above. FHWA has concluded, based on the nature of GHG emis-
sions and the exceedingly small potential GHG impacts of the proposed ac-
tion, that the GHG emissions from the proposed action will not result in
“reasonably foreseeable significant adverse impacts on the human environ-
ment” (40 CFR 1502.22(b)). The GHG emissions from the project build alter-
natives will be insignificant, and will not play a meaningful role in a determina-
tion of the environmentally preferable alternative or the selection of the pre-

ferred alternative.
3-107

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT



CHAPTER

The IPCC has used computer-based mathematical models to simulate the cli-
mate’s response to a wide range of GHG emissions scenarios. Carbon dioxide
(COy), the primary anthropogenic (man-made) GHG, is used as the basis for
these IPCC scenarios. IPCC has modeled vatious scenarios, including a sce-
nario where COz concentrations revert back to year 2000 levels and remain
steady, as well as scenarios with increases over recent CO; levels ranging from
a modest increase to an increase of nearly 5 times the recent rate of increase in
CO; concentrations (see the Climate Change Technical Memorandum located on

the enclosed CD for more detail).

In addition to these models, other primary sources of climate change data are
observational data gathered through satellites and atmospheric CO2 concentra-
tions measured at Mauna Loa, Hawaii. Together, the modeled and observa-
tional data provide a range of projections on how climate may change over the

next century.

Satellite observations of global temperature and increasing GHG concentra-
tions confirm that there has been a steady rise in COz over the last 30 years

and much of the rise is due to fossil fuel use and deforestation.

The average temperature trend represented in the observational data analysis is
an increase of approximately 0.13 degrees Celsius (C) per decade, or 1.3 de-
grees C per 100 years. The IPCC’s temperature projections from modeling a
“modest-increase scenario” are not at great odds with this trend shown over

the past 30 years of satellite observations.

The variation in mean sea level as a result of global climate change is of con-
siderable interest in coastal regions. While observations of long-term changes
in mean sea level can provide corroboration of global warming predictions by
climate models, uncertainties in sea level change projections limit the ability to

specify a best estimate of sea level change.

Sea level variations are primarily determined with two different methods: long
-term averaging of tide gauge measurements, and satellite altimeter measure-

ments combined with spacecraft orbits. The latter of these methods, in place
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since 1992, has measured sea level on a global basis. One satellite currently
records an estimate of global sea level every 10 days with an uncertainty of 3-4
millimeters (mm). Prior to 1992, eight different tide gauge estimate studies
indicate a long-term annual sea level rise from 0.9 to 3.3 mm per year, depend-

ing on various factors (http://sealevel.colorado.edu). Generally, the long-term

annual sea level rise during the period 1880 to 1980 is 1.8 mm per year

(Douglas, 1991).

Regional changes in sea level can be different from the global average due to
regional variations in oceanic level change and geological uplift/subsidence
(Nicholls et al. 2007). Exhibit 3-43, which was generated using the University
of Colorado’s online interactive sea level wizard, shows the sea surface height
anomaly (relative to the average) measured by satellite at approximately the
mouth of the St. Johns River at the Atlantic Ocean. The period of record
(1992 to present) indicates no noticeable trend from the average. However,
given the relatively short period of record, it is possible there could have been
a slight increase in sea level that is not obvious in the figure. Based on the rate
of global rise measured from satellite data discussed above, there should have
been approximately 5 centimeters of sea level rise over the period of record

shown in Exhibit 3-43.

The IPCC Fourth Assessment Report (AR4) (2007) projected an increase of 0.18-
0.59 meter (7.1-23.2 inches) global average sea level by year 2100 due to ther-
mal expansion and land ice changes, based on model results (Meehl et al.
2007). Due to uncertainties in sea level rise projections, a best estimate cannot

be made.

Given the lack of departure from the average for the local area as shown
above, the IPCC projections provide a reasonable range of potential sea level
rise for use in the assessment of the project area. The St. Johns River Water
Management District published a St. John’s River water supply impact study in
July 2012, part of which included a section on sea level rise. Using the ob-
served record at Mayport, the authors state that the localized average rate of
sea level rise is 2.4 mm per year over the time period 1928 to 2010 (7.75 inch-
es, total, over the period cited). The authors further state that the relative sea
level rise is presently estimated at 4 mm per year (equal to 15.75 inches over a
100 year period), citing a 2007 paper by Stefan Rahmstorf. All of these values

are within the range of IPCC projections cited.
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Exhibit 3-43: Sea Surface Height Anomaly (via Satellite)
at the Mouth of the St. Johns River

1684 1995 1988 2000 2002 2004 2000 2008 2010 2012

Source: http://sealevel.colorado.edu/wizard.php?dlon=279&dlat=30&map=v&fit=n&smooth=n&days=60

The St. Johns River is a shallow river which is under the influence of the At-
lantic Ocean tides. It is also subject to storm surge resulting from hurricanes.
Storm surge occurs as a result of water being pushed onshore by winds switl-
ing around a storm. Storm surge is highest to the right of the center of an ap-
proaching storm, and when coinciding with normal high tide. The National
Hurricane Centet’s Sea, Lake and Overland Surges from Hurricanes (SLOSH)
models indicate the region’s coastal counties could potentially experience
storm surges in excess of 19 feet during a Category 5 event, while some areas
of the inland counties along the St. Johns River could receive surges up to 10

feet (FDOT 2008a).

Under the IPCC sea level rise scenarios, the added sea level rise could poten-
tially add on the order of 10 to 20 percent to maximum anticipated hurricane
storm surge levels. This is speculation that global warming could increase the
frequency and intensity of hurricanes, also exacerbating the effects of storm
surges. However, data from the National Hurricane Center (NOAA 2008)
indicate that, while there seem to be multi-decadal cycles in hurricane frequen-
cy and intensity, there is no clear trend toward greater hurricane intensity with
the slight global temperature increase of the past 30 years (see the Climate

Change Technical Memorandum located on the enclosed CD for more detail).
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Any of the Build Alternatives are expected to add a very small amount of CO»
emissions to local, regional, national and global emissions of CO», in compari-
son to total anthropogenic emissions, and any of the alternatives would con-
tribute less CO2 emissions than the No Build Alternative. Therefore, any of
the Build Alternatives would have less of an impact on climate change com-

pared to the No Build Alternative.

The existing Shands Bridge has a vertical clearance of 45 feet from the mean
high water matk of the St. Johns River. Under the Brown 1 and 2, Orange 1
and 2, Green 1 and 2, and Pink 1 and 2 Alternatives, the Proposed Action
would result in a new bridge with a vertical clearance of 65 feet. Under the
Purple and Black Alternatives, a new bridge crossing of the river would also
have a 65-foot vertical clearance. The IPCC has projected a sea level increase
of 0.18-0.59 meter (7.1-23.2 inches) between 1980 to 1999 and 2090 to 2099.
Assuming that a rise in sea level elevation would result in an equivalent rise in
the St. Johns River, the 20-foot difference in bridge height is sufficient to al-
low for a potential two-foot increase in sea level elevation due to climate

change for any of the Build Alternatives.

The bridge approaches on either side of the St. Johns River are currently at an
elevation of approximately six feet above sea level. The conceptual plan for
any of the Build Alternatives assumes five feet of fill; therefore, the approach-
es to a new bridge structure across the St. Johns River would be at approxi-
mately 11 feet above sea level. Based on the potential sea level increase of up
to two feet, the proposed elevation of the bridge approaches and roadway at
the edge of the river would be sufficient to protect against the potential for sea

level rise.

In summary, storm surge effects could increase slightly due to continued sea
level rise. However, the modest projected increases in sea level over the pre-
sent century are not expected to be enough to substantially affect the levels of
storm surge such that the proposed bridge Build Alternatives would be dys-

functional.
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This section summarizes the analysis of

surface water resources and water
quality.

For more information, see the Storm-
water and Water Quality Technical Mem-
orandum located on the enclosed CD.

Groundwater resources are addressed
later in this document under Geology
and Soils.

State of Florida Water
Classification System

All surface waters of the State are classi-
fied according to their designated use,
as follows:

Class I: Potable Water Supplies

Class Il: Shellfish Propagation or
Harvesting

Class IlI: Recreation, Propagation and
Maintenance of a Healthy, Well -
Balanced Population of Fish and Wildlife

Class IV: Agricultural Water Supplies

Class V: Navigation, Utility, and Industri-
al Use

Environmental Resources

3.14 WATER RESOURCES

3.14.1 How were water resources evaluated for the project?

As Florida’s forests and grasslands have been developed over the years to cre-
ate housing and transportation infrastructure, water quality has decreased due
to the introduction of oil, fuel, nutrients and other pollutants. The resulting
roadway construction and number of cars on the roads have increased the
amount of pollution carried by stormwater runoff into Florida’s streams and

waterw: ays.

The purpose of the Clean Water Act is to protect the quality of the nation’s
water, and subsequent amendments have further supported that effort.
Stormwater management criteria for the study area are governed by FDEP,
which is given authority by the USEPA to oversee five water management
districts. FDEP has in turn granted those districts authority to protect natural
resources and mange water quality and flood control. The St. Johns River

Crossing Project is located within the jurisdiction of the SJRWMD.

The study area for the water resources evaluation is the group of basins that
the Build Alternatives intersect (Exhibit 3-44). This group of basins repre-
sents those that would be directly impacted by the stormwater runoff from the

proposed project.

3.14.2 What water resources are found in the study area?
Water quality designated use is determined by Subsection 406.061[10], Florida

Statutes as the “present and future most beneficial uses” of the waters of the
State. The Integrated Water Quality Assessment for Florida: 2006 305(b) Re-
port and 303(d) List Update (Florida, 2002) defines the designated use catego-
ries in order of water quality criteria required. Class 1 waters describe potable
water supplies and Class V waters describe navigation and industrial uses, with
Classes 1I through IV falling between for uses such as shellfish propagation,
recreation use and agricultural water supply. All waters not classified as Class I,
II, IV or V are assumed to be Class III. Within the study area, all surface wa-
ters are classified as Class III waters. The nearest Class II water is the Guana

River, located to the east of the study area.
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Exhibit 3-44: Water Resource Use Categories and Outstanding Florida Waters

Kingsley Lake
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FDEP designates Outstanding Florida Waters (OFW) as those waters that
have been determined to be sensitive to water quality issues. Within the study

area, there are no waters designated as OFW.

The St. Johns River is not listed in the National Park Service Nationwide Riv-
ers Inventory and, therefore, the coordination requirement for the Wild and

Scenic Rivers Act does not apply to this project.

A water body is defined as impaired by the State of Florida if it does not meet

the applicable water quality standards due to pollutant discharges from various | FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL
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sources. Based on the USEPA’s 2002 list of 303(d) verified impaired waters
(which is the current list accepted by the USEPA), there are four such impaired
basins within the project area (Exhibit 3-45):

= Black Creek (Water Body ID: 2415B)
= Durbin Creek (Water Body ID: 2365)
= Grog Branch (Water Body ID: 2407)

= Peter’s Creck (Water Body ID: 2444)

Exhibit 3-45: Clean Water Act Section 303(d) Impaired Waters in the Study Area
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Florida became the first state in the country to require stormwater from new
development to be treated as part of the FDEP Nonpoint Source Manage-
ment Program in 1982. To enforce water quality, new construction projects
must obtain an Environmental Resource Permit requiring that the stormwater
runoff from the project area be collected and treated before being discharged
into the natural surface waters. This ensures that the effects of the project are

not different than conditions were before construction.

Stormwater management systems for the St. Johns River Crossing Project will
also meet SJRWMD design criteria. These include reducing the rate of storm-
water discharge after project implementation to be equal to or less than it was
before the project for each outfall basin. A stormwater pollution prevention
plan would also be part of the permitting requirements, as well as a document-

ed stormwater management and maintenance plan.

FDEDP is actively pursuing both regulatory and non-regulatory strategies for
preserving water quality in Florida, including the establishment of Total Maxi-
mum Daily Loads (TMDL) for Section 303(d) impaired waters. Projects with-
in basins where TMDLs have been established need to demonstrate that the
proposed project does not exceed the TMDL requirements for a particular
nutrient in a given basin. This analysis is done on the basin level, evaluating the
entire basin’s ability to process. The drainage design will follow state law that
requires the project’s annual discharge of nitrogen to be equal or less than the

current discharge level to an impaired water body.

The proposed project could impact the water quality in the study area based
on the amount of stormwater runoff generated by each of the Build Alterna-
tives and the treatment volumes that would result. Using the mainline length
for each Build Alternative and the typical section for the project, FDOT esti-
mated the required treatment volumes by calculating the greater of one inch
over the total surface area of the drainage area or two and a half inches over
just the impermeable surface, such as concrete. Typically, for a rural highway
like the proposed project, one inch over the total drainage area results in the

greater volume.
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The proposed stormwater facility design will
include, at a minimum, the water quantity
requirements for water quality impacts as
required by the St. Johns River Water Man-
agement District according to Chapter 40C-4,
40C-42 and 40C-400, Florida Administrative
Code.
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Exhibit 3-46: Stormwater Runoff
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The estimated treatment volumes for the alternatives are shown in Exhibit
3-46. Although the treatment volumes vary among alternatives, the type of
water quality impacts will be the same, consisting of pollutants from fuel or oil
and particulates on the roadway that are washed off by stormwater. Since the
SJRWMD and FDEP permitting requirements are the same regardless of the
volume, the only difference between Build Alternatives will be level of effort
required to design, install and maintain the appropriate treatment facilities,

which will be proportional to the volume of stormwater needing treatment.

All of the Build Alternatives will cross 303(d) listed basins (refer to Exhibit
3-44). The Black, Purple, Brown 1 and 2, and Orange 1 and 2 Alternatives all
will cross four of the 303(d) listed basins, and the Green 1 and 2 and Pink 1
and 2 Alternatives will impact three of the listed basins. As part of the permit-
ting effort for any of the Build Alternatives, FDOT will demonstrate that the

proposed project does not exceed the TMDL requirements for those basins.
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3.14.5 What measures are proposed to avoid or minimize effects to wa-
ter resources from the proposed roadway facility?

Measures will be incorporated into the design of the project to ensure that
permit requirements for water quality are met. Such design measures typically
include grass ditches to carry stormwater to the treatment facilities, stormwater
treatment ponds for settling and storage, and measures to convey stormwater
from either end of the bridge as it drains from the bridge deck to on-land

treatment, which is currently not done for the existing Shands Bridge.

3.14.6 What measures are proposed to avoid or minimize effects to
water resources during construction?

Permitting requirements for new construction projects set forth by FDEP and
the SJRWMD have had a beneficial impact on the quality of stormwater run-
off around the state. These requirements have led to the development of Best
Management Practices (BMPs) and technologies to keep sediment and other
pollutants out of the water. Some of these practices that could be employed
on the St. Johns River Crossing Project are discussed in the side text. FDOT
will address the effects of construction on water quality in accordance with
their most current edition of Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction
(Florida, 2007).

FDOT will consult with the FDEP and the SJRWMD regarding the status and
development of TMDLs and Basin Management Action Plans (BMAPs) for

water bodies that are impaired and that are impacted by the project.
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Best Management
Practices (BMPs)

Best management practices (BMPs)
followed during construction may
include:

= Using containment measures
during shaft drilling and installa-
tion to keep potentially contami-
nated river bottom sediments
from reaching other parts of the
river

= Placing staging and stockpiling
areas far away from rivers and
streams

= Limiting the area of exposed soil
at any given time during con-
struction

= Controlling erosion and sediment
through mulching, matting, and
netting; filter fabric fencing; cov-
ering of stock-piled soils; placing
quarry rock entrance mats to re-
duce tracking dirt from construc-
tion vehicles; regular sweeping
and washing of adjacent road-
ways; sediment traps and ponds;
and surface water interceptor
swales and ditches
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This section summarizes the analysis of
wetlands in the study area. See the Wet-
lands Evaluation Report located on the
enclosed CD for more information.

Typical wetland

What is a Wetland?

For regulatory purposes under the Clean
Water Act, the term wetlands means "those
areas that are inundated or saturated by
surface or ground water at a frequency and
duration sufficient to support, and that
under normal circumstances do support, a
prevalence of vegetation typically adapted
for life in saturated soil conditions. Wet-
lands generally include swamps, marshes,
bogs and similar areas.

Environmental Resources

3.15 WETLANDS

3.15.1 How were wetlands identified in the study area?

FDOT performed a wetlands assessment to identify potential impacts associat-
ed with the Build Alternatives to state and federal jurisdictional wetlands, and
to assess their function and value. Based on FDOT and FHWA guidance
(FDOT, 1999; FHWA 1987), the project team:

= Identified and classified wetlands,

= Delineated wetlands on aerial orthophotographs with limited

ground-truthing,

*  Determined factors such as the wildlife habitat values and hydro-

logic functions of project wetlands; and

= Assessed functions and values of project wetlands.

The team identified wetlands by using aerial photography, GIS interpretation,
USGS topography maps and soil surveys, United States Fish and Wildlife Ser-
vice (USFWS) National Wetland Inventory (NWI) maps, Clay and St. Johns
County soil surveys, and on-site investigations. They determined wetland lim-
its within the study area based on aerial photo interpretation and limited field-
truthing, or field visits, during the winter of 2007 and spring of 2008. They
then transferred the estimated limits of wetland jurisdiction onto the aerial
photographs and digitized. A baseline characterization of each wetland was
performed by determining its size, vegetative structural diversity and composi-

tion, wildlife habitat value, hydrologic functions, and integrity.

3.15.2 What wetlands are located in the study area?

The team used three parameters to identify and classify wetlands: vegetative
composition, hydrologic regime, and soil classification (Cowardin, et al., 1979;
FDOT, 1999; USACE, 1987; Gilbert, et al., 1995). They identified a total of
cight different general wetland types and submerged aquatic beds within the

Build Alternatives:

Stream and Bottomland Sloughs: Generally associated with creek and stream crossings

that eventually connect to the St. Johns River, e.g. Trout Creek and Black Creek.

Mixed Wetland Hardwoods: Typically larger systems that contain few pine elements

and can include red maple, black gum, laurel oak, cypress, and water oak.
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Cypress Swamp: Low-lying areas dominated by cypress that are generally less than

ten acres and connected to other wetlands.

Wet Pine Flatwoods / Plantation: The soil in these areas has been formed into fur-

rowed rows and usually planted with pine, although some natural pine and oth-

er trees may grow as well.

Wetland Forested Mixed: Natural wetlands whete neither hardwoods or conifers dominate.

Wetland Scrub: These low-lying wetlands generally appear in areas historically

cleared of all trees with pootly drained soil.

Freshwater Marshes: Usually confined to relatively level, low-lying areas, these

wetland do not include areas which have a tree covet.

Submerged Aguatic 1 egetation: These submerged vegetative beds are located in the

shallower waters of the St. Johns River and are comprised mainly of eel grass.

To determine the category and quantity of impacts of each Build Alternative,
the team overlaid the proposed right-of-way of each alternative on the wetland
boundary maps. Impacts were quantified according to whether they were con-
sidered direct, dredge or fill; direct, no dredge or fill; and/or would impact
surface waters. Exhibit 3-47 compares the total wetland impacts of each of
the Build Alternatives. Exhibit 3-48 shows impacts for each Build Alternative
by the type of wetland being affected (this exhibit does not include other sur-
tace waters). The Wetlands Evaluation Report located on the enclosed CD, pro-
vides more detail on direct, dredge or fill and direct, no dredge or fill impacts

by type of wetland.

The United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the SJRWMD will
claim jurisdiction over most of the identified wetlands. As a result, a jurisdic-
tional determination for wetlands will be needed during the project design
phase. In compliance with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, 1972 as
amended in 1979, and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbor Act of 1899, an
individual permit application will be prepared for the USACE. In addition, an

Environmental Resource Permit will be completed for the SJRWMD.
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Exhibit 3-47: Wetland Impacts

Type of Impact (acres, rounded)
e
Direct, No Dredge
Surface Water | Direct, Dredge or Fill
Alternative or Fill

Wetland Categories Purple 1163
Crossing Project were divided into three
categories; Brown 2 1,210
the dredging or filling of wetlands.

Orange 2 1,170
to the reduced functional value of the
wetlands from light and noise. Green 2 1,234
areas.

Pink 2 1,278

Exhibit 3-48: Wetland Impacts by Type

Wetland Type Impacted

I : Stream and Mixed Wet Pine Wetland Submerged
Alternative Cypress Wetland | Freshwater
Bottomland Wetland Flatlands / Forested Aquatic

Swamp Scrub Marsh

Sloughs Hardwoods Plantation Vegetation
Purple 194.28 118.19 215.24 518.43 15.29
Brown 2 19.55 247.20 159.16 266.23 426.93 17.03
Orange 2 19.55 268.01 141.74 259.05 397.72 14.42
Green 2 19.55 333.68 57.12 214.94 503.93 33.12
Pink 2 19.55 312.78 74.54 222.16 536.76 35.72

NOTE: These impacts do not include Other Surface Waters as shown previously on Exhibit 3-47.
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In February 2004, the State of Florida adopted a statewide Uniform Mitigation
Assessment Methodology (UMAM) (373.414 (18) Florida Statutes) to deter-
mine the amount of mitigation required to offset impacts to wetlands and oth-
er surface waters. USACE has recently accepted UMAM as a suitable qualita-

tive wetland assessment methodology.

UMAM provides a standardized procedure for assessing the functions provid-
ed by wetlands, the amount that those functions are reduced by a proposed

impact, and the amount of mitigation necessaty to offset that loss.

This methodology is applied by using an assessment matrix that analyzes three

variables indicating wetland function:

Location and Landscape,
Water Environment, and

Vegetative Community Structure.

Each of these variables yields an overall score for a wetland ranging from 0 to
10, based on the level of function that benefits fish and wildlife. The matrix

determines an ecological numerical value for each of the three variables.

Using the baseline UMAM scores together with scientific evidence and profes-
sional experience, the team also derived scores for the post-construction wet-
land value. To evaluate the total proposed loss of wetland function, they com-
pared the “without project” and “with project” scores to produce an overall

debit value (Exhibit 3-49).

Nine of the ten alternatives are similar in the amount of estimated wetland
impacts and the anticipated mitigation required. These nine alternatives are all
within approximately 10 percent of the alternative with the lowest anticipated
impacts. The only exception is the Black Alternative, which is approximately

60 percent higher.

In accordance with Executive Order 11990, FDOT evaluated wetlands relative
to potential impacts and options for avoiding and minimizing such impacts.
Wetlands were avoided to the extent practicable. FDOT attempted to design

and refine project alternatives to avold and minimize impacts to wetlands
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Exhibit 3-49: Uniform Mitigation Assessment Methodology
(UMAM) Functional Loss

Estimated UMAM Functional Loss (debits, rounded)

Alternative Direct, Dredge or Fill | Direct, No Dredge or Fill
575 638 643

Black

Purple 366 42 408
Brown 1 383 46 430
Brown 2 371 46 417
Orange 1 368 45 413
Orange 2 362 44 406
Green 1 387 48 435
Green 2 380 47 427
Pink 1 401 50 450
Pink 2 389 49 438

throughout the project. FDOT first reduced the proposed right-of-way for all
alternatives from 400 feet to 324 feet in width. Adjustments to the alignments
were then made to avoid major wetlands systems. The Pink 1 & 2 and Green
1 & 2 Alternatives were shifted in St. Johns County to minimize environmen-
tal impacts to Trout Creek. The Pink 1 & 2 and Brown 1 & 2 Alternatives
were shifted to the west where they approach SR 16 in Clay County in order to
minimize impacts to the Peters Creek wetland system. The Black and Purple
Alternatives were adjusted in St. Johns County after crossing the river to dip to
the south to avoid impacts to Rivertown including its wetland systems. All of
the alternatives were adjusted in Clay County near Blanding Boulevard to min-
imize impacts to the Black Creek wetland system. Where wetland impacts
could not be completely avoided, they were minimized to the extent practica-

ble.

USACE and SJRWMD regulate impacts to wetlands. Therefore, after FDOT
addresses avoidance and minimization based on final design of the selected

alternative, mitigation may be required pursuant to Chapter 373, Florida Stat-
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utes. Coordination with USACE and SJRWMD will be necessary during the
design phase to establish the extent of mitigation before final permits will be

issued.

Wetland impacts which will result from the construction of this project will be
mitigated pursuant to S. 373.4137 F.S. to satisty all mitigation requirements of
Part IV Chapter 373, F.S. and 33 U.S.C.s 1344.

On April 30, 2008 and October 9, 2008, FDOT met with SJRWMD to discuss
the First Coast Outer Beltway project and potential mitigation strategies. In
addition to the meetings, coordination has been ongoing with SJRWMD
throughout the project to address the initial concerns raised during the ETDM
process. FDOT also held an agency coordination meeting on October 14,
2010 with SJRWMD, EPA, FWC, USACE, USFWS, NMFES and FHWA to
discuss comments received on the Draft EIS regarding the desire to formulate
a regional wetland mitigation plan for the project (see the Agency Coordination
Memorandum located on the enclosed CD for more details). The agencies ex-
pressed an interest to have a plan that identified existing regional natural re-
sources and to work with FDOT in identifying locations that are regionally
significant, are under demonstrated development pressures, and that are bene-
ficial to the establishment of high quality, uninterrupted habitat linking natural
and preserved areas throughout the northeast Florida region. As a result of the
discussions, FDOT compiled an inventory of existing natural resources in the
region as shown in Exhibit 3-50 and 3-51. The exhibits use existing conserva-
tion lands as their basis, including lands currently managed by SJRWMD and
lands previously acquired through the Preservation 2000 / Florida Forever
program. The exhibits also identify existing mitigation basins, existing wetland
mitigation banks and lands targeted for acquisition under the Florida Forever
program. Exhibit 3-50 also shows existing wetlands as identified in the Na-
tional Wetlands Inventory and Exhibit 3-51 shows Strategic Habitat Conset-
vation Areas (SHCA) as identified by FWC. The inventory of existing natural
resources will serve as the foundation for a regional mitigation plan and the
mapping effort will serve as a basis and working document for future coordi-
nation between FDOT and the agencies when identifying future mitigation

possibilities.
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Exhibit 3-50: Regional Resources—Existing Wetlands
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Exhibit 3-51: Regional Resources—Strategic Habitat Conservation Areas (SHCA)

7
. 7L NS Ay v
} ; 1f A \der A0
;- e a
ey N\ A
2 3 -
1
f { L > ¢
/ N~
Georgia J_\\/\ =
L& N
e ) i e ; b
Lovc‘éf.gt. ary§x f\ 3
> \ d
: ¥
4 }‘ s (;‘*-\ e -
< 4 .o . 1
L e < S 3y
on itig - LL_ \ ]
© [ghnk % ' N
o & ~
4TS a: ) 5
; ;
- L 17
()
(2222 %] (%
| e
¥ -
=) L) - ¢
Y f¢
# —
1 i
/ % 11
-4‘);;‘ / . - -
d e
d A (22
n Corrido ) \; L
- N
lolly Mitigati
Preser 4 / : b 4 F\: ' 17 3
X D
ol \
/ bu
Northy

.
.
)' e Etoniah Lakes
y ._ 20
-« [ |
C isher Memol 2
rve /
*
7
4
L i N,
.3 rihern O
1 B y e
: pows I [ S

PARK

L \ l:l Priority 2

£3
Y LEGEND

'. |:| Mitigation Basins
[ conservation Lands
|:| Mitigation Banks

m Florida Forever Future

Acquisition Properties
Strategic Habitat Conservation Areas

[ Priority 1 - Highest
- Priority 2
[ priority 3

5 i [ prioity3
"

s
1
Atlantic
1 Ocean
i | g A
1 90
. AR
(202,
| L
b.@ C
u Co em!
0 River raco| tal’ d
)
iyl LR
£ L S TR R
S i 9ot il 3‘-‘
P ey
4 !

&
= ) 16 &
of a % ‘. V e %
7 i : - .
o N A 53
b e 26 O\ PN
17 ts upelo Mitigati i 4 3]
L A = i 1
o P R\
4, ~Sun ew.Miti ation
b 1]? nk
CLAY C K
PUTNAM CO.

T
St. Johns River (Wel to ard’

iy 5
- i
o I % ) g
sk :
L1 ». §
o - TR - _
sy 3 i
3 y g Crescent\Lake
n BT i 5
Y 2 -
o -

Rive




CHAPTER

FDOT is committed to working with the agencies and developing a regional
wetland mitigation plan as the project progresses into the design phase. The
plan will establish procedures, guidelines and responsibilities to implement
regionally significant mitigation for unavoidable impacts caused by the St.
Johns River Crossing Project and other future FDOT projects within the juris-
dictional boundaries of SJRWMD. FDOT will continue to coordinate with the
resource agencies in developing the framework for a regional wetlands mitiga-

tion plan.

Benefits of this regional, umbrella approach to mitigation include:

* Reducing cumulative wetland losses within identified basins.

= Providing a comprehensive planning tool for mitigation instead of

a “piecemeal,” “postage-stamp” approach.

= Early planning and interagency involvement in selection of miti-

gation projects.

= Early identification of high-priority or desirable mitigation pro-

jects.

= Lessening of permitting demands and decreased turn-around-time

when permits are needed.

= Providing a schedule for the release of functional mitigation units
for each basin within the SJRWMD.

= Allowing for upfront expenditures on mitigation projects prior to

impact occurrence.

= Allowing for multiple projects to be combined into larger mitiga-

tion projects to enhance overall success.

= Providing for long-term monitoring and efficient reporting to

permitting agencies.

= Providing an umbrella, watershed-based approach to include any
reasonable off-site mitigation option for all present and future
FDOT projects including public and private mitigation banks,

state and federal lands or other conservation lands.

* Dovetailing with the Efficient Transportation Decision Making
(ETDM) planning process, and avoidance and minimization per-

mitting activities.

3-126



FDOT’s proposed mitigation will be from a combination of banks and other

mitigation projects that may include presetvation, restoration and/or creation.

FDOT contacted wetland mitigation banks with service areas consistent with
the proposed project area to determine the availability of mitigation credits.
The banks listed in Exhibit 3-52 responded to FDOT’s inquity, providing the
amount of mitigation credits currently available. (Note that the credits listed
below are based on the Wetland Rapid Assessment Procedure (WRAP) meth-
odology, rather than the UMAM methodology. Converting WRAP units to
UMAM units is not a standardized formula; instead, the conversion ratio is
something that is negotiated with the regulatory agencies on a case by case
basis. FDOT’s experience with previous projects has shown that a typical con-
version ratio is approximately 1 UMAM credit/debit to 2.5 WRAP credits/
debits).

Facilities and work space outside the right-of-way, such as stormwater treat-
ment ponds and construction staging areas, will be designed and sited during
final design for the selected alternative. These types of facilities and work spac-

es will be sited to avoid and minimize impacts to wetlands.

Based upon the above consideration, it is determined that there is no practica-
ble alternative to the proposed construction in wetlands and that the proposed
action includes all practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands which

may result from such use.

Exhibit 3-52: Sample of Wetland Mitigation Credits Available

Loblolly Mitigation Bank (Basin 4 ) 2,507 1,004
Longleaf Mitigation Bank (Basin 4) 1,026 759
Tupelo Mitigation Bank (Basin 45) 618 485
Sundew Mitigation Bank (Basin 48) 931 33

NOTE: As of October 31, 2010. See text for discussion of WRAP credits in relation to UMAM credits.
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3.16 WILDLIFE AND HABITAT

3.16.1 How were wildlife and habitats identified and evaluated

This section summarizes the analysis of
wildlife and habitat issues. For more in-
formation, see the Wildlife and Habitat
Discipline Report and the Endangered Spe- by the proposed St. Johns River Crossing Project, FDOT identified the limits
cies Biological Assessment located on the
enclosed CD.

in the study area?
To identify the types of wildlife and habitat that could potentially be impacted

of a study area representing not only the habitat directly impacted by the pro-
ject alternatives, but also a larger, contiguous area that provides a comprehen-
sive look at the land uses and potential habitats in the project vicinity as well.
The team then mapped land use using GIS and the SJRWMD’s 2009 Land
Use/Land Cover data (Exhibit 3-54). They calculated the acreage and percent
of the study area for each land use to identify how much of each habitat type
exists within the study area (Exhibit 3-53). Although some wildlife use urban
areas as habitat, the team considered only non-urban land uses as potential

habitat within the study area.

Exhibit 3-53: General Land Uses in Wildlife Study Area
Great Egret

H Urban
)
11% 19% B Agriculture
Pasture
3%

M Rangeland

21% 3% msilviculture
B Uplands — Conifer

2%

B Uplands —Hardwood
Uplands —Mixed

B Wetlands — Forested

B Wetlands — Non- Forested

0% 8% 27%

Open Water

Once they identified the habitat, they next determined what potential wildlife
species used those habitats. FDOT developed a list of wildlife species that
may occur in the study area by searching data soutces, including the Florida
Natural Areas Inventory (FNAI) Tracking List (FNAI, 2012) for Clay, St
Johns and Duval Counties and the FWC Florida’s Endangered Species,
Threatened Species, and Species of Special Concern (FWC, 2012). They also
checked the USFWS Threatened and Endangered Species System on-line data-
base for Federally-listed species information (USFWS, 2012). Finally, the team
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conducted a ground sutvey during the spring of 2006 and the fall/winter of
2007 to identify habitat and search for evidence of listed species. In addition,
FDOT conducted several specific analyses for sandhill habitat (discussed later
in this section), submerged aquatic vegetation (discussed in the next section,
Fish and Aquatic Resources), red-cockaded woodpecker, and Florida scrub jay,
based on agency input. These latter two surveys found no suitable habitat for
the red-cockaded woodpecker or any significant scrub habitat in the study ar-
ea. A review of the current ESA 5 Year Review for the Florida scrub-jay, published
by the USFWS in 2007, indicates that the Florida scrub jay has been extirpat-
ed / functionally extitpated from Clay and St Johns Counties. FDOT com-
bined the ground-survey information and the land use data to characterize the
affected environment within the study area and determine the potential for the

Build Alternatives to impact wildlife and habitat.

The presence of wildlife movement corridors was also considered in the as-
sessment of potential impacts. Site-specific database information on move-
ment corridors was not available, so this study assumed that potential corri-
dors are present in any large open areas, parks and reserve areas, creeks and

riparian areas in undeveloped settings.

Agency coordination has been ongoing since the beginning of the project
through the Efficient Transportation Decision Making process (see Chapter
2). The team compiled agency comments to add to the body of information
and to address agency concerns. FDOT also held a field visit on July 1 and 2,
2008, for agency review of the survey effort, and will continue to coordinate
with Federal and state agencies throughout the project. In a letter dated Janu-
ary 23, 2013, the USFWS concurred with the determination of effect for each
species and commitments outlined in the Endangered Species Biological Assessment.
The letter is contained in Appendix B of the Endangered Species Biological Assess-

ment located on the enclosed CD.

Exhibit 3-54 depicts the habitat types mapped within the study area. The
physical geography of eastern Clay County includes three general regions. The
Duval Upland is located in the central part of the county. Slash pine flatwoods
dominate the lower areas, while the higher elevations also include longleaf
pine, sand pine, turkey oak, post oak and live oak. The Peoria Hill region in-
cludes natural areas at higher elevations that are canopied with longleaf pine,

sand pine, turkey oak, bluejack oak, post oak and live oak. Cypress and pine
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Exhibit 3-54: Habitat Types in Study Area
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dominate the lower elevations. The Eastern Valley extends to the St. Johns
River and includes the watershed of the river. The natural areas of this region
are primarily flatwoods and swamps. Slash pine, longleaf pine and palmetto
dominate the flatwoods while hardwoods and cypress dominate the swamps.

Drainage patterns are generally indistinct except for a few streams flowing
westward into the St. Johns River.

St. Johns County is in the lower part of the Atlantic Coastal Plain. The county

is divided into four regions, only one of which lies within the study area -- the
Eastern Valley, as described above.

The St. Johns River is a slow-flowing, meandering river that is brackish and

tidal. Low topography dominates the river basin and the low gradient causes
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complex flow patterns, including tidal currents that roll far upstream. Green
Cove Springs in the central portion of the study area is one of the few spring

features along the river’s length.

Numerous streams and creeks exist in the Clay County portion of the study
area. Black Creek drains more than 430 square miles of Clay County. Other
major creeks in Clay County include Grog Branch, Bradley Creek, Peters
Creek and Governor’s Creek. In the St. Johns County portion of the study

area, major creeks include Mill Creek, Trout Creek and Durbin Creek.

Utrban land uses, including built-up land, barren land, and infrastructure, encom-
pass almost 20 percent of the study area. These areas dominate the land use in
the northern portion of the study area, surrounding the St. John’s River near Oz-
ange Park, Fleming Island, Fruit Cove, and Green Cove Springs. Urban areas are

also dominant in the western portion of the study area surrounding Middleburg.

Non-urban areas are described below. Within these areas, there is the poten-
tial for a diverse population of wildlife. FDOT identified seven fish species,
nine reptiles and amphibians, 24 bird species, and seven mammals as having
the potential to occur in the study area. There are also areas that may serve as
wildlife movement corridors, including large open areas, large park and conser-

vation areas, and creeks and riparian areas in undeveloped settings.

Agricultural lands within the study area include cropland, pastureland, and
feeding operations. Four large areas of pastureland exist, two of which are in
St. John’s County just east of Shands Bridge and near Race Track Road. The
other two areas are located in Clay County, just west of the Shands Bridge and

to the northwest of Green Cove Springs.

Diverse species of wildlife potentially utilize pastureland as habitat. FNAI
historical element occurrence records on pastureland within the study area
included the bald eagle, a state-listed threatened species. Other records in the
project vicinity included the state-threatened gopher tortoise, the state-
threatened southeastern American kestrel, and the state-listed species of spe-
cial concern snowy egret. Potential wildlife could also include the federally
and state-threatened eastern indigo snake, the eastern diamondback rattle-

snake, the common kingsnake and the merlin.

Rangeland within the study area includes dry prairies, shrub and brushland,
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Painted Bunting

and mixed rangeland. Many of the same wildlife species that use pastureland
also utilize this habitat. There were several FNAI historical element occur-
rence records of state-listed plant species within the study area, including the
state-endangered St. John’s blackeyed susan, the state-endangered lakeside
sunflower, and several occurrences of the state-endangered Bartram’s ixia.
There were also records in the vicinity for the eastern indigo snake, the state-
listed species of special concern gopher frog, and several gopher tortoises, east-
ern diamondback rattlesnakes, and bald eagles. Other wildlife potentially using
rangeland as habitat in this area could include the common kingsnake, the

southeastern American kestrel and the painted bunting.

Silviculture is the most dominant non-urban land use in the study area. These
areas primarily include planted pine forests and some forest regeneration areas.
There were three FNAI historical element occurrence records of wildlife using
silviculture lands, including gopher tortoises and the southeastern weasel. In
addition, there were records in the project vicinity for three amphibians and
reptiles: the state-listed species of special concern Florida pine snake, the go-
pher frog, and the striped newt. Birds in the project vicinity included the feder-
ally and state-endangered wood stork, the federally endangered and state-listed
species of special concern bald eagle and Bachman’s sparrow, and the federally
endangered, state-threatened red cockaded woodpecker. Mammals included
two state-listed species of special concern: the Florida mouse and the Sher-

man’s fox squirrel.

State-listed plant species that have documented FNAI historical element oc-
currence records within the study area include the state-endangered St. John’s
blackeyed susan, the state-endangered lakeside sunflower, the state-endangered
Bartram’s ixia, the state-threatened hartwrightia, and the state-threatened Flori-

da mountainmint.

Other wildlife species that may also have a potential to use silviculture lands
include the eastern indigo snake, the eastern diamondback rattlesnake, the com-

mon kingsnake, the southeastern American kestrel, and the hairy woodpecker.

The upland forest areas primarily include coniferous forests dominated by pine

flatwoods and longleaf pine. There are also some areas of hardwood forests
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dominated by xeric oak and mixed forest areas. Many of the species potential-
ly occurring on these lands are also associated with silviculture land uses, as
discussed above. Specifically, there have been FNAI historical documented
occurrences of gopher tortoise, Florida pine snake, and bald eagle within the
study area, as well as a historic element occurrence record of the state-

threatened Florida black bear.

Within the project vicinity there have also been records for eastern indigo snakes,
gopher tortoises, gopher frogs, red-cockaded woodpeckers, Florida scrub jay,
southeastern American kestrels, bald eagles, Bachman’s sparrows, Florida black

bear, the Florida mouse, Sherman’s fox squitrels, and southeastern weasel.

State-listed plant species that have FNAI historical element occurrence records
within the study atea include the state-threatened hartwrightia and seven state-
endangered species: St. John’s black-eyed susan, purple honeycomb head, lake-
side sunflower, Florida toothache grass, Curtis’s loosestrife, ciliate-leaf tick-

seed, and Bartram’s ixia.

The majority of the wetlands in the study area are considered forested wet-
lands, and they include bay swamps, cypress, pond pine, hydric pine flatwoods
and other mixed forested wetlands. Many are associated with the St. John’s
River or its tributaries. Within the study area, there are FINAI historical occur-
rence records for the striped newt and the bald eagle. Within the project vicin-
ity there are also records for the gopher frog, the ecastern indigo snake, the

Bachman’s sparrow, the swallow-tailed kite, and the great egret.

Many of the non-forested wetlands in the study area are associated with larger
forested wetland systems. These non-forested wetlands include freshwater
marshes, wet prairies, and emergent aquatic vegetation. There are no FNAI
historical element occurrence records for these areas. However, in the vicinity
of the study area, there are historic element occurrence records for wood stork

as well as the other species discussed above for forested wetlands.

Within the study area, there were also records for some state-listed plant spe-
cies in forested and non-forested wetlands, including the state-threatened Flor-
ida mountainmint, and four state-endangered species: St. John’s black-eyed

susan, pondspice, Chapman’s sedge, and Bartram’s ixia.
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There are other wildlife species that may also be associated with either forested
or non-forested wetlands in this area. These species include the state-
endangered peregrine falcon, the swallow-tailed kite, the least bittern, the black
rail, and the osprey. The potential also exists for a number of wading birds in
these wetlands, including four state-listed species of special concern; the little
blue heron, the snowy egret, tricolored heron, and the white ibis, as well as the

yellow-crowned night heron, the black-crowned night heron, and the glossy ibis.

The open water within the study area consists primarily of the St. John’s River,
including its tributaries and lakes. FNAI historical element occurrence records
for species found include the federally and state-endangered manatee. Other
species that have the potential to occur in the study area include the federally
and state-endangered shortnosed sturgeon, the mountain mullet, the snail bull-

head, the river goby, the dusky shiner, the sea lamprey and the spotted turtle.

Public conservation lands are managed for, among other things, wildlife use
and the protection of rare habitats. The lands provide large tracts with little
human disturbance and impact. These public lands are generally interconnect-
ed to provide wildlife linkages and corridors for wildlife movement. This is
especially important for animals requiting large ateas such as the eastern indigo
snake, black bears and other large mammals. (Refer to Exhibit 3-36 in the
Section 4(f) Resources section for the map of conservation areas in the study

area and vicinity.)

Wildlife species identified as potentially occurring within the Build Alternatives
include both federally and state-listed protected species. Exhibit 3-55 shows
the listed and protected species, and the probability of their occurrence within
the Build Alternatives. These species are further described below. It should be
noted that a high probability of occurrence does not necessatily mean there
will be an adverse effect on a species (see sidebar to Exhibit 3-55, and later
discussions of findings of effect). Of the federally listed and protected species

potentially occurring within the Build Alternatives, only the bald eagle and
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Exhibit 3-55: Protected Species Potentially Occurring
within the Build Alternatives

Federal Potential to Occur
Status in Study Area

MAMMALS

Florida black bear

Florida mouse

Sherman'’s fox squirrel

West Indian manatee

bald eagle
limpkin

little blue heron

red-cockaded woodpecker E

snowy egret

southeastern American kestrel -

tricolored heron
white ibis

wood stork

shortnosed sturgeon

Atlantic sturgeon

striped newt
eastern indigo snake
Florida pine snake
gopher frog

gopher tortoise

Black Creek crayfish

Bartram's ixia

Canby’s wild indigo

E

SSC
SSC

SSC
SSC
SSC

SSC

SSC
SSC

SSC

AMPHIBIANS AND REPTILES

DECAPODS

PLANTS

Chapman’s rhododendron E

Florida mountainmint

lakeside sunflower

St. Johns black-eyed Susan -

E- Endangered
T- Threatened

P - Protected
N—Not Listed

SSC - Species of Special Concern ~ C-Candidate
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SSC

High
Low
Moderate

Moderate

High
Moderate
High
Low
High
Moderate
High
High

High

Low

Low

Moderate
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

High
Low to Moderate
Low
Low to Moderate
Low to Moderate

Low to Moderate

Potential for Wildlife
Occurrence

Low Potential: No recent element occur-
rence records; no project field sightings;
minimal quantity of habitat present.

Moderate Potential: Element occurrence
records in the vicinity; no project field
sightings; moderate quantity of habitat
present.

High Potential: Recent element occur-
rence records and/or project field sight-
ings; large quantity of habitat present.

Wetland-Dependent Species

Wetland-dependent species with a high
potential to occur within the Build Alterna-
tives may not be adversely affected by the
proposed project, due to their high mobili-
ty and wide-ranging use of available habi-
tat in the geographical area. Wetland miti-
gation will compensate for habitat lost in
the project corridor.
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West Indian Manatee

wood stork were observed during field visits. The remaining federally listed
species have a low to moderate probability of occurring within the Build Alter-

natives.

Florida Black Bear: A 1986 FNAI Element Occurrence record identified a
black bear in the western portion of the study area. There is a bigh potential for

the black bear in the study area and within the Build Alternatives.

Florida Mouse: The five 1993 FNAI Element Occurrence records identified
this species primarily within the Camp Blanding managed area, southwest of
the study area. There is a Jow potential for the Florida mouse in the study area

and within the Build Alternatives.

Sherman’s Fox Squirrel: Three 1993 FNAI Element Occurrence records
identified this species within the study area. There is a moderate potential for the

Sherman’s fox squirrel in the study area and within the Build Alternatives.

West Indian Manatee: There are no aggregate areas of manatee in the study
area, but there are occasional sightings of manatees in the St. Johns River.
There is a historical FNAI Element Occurrence Record for the manatee with-
in the study area. There is a moderate potential for the manatee in the study area

and within the Build Alternatives.

Bald Eagle: Although the bald eagle has been delisted as a federally threat-
ened species, protection will continue under the Bald and Golden Eagle Pro-
tection Act and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act as well as state law by FWC.
The team observed bald eagles within the study area during field visits. Active
eagle nests are documented in the study area as well: 8 in Clay County and 8 in
St. Johns County. A bald eagle nest is located less than one mile south of the
Black and Purple Alternatives . However, no active eagle nests are document-
ed within 660 feet of any Build Alternative. There is a high potential for the bald

eagle in the study area and a moderate potential within the Build Alternatives.

Limpkin: No FNAI Element Occurrence records document the species with-
in the study area. There is a moderate potential for the limpkin in the study area

and within the Build Alternatives.
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Little Blue Heron, Snowy Egret, Tricolored Heron and White Ibis: His-
torical FINAI Element Occurrence records generally documented these species
within the vicinity of large wetlands and conservation ateas, including Twelve
Mile Swamp and Camp Blanding. There is a bigh potential for wading bird for-
age occurrences in the study area and a moderate potential for nesting within the

Build Alternatives.

Red-cockaded Woodpecker: Populations are small and highly fragmented
and are found primarily on federally managed lands with some state-owned
and private lands supporting smaller populations. All historical FNAI Element
Occurrences are located in Camp Blanding west of all the Build Alternatives.
Due to a lack of old-growth pine forests and suitably managed pine forests,
there are no known populations in the study area. There is a low potential for the

red-cockaded woodpecker in the study area and within the Build Alternatives.

Southeastern American Kestrel: The subspecies that breeds in Florida is
listed, while the wintering northern migrant is not. No FNAI Element Occur-
rence records document this species within the study area; however, there are
several records in the Camp Blanding Wildlife Management Area directly west
of the study area. There is a moderate potential for the southeastern American

kestrel in the study area and within the Build Alternatives.

Wood Stork: One historically documented rookery occurred just north of CR
220 in Clay County, but it is no longer active. However, there is one additional
rookery recently documented with Core Foraging Areas (CFA) within the
footprint of the Black, Purple, Orange 1 and 2 and Brown 1 and 2 Alterna-
tives. The CFA is a 13-mile radius zone surrounding the colony boundary. The
rookery is located in the extreme northeastern corner of the study area. There
is a high potential for foraging wood storks in the study area and within the

Build Alternatives.

Shortnosed and Atlantic Sturgeon: Although the sturgeon migrates long
distances upstream during spawning, these species do not have any existing
breeding population in Florida and occurrences of the sturgeon in the project
vicinity have not been documented. There is a low potential for the sturgeon in

the study area and within the Build Alternatives.
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Gopher Tortoise

Eastern Indigo Snake: The eastern indigo snake is found throughout Flori-
da, but is rare in most areas. Historical FNAI Element Occurrences are re-
stricted to managed areas within the project area. There is a moderate potential

for the indigo snake in the study area and within the Build Alternatives.

Florida Pine Snake: A 1972 FNAI Element Occurrence documented this
species within the western portion of the study area in Camp Blanding. There
is a moderate potential for the pine snake in the study area and within the Build

Alternatives.

Gopher Frog: Several 1993 FNAI Element Occurrence records documented
this species within the study area. There is a woderate potential for the gopher

frog in the study area and within the Build Alternatives.

Gopher Tortoise: The gopher tortoise is a candidate species for federal list-
ing. A dozen historical FNAI Element Occurrence records documented this
species within the study area. There is a moderate potential for the gopher tor-

toise in the study area and within the Build Alternatives.

Striped Newt: The striped newt is currently not listed but included here be-
cause it is a candidate species. It is found in xeric upland communities and
there are FNAI documented occurrences in the study area. There is a mwoderate
potential for the striped newt in the study area and within the Build Alterna-

tives.

Black Creek Crayfish: There are known populations in the Camp Blanding
Training Site to the west of the study area. A 1998 FNAI element occurrence
documented the crayfish in the Black Creek Ravines Conservation Area less
than a mile south of the alternatives. There is a moderate potential for the Black
Creck crayfish in the study area and within the Build Alternatives near the

Black Creek crossing.
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Bartram’s Ixia: 'This spring-blooming member of the iris family has been
historically documented by FNAI in all Build Alternatives. There is a bigh po-

tential for this species to exist within any of the Build Alternatives.

Canby’s Wild Indigo: This species is documented by historical FNAI Ele-
ment Occurrence records in the Brown 1 and 2 and Pink 1 and 2 Alternatives.
There is a low to moderate potential for this species to exist within any of the Build

Alternatives.

Chapman’s Rhododendron: A single known population (possibly cultivated)
occurs in Camp Blanding to the west of the project area in Clay County; no
known populations are documented in St. John’s County. There is a /Jow poten-
tial for the Chapman’s rhododendron in the study area and within the Build

Alternatives.

Florida Mountainmint: This species is documented by historical FNAI Ele-
ment Occurrence records in all Build Alternatives. There is a /low fo moderate

potential for this species to exist within any of the Build Alternatives.

Lakeside Sunflower: A single historical FNAI record documents the occur-
rence of this plant in the Brown 1 and 2 and Pink 1 and 2 Alternatives. There
is a low to moderate potential for this species to exist within any of the Build Alter-

natives.

St. John’s Black-Eyed Susan: The St. John’s black-eyed susan is document-
ed by historical FNAI Element Occurrence records in all Build Alternatives.
There is a low to moderate potential for this species to exist within any of the Build

Alternatives.

Within the study area, there is a mosaic of habitats supporting both non-listed
and listed wildlife species. Exhibit 3-56 summarizes the potential habitat im-
pacts for each of the Build Alternatives. As described eatlier, these habitat im-
pacts were detrived primarily from GIS databases. FDOT also conducted a
specific GIS analysis to identify sandhill habitat, using the GFC Habitat and
Land Cover Grid data developed by the FWC. Within both the Black and Pur-
ple Alternatives, approximately 2.5 acres of sandhill habitat were mapped. For
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CHAPTER 3 Environmental Resources

Exhibit 3-56: Habitat Impacts

Alternatives (acres of impact)

Habitat Type _
173 161 158 160 137 136 131 130 152 154

Agriculture

Rangeland 160 151 173 173 178 178 87 87 81 82

Water 87 84 61 59 61 59 68 66 68 66

Wetlands 453 293 412 392 413 400 366 353 365 345

Upland Forests 1,171 706 1,036 1,033 962 957 939 935 1,013 1,010
Total Acreage 2,044 1,395 1,840 1,817 1,751 1,731 1,609 1,571 1,679 1,657

All numbers are rounded. Habitat areas include all land uses except urban and barren lands, utilities and infrastructure. Wetlands habitat type is based on
GIS habitat data, and is not intended to correspond to the wetland impact numbers in the Wetlands section of Chapter 3. Those data were derived from
different databases and were field delineated.

the Green 1 and 2 and Orange 1 and 2 Alternatives, approximately 101 acres
were mapped within each corridor. Approximately 108 acres were mapped
within each of the Brown 1 and 2 and Pink 1 and 2 corridors. During the AN
and ETDM processes, a number of agencies noted concerns about the amount
of high-quality sandhill habitat within the southern alternative corridors (see the

Agency Coordination Memorandum located on the enclosed CD).

In addition to reductions in habitat, project construction could cause fragmen-
tation of open spaces which may create isolated islands of wildlife habitat. A
new linear barrier through open areas may also disrupt wildlife movement and

migration patterns.

FDOT also completed an Endangered Species Biological Assessment and ad-
ditional wildlife surveys (see attached Wildlife and Habitat Discipline Report and
the Endangered Species Biological Assessmentlocated on the enclosed CD). These
documents discuss in detail the federally listed species and the potential effects
of the St. Johns River Crossing Project on these species and their habitat. Sev-
en federally listed threatened or endangered species have some probability of

occurring in the study area (refer to Exhibit 3-55). There is no critical habitat
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as defined by the USFWS. Based on the distribution of habitat within the
study area, all the Build Alternatives have an equal probability of affecting

both federally and state-listed species.

Based on their likelihood of occurring along the Build Alternatives or the
availability of appropriate habitat in the study area, the following findings re-

garding these seven federally listed species apply to all Build Alternatives:

“May affect, not likely to adversely affect” — the appropriate conclusion when
effects on a listed species are exipected to be disconntable, insignificant, or beneficial:

Eastern indigo snake — This snake has a large home range and uses
seasonal habitats. Due to the wide ranging nature of this species,
there is the potential to encounter it in natural habitats almost
anywhere in Florida. The mobile nature combined with the large
home range results in the possibility of the project being involved
with the eastern indigo snake. Therefore, the finding is “May af-

fect, not likely to adversely affect.”

West Indian manatee — The West Indian manatee is known to fre-
quent the St. Johns River and its tributaries in the project atea.
There is the potential for the project to affect manatee habitat at
bridge locations. Special consideration during construction, and
mitigation for lost habitat, will ensure that no harm to the mana-
tee results from the proposed project. Therefore, the finding is

“May affect, not likely to adversely affect.”

Wood stork — The wood stork is a colonial wading bird. It forages
across a wide area in wetlands, preferring areas that fluctuate in
hydrology, concentrating prey in shallow spots. In north Florida,
the area over which nesting storks will travel to forage is primarily
within a 13-mile radius. The Preferred Alternative is not within a
core foraging area; but, the Black, Purple, Brown 1 and 2 and Or-
ange 1 and 2 Alternatives fall within the core foraging area of two
documented, active wood stork rooketies (nesting areas). Howev-
er, the abundance of suitable foraging habitat and mitigation of
project impacted wetlands within the core foraging areas results in

a “May affect, not likely to adversely affect” finding.

“No effect” — the appropriate conclusion when it is determined that the proposed action

will not affect a listed species or critical habitat:

Red-cockaded woodpecker
Chapman’s rhododendron

Short-nosed and Atlantic sturgeon
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No direct or indirect impacts to listed species or their habitats are associated
with the No Build Alternative. The project is consistent with the Endangered

Species Act.

Construction activities for the proposed St. Johns River Crossing Project will
have air, noise, and water quality impacts on wildlife and associated habitats

within the immediate vicinity of the Build Alternatives.

Air quality impacts will be temporary, the primary source being emissions from
construction equipment and dust. FDOT will minimize air pollution by watering
ot the application of calcium chloride in accordance with their Standard Specifica-

tions for Road and Bridge Construction FDOT, 2007).

Noise and vibration impacts will result from heavy equipment movement and
construction activities, including pile driving and vibratory compaction of em-
bankments. Noise control measures will follow those contained in FDOT

Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction (FDOT, 2007).

FDOT will minimize water quality impacts resulting from erosion and sedi-

mentation by the application of BMPs described eatlier under Water Quality.

Construction of the roadway and bridges will require the excavation of unsuit-
able material and muck, placement of embankments, and the use of materials
such as lime rock, asphaltic concrete, and Portland cement concrete. Demuck-
ing is anticipated at many of the wetland sites and is regulated under Section
120 of the FDOT Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction (FDO'T,
2007). Disposal will be on-site in detention areas or off-site. Removal of struc-
tures and debris will be in accordance with local and state regulatory agencies.
The contractor will be responsible for controlling pollution on haul roads, bor-
row pits, and areas used for disposal of waste materials from the project. Tem-
porary erosion control features as specified in Section 104 of the FDOT Stand-
ard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction (FDOT, 2007) will consist of
temporary grassing, sodding, mulching, sandbagging, slope drains, sediment
basins, sediment checks, artificial coverings, and berms. Should petroleum

contaminated soil and/or groundwater be encountered, procedures specifying
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the contractot’s responsibilities are set forth in the FDOT Standard Specifications

for Road and Bridge Construction FDOT, 2007).

FDOT will design and construct the proposed project to provide wildlife pas-
sage across the corridor to reduce habitat fragmentation, prevent genetic isola-
tion, and limit direct mortality on the roadway. Wildlife passage will be accom-
plished by designing appropriate bridge lengths, culvert locations, signage, and
construction of dedicated wildlife crossings where justified. These efforts will
follow the FDOT Wildlife Crossing Guidelines (see Appendix E of the Endangered
Species Biological Assessmentlocated on the enclosed CD). Specific recommenda-
tions for location and design of wildlife crossings that are provided by the
FWC, the USFWS, and other regulatory agencies will be incorporated during

the design and permitting phase.

FDOT narrowed its original alternative corridor width from 400 feet to 324
feet to reduce impacts to all habitat areas and wetlands. During final design of
the selected alternative, FDOT will continue examining feasible design modifi-

cations to reduce these impacts further.

FDOT will undertake a number of actions to avoid or minimize impacts to
federally listed species. These are summarized below. The Endangered Species
Biological Assessment and its appendices located on the enclosed CD contain
more detail on specific contract provisions that will be put in place for the

protection of federally listed species.

Use special provisions for protection of the shortnosed sturgeon
during construction to ensure that no sturgeons ate harmed. Use
drilled shaft pile construction if determined by FDOT to be prudent
and feasible. As described in Chapter 2, no explosives will be used

in bridge demolition.

Conduct surveys for gopher tortoise burrows within two years of

the construction start date.

Utllize the USEWS Survey Protocol for the Eastern Indigo Snake Dry-
marchon conperi, in North and Central Florida, if applicable.

Implement the standard USFWS protection measures for the
eastern indigo snake and an eastern indigo snake education plan
prior to and during construction.

Conduct a detailed Eastern indigo snake habitat impact analysis
during the Final Design and Permitting phases in close coordina-
tion with USFWS and FWC during this process.
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Mitigate the impacts to Hastern indigo snake habitat through the
purchase and conservation of appropriate upland habitat as deter-
mined by the Ewndangered Species Biological Assessment during the Fi-
nal Design/Permitting/Right-of-Way phases. Furthermore, the
FDOT is committed to close coordination with USFWS and
FWC during this process.

Use special provisions for the protection of manatees during con-
struction to ensure that no manatees ate harmed. Trained person-
nel will conduct surveillance of in-water work areas during con-
struction. Erosion and turbidity control measures will be installed
and maintained around in-water work areas. No explosives will be
used for bridge demolition.

Follow the Standard Manatee Protection Construction Conditions
for In-Water Work (FWC, 2009) for the Florida manatee during
implementation of the project, and TSPs will be incorporated into
the contractor’s bid documents.

Develop and utilize a manatee watch plan specific to this project
during the Permitting phase, at which time the USFWS will be
provided the opportunity to provide input and approval.

Implement water quality improvement initiatives as an additional
mitigation option for impacts to submerged aquatic vegetation. A
draft plan is contained in Appendix D of the Endangered Species
Biological Assessment.

Restore near-shore areas upon the removal of the existing Shands
Bridge.

Should the striped newt or gopher tortoise be listed prior to the
time construction commences, an effects determination will be
made in coordination with USFWS. Furthermore, compliance
with all applicable state and Federal regulations, guidelines, survey
protocol, etc., will be adhered to.

Where the proposed project will alter wetlands, wetland compen-
sation will include a temporal-lag factor to account for time re-
quired for successful mitigation with type-for type-mitigation and
comparable hydroperiod, to compensate for potential adverse
effects to the wood stork foraging area.

Design and construct the proposed project to provide wildlife
passage across the project corridor to reduce habitat fragmenta-
tion, prevent genetic isolation, and limit direct mortality on the
roadway. Wildlife passage will be accomplished by designing ap-
propriate bridge lengths, culvert locations, signage, and construc-
tion of dedicated wildlife crossing where justified. These efforts
will follow the FDOT Wildlife Crossing Guidelines. Specific rec-
ommendations for location and design of wildlife crossings that
are provided by the FWC, the USFWS and other regulatory agen-
cies will be incorporated during the design and permitting phase.
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3.177 FISH AND AQUATIC RESOURCES

3.17.1 How were fish and aquatic resources identified and evaluated in
the study area?
FDOT used wetlands identified in the Wetlands Evaluation Report in conjunction

with NWI mapping to determine essential fish habitat (EFH) associated with
the wetlands in the tidally influenced waterways including portions of Black
Creek, Bradley Creek, Peters Creek, Governors Creek, Hallowes Cove, Trout
Creek, Mill Creek, Durbin Creek, Cunningham Creck and the St. Johns River.
Due to the geographic extent of the study area, the number of Build Alterna-
tives under study, lack of existing high resolution elevation data (land and wa-
ter) and technical level of data required to estimate/calculate potential EFH
impacts, it was determined that utilizing a 20 foot topographic contour line as
a starting point for determining the extent of potential EFH wetlands was rea-
sonable. All palustrine forested wetlands which exhibit a hydrologic connec-
tion to the St. Johns River and/or its tributaries and are located within/below
the 20 foot contour were selected as potential EFH wetlands. Using the same
methodology, the wetland areas within each proposed Build Alternative, as
identified in the WER, were then selected as being potential direct EFH wet-
land impacts. Wetlands and open waters determined to be EFH are depicted
in Exhibit 3-57.

Additionally, FDOT conducted a GIS desktop analysis using 2004 data from
the SJRWMD and field visits to the project area to assess submerged aquatic
vegetation (SAV). In February 2007 and January 2008, the team established
transects perpendicular to the shoreline within the area of the proposed St.
Johns River bridge crossings. To identify areas of SAV, the field team con-
ducted surveys at low tide using a small skiff. They logged the locations of the-
se points and collected and identified vegetation. They also field-verified the
SJRWMD SAYV data. The team used visual observation and bottom sampling
to verify the presence or absence of SAV. Based on this field effort, FDOT
determined that the GIS data was an accurate representation of the areas that
contain SAV within the Build Alternatives and could be used to quantify po-
tential impacts. SAV within the bridge areas are shown for the Northern and

Southern Build Alternatives in Exhibits 3-58 and 3-59.
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Exhibit 3-57: EFH
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Exhibit 3-58: Northern Alignment SAV Survey
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Exhibit 3-59: Southern Alignment SAV Survey

| LEGEND
| 7] Submerged Aguatic Vegetation (SAY)

Transect Lines

3.17.2 What rivers and streams are in the study area and what is their
condition now?
The St. Johns River system provides spawning, foraging, and nursery habitat

for a diverse and economically important mix of estuarine fish and shellfish
species. Plant materials and organic matter produced in the wetlands contrib-
ute to food webs that support fish and invertebrates. The SAV also provides
cover. In addition to habitat value, these wetlands improve water quality, con-

tribute to pollutant and sediment removal, and aid wave attenuation.

The field sampling effort indicated SAV occurring in water depths from ap-
proximately five feet to less than one foot with greater abundance at the shal-
lower depths in the near-shore areas. Sampled vegetation included tidally influ-
enced freshwater species: Southern naiad, tape grass, muskgrass, coontail,

pondweed, and water lily, as well as green and brown filamentous algae.
In an Advance Notification response letter dated October 28, 2005, addressed

to FDOT, NMFS confirmed that the St. Johns River supports EFH as identi-
tied by the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council. They identified several
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Essential Fish Habitat (EFH)

On October 11, 1996, Congress passed the
Sustainable Fisheries Act (Public Law 104-
297). It calls for direct action to stop or re-
verse the continued loss of fish habitats.
Toward this end, Congress mandated the
identification of habitats essential to man-
aged species and measures to conserve and
enhance this habitat. The Act requires coop-
eration among the National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS), the Fishery Management
Councils, and Federal agencies to protect,
conserve, and enhance "essential fish habi-
tat". Congress defined essential fish habitat
for federally managed fish species as "those
waters and substrate necessary to fish for
spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth to
maturity."

categories of EFH occurring within the project area, including palustrine forest-
ed, herbaceous, and emergent wetlands as well as submerged aquatic vegetation
and estuarine water column and bottom. NMFES indicated that the proposed
project will adversely impact these EFH resources. Those impacts have the

potential to reduce the quality and productivity of these fishery resoutces.

The tidally influenced portions of the St. Johns River and associated Black
Creek serve as a nursery for commercially and recreationally important species,
including Atlantic croaker, spot, Atlantic menhaden, and striped mullet. These
fish in turn serve as the food source for other fishes such as the snappers and
groupers as well as migratory species like tuna and sharks, also managed by
NMES. According to NMFS, the study area supports anadromous species that
migrate from salt to freshwater to spawn such as the hickory shad, river her-
ring and shortnosed sturgeon. In an Advance Notification response letter dat-
ed October 19, 2005, FWC noted that the Hallowes Cove area, located south
of the proposed river crossing of the Black and Purple Alternatives, has sub-
stantial near-shore grassbeds and has been identified by their fisheries biolo-

gists as an important fisheries nursery area.

Portions of the St. Johns River Crossing Project study area are designated as
EFH for the brown shrimp. While adult brown shrimp are most abundant in
offshore waters, data suggests that postlarvae spend the winter in offshore
bottom sediments and then migrate into estuaries in the spring. These nursery
areas are generally dominated by smooth cordgrass, like the near-shore grass-
beds found in Hallowes Cove. Portions of the St. Johns River Crossing Project
study area are also designated as EFH for the white shrimp and pink shrimp.
White shrimp spawn somewhat later than brown shrimp, with recruitment of
shrimp to the inshore areas peaking in May and June. White shrimp move fur-
thest upstream, with many migrating to a point south of Palatka (Joyce 1963).
Juvenile white shrimp also tend to move into the upper reaches of estuaries to
seek out low salinity water more so than either pink or brown shrimp
(Williams 1958). Unlike white and brown shrimp, pink shrimp spawn year-
round, with a peak in eatly spring. Spawning generally occurs at 12-52 feet
with postlarvae migrating to similar grassbeds as brown shrimp in late spring

and early summer.

Juvenile and adult bluefish may also occur in the water column, but they are
highly migratory; the juveniles occurring in estuaries May through October and

the adults April through October.
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As mentioned in the previous section (Wildlife and Habitat), the federally en-
dangered shortnosed sturgeon and Atlantic sturgeon spend most of their life
cycles in the lower portions of large rivers, including the St. Johns River. Alt-
hough the sturgeon migrates long distances upstream during spawning, these
species do not have any existing breeding population in Florida and occurrenc-

es of the sturgeon in the project vicinity have not been documented.

All of the impacts to EFH from the Build Alternatives are associated with the
construction of new bridge crossings. The eggs and larvae of pink, brown and
white shrimp may be minimally impacted, but the impacts will be localized to
areas of bridge construction. Bridge construction will impact wetlands and
open water EFH associated with Bradley Creek, Peters Creek, Governors
Creek, Hallowes Cove, Trout Creek, Mill Creek, Durbin Creek, Cunningham
Creek and the St. Johns River. Exhibit 3-60 provides a summary of EFH
identified within the Build Alternatives and a comparison of the types and
acreages of impacts each alternative will have on both wetland and open water

EFH. These impacts are further described below.

The western end of the proposed bridge crossing for the Purple and Black
Alternatives is primarily urban build-up, barren land and infrastructure with no
natural land use elements. The exceptions are the crossing of Black Creek and
two of its tributaries (Peters Creek and Bradley Creek), all palustrine forested
wetlands. The bridge crossing for the Black and Purple Alternatives will result
in moderate EFH involvement with tidally influenced freshwater submerged
aquatic vegetation existing in a relatively wide but varying band (250-500 feet)
within the shallow water area. There are no freshwater emergent wetlands in
this area, and the estuarine water column and bottom would be minimally af-
fected. The eastern terminus at Popo’s Point traverses a sand ridge flatwoods
knoll primarily dominated by slash pine (Pinus elliottiiy with scattered oaks
(Quercus spp.) and sweetgum (Liguidambar stryracifiua). Moving east in St. Johns
County, the Black and Purple Alternatives involve some palustrine forested
wetlands connected to Mill Creek, Trout Creek, Cunningham Creek, and Dur-
bin Creek. The southern segment of the Black Alternative will have additional

impact to wetlands associated with Trout Creek.

The Pink 1 and 2, Brown 1 and 2, Orange 1 and 2 and Green 1 and 2 Alterna-
tives all cross Black Creek and two of its tributaries (Peters Creek and Bradley

Creek), toward their western terminus. The Orange 1 and 2 and Green 1 and
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Essential Fish Habitat Adverse
Effects

An EFH Assessment was prepared and con-
sultation was initiated in accordance with the
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act (MSFCMA). It has been
determined that this project will have ad-
verse effects to Essential Fish Habitat. FDOT
will continue to coordinate with NMFS as the
Preferred Alternative is selected and moves
through the subsequent phases.
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Bluefish

2 Alternatives take a more northern route after SR 16 and cross palustrine for-
ested wetlands associated with Governor’s Creek. The Pink 1 and 2 and
Brown 1 and 2 travel further south impacting palustrine wetlands associated
with the St. Johns River. All the alternatives skirt the southern fringe of Green
Cove Springs, involving tidally influenced palustrine forested wetlands. The
proposed western right-of-way limits for all of the southern alighments are
adjacent to the BCA and John P. Hall Nature Preserve. This approach for the
Brown 1, Orange 1, Green 1 and Pink 1 Alternatives will terminate in the pal-
ustrine, deciduous forested wetland associated with the conservation area. In
this area, sparse patches of cordgrass fringe the riverine edge. There will be
moderate EFH involvement with SAV and little to no involvement with emer-
gent wetlands; the estuarine water column and bottom would be minimally
affected. The Brown 2, Orange 2, Green 2 and Pink 2 Alternatives would min-
imize impacts to SAV and tidally influenced palustrine forested wetlands be-

cause these alignments shift slightly north.

The east end of the bridge for the Brown 1 and 2, Orange 1 and 2, Green 1
and 2, and Pink 1 and 2 Alternatives would terminate in an upland hardwood
mixed forest transitioning to riverine bottomland mixed hardwood floodplain.
Sparse clumps of pickerelweed and sedges fringe the river edge in this area.
There would be moderate EFH involvement with SAV and minimal involve-
ment of emergent wetlands. The estuarine water column and bottom would be

minimally affected.

After the bridge crossing on the east side, the Pink 1 and 2 and Green 1 and 2
Alternatives continue east, crossing and impacting the palustrine forested wet-
lands of Trout Creek. The Brown 1 and 2 and Orange 1 and 2 Alternatives
continue northeast crossing and impacting palustrine forested wetlands associ-

ated with Trout Creek, Cunningham Creek and Durbin Creek.

There are no unique qualities, functions, or values associated with the poten-
tially affected EFH area of any of the Build Alternatives. There will be no sig-
nificant effect — short term or long term — on the stability and quality of the

large St. Johns River system.

Regardless of the alternative selected, any new bridge will likely have minimal
temporary construction-related impacts to wetland vegetation. The localized
distribution of SAV, with no seagrass beds identified, and lack of emergent

wetlands in the immediate vicinity reduces the potential for effect. The deep-
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Total Impacts to Open Water EFH

Exhibit 3-60: Potential EFH and SAV Involvement

Black Creek 39.77 39.77 42.05 42.05 42.05 42.05
Bradley Creek 13.39 13.39 4.07 4.07 4.07 4.07
Peters Creek 8.35 8.35 23.43 23.43 23.43 23.43
Governors Creek 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 17.46 17.46
St. Johns River 64.86 64.86 77.20 65.89 50.76 42.92
Trout Creek 44.21 6.25 21.29 21.29 21.29 21.29
Mill Creek 22.8 22.81 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Durbin Creek 46.31 46.31 46.31 46.31 46.31 46.31
Cunningham Creek 21.26 21.26 22.50 22.50 22.50 22.50

Total Impacts to EFH Wetlands = 260.96 223 236.85 225.54  227.87 220.03

St. Johns River 3.7 3.7 2.5 23 25 23

3.7 3.7 25 23 25 23

Total Impacts to EFH = 264.66 226.7 239.35 227.84 230.37 222.33

water habitat of the St. Johns River will be temporarily affected as piles are
placed during construction. As stated in Chapter 2, no explosives will be used

for the demolition of the existing Shands Bridge for the southern alternatives.

If there were any disturbance of the near-shore grassbeds in Hallowes Cove,
south of the Purple and Black Alternatives, it could impact the eggs and larvae
of brown shrimp, pink shrimp and white shrimp. However, these potential

impacts will be localized and considered minimal.

In responses to the Advance Notification (AN) for the project, the Florida
Department of Environmental Protection noted that crossing the St. Johns
River at the existing Shands Bridge location would minimize impacts to sur-
face waters and state-owned sovereignty submerged lands (see AN responses

in the Agency Coordination Memorandum located on the enclosed CD).

Federal and state agencies that permit, fund, or undertake activities that may
adversely impact EFH must undertake an EFH consultation with the NMFES.
Coordination with NMFES for this project began with the Advance Notifica-
tion process and the NMFES response letter dated October 28, 2005. This co-
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ordination continued on July 1 and 2, 2008, when a project field review was
attended by FDOT environmental and permitting staff, NMFS, USACE,
USFWS, and FWC to look at the various land uses and habitat types within
the alternative corridors. Black Creek will also be reviewed with FWC via boat

to assess the SAV and EFH associated with that portion of the study area.

Further informal coordination efforts have been made since the circulation of
the Draft EIS. In an effort to adequately address NMFES Draft EIS comments,
FDOT and NMES conducted numerous informal meetings to further refine
the methodology and process for estimating and assessing potential impacts to
EFH for the Build Alternatives. These efforts culminated in a teleconference
on May 13, 2011 in which both FDOT and NMFES agreed to the assessment
methodology as presented in this Final EIS. Coordination and consultation
with NMFS will continue as the project progresses toward the final design and

permitting phase.

Though it is unlikely that shortnosed or Atlantic sturgeon occur in the study
area, FDOT will include provisions for their protection in the construction
specifications, (refer to Appendix C of the Endangered Species Biological Assess-

ment located on the enclosed CD).

FDOT is committed to the following actions to avoid, minimize or mitigate

for EFH impacts:

Evaluating, considering, and implementing design/construction
techniques which lead to the continued avoidance and minimiza-
tion of wetland impacts, to include EFH impacts.

Mitigating all wetland impacts to include EFH impacts as a result
of the construction of the Preferred Alternative.

Working with the agencies and developing a regional wetland mit-
igation plan as the project progresses into the design phase. The
plan will establish procedures, guidelines and responsibilities to
implement regionally significant mitigation for unavoidable im-
pacts caused by the St. Johns River Crossing Project and other
future FDOT projects within the jurisdictional boundaries of
SJRWMD. FDOT will continue to coordinate with the resource
agencies in developing the framework for a regional wetlands mit-
igation plan.

Mitigating for SAV impacts through water quality improvement
initiatives. A draft plan is contained in Appendix H of the Essen-
tial Fish Habitat Report.

Restoring the near-shore areas upon the removal of the existing
Shands Bridge.
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3.18 GEOLOGY AND SOILS

3.18.1 What is the geology in the study area?

Two aquifer, or water bearing, systems are present within the study area: the
deep Floridan aquifer and the shallow surficial aquifer. Both of these serve as
potential drinking water resources, although the majority of the area uses the

Floridan aquifer.

The surficial aquifer consists of sand, silt, clay and limestone at the bottom,
with the limestone layer being the principal water-producing portion. It ranges
from 50 to 200 feet thick (Fairchild, 1972). The water from this aquifer serves
primarily for irrigation and to supply individual homes. Groundwater within
the surficial aquifer generally flows from higher areas of land to lower ones.
Rainwater recharges the groundwater in the aquifer by infiltration. Water
leaves the aquifer through evaporation near the surface, pumping from wells,

and water flowing from the aquifer to the St. Johns River and its tributaries.

Between the surficial aquifer and the deeper Floridan aquifer is a less permea-
ble (confining) layer of clay and limestone (Fairchild, 1972). The average

thickness of this layer ranges from 250 to 500 feet thick in the study area.

Below that confining layer is the Floridan aquifer, the principal source of
groundwater in northeast Florida. The Floridan aquifer consists of the Eocene
Ocala Group, Avon Park, and the Oldsmar Formation. It is present at a depth
of approximately 360 feet below land surface and averages approximately
1,500 feet thick. The Floridan aquifer is the primary source of publicly and
privately provided water within the study area. Municipally owned water
plants use over 90 percent of the water pumped from this aquifer (Phelps and
Spechler 1997). The recharge zone is located to the west of the project where

the Ocala, Avon Park and Oldsmar formations outcrop.

There are no significant structural geologic features located within the study
area. The surface soils in Clay and St. Johns Counties consist of unconsolidat-
ed sediments, loose deposits that have not been formed into rock. Exhibit 3-
61 shows the Build Alternatives overlying the surficial geologic deposits ob-
served within the study area. Those areas crossed by the alternatives are dis-

cussed as follows.
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This section summarizes the geology,
hydrogeology and soils characteristics of

the study area. See the Geology and Soils
Technical Memorandum located on the

enclosed CD for more information.
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Environmental Resources

Exhibit 3-61: Surficial Geology of the Study Area
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CYPRESSHEAD FORMATION

All Build Alternatives pass through the same surface soils in Clay County, the
Cypresshead Formation (Scott 1988). This formation consists of quartz sands
with quartz pebbles and some clay is also found here. In this portion of the

study area, the Cypresshead formation is also the surficial aquifer.

UNDIFFERENTIATED QUATERNARY SEDIMENTS

The Purple and Black Alternatives cross the St. Johns River approximately five
miles north of the southern alternatives which cross near the existing Shands
Bridge. All the alternatives will be constructed through undifferentiated Qua-
ternary sediments (Scott 1988), consisting of sand and clay. Generally, these

sediments are not more than 20 feet thick and they make up the surficial aqui-

fer in this area.
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UNDIFFERENTIATED QUATERNARY SEDIMENTS

Located east of the St. Johns River are undifferentiated Quaternary Sediments
similar to those found near the Shands Bridge in Clay County. All Build Alter-
natives will cross these soils in the study area between the river sediments and
the western terminus of the proposed project. These soils consist of sand and

clay (Scott 1993) and are generally not more than 20 feet thick.

ST. JOHNS RIVER SEDIMENTS

The lowlands along the St. Johns River are called fluvial sediments. These
sediments consist of fine sand, silt, clay and marl, a mud rich in calcium car-
bonate (limestone). Peat and other organic-rich materials are also often found
here (Scott 1988). All alternatives will cross the river through these fluvial sedi-

ments in both Clay and St. Johns Counties.

By covering over parts of the surficial aquifer with less permeable materials, all
of the Build Alternatives will limit the amount of rainwater recharge in areas
where the proposed highway is constructed. However, these impacts will be
minor and limited to the ateas that are paved and designed to handle runoff,

both during construction and operation of the project.

As with any construction project, FDOT will excavate and remove surficial
soils with any of the Build Alternatives. Since these soils are common to the

area, these impacts are expected to be minimal.

The contractor will be responsible for methods of controlling pollution in bor-
row pits where fill is removed, and in areas used for the disposal of waste soils
from project construction. The contractor will control impacts from the
placement of soils for embankments through the same BMPs employed to
protect soil erosion for air and water quality, including temporary grassing,
sodding, mulching, sandbagging, slope drains, sediment basins, sediment

checks, artificial coverings, and berms.
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CHAPTER 3

This section describes the energy con-
sumption associated with project con-

struction and operation. See the Energy

Technical Memorandum located on the
enclosed CD for more information.
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Environmental Resources

3.19 ENERGY

3.19.1 How was energy evaluated for the project?

To determine energy consumption for construction, FDOT converted its pro-
jected construction costs to energy consumption, based on the procedures
described in the United States Department of Transportation (USDOT) Energy
Reguirements for Transportation Systems (USDOT, 1980). The factor they used to
estimate energy consumption during construction was derived by the Califor-
nia Department of Transportation (CALTRANS) 1983 urban freeway widen-
ing formula (CALTRANS, 1983).

For operational energy consumption, FDOT determined energy consumption
rates for vehicles driving on the roadway by comparing changes in traffic oper-
ations, as measured by VMT, and changes in traffic speed throughout the
study area. Fuel efficiency is proportional to travel speed, and increases up to
about 55 miles per hour, after which it decreases. Cars generally use the least
amount of fuel when they can drive consistently at that speed (CCAP, 2005;
USDOT, 1980). For the purposes of this analysis, the average speed in the
corridor was estimated to be 60 miles per hour for each of the alternatives,

including the No Build.

Fuel consumption also depends on the fuel efficiency or fuel usage rate of
each vehicle. In 2005, passenger cars traveled an average of 22.9 miles per
gallon (mpg). Vans, pickup trucks, and sport utility vehicles traveled an aver-
age of 16.2 mpg, and heavy-duty trucks had an average fuel rate of 5.8 mpg
(USDOT, 20006). Based on the percentage of each type of vehicle currently on

the road, the average fuel rate for all vehicles was 19.2 mpg.

3.19.2 How much energy will it take to build the project?

The energy consumed in constructing the project will be proportional to the
cost or size of the project. Based on the CALTRANS urban freeway widening
formula, energy consumption during construction is about 8.8 million British
thermal units (BTUs) per thousand dollars of construction cost. (BTUs are a
standard unit of measure regardless of fuel type, either diesel fuel or gasoline,
and construction vehicles use both. As an example, one gallon of gasoline

equals 0.13 million BTUs.)
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Using this factor, FDOT projected construction of the St. Johns River Cross-
ing Project to consume between 11.1 and 14.7 million BTUs of energy, de-

pending upon the alternative (Exhibit 3-62).

Exhibit 3-62: Energy Consumed During Construction
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The No Build Alternative will still require routine maintenance and minor
safety improvements of existing transportation facilities, including short-term
minor construction activities as necessary for continued operation. However,

the energy consumption from such activities is expected to be minor.

FDOT has determined that traffic in the St. Johns River Crossing Project
study area will increase whether the project is constructed or not. The Build
Alternatives will provide additional capacity resulting in improved operational
conditions, faster travel speeds, and vehicles spending less time in stop-and-go

conditions.

The project team estimated operational energy consumption by calculating the
fuel consumed by vehicles traveling through the study area on a daily basis
(Wilbur Smith, 2008). They did this by first determining the VMT for the
study area, and then dividing by the amount of fuel consumed per mile for a
given speed. The total annual fuel consumption in 2030 for the various Build
Alternatives ranged between 15.7 million gallons for the Purple Alternative
and 24.1 million gallons for the No Build Alternative. Exhibit 3-62 shows

this information. By comparing the height of each Build Alternative bar in the
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chart to the No Build Alternative bar, one can see how much energy will be
saved; the longer the red portion of the bar, the more energy that alternative

will save compared to the No Build Alternative.

Exhibit 3-63: Estimated Energy Consumption and Savings

Energy Consumption per Year
(millions of gallons)

B Energy savings [e)
compared to No
Build

The St. Johns River Crossing Project will result in a fuel savings ranging from
2.9 million gallons (Pink 1 and 2 Alternatives) and 8.3 million gallons (Purple
Alternative) when compared to the No Build Alternative energy consumption
levels for 2030. All of the Build Alternatives will reduce annual fuel consump-

tion when compared with the No Build Alternative.

For the No Build Alternative, the team calculated fuel consumed for the de-
sign year 2030 using the existing Shands Bridge as the alternative route. Since
area-wide capacity will not be increased, the existing roadways will handle ad-
ditional traffic, and roadway performance is likely to deteriorate over time.
Traffic using the local roadways will experience reduced fuel efficiencies that
will result in more energy consumption. Under the No Build Alternative, ve-
hicles will consume about 24.1 million gallons of fuel each year traveling local

routes in 2030.

By comparing the amount of energy tequired to construct each of the Build

Alternatives with the estimated fuel savings per year, FDOT estimated the en-
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ergy payback period, or how long it would take for the savings in fuel con-
sumption resulting from a Build Alternative to make up for the amount of
energy it took to build it. The energy payback period ranges from 10.5 years
for the Purple Alternative to a maximum of 29 years for the Pink 2 Alternative

(Exhibit 3-64).

Exhibit 3-64: Estimated Energy Payback Period
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3.19.4 What measures are proposed to minimize energy usage?

Consumption of energy for the construction or operation of the St. Johns Riv-
er Crossing Project is not expected to affect regional energy supplies, or result
in any unavoidable adverse effects. Construction of the project will actually
reduce the energy needs of vehicles operating in the project area by improving
traffic flow and thereby increasing the efficiency of cars driving through these
portions of Clay and St. Johns Counties. Thus, no additional mitigation

measures for energy are needed.
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By comparing the amount of energy re-
quired to construct the project with the
estimated fuel savings per year, it is possible
to estimate the energy payback period, or
how long it would take for the savings in
fuel consumption resulting from the project
to make up for the amount of energy it took
to build it.
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This section describes hazardous and con-
taminated sites and the associated risk.
For more information, see the Contamina-

tion Level 1 Screening Report located on the

enclosed CD.

Environmental Resources

3.20 HAZARDOUS SITES AND CONTAMINAT-
ED PROPERTIES

3.20.1 How were hazardous sites or contaminated properties
identified and evaluated in the study area?

The objective of the contamination screening evaluation (CSE) was to identify
and evaluate potential contamination impacts that may exist within or adjacent
to the limits of the proposed right-of-way for the Build Alternatives, and to
provide recommendations for further assessment, remediation, special han-

dling, ot potential contamination liability.

FDOT used data collected from a preliminary site reconnaissance, regulatory
agency databases, and historical land use research to identify properties need-
ing a detailed site visit. In general, they used a distance of 2,000 feet from the
right-of-way limits for each Build Alternative to complete the primary search
for facilities. However, for Federal Superfund sites, a search was performed

on a county-wide level.

FDOT reviewed the following specific data sources as part of the CSE:

Property Ownership and Iand Use: The team collected information from the Clay
and St. Johns Counties Property Appraiser Internet websites, site visits, and
the FDEP lists of registered facilities. They also used historical records to

identify former ownership and land uses.

Business Activities: The team reviewed the type of past and present business
activity conducted on each property for indications of suspected contaminants

that may exist.

Regulatory Avency Records Review: The team reviewed State and Federal database

records using USEPA, FDEP and various other Internet websites. They also
obtained supplemental information for registered storage tank facilities with

known contamination from the FDEP Northeast District office. These included:

= National Priorities List and Records of Decision (NPL/ROD)
(Federal),

= Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and
Liability Information System (CERCLIS) List (Federal),
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Toxic Release Inventory System (TRIS) (Federal),

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act Informational System
(RCRIS) including RCRA Generators and Treatment Storage and
Disposal (TSD) Facilities (Federal),

Regulated Storage Tank (RST) Inventory System — Facility/

Owner/Tank Contamination Information Report (State),
Solid Waste Facilities Directory (State),

Florida Sites List (State),

Florida’s State-funded Action Sites List (State),
Drycleaner Sites (State),

Site Investigation Section (State),

Institutional Controls Sites (State), and

Efficient Transportation Decision Making (ETDM) System
(State).

Historical Aerial Photograph Review: The team placed the Build Alternatives over

aetial photographs along with a 2,000-foot radius buffer to identify sites that
may present conditions of concern as a result of visible past or present land

usces.

Interviews with Local Agency Officials and Property Owner Representatives: The team

contacted personnel in the FDEP Northeast District office for additional data
identified by the review of regulatory agency database information. They also
contacted the Clay County Port Authority Executive Director for information
relative to the Reynolds Industrial Patk and the USACE for specific infor-
mation relative to each of the identified formerly used defense sites (FUDS)

within proximity of the Build Alternatives.

Geologic Records Repiew: The team reviewed geologic records because geology

and hydrology can indicate what direction contamination may migrate from a

site of contamination onto other properties or into lakes and streams.

City Directory Information and other Historical I.and Use Records: The team com-

pared available directory listings with current conditions identified by site visits

and with regulatory database listings to help identify sites that no longer exist.

3-161

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT



CHAPTER 3

Hazardous Site Risk
Categories

NO: No potential contamination impact
identified. Operations that may receive this
rating include closed gas stations that have
a clean closure assessment or a retail outlet
that handles hazardous materials for resale,
such as paint.

LOW: The operation has a hazardous waste
generator identification number or deals
with hazardous materials, but no reason
exists to indicate contamination. This is the
lowest possible rating an operating gas
station could receive.

MEDIUM: Reviews identified known soil
and/or water contamination, but that the
problem does not need cleanup, is being
cleaned up, or is being monitored. A recom-
mendation should be made regarding the
property’s acceptability for use within the
proposed project.

HIGH: Available information indicates a
potential for contamination problems. Fur-
ther assessment would be required to de-
termine the actual presence and/or levels of
contamination and the need for cleanup. A
recommendation must be included for
what further investigation is required. Old
gas stations that have not been investigat-
ed would receive this rating.

Environmental Resources

Field Review: The team visited each facility where possible to confirm its loca-
tion relative to each of the Build Alternatives and to classify its impact poten-

tial.

FDOT then evaluated each site identified by this process for its potential im-
pact and assigned a rating of No, Low, Medium, or High risk. They rated for-
mer facilities that once existed within the Build Alternatives as High potential

based on the lack of available documentation.

3.20.2 What contaminated sites are located in the study area?
FDOT did not identify any NPL/RODs or RCRA TSDs that would be affect-

ed by the alternatives. FDEP records did not identify any Florida Sites listings,
any former State Funded Action Sites, drycleaning facilities, Site Investigation
Sites or other facilities with recorded Institutional Controls within appropriate
search distances. Site reconnaissance, historical records review and interview
information did identify eight facilities that are not registered or listed but are

suspected to have the potential for impacts.

The facilities identified as being within an alternative are shown in Exhibit
3-65 and listed below with a description of known conditions, site status, and
which alternatives are affected by each site. Alternatives affected are shown in
brackets. Some contaminated sites are listed below under more than one risk
category, based on its distance from various alternatives. For example, one
site may be a high-potential risk for the Green 1 Alternative, and a medium-

potential risk for Green 2 because it is farther away from Green 2.
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Exhibit 3-65: Potentially Contaminated Sites
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High Risk-Potential Sites
Site E03-5: Gate-Studebakers — [Black and Purple]: A former gas station

facility that is currently listed as a Leaking RST (LRST). The facility has been
abandoned. A Contamination Assessment Report (CAR) in December 2007
indicated that while soil impacts are only on-site, groundwater impacts are mi-
grating offsite. While additional assessment would not be warranted, de-

watering in this area would be an issue.

Site E03-6: Emmitt’s Auto Repair — [Black and Purple]: Although this

auto repair facility is not

the likely accumulation of waste automotive fluids suggest potential contami-

nant impact. A contamination assessment is recommended.

registered, the use of solvents and gasoline along with
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Site F04-5: Former Johns-Manville Asbestos Pipe Landfill — [Orange 1
and 2, Green 1 and 2]: Records indicate this area was a landfill for asbestos
waste from as early as the mid-1960s. A contamination assessment is recom-

mended along with the likely need for site cleanup, unless the area is avoided.

Site F04-10: Tarmac, Inc. — [Orange 1 and 2, Green 1 and 2]: A former
concrete batch plant listed on the FDEP list of LRST facilities. A Limited
Contamination Assessment Report (LCAR) showed that soil and groundwater
impacts are only on-site. Limited knowledge of this site and the age of the

LCAR suggest the need for additional assessment.

Site G04-25: Former Creek Craft Mfg. — [Orange 1 and Green 1]: A for-
mer tenant of the Reynolds Industrial Park, once located at 990 Roland Ave-
nue, that was suspected of not registering as a RCRA generator. The Clay
County Port Authority commissioned the completion of an Environmental
Site Evaluation in 1999 while the tenant still occupied the facility. The poten-
tial for solvent impacts to both soil and groundwater suggests the need for

additional investigation.

Site G04-26: Former Lee Field FUDS Underground Fuel Pipeline—
[Orange 1 and 2, Green 1 and 2]: This underground pipeline was purged and
capped in 1993, and a subsurface soils investigation completed in 1994 only
identified impacts on the eastern end. However, the potential for direct im-
pact to construction suggests the need for further evaluation of the potential

for impact.

Site G04-27: Cattail Creek Golf Course Maintenance Facility — [Orange
1, Green 1]: Although the team did not inspect the facility directly, the use of
pesticides/herbicides and petroleum products is likely. A contamination as-

sessment is recommended.

Site G04-28/G05-1: Cattail Creek Golf Course Facility — [Brown 1 and 2,
Orange 1, Green 1, and Pink 1 and 2]: The golf course in Reynolds Industri-
al Park has the potential for long term use of pesticides and herbicides, in par-

ticular arsenic, and is recommended for assessment.
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Site G04-35: Former Lee Field FUDS Pyridine/Burn Area — [Brown 1
and 2, Pink 1 and 2]: Beginning in 1946, the site was occupied by an inciner-
ator and used for the disposal of material from mothballed ships. A pool of
pyridine was reported to have been cleaned up, but additional contamination
was identified in 2004. Based on the presence of known contamination to both

soil and groundwater, additional assessment is needed.

Site G05-3: Mobro Marine — [Orange 2 and Green 2]: This facility was
identified in the RST/LRST database listings. Various assessments and reme-

diation records exist. Additional assessment does not appear to be warranted.

Site G05-4: Former Gas Station Facility — [Brown 2, Orange 1 and 2,
Green 1 and 2, Pink 2]: This facility appears to be abandoned, but at least
one UST may still be present. The potential for direct impacts to construction

warrants a subsurface investigation.

Site G04-39/G05-5: Red Bay Marine — [Orange 2 and Green 2]: This facili-
ty on Red Cove Road at the corner of SR 16 has existed for many years for the
repair of marine engines and boats. Visual evidence suggested that the use of
petroleum products and possibly solvent compounds may have occurred. The

absence of available information suggests the need for additional investigation.

Site D05-1: Switzerland Bomb Target FUDS — [Black and Purple]: Dur-
ing World War II, this site was an auxiliary airfield and then re-designated in
1947 for use as a bomb target. The site was cleared of ordnance in 1964 and
again in 1978. The dangers of unexploded ordnance suggest that the site
should be avoided.

Medium Risk-Potential Sites
Site G04-25: Former Creek Craft Mfg. — [Described above; Medium-risk

potential for Orange 2 and Green 2].

Site DO03-1: Pantry-Sprint #1228/Lil’ Champ #228— [Black and Purple]:
This active gas station is a listed LRST and a RCRA generator. Reported re-
leases occurred in 1991 and 2003. A contamination assessment in 2007 identi-
tied soil and groundwater contamination and a source removal occurred in

2008. There is no need for additional assessment.
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Site D03-2: Allen’s Auto Electric — [Black and Purple]: This service repair
facility is a RCRA generator. Although a site visit did not identify any noticea-
ble conditions of concern, being a RCRA generator would suggest the use of
possible solvents and accumulation of waste fluids. This potential for impact

warrants additional assessment.

Site F04-2: Hess #09547 — [Orange 1 and 2, Green 1 and 2]: This active
gas station is listed as a LRST and RCRA generator. A gas station has been on
this site since the 1950s. A release occurred in 1988 and assessments pet-
formed in 1993 and 2005 identified impacts to soil and groundwater. The

need for additional assessment does not appear warranted.

Site F04-9: Salter Specialty Marine — [Orange 1 and 2, Green 1 and 2]:
This marine repair facility and registered RCRA generator was formerly locat-
ed at 990 Roland Avenue as Creek Craft Manufacturing. This former business
suggests an ongoing use of solvents and a contamination assessment may be

warranted.

Site F04-20: Reynolds Industrial Park — Orange 1 and 2, Green 1 and 2]:
The site is currently listed on the FDEP list of RST facilities. Given that the
environmental conditions are unknown, the need for additional assessment is

warranted.

Site G04-37: Former Lee Field FUDS Small Arms Range — [Brown 1 and
2, Pink 1 and 2]: Although impacted soils that form the earthen berm were
excavated for off-site disposal in 2004, still lead exceeded the standard for haz-
ardous waste. A groundwater investigation in 2005 identified high nickel con-
centrations. Although soil and groundwater impacts may have been remediat-

ed, additional confirmatory testing should be completed.

Low Risk-Potential Sites
Site GO04-27: Cattail Creek Golf Course Maintenance Facility —

[Described above; Low-risk potential for Orange 2 and Green 2].

Site G04-28/G05-1: Cattail Creek Golf Course Facility — [Described

above; Low-risk potential for Orange 2 and Green 2].

3-166



Site G04-39/G05-5: Red Bay Marine — [Described above; Low-risk po-

tential for Orange 1 and Green 1].

Site A01-1- Middleburg Out-Lying Field (OLF) — [All Build Alterna-
tives]: This site was used as an auxiliary landing strip during 1941-1947. A site
survey in 1992 did not identify any conditions of concern. Additional assess-

ment is not warranted.

Site E03-3: Clay County Fire and Rescue — [Black and Purple]: This
county-owned facility is a RCRA generator. Since any areas of potential con-
cern appear located well away from the Black and Purple Alternatives, no fur-

ther assessment is warranted.

Site E03-4: Hess #09533 — [Black and Purple]: This active gas station is a
listed LRST with a reported release from 2005 with ongoing cleanup. Con-

tamination assessment is complete. No additional assessment is warranted.

Site FO04-7: Former Johns-Manville Facility Sludge Landfill — [Orange 1
and 2, Green 1 and 2]: Two open pit ponds existed here for an unknown use.
They appeared to have been filled in 1984. No additional assessment is war-

ranted.

Site F04-19: Lee Field FUDS UST Area 2— [Orange 1 and 2, Green 1 and
2]: This site appears to have been a gas station when the base was in use. The
USTs and impacted soils were removed in 1997 and no additional contamina-

tion was identified. No additional assessment is warranted.

Site G04-13: Lee Field FUDS Bulk Fuel Containers — [Orange 1 and 2,
Green 1 and 2]: No documentation regarding the conditions of this storage
area was available, but the Clay County Port Authority reported that an assess-

ment did not identify contamination. No additional assessment is warranted.

Site G05-3: Mobro Marine — [Described above; Low-risk potential for
Brown 2, Orange 1, Green 1, Pink 2].

Site B01-3: Lee’s Cycle Center — [All Build Alternatives]: Other than site
registration as a RCRA generator, no other records were available for this for-
mer vehicle repair facility. Although the use of solvents or gasoline suggests a

potential concern, no additional assessment appears warranted.
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Lee Field FUDS Landfill Area 3 -
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Site G04-33: Lee Field FUDS Landfill Area 3 — [Brown 1 and 2, Pink 1
and 2]: This area was documented to have been used for disposal of domestic
waste in the 1950s. Assessment has identified the presence of diesel compo-
nents in soil and volatile compounds in groundwater. Based on known condi-

tions, additional assessment does not appear to be warranted.

Site G04-36. Lee Field FUDS Landfill Area 1— [Brown 1 and 2, Pink 1
and 2]: The site was documented to have been used from the 1940s through
1990. Contaminants include polychlorinated biphenyls, and pesticides in soil
and organic chemicals in the groundwater. Based on known conditions associ-

ated with the site, no additional work is recommended.

Site E05-1: Nelson’s Store — [Brown 1 and 2, Orange 1 and 2, Green 1
and 2, Pink 1 and 2]: This apparent former gas station facility is currently
listed as a RST. Although its hazard potential was not considered higher due to

its location outside the Build Alternatives, additional assessment is warranted.

Based on the current status and distances from the Build Alternatives, the
team determined that 69 listed sites will have no potential risk associated with
the St. Johns River Crossing Project. FDOT reviewed a FDEP listing of all
known cattle dipping vats to identify any other potential risk associated with
pesticide uses. In addition to the two specific sites identified already, another
site was listed on the Gustafson Dairy property, and since the location could

not be identified, additional efforts are recommended.

Known conditions of concern associated with the accumulation of pesticide
compounds on historical agricultural lands have been well documented, partic-
ularly in St. Johns County. However, this review did not identify any former
agricultural land uses associated with row crop farming in any of the proposed

alighments.

Another concern is former dumpsites that are typically found in remote areas.
With the exception of one located outside any alternative’s buffer zone, no

other potential dumpsites were identified.
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Although this analysis included FDEP listings for registered drycleaner facili-
ties, these facilities are not required to register. Those identified are usually in
the state-funded drycleaner solvent cleanup program. However, the review of
historical city directory information and site reconnaissance did not identify

any other suspect facilities.

3.20.3 How will these sites affect the proposed project?
Exhibit 3-66 summarizes the numbers of Low, Medium and High potential

risk sites impacted by the various Build Alternatives. The Green 1 and 2 and
Orange 1 and 2 would involve the highest number of sites in all of the risk
categories. The Preferred Alternative would involve the lowest number of
high and medium risk sites and the lowest number of total sites of all of the
Build Alternatives. Prior to final design, the sites potentially affecting the Pre-
ferred Alternative will need to be fully evaluated to determine the extent of

contamination and the full impact they could have on the project.

Exhibit 3-66: Contaminated Site Impacts

Number of Contaminated Sites by Risk Potential
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During the course of site reconnaissance, the team noted numerous small,
portable above-ground storage tanks in many locations along the length of the
study area. These “skid” tanks are commonly used to store fuel on a project
site. In each case, the locations were evaluated for their potential risk to any of
the alternatives. No tanks of this type were identified within any of the alter-

natives, and no conditions that represented a potential risk were noted.

In addition, construction equipment contains lubricants and other petroleum

based compounds that could be hazardous to the environment if spilled.

Potential impacts from those sites identified along the Preferred Alternative
will be fully characterized. FDOT will discuss the results of that assessment
work with the contractor and develop appropriate response plans to either
avoid or remove known areas of contamination. A response plan developed
ptior to construction and approved by FDEP will cover contaminants that
may be unexpectedly encountered or accidentally spilled during construction.
FDOT will also notify the state of any unanticipated discoveries or spills dut-

ing construction, and coordinate cleanup with FDEP staff.

Based upon the above considerations, it is determined that there is no practical
alternative to the proposed action and that all practicable measures have been
included to eliminate or minimize all possible impacts from contamination

involvements.
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3.21 NAVIGABLE WATERWAYS

3.21.1 How were navigation issues evaluated for the study area?

FDOT obtained specific information on marine traffic and navigation issues in
the navigable waterways study area (Exhibit 3-67) through telephone inter-
views with local waterway users and other parties with maritime interests in the
area (see Appendix A of the Navigable Waterways Discipline Repord). The team
determined the list of contacts based on comments received as well as refer-
ences obtained during the interviews themselves. Some of the local authorities
that were contacted included representatives of the USCG Sector Jacksonville,
the Seventh USCG District Office Bridge Administration staff, the Jackson-
ville Port Authority, and Putnam County. Some of the marine interests con-
tacted included representatives of the Jacksonville Marine Transportation Ex-
change, the privately operated Clay County Port, and marine industrial facili-

ties and towing companies in the study area.

The navigable waterways analysis focused on gathering information on the
waterways themselves, existing navigation conditions and marine operations in
the study area, and on identifying what potential adverse impacts or benefits
relative to marine traffic and navigation might be associated with the proposed
project. An attempt was also made to identify the types and volumes of ma-
rine traffic that use the waterway, with particular emphasis on the nature of
transportation in the study area immediately below the existing Shands Bridge

and that passing the bridge, as well as traffic on Black Creek.

3.21.2 What role does navigation play in the study area?

Between the I-295/Buckman Bridge and the Shands Bridge

With few exceptions, no seagoing vessels can go south of the 1-295/Buckman
Bridge. A few vessels in the 300-foot to 450-foot size range can pass under
the bridge’s vertical clearance of 65 feet and through the horizontal clearance
of 150 feet. However, in many cases, the vessels must lower or remove their
masts and stacks. The 65-foot clearance also prevents large sailing vessels
from going upriver. But the clearance is adequate for the majority of marine
traffic, primarily industrial vessels heading to the Green Cove Springs area.
There are no other bridges crossing the river between the 1-295/Buckman

Bridge and the Shands Bridge. In this area, there is no commercial waterfront
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Exhibit 3-67: Navigable Waterways Study Area
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activity until reaching Green Cove Springs, where a substantial amount of ma-
rine waterfront development exists along the west bank between Green Cove

Springs and the Shands Bridge.

There are two major marine facilities in this area:

CLAY COUNTY PORT/ARLINGTON MARINA

A privately operated marina at Green Cove Springs that serves primarily as a
lay-up facility for inactive vessels, as a staging area for dredging equipment and
other industrial vessels, and as a light marine industrial facility. The infrastruc-
ture includes 12 piers, 11 of which are 1,840 feet long, as well as ancillary
structures. The facility also accommodates a large number of private yachts

and recreational vessels.

MOBRO MARINE, INC.
A marine terminal just east of the Clay County Port that is the base for a con-
struction firm staging crane barges and other equipment at the site and sup-

porting a wide range of industrial activity.

Several smaller industrial activities are also in this area, along with several small
vessel-fleeting moorings and a limited amount of waterfront residential devel-

opment, with most residences having private piers.

The Shands Bridge crosses the St. Johns River approximately one-half mile
south of Green Cove Springs. The bridge has a vertical clearance of 45 feet
and a horizontal clearance of 91 feet. Local waterway users indicated that the
vertical clearance at the Shands Bridge is the primary limiting factor for marine
traffic traveling from the Atlantic Ocean to Palatka, Sanford, and other com-
munities to the south since bridges farther upstream either have a vertical
clearance of 65 feet or are bascule bridges which, when open, have no vertical
limit. The Shands Bridge horizontal clearance of 91 feet is not a significant
concern due to the nature and volume of traffic as well as the moderate river

currents.
The most prevalent traffic passing under the Shands Bridge are tugs pushing
single barges laden with fuel for a paper mill at Palatka, and crane/

construction barges for waterfront industrial work. On average, that traffic
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consists of just one or two tows per week. Marine constructors heading up-
stream must select the equipment for each project on the basis of what can

pass under the bridge.

The Putnam County Public Works Department oversees the County Barge
Port operations at Palatka. This is the largest facility south of the bridge, with
a 300-foot dock that serves primarily as a transshipment point for construction
materials from barges to trucks. A large marina serving recreational vessels is

located just south of the port.

Keith Marine, Inc., in operation since 1977, constructs large yachts at a ship-
yard adjacent to the County Barge Port. The company has been in operation
since 1977. The company previously had built commercial vessels and cur-
rently builds yachts up to 200 feet long with beams up to 44 feet, typically with
three vessels under construction at any time. The yard has the capacity to
build larger vessels, but the size is limited by the height of the Shands Bridge.
At present, they must move the yachts from the yard to moorings at Green
Cove Springs before the final superstructure elements and appurtenances
(antennae, etc.) can be installed. Once complete, the vessels cannot return to
the yard. The company offers repair services but is limited to vessels that can

pass under the bridge with no or little modification.

There are several commercial marine facilities south of the Shands Bridge:

ST. JOHNS SHIP BUILDING, INC.

This facility builds offshore supply vessels, tugs, barges, and landing craft at its
yard in Palatka. The height of the Shands Bridge limits the sizes of vessels that
can be built or repaired at the yard. Some new vessels have to be completed at
Green Cove Springs and some vessels going in for repairs must have portions

of their superstructures removed and later reinstalled.

PDM BRIDGE, LLC

This corporation makes bridge structural components at a facility adjacent to
the County Barge Port. Although they are most often shipped by truck, com-
ponents too large for over-the-road transport are moved by barge. To date,
the bridges in the region, including the Shands Bridge, have not limited their

shipments.
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Other smaller commercial businesses in the Palatka area and beyond also rely
on marine transportation: small tug and barge operators, industrial facilities,
and a barge scrapping facility. The vessels involved are faced with the same

limiting dimensions of the bridges as those desctibed above.

In addition to these commercial vessel operations, there is a high level of rec-
reational traffic on the St. Johns River, and several marinas exist in Palatka and
further south to serve them. Sailboats more than 35 feet long tend to have
masts higher than 45 feet, and such boats must stop when they reach the
bridge or have their masts and rigging removed or lowered if they are to pass.
Although large powerboats are also limited by the bridge, the level of effort

needed to lower masts and antennae is less than for sailboats.

Standard navigation charts do not show Black Creek and the channel is not
maintained. Local waterway users indicated that there is no commercial vessel
traffic and no substantial navigation issues on it. There is residential water-
front development at various locations along the creek, including in the vicini-
ty of the proposed crossing, and a substantial amount of waterfront residential
development further upstream at Middleburg. As a result, there is some recre-
ational vessel traffic. However, an existing bridge located at CR 209/Russell

Road, below the proposed crossing location, currently limits marine traffic.

The Brown 1 and 2, Orange 1 and 2, Green 1 and 2, and Pink 1 and 2 Alterna-
tives will construct a new bridge adjacent to the existing Shands Bridge. After-
ward, FDOT will remove the old bridge with its 45-foot vertical clearance.
The new bridge will not be a signature bridge and will not require any special

security measures.

The new bridge will have a vertical clearance of at least 65 feet, similar to the I-
295/Buckman Bridge, and will have a horizontal clearance of at least 200 feet.
Costs associated with constructing a bridge with a 65 foot vertical clearance
and 200 foot horizontal clearance were factored into the construction costs

cited in Chapter 2, Exhibit 2-40. Since all of the bridges upstream of the
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Shands Bridge either have a vertical clearance of 65 feet or are bascule bridges,
the existing vessel height constraint will be gone. This will allow vessels with
heights up to 65 feet to travel from the Atlantic Ocean to Lake George, pro-
vided vessel draft and other conditions are suitable. This is expected to result
in additional development along the waterway south of the study area, which
also increases the potential for adverse effects of that development on the en-

vironment and on existing communities.

Any structure in a navigable waterway presents at least a minor risk of a colli-
sion with a passing vessel that could result in damage to the bridge or vessel
involved, or a release of cargo or fuel, as well as injury to the crews. However,
similar risks already exist with the current Shands Bridge, and a new bridge

with a greater horizontal clearance could reduce the potential for an accident.

A new bridge constructed as part of the Black and Purple Alternatives will
have a vertical clearance of at least 65 feet. USCG guidance recommends that
it also have a horizontal clearance of at least 200 feet, greater than that of the 1
-295/Buckman Bridge downstream. Costs associated with constructing a
bridge with a 65 foot vertical clearance and 200 foot horizontal clearance were
factored into the construction costs cited in Chapter 2, Exhibit 2-40. The
new bridge will not be a signature bridge and will not require any special secu-

rity measures.

These alternatives will place an additional bridge in the heavily trafficked area
between Green Cove Springs and the 1-295/Buckman Bridge, thus adding a
new potential impediment to navigation. This will be in addition to similar
risks associated with the 1-295/Buckman Bridge and the Shands Bridge, which

would remain on the river.

Constraints on vessel size imposed by the Shands Bridge will remain, and the
potential for larger vessels to go upstream will be precluded. While this could
limit the potential for economic development further upstream, it will also

remove the potential for adverse impacts associated with such development.
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A new bridge with similar clearances to those that already exist on the creek
will not result in any additional restrictions on navigation. The distance be-
tween the proposed bridge and the closest existing bridge is large enough to

avoid any adverse effect on navigation.

Under the No Build Alternative, no new bridge will be constructed between
Green Cove Springs and Jacksonville, and so any potential adverse impacts of
a new bridge will be avoided. The Shands Bridge will remain in place as the
lowest bridge on the St. Johns River and the primary constraining factor for
marine traffic going south of Green Cove Springs. Any potential development
upstream that would be dependent on larger vessels will be precluded, along
with any potential adverse effects of such development. No new bridge across
Black Creek will be constructed, and navigation patterns and practices on both

waterways will remain as they are.

The most significant design measure will be to provide vertical and horizontal
clearances that are acceptable to the maritime community, i.e. the waterway
users and marine operators, and to local development interests. Although
USCG has recommended guide clearances, the overarching criterion is meet-
ing the reasonable needs of navigation. FDOT will obtain a USCG permit for

this project.

The proposed design calls for the vertical clearance of a new bridge over the St
Johns River to be 65 feet, which is the existing minimum clearance for other
bridges on the waterway. For the Purple and Black Alternatives, a design that
provides the same minimum horizontal clearance as the 1-295/Buckman
Bridge will ensure that it is no more restrictive than the existing downstream
bridges. For any of the Brown, Orange, Green or Pink Alternatives, a clear-
ance that is no less than that of the Shands Bridge will ensure that the new
bridge is no less restrictive than the existing structure, although USCG guid-
ance would be 100 feet in that area. A new bridge crossing Black Creek

should have clearances consistent with other bridges on that waterway.
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In addition to the clearance dimensions, USCG will pay particular attention to
other design features for each bridge, including the protective structures
around bridge piers. The permit process will also address lighting and mark-
ings for the bridge. Maintenance of these safety features will be the responsi-

bility of the bridge owner.

Any party undertaking activities that could result in blockage of a channel or
interruptions in traffic flow are required to contact the USCG and obtain au-
thorization. USCG typically tasks marine construction firms with providing
traffic management assistance to waterway users during the course of a pro-
ject, often as a condition of the permit. They also require the contractor to
keep them and local users advised of construction schedules, blockages of the
waterway, and other activities that could affect traffic. USCG would then pro-
vide relevant information to mariners on the river through information sharing
programs, including working groups on harbor safety and port security. They
also use written, broadcast, and Internet-based versions of Local Notices to
Mariners to provide information to waterway users. Local maritime organiza-
tions, such as the Jacksonville Maritime Transportation Exchange, are also
valuable assets in keeping local waterway users apprised of conditions affecting
navigation. Ensuring wide dissemination of information in advance of starting
the work as well as during the project will reduce the potential for adverse im-

pacts and minimize their severity.
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3.22 FLOODPLAINS

3.22.1 What floodplains are located in the study area?
Executive Order 11988 (1977), Floodplain Management, defines floodplains as

“the lowland and relatively flat areas adjoining inland and coastal waters in-
cluding flood-prone areas of offshore islands, including at a minimum, that
area subject to a one percent or greater chance of flooding in any given year,”
i.e., those areas that would be inundated by a 100-year flood. A floodplain is
an area next to a river, stream, or creek that may be covered with water follow-
ing heavy rainstorms. This plain holds the excess water allowing it to be slowly
released into the river system and seep into groundwater aquifers. Floodplains
also give time for sediment to settle out of floodwaters, thereby keeping it out
of water bodies. Floodplains often support important wildlife habitat and are

frequently used by humans as recreation areas.

Building on floodplains increases the risk of property damage and life threat-
ening situations. Diverting stormwater into channels and easing its path to
bodies of surface water forces water to flow faster. There are also other factors

that increase flooding:

* The removal of stabilizing vegetation around stream banks and

rivers.

= Erecting structures that deflect or inhibit the flow of floodwaters.
This modifies flow paths and can spread flooding problems and

increase erosion.

= Constructing bridges, culverts, buildings, and other structures that
encroach on the floodplain. These developments reduce the stor-
age area available for floodwaters and restrict water movement

causing an increase in flood elevations.

*  Building drainage systems that feed stormwater quickly into the

receiving body.

= Straightening meandering watercourses to hasten drainage. This

transfers flooding problems downstream and also alters habitat.

= Filling and dumping in floodplains. Floodwaters can transport
this debris, which may interfere with the movement of the flood-

water causing increased flood elevations.
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This section summarizes the evaluation
of floodplains in the study area. For more

information, see the Location Hydraulic
Report located on the enclosed CD.

The 100-Year Floodplain

The 100-year floodplain is the land that will
be covered with water during a 100-year
storm flood event, and is the accepted limit
for protection. The 100-year storm flood is a
flood event that has a 1% change of being
equaled or exceeded within a one year peri-
od.

St. Johns River at Popo Point
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FDOT prepared a Location Hydranlic Report to document any severe impacts to
floodplains that could be caused by the proposed St. Johns River Crossing
Project (FDOT, 2008). All of the Build Alternatives will cross various water-
ways, including the St. Johns River and Black Creek. Other major creeks that
are crossed by one or more alternatives include Grog Branch, Bradley Creek,
Peters Creek, Governor’s Creek, Mill Creek, Trout Creek, and Durbin Creek.
The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has established regula-
tory floodways at the proposed crossings of Grog Branch, Black Creek, Brad-
ley Creek, Peters Creek, Governor’s Creek, Mill Creek, Trout Creek, and Dur-

bin Creek for one or more of the alternatives (Exhibit 3-68).

Exhibit 3-68: Floodplains and Floodways

19

ORANGE

VAL CO. Buckman g\ ¥ W} .

Ny,
u
k2
.
S

E

Y 17 ‘
A
3 =Y < \2 Doctors ,/
» - 3 o Lake
20 Py ’ R
¢ 7 UIT COVE ad co.
—_ . JOHN
4\
DDLE! 2L \ - = ISLAN
ogl 13
> G e " 1
& ’ 2 . T
4 ! &
\ (7)) T
»
T
» < P
Ol i
2 3 N -
4 Q
r N S Vet
' 9
3 - ¥ GREEN CO! ORANGEDALI 8
: S
L~ m : ©
16 S 16 X Bl
‘% NNEY FARMS ™ v 3 \
& set boxesii te-the differene betw
<? al tiv for ea rridor
A 4 2
AL
/( o}z
O\
7o & g ¢
1 - L ~ ‘? v . @)
-
H LEGEND A \\ Green 1 and
>
Study Area v 3 y A\ \ iy
Regulatory Floodway Crossing . ~ Brown 2 and Pin
100-year Flood Zone — N BréWwn 1 and

N

HR=L]

'\
Regulatory Floodway K
X 0
Y ¥ PN SSNX ¥ o A Ay L4

3-180



3.22.2 How will the alternatives affect floodplains?

It is not anticipated that the proposed project would encourage any floodplain
development due to local floodplain regulations and management from the

SJRWMD.

Although all Build Alternatives would encroach on regulatory floodways, the
crossings will be designed such that there will be no significant increase in the
Base Flood Elevation (BFE). FDOT has determined that floodplain impacts do
not vary significantly among the southern alternatives, however, the Black and
Purple Alternatives will have a significant impact due to one longitudinal cross-
ing. Exhibit 3-69 summarizes the number of transverse and longitudinal cross-

ings of 100-year floodplains and regulatory floodways.

Exhibit 3-69: Floodplain and Floodway Crossings

Number of Transverse Number of Longitudinal
Crossings Crossings
Alternative Requlat Requlat

Floodplain egulatory Floodplain egulatory

: Floodway : Floodway
Crossings . Crossings A

Crossings Crossings
Black 13 8 1 0
Purple 6 7 1 0
Brown 1/ Brown 2 17 5 0 0
Orange 1/ Orange 2 15 6 0 0
Green 1/ Green2 14 5 0 0
Pink 1/ Pink 2 16 4 0 0

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. There-

fore, the proposed action will not constitute a significant encroachment.

3.22.3 What measures are proposed to avoid or minimize the effects of
the project on floodplains?
The project’s drainage design will comply with FDOT, SJRWMD, and FEMA

standards to ensure that encroachments on the floodplains will be minimal.

FDOT will do the following:

*  FElevate any proposed new alignhment above the 100-year flood-
plain. No roadway flooding is anticipated with any of the Build

Alternatives.
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Regulatory Floodways

FEMA’s regulations (Section 9.4) state:
“Floodway means that portion of the
floodplain which is effective in carrying
flow, within which this carrying capacity
must be preserved and where the flood
hazard is generally highest, i.e. where
water depths and velocities are the great-
est. It is that area which provides for the
discharge of the base flood so the cumu-
lative increase in water surface elevation
is no more than one foot.”

FEMA's standards allow for no more than
a 1 foot increase in the base flood eleva-
tion and no increase on the regulatory
floodway elevation as a result of a project.

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT



CHAPTER

Ensure none of the Build Alternatives will have longitudinal en-

croachments on the floodplain.

Design the project to ensure only transverse encroachments and

minimal waterway crossings.

Design the project to be consistent with FEMA, FDOT and
SJRWMD design standards. No significant changes in BFE or
flood limits will occur. Any impacts to regulatory floodways will
be coordinated with SJRWMD with approval prior to construc-
tion. Drainage structures conveying non-regulatory floodplains
will be sized to generate less than 0.1 feet of backwater during a
100-year flood event. Detailed volumetric floodplain calculations
will be provided for all floodplain encroachments where en-

croachment volume exceeds 0.1% of the 100-year flood volume.

Size all bridges and culverts to qualify for a FEMA Zero Rise for

any regulatory floodway crossings.

Final design will include appropriately sized cross drains to main-

tain the natural and beneficial floodplain values.

Erosion and sediment control measures will ensure that the no
sediment is carried downstream to clog channels and reduce their

flood-carrying capacity.
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3.23 INDIRECT EFFECTS

3.23.1 What are indirect effects, and why do we study them?

In many cases, indirect effects would occur outside of the project right-of-way.
As to the cause and effect relationship between the project and the indirect
impact, CEQ states that indirect effects may include induced changes to land
use resulting in resource impacts (40 CFR 1508.8). Other indirect effects in-
clude the potential alteration of or encroachment on the affected environment.
Examples of this include fragmentation of a habitat or functional effects to

water resources.

It is important to study the indirect effects of a proposed project because ana-
lyzing the direct effects alone does not tell the whole story of how a project
would impact its study area. Considering the project on a larger scale in terms
of both time and distance contributes to an understanding of how it influ-

ences, and is influenced by, the broader patterns of development in the area.

3.23.2 How did we evaluate indirect effects?

To determine the induced changes in land use resulting from the St. Johns
River Crossing Project, the team conducted interviews with local land use
planners from St. Johns and Clay Counties. Those planners are experienced
and knowledgeable of their jurisdiction’s growth patterns and plans. They
were asked how development in their jurisdictions might occur if FDOT con-
structed either of two representative Build Scenarios compared to not con-
structing the project (No Build Scenario). This is an approach developed by
the Texas Department of Transportation and subsequently adopted by FDOT

and other state departments of transportation and accepted by FHWA.

For this analysis, the Build Scenarios consisted of the North Florida Trans-
portation Planning Organization (TPO) 2030 Long Range Transportation Plan
(TPO, 2005), existing land use, and two representative Build Scenarios. The
Northern Corridor Build Scenario follows the Purple Alternative and repre-
sents the Purple and Black Alternatives. The Southern Corridor Build Scenar-
io follows the Pink 1 Alternative (Preferred Alternative) and represents the
Brown 1 and 2, Orange 1 and 2, Green 1 and 2, and Pink 1 and 2 Alternatives.

The selected alternatives are representative of a middle-range among the alter-
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This section summarizes the analysis of
indirect effects associated with the pro-
posed project. For more detail, see the

Indirect and Cumulative Effects Discipline
Report on the enclosed CD.

Indirect Effects

The CEQ defines indirect effects as:

“...effects, which are caused by the action
and are later in time or farther removed in
distance, but are still reasonably foreseea-
ble. Indirect effects may include growth
inducing effects and other effects related
to induced changes in the pattern of land
use, population density or growth rate,
and related effects on air and water and
other natural systems, including ecosys-
tems” (40 CFR 1508.8).

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT



CHAPTER 3

Bridee §
e
i
R

2,

G
e

1

Exhibit 3-70: Build and No Build Scenarios

I|
% ]
y 14 \'-E\\ “

Environmental Resources

D
“ '-AR Bridge
2
tol
21
i I G
[ i
DLEBURG —
2 >
1z
»
238)
<
GREEN J
21 INGS
ORANGE(
PENNEY FaRNs (16 -
3 16
A O 16
S S
o
|
1%
A\ s
i PUTNAM CO- . e
, % \,
4 ~ s
|
L P
) \ \ 5
- 5, 5 —
v -
i
fy
3316 16) - 16
oA
= Bridge
AR
2
7 %6
| o I
-
EMING IsL
MIDDLEBURG
e } =
/=
S
» 13
DL
z
n GREE! S ? i
RINGS : |
ORANGE! *
2 4 4
8 N =
PENNEY FARMS -2 16 ) T
17 X 16 ,
) 16
lo i .
i

L
CLAY CO | P
FUTNAM CO. | 3

\ L

3-184



natives. The No Build Scenatio is the North Florida TPO 2030 Long Range

Transportation Plan and existing land use without any of the Build Alternatives.

The team presented figures showing the two representative Build Scenarios and
the No Build Scenario to local planners to ascertain forecasted development un-
der these three scenarios (Exhibit 3-70). Other than the existence of the Build
Alternatives, the three scenarios shown to the local planners were identical. The
team then conducted a series of interviews with the local planners to determine
their estimate of where future development would be expected to occur within

their jurisdictions under each of these three scenarios.

Where the local planners forecasted differences in development between the two
representative Build Scenarios and No Build Scenario, the team overlaid the re-
sulting “Indirect Effects Areas” on resource maps using GIS to estimate poten-
tial effects associated with each Build Scenario. The local planners indicated the
forecasted development in these areas would be constricted by the lack of infra-
structure and as a result, only discussed general areas anticipated to be developed
rather than mapping specific locations where development would occur. The
potential effects to resources associated with the Build and No Build Scenarios
were evaluated to the extent practicable. However, it should be noted that the
calculations provided here include the total amount of a resource mapped within
the general areas anticipated to be developed, which is not equivalent to the total

amount of those resources that would be impacted by future development.

This analysis also examined a second type of indirect effects: potential encroach-
ment/alteration effects. Examples of these effects include habitat fragmentation
and neighborhood cohesion. Where it was not possible to quantify indirect ef-

fects for a particular resource, indirect effects are described qualitatively.

Results of the analysis of potential indirect effects are summarized below. More
detail is provided in the Indirect and Cumnlative Effects Discipline Report on the en-
closed CD.

Exhibit 3-71 depicts the Resource Study Area (RSA) for indirect effects, and
shows the forecasted development in that area under each representative Build
Scenario. Details on how the RSA was determined are provided in the Indirect and

Cummnlative Effects Discipline Report.
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Exhibit 3-71: Forecasted Development
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In St. Johns County, planners predicted that development under either of the
representative Build Scenarios and under the No Build Scenario will be similar

and will be governed by the county’s land use planning process.

In Clay County, the local planners predicted similar forecasted development be-
tween the No Build Scenario and the Northern Corridor Build Scenario. They
predicted that development under either of these scenarios would occur largely
in the northwest portion of Clay County, as shown on Exhibit 3-70. Under the
Southern Corridor Build Scenario, they predicted that an area south of Penney
Farms Road would develop, and said that this may represent a directional shift in
development attributable to the Southern Corridor Build Scenario. The planners
predicted that the Southern Corridor Build Scenario would make the area south

of Penney Farms Road more desirable for development and, therefore, much of
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the forecasted development in the northwest would shift south of Penney Farms
Road. (The area of development predicted to shift from the northwest is shown

in gold on Exhibit 3-70).

Actual development in this area south of Penney Farms Road would be con-
stricted by lack of infrastructure and the actual extent of future development is

unknown as plans have not been developed for this area.

Based on these discussions with local planners, changes to land use within the
Land RSA would occur under either of the two representative Build Scenarios or
under the No Build Scenario through the year 2030. They forecasted a total of
approximately 61,000 acres of development would occur under the No Build
Scenario by 2030. Under the Northern Corridor Build Scenario, the planners
predicted that approximately 61,000 acres of development also would occur; in
other words, they predicted that no development would be induced beyond what

was forecasted under the No Build Scenario by 2030.

Under the Southern Corridor Build Scenario, the local planners forecasted that
by 2030, development within an area of approximately 21,600 actes could occur
south of Penney Farms Road, which includes a shift of approximately 9,900
acres of development forecasted in the northwest portion of the RSA under the
No Build Scenario. (In other words, 9,900 of the acres in the northwest that
would develop under No Build would #o# develop under the Southern Corridor
Build Scenario.) Therefore, the net additional development forecasted by 2030
under the Southern Corridor Build Scenario is anticipated to be approximately
11,700 acres. While this represents the area of potential induced development
associated with the Southern Corridor Build Scenario, the exact nature and tim-
ing of development forecasted by the local planners are unknown. Therefore,
the 11,700 acres is considered a maximum potential development area under the
Southern Corridor Build Scenario. Federal, State and local regulations would
further constrain development in this area. Resources are quantified based on
this conservative (maximum) development area, and potential indirect effects are

discussed in the appropriate resource sections.

Since the planners predicted no substantive difference in forecasted develop-

ment under the No Build and the Northern Corridor Build Scenarios, there are
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no indirect effects from induced growth associated with the Northern Corridor
Build Scenario. While no indirect effects from induced growth were forecasted
for the Northern Cortidor Build Scenatio, encroachment/alteration effects may
occur and are discussed in the appropriate sections, arranged by resource. Ef-
fects from the forecasted development under the No Build Scenario are consid-

ered in the analysis of Cumulative Effects later in this chapter.

In the northern portions of Clay and St. John’s Counties, where residential and
commercial land uses are prevalent, it is unlikely that forecasted development
under either of the two representative Build Scenarios will result in a reduction
of community cohesion. The construction of the Southern Cortridor Build Sce-
nario will increase the rate of the development of the more rural southern por-
tion of Clay County, which may alter the sense of rural community that currently
exists. However, the local planners expect development to occur closer to the
currently developed metropolitan Jacksonville area first. This expectation is pat-
tially based on the fact that most of the southern portion of the Land RSA
would need upgraded infrastructure, such as water, wastewater, and adjoining
transportation facilities, to support new development. Therefore, changes to the
southern part of the RSA would occur over a period of years, and indirect effects

to community cohesion are not expected to be substantial.

The forecasted development under the Southern Corridor Build Scenario could
increase business opportunities. Clay County planners confirmed that there is
currently a lack of employment centers in Clay County; more employment op-

portunities currently exist in St. Johns County.

As a result of the additional development from the representative Southern Cot-
ridor Build Scenatio, Clay County will experience an increase in income, employ-
ment and earnings opportunities, and additional tax revenues. Because develop-
ment associated with the Northern Build Scenario is anticipated to be similar to
the No Build Scenario, an long-term increase over the No Build Scenario in in-
come, employment and earning opportunities, and additional tax revenues is not
anticipated. It is likely that construction of either of the representative Build
Scenarios would increase short-term economic stimuli in both St. Johns and Clay

Counties due to spending during the 4-year construction period.
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Another beneficial indirect effect that could result from the Southern Corridor
Build Scenario is the increased use and ease of use of the St. Johns River for nav-
igation. The existing Shands Bridge restricts the size of the vessels and barges
that can be moved up and down the river between Lake George and the Atlantic
Ocean, due to its vertical clearance of approximately 45 feet. A new bridge
structure will have a vertical clearance of 65 feet. This could substantially im-
prove commercial navigation in this area. Also, several large ship builders have
stated that the low clearance of the existing bridge restricts the size of vessels
they can build and move up the river. If FDOT removed this impediment to
larger vessel traffic, these and other ship builders could construct larger vessels
and expand their current operations. This could lead to the addition of new em-

ployees and create a positive economic stimulus to the regional economy.

Potential indirect impacts to minority and/or low-income populations could re-
sult from predicted development in the Land RSA. Area development under
either of the representative Build Scenarios or the No Build Scenatio could result
in indirect impacts of increased property and rent values, causing further dis-
placements for those not able to pay the increase. In addition, the St. Johns Riv-
er Crossing Project could affect the historic cohesion achieved by generations of
residents with an ethnic, cultural, or language-based identity because of an influx
of immigrants, who are likely to be commuters, retirees, or others of diverse eth-
nic or racial backgrounds. This may be most evident in the future at the Pier Sta-
tion community in southern Clay County. Pier Station has approximately 200
residents and is approximately 96 percent African American. The additional de-
velopment estimated by the Clay County planners under the Southern Corridor
Build Scenario would surround Pier Station. While this predicted, future devel-
opment may change the character of this community over time, it would not
represent a disproportionately high, adversely effect on minority or low-income
populations (a disproportionately high and adverse effect means the impact is
appreciably more severe or greater in magnitude on minority or low-income
populations than the adverse effect suffered by the non-minority or non-low-

income populations after taking offsetting benefits into account).

Beneficial effects could also accrue to minority and low-income populations.
For example, induced land use development could create additional job opportu-
nities and increased access to job opportunities through enhanced transportation

infrastructure.

3-189

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT



CHAPTER

Potential effects to waters of the US, including wetlands, include placement of
fill and degradation of function through encroachment and as a result of in-
creased runoff. Within the forecasted development area under either the No
Build or the Northern Corridor Build Scenario, there are approximately 13,100

actres of wetlands, and 101 miles of other surface waters.

In the area forecasted for induced development associated with the Southern
Corridor Build Scenario, there are approximately 2,700 acres of wetlands and 37
miles of other surface waters (e.g., streams and backwater sloughs). The area an-
ticipated to be developed under the No Build Scenario that would shift to south
of Penney Farms Road includes approximately 1,300 acres of wetlands and 18
miles of other surface waters. Therefore, compared to the No Build, the South-
ern Corridor Build Scenario could affect up to an additional 1,400 acres of wet-
lands and 19 miles of other surface waters, which account for 3.5 and 0.9 percent
of the wetlands and other surface waters within the Land RSA, respectively.
(Local planners predicted that induced development under the Northern Corri-
dor Build Scenario would be similar as that under the No Build Scenario; there-
fore there are no indirect effects from induced growth under the Northern Cor-

ridor Build Scenatio).

The quantifications of these resources are likely an overstatement of the juris-
dictional resources within the forecasted development area. The data source for
quantifications included the National Wetland Inventory Maps by the US Fish
and Wildlife Service (1992). This dataset may include features which may not be
determined to be jurisdictional after field verification. For example, the other
surface waters quantified may include water courses that are upstream of the

jurisdictional limits of waters of the US.

In addition, it is unlikely that all waters of the US, including wetlands, within
the forecasted development areas would be impacted. Most developments,
including many in the Land RSA, typically leave open space areas and green-
ways where natural resources are left intact. Regardless of whether the fore-
casted development would be public or private, these developments would
have to comply with Sections 404 and 401 of the Clean Water Act, which reg-
ulates the filling of and encroachment on these resources. The USACE ad-
ministers Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and operates under a “no net
loss” policy for wetlands, requiring avoidance and minimization of impacts,

and compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts. Compensatory mitiga-
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tion may include mitigation banking under specific criteria defined and approved

by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the USACE.

Floodplains would pose a constraint to development under either of the two repre-
sentative Build Scenarios or the No Build Scenario. This relates to the regulation of
floodplains through both county and local ordinances. While these ordinances do
not prohibit development within the floodplain, they try to limit development in an

effort to eliminate or reduce the potential damage from future floods.

There are approximately 12,400 acres of 100-year floodplain mapped within the
forecasted development area for the No Build Scenario. Within the additional
development area under the Southern Corridor Build Scenario, there are 3,400
acres of 100-year floodplain mapped; however, there are approximately 1,400
acres of 100-year floodplain in the area anticipated to be developed under the
No Build Scenario that would shift to the area south of Penney Farms Road.
Therefore, compared to the No Build Scenario, the Southern Corridor Build
Scenario induced-development area includes an additional 2,000 actres of 100-
year floodplain, which accounts for 1.4 percent of the 100-year floodplain areas
in the Land RSA. (Local planners predicted that induced development under the
Northern Cortidor Build Scenario would be the same as that under the No Build
Scenario; therefore there are no indirect effects from induced growth under the

Northern Corridor Build Scenario).

Potential indirect effects to floodplains essentially relate to the natural values
provided by floodplains, such as wildlife habitat, wetlands and water quality pro-
tection (described in other sections herein). Executive Order 11988 (1977),
Floodplain Management, and county and local ordinances would minimize flood-
plain encroachment, to the extent allowable within the regulations, thereby pre-

serving some of a floodplain’s natural values.

The acres of floodplains noted above represent total acres of floodplains pre-
sent, and not acres that are actually anticipated to be impacted. The stringent
floodplain development regulations in place in this area are expected to prevent

major impacts to floodplains from development.

Development under the two Build Scenarios and the No Build Scenario will

result in some adverse effects to water resources through degradation of surface
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water quality. These effects are not expected to be substantially different un-
der the Southern Corridor Build Scenario than those from the No Build Sce-
nario. (Local planners predicted that induced development under the Northern
Corridor Build Scenario would be the same as that under the No Build Scenar-
io; therefore there are no indirect effects from induced growth under the
Northern Corridor Build Scenario). Development effects that result in water
quality degradation include increased impermeable surface and increased non-
point source pollution, such as pollution from fertilizers, pesticides, sediments,
nutrients and vehicle residues. The indirect effects of development can in-
clude increased stormwater runoff velocities and pollutant loads leading to
impacts to surface waters and, subsequently, groundwater. Future roadways
and subdivision streets associated with forecasted development could contrib-
ute to these effects; however, the density and composition of future develop-

ment within the area will determine the amount and type of the runoff.

Water quality protection is mandated by numerous federal, state and local or-
dinances within the Land RSA. Forecasted development within the Land RSA
will be required to meet all water quality standards, some of the most stringent
in the country. Because of the regulatory controls in place within the Land
RSA, substantial impacts to water quality are not anticipated for either of the

Build Scenarios or the No Build Scenario.

In addition to the wetland habitats described previously, four other types of
habitat were evaluated: agricultural lands, barren lands, range lands and upland
forests. While agricultural lands do not provide ideal habitat for wildlife, they
are considered important for feeding and roosting. A majority of the upland
forests within the Land RSA are comprised of commercial pine plantations.
The upland forests in the area are less diverse and of lower value than natural
woodlands; however, upland forests provide the important habitat component
of cover for escape and concealment, particularly in areas subject to fragmen-

tation due to development.

There are approximately 700 acres of agricultural land, 230 acres of barren
land, 320 acres of range land and 14,700 acres of upland forest mapped within

the Southern Corridor Build Scenario forecasted development area; however,
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there are approximately 800 acres of agricultural land, 180 acres of barren land,
600 acres of range land and 4,700 acres of upland forest in the area anticipated
to be developed under the No Build Scenario that would shift to the area
south of Penney Farms Road. Therefore, compared to the No Build Scenatio,
the Southern Corridor Build Scenario induced-development area includes ap-
proximately 100 fewer acres of agricultural land, an additional 60 acres of bar-
ren land, 280 fewer actres of range land and an additional 10,000 acres of up-
land forest. The additional upland forested areas that could be affected ac-
count for approximately 5.0 percent of the upland forest mapped within the

TL.and RSA.

Exhibit 3-72 summarizes the vegetation and habitat acreages within the devel-
opment area forecasted under the No Build Scenario and the net increase
(over the No-Build) for the Southern Corridor Build Scenario. (Local planners
predicted that induced development under the Northern Corridor Build Sce-
nario would be the same as that under the No Build Scenario; therefore there
are no indirect effects from induced growth under the Northern Corridor

Build Scenatio).

Exhibit 3-72: Vegetation and Habitat Types in the Area of

Indirect Effects
Agricultural Land 6,100 -100
Barren Land 800 60
Range Land 2,000 -280
Upland Forest 33,000 10,000

* Local planners predicted that induced development under the Northern Corridor Build Scenario would
be the same as that under the No Build Scenario. The No Build Scenario is shown here as a compari-
son with the Southern Corridor Build Scenario.

In addition to the potential loss of this habitat, future development could re-
sult in fragmentation of vegetation resources, and reduction of habitat connec-
tivity in the larger area. Development plans that incorporate open spaces,
trails, and greenbelts may reduce potential habitat fragmentation impacts, and
could be used to maintain connectivity between larger habitat areas including

nearby conservation lands where feasible.
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There are 127 occurrences of 28 listed threatened, endangered and special-
concern species recorded within the Land RSA (Florida Natural Areas Inventory
Database, 2008). Of these, 26 species are state-listed as threatened, endangered
or special status, and two are federally listed (American alligator and West Indian
manatee). All but two of the 127 occurrences involve state-listed species. (See
the Indirect and Cumnlative Effects Discipline Report for a map of known occurrence
locations.) Approximately half of these (within the Land RSA have been record-
ed within the conservation lands in the western portions of the RSA. These
conservation lands are protected in perpetuity by the SJRWMD and provide a

haven for many of these species.

Within the area projected to develop under the No Build Scenario, there are 11
documented occurrences for 5 state-listed threatened and endangered species:
Bartram’s ixia (6), Florida mountainmint (1), gopher tortoise (2), pondspice (1),

St. Johns black-eyed Susan (1).

Within the area forecasted to be developed under the Southern Corridor Build Sce-
nario, there are three additional documented occurrences for two state-listed spe-
cies: Bartram’s ixia (2) and Florida black bear (1). There is no critical habitat for
these species mapped in the forecasted development area associated with the
Southern Cortidor Build Scenatio. Indirect effects to these additional protected
species could result from the area of induced growth associated with the Southern
Corridor Build Scenario. (Local planners predicted that induced development un-
der the Northern Corridor Build Scenario would be similar to that under the No
Build Scenario; therefore there are no indirect effects from induced growth under

the Northern Corridor Build Scenario).

Federally listed species are protected under Section 7 of the Endangered Species
Act (ESA). This section directs all Federal agencies to use their existing authoti-
ties to conserve threatened and endangered species, and in consultation with the
USFWS, to ensure that their actions do not jeopardize the continued existence
of listed species or significantly impact or adversely modify critical habitat. Sec-
tion 10 of the ESA also provides protection to federally listed species from pri-
vate development, and the State of Florida provides a system of protection to
state-listed species. Therefore, all proposed development, public or private, will

be subject to regulation under the ESA and state regulation.
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NMES identified several categories of EFH as occurring within the St. Johns
River in the project area. The tidally influenced portions of the St. Johns River
also serve as a nursery for commercially and recreationally important species.
The forecasted development area south of Penney Farms Road for the South-
ern Corridor Build Scenatio does not border the St. Johns River, so this devel-
opment would not affect those resources. (Potential indirect effects to waters of

the US, including wetlands, were discussed previously.)

Aquatic habitat encroachment/alteration effects may occutr under the Southern
Corridor Build Scenario. The existing Shands Bridge has a vertical height of ap-
proximately 45 feet which is an impediment to navigation on the St. Johns River
by larger vessels. Under the Southern Corridor Build Scenario, the Shands Bridge
would be demolished and replaced by a new bridge structure with 65 feet of verti-
cal clearance, which would match the height clearances of the bridges north and
south between the Atlantic Ocean and Lake George. This larger bridge structure
would allow for larger vessels to navigate this stretch of the St. Johns River. Larg-
er vessels utilizing this stretch of the St. Johns River could impact EFH and the
commercially and recreationally important species. The waves associated with
these larger vessels could disrupt spawning areas in the near-shore grass beds and

wetlands and cause erosion along the banks of the St. Johns River.

As described previously, local planners predicted that induced development un-
der the Northern Corridor Build Scenario would be similar to that under the No
Build Scenario; therefore there are no indirect effects from induced growth un-

der the Northern Corridor Build Scenario.

The effects to archaeological and historical resources from the forecasted devel-
opment under either of the Build Scenarios or the No Build Scenatio may be sub-
stantial if sites are eligible or potentially eligible for the NRHP. Depending on
the type of development, these sites may not be subject to Federal or state pro-

tection.

Within the forecasted development area of the No Build Scenario, there are 70

recorded cultural resource sites, including 40 potentially eligible sites (recorded
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sites that have not yet been evaluated are considered potentially eligible for this

assessment).

Within the Southern Corridor Build Scenario forecasted development area, 26
cultural resource sites have been recorded, including 2 potentially eligible sites.
In the area anticipated to be developed under the No Build Scenario that
would shift to the area south of Penney Farms Road, there are 13 recorded
cultural resource sites, all of which are potentially eligible. Therefore, com-
pared to the No Build Scenario, the Southern Corridor Build Scenatrio could
affect up to an additional 13; however, it includes 11 fewer potentially eligible
sites. (Local planners predicted that induced development under the Northern
Corttidor Build Scenario would be the same as that under the No Build Scenar-
io; therefore there are no indirect effects from induced growth under the

Nortthern Corridor Build Scenario).

Development forecasted under any of the scenarios could result in adverse
effects to cultural resources. For archeological sites, it cannot be determined if
the forecasted development will result in substantial effects because the quan-
tity, location, and character of individual resources are unknown. In addition,
the type of action (federal versus non-federal) would also dictate what level of
protection, if any, is given to a particular cultural resource. For historic build-
ings, some of the development may fall under Federal or State regulatory re-
source protection review and, therefore, these historic properties may be pro-
tected or preserved. However, most of the development is residential and
commercial development and would not fall under the Federal regulatory re-
view process. Local permit application review processes vary by locality, and
both St. Johns and Clay Counties have preservation ordinances that protect

historic properties to varying degrees.

Based on the strong regulations protecting parkland and other recreational
resources within the Land RSA, it is unlikely that forecasted development un-
der either the No Build or the Southern Corridor Build Scenario would result
in substantial adverse effects to recreation resources. Any potential impact to

a recreational resource would be regulated and mitigated through the land de-
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velopment process. However, indirect encroachment/alteration effects could
occur as a result of the Southern Corridor Build Scenario. This Scenario rep-
resents all the southern crossing alternatives; as described in the Section 4(f)
Resources discussion, the Brown 1, Pink 1, Orange 1 and Green 1 Build Alter-
natives would each require some acreage from the northern portion of the
10,320-acre Bayard Conservation Area. Because these alternatives would only
take a small amount of the northern perimeter of the area (ranging from 23.6
acres to 34.5 acres), indirect encroachment/alternation effects would be con-
sidered minimal. SR 16 already borders the conservation area in the same lo-
cation where additional right-of-way would be needed under this Build Scenat-
io. (Local planners predicted that induced development under the Northern
Corridor Build Scenario would be the same as that under the No Build Scenar-
io; therefore there are no indirect effects from induced growth under the

Northern Corridor Build Scenario).

The indirect effects to resources presented in this section have been quantified
where possible, based on development forecasted through 2030 by local plan-
ners and an evaluation of the difference of this anticipated development be-
tween the two representative Build Scenarios and the No Build Scenario. Ex-
hibit 3-73 provides a summary of the potential indirect effects from forecast-
ed development and encroachment/alteration effect from the No Build Sce-
narios and the Southern Corridor Build Scenario. As previously mentioned, in
some cases, such as waters of the US and floodplains, the potential effects pre-
sented in this section may represent an overstatement of effects, as inclusion
of resource features within a geographically defined development area does
not imply that all such resources will be adversely affected. Actual impacts to
some of these resources are likely to be reduced, as Federal and State regula-

tions and local ordinances regulate development affecting these resources.

The induced growth forecasted under the Southern Corridor Build Scenario is
approximately 11,700 acres more than that forecasted under the No Build and
the Northern Corridor Build Scenarios, which represents an increase in growth
of approximately 2.4 percent of the Land RSA. Therefore, the induced growth
and its resulting indirect effects from the Southern Corridor Build Scenatio ate
not considered to be substantial in comparison to the No Build and Northern

Cotrridor Build Scenarios.
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Exhibit 3-73: Summary of Potential Indirect Effects (Without Mitigation)
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! Local planners predicted that induced development under the Northern Corridor Build Scenario would be the same as that under the No Build Scenario. The No Build

61,000 acres could be converted to com-
mercial & residential developed uses
through 2030.

No substantial effects to community cohe-
sion anticipated as the area develops over
time.

Forecasted development will have an in-
creased beneficial effect on local and re-
gional economies.

Forecasted development has potential for
increased property and rent values that
could result in displacements for those not
able to pay the increased amounts. EJ
community cohesion could be affected.

No disproportionately high adverse effects.

12,400 acres of 100-year floodplain are
located within the forecasted development
area.

Stringent floodplain development regula-
tions will prevent major indirect effects to
floodplains.

Forecasted development and increases in
impervious surface area could result in
adverse effects to water resources through
degradation of surface water quality.
Because of the regulatory controls in place
within the Land RSA, substantial impacts to
water quality are not anticipated.

13,100 acres of wetlands are located within
the forecasted development area.

Existing Federal and State regulations are
anticipated to minimize and mitigate im-
pacts.

101 miles of other surface waters are locat-
ed within the forecasted development
area.

Existing Federal and State regulations are
anticipated to minimize impacts.

Scenario is shown here as a comparison with the Southern Corridor Build Scenario.

An additional 11,700 acres could be converted
to commercial & residential developed uses
through 2030, for a total of about 72,700 acres.

No substantial effects to community cohesion
anticipated as the area develops over time.
Additional forecasted development will have
an increased beneficial effect on local and re-
gional economies.

Forecasted development has potential for in-
creased property and rent values that could
result in displacements for those not able to
pay the increased amounts. EJ community
cohesion could be affected; could be affected
more in Pier Station than under the No Build
due to development shifting to southern Clay
County.

No disproportionately high adverse effects.

An additional 2,000 acres of 100-year floodplain
are located within the additional forecasted
development area, for a total of about 14,400
acres.

Stringent floodplain development regulations
will prevent major indirect effects to flood-
plains.

Additional development induced by the South-
ern Corridor Build Scenario could result in some
additional adverse effects to water resources
through degradation of surface water quality;
these potential effects are not expected to be
substantially different than those under the No
Build Scenario.

Because of the regulatory controls in place
within the Land RSA, substantial impacts to
water quality are not anticipated.

An additional 1,400 acres of wetlands are locat-
ed within the additional forecasted develop-
ment area, for a total of 14,500 acres.

Existing Federal and State Regulations are an-
ticipated to minimize and mitigate impacts.

An additional 19 miles of other surface waters
are located within the additional forecasted
development area, for a total of about 120
miles.

Existing Federal and State Regulations are an-
ticipated to minimize impacts.
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6,100 acres of agricultural land could be
converted to developed uses.

800 acres of barren land could be convert-
ed to developed uses.

2,000 acres of range land could be convert-
ed to developed uses.

33,000 acres of upland forest could be con-
verted to developed uses.

Forecasted development could lead to
indirect encroachment-alteration effects
and loss of suitable habitat.

State and Federal regulations provide
strong regulatory protections for threat-
ened and endangered species, indirect
effects to threatened and endangered spe-
cies are expected to be avoided or mitigat-
ed.

Forecasted development could lead to
indirect encroachment-alteration effects,
through loss of breeding habitat and re-
duction in water quality.

Federal, State and local regulations would
minimize development within essential fish
habitat and require water quality standards
to be met

Forecasted development area contains 70
recorded sites, including 40 eligible or po-
tentially eligible sites.

Based on the strong regulations protecting
parkland and other recreational resources
within the Land RSA, it is unlikely that fore-
casted development would result in sub-
stantial adverse effects to recreation re-
sources. Minor encroachment or alteration
effects such as noise and visual impact
could occur to protected lands bordering
development.

Any potential impact to a recreational re-
source would be regulated and mitigated
through the land development process.

Approximately 100 fewer acres of agricultural
land could be converted to developed uses, for
a total of about 6,000 acres.

Approximately 60 additional acres of barren
land could be converted to developed uses, for
a total of about 860 acres.

Approximately 280 fewer acres of range land
could be converted to developed uses, for a
total of about 1,720 acres.

Approximately 10,000 acres of upland forest
could be converted to developed uses, for a
total of about 43,000 acres.

Additional development induced by the South-
ern Corridor Build Scenario could result in addi-
tional indirect encroachment-alteration effects
and loss of suitable habitat.

State and Federal regulations provide strong
regulatory protections for threatened and en-
dangered species, additional indirect effects to
threatened and endangered species from the
Southern Corridor Build Scenario are expected
to be avoided or mitigated.

Forecasted development could lead to indirect
encroachment-alteration effects, through loss
of breeding habitat and reduction in water
quality. Raising vertical clearance of Shands
Bridge could result in larger vessels disturbing
aquatic habitat.

Federal, State and local regulations would mini-
mize development within essential fish habitat
and require water quality standards to be met

Additional forecasted development area con-
tains 13 additional recorded sites, however 11
less potentially eligible sites, for a total of 83
recorded sites including 29 potentially eligible
sites.

Based on the strong regulations protecting
parkland and other recreational resources with-
in the Land RSA, it is unlikely that the additional
forecasted development under the Southern
Corridor Build Scenario would result in substan-
tial adverse effects to recreation resources.
Minor encroachment or alteration effects such
as noise and visual impact could occur to pro-
tected lands bordering development.

Any potential impact to a recreational resource
would be regulated and mitigated through the
land development process.

! Local planners predicted that induced development under the Northern Corridor Build Scenario would be the same as that under the No Build Scenario. The No Build
Scenario is shown here as a comparison with the Southern Corridor Build Scenario.
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CHAPTER 3

This section summarizes the potential
cumulative effects of the project in
combination with other past, present, or

future actions. See the Indirect and
Cumulative Effects Discipline Report on the
enclosed CD for more detail.

Cumulative Effects

The CEQ regulations for implementing
the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) define Cumulative Effects as:

“the impact on the environment which
results from the incremental impact of
the action (project) when added to other
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future actions regardless of what agency
(Federal or non-Federal) or person under-
takes such other actions. Cumulative
impacts can result from individually mi-
nor but collectively significant actions
taking place over a period of time.” (40
CFR 1508.7)

Environmental Resources

3.24 CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

3.24.1 What are cumulative effects and why do we study them?

Cumulative effects include a project’s direct and indirect effects, as well as oth-
er past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions that, while not caused by
the project, will in combination with the project add to the overall effect,

whether adverse or beneficial, on the environment.

Analyzing cumulative effects is important because what might appear to be
minor impacts to resources, when combined with the impacts of numerous
other past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects, may add up to

significant stress on a particular resource.

3.24.2 How do we evaluate cumulative effects?

FDOT identified and assessed potential cumulative impacts based on an ap-
proach developed by the Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT,
2000). This approach involves the following eight steps:

= Identify the resources to consider in the analysis;
= Define the study area for each affected resource;

= Describe the current health and historical context for each re-

source;

= Identify direct and the indirect impacts that may contribute to a
cumulative impact;

= Identify other reasonably foreseeable future actions that may af-
fect resources;

= Assess potential cumulative impacts to each resource;

= Report the results; and

= Assess and discuss mitigation issues for all adverse impacts.
The cumulative effects analysis considered the magnitude of the cumulative
effect on the health of each resource in the study area. Health refers to the
general overall condition, stability, or vitality of that resoutce and the trend of

that condition. Therefore, the resource health and trend are key components

of the cumulative effects analysis. Laws, regulations, policies, or other factors
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that may change or sustain these resource trends are considered as well, to
determine whether more or less stress on the resource is likely in the foreseca-

ble future.

To determine the trends and historical context of each analyzed resource, the
team catalogued representative past, present and reasonably foreseeable future
actions within the Resource Study Area (RSA). They identified the reasonably
foreseeable future actions during the interviews with local planners and by
reviewing planning documents, including comprehensive plans and transporta-
tion plans. As with the indirect effects evaluation, the cumulative impact anal-
ysis was performed using two representative Build Scenarios; the Northern

Cotridor and the Southern Cortridor Build Scenatrios.

For resources where the analysis predicted an adverse cumulative effect, the
team considered potential mitigation measures that might reduce those effects.
Mitigation measures are not intended to be measures that FDOT or the lead
or cooperating agencies would, or even has the authority to implement; rather,
they are intended as suggested steps that could be taken by local, state and fed-
eral agencies and organizations to minimize potential cumulative effects. This
includes measures that could, if implemented, improve the overall health of

the resource.

FDOT completed the evaluation of cumulative effects for resources that were
found to be adversely affected by the project, either directly or indirectly.
They did not consider resources that were found to not be directly or indirect-
ly affected by the project in a substantive way. Geology, soils and air quality
were not addressed because the proposed project will not have any substantive
effect on these resources. Contamination sites were not addressed because the
proposed project would generally result in a benefit due to remediation of any
sites found within the right-of-way. Section 4(f) lands were not included in the
cumulative impact evaluation because the strict regulations regarding recrea-
tional and conservation lands will preclude substantive cumulative develop-
ment impacts to these areas. Noise and visual effects were not evaluated sepa-
rately but were included in the analysis of communities, neighborhoods and

businesses.
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The cumulative effects analysis considered the following resources:

Land Use Convetsion

Communities, Neighborhoods and Businesses (including Envi-
ronmental Justice)

Water Resources (including wetlands, other surface waters, 100-
year floodplains and water quality)

Wildlife Habitat and Vegetation
Threatened and Endangered Species
Essential Fish Habitat

Cultural Resources

The cumulative effects analysis considered both geographic and temporal
study limits. For the geographic analysis, a RSA was defined for each re-
source; this area was shown previously under Indirect Effects and is the area

that encompasses the forecasted development areas in the project vicinity.

The team considered the temporal limits by establishing a time frame as the
period from a past environmental reference point, in this case the year 1980, to
the planning year for the project, 2030. They chose the early date because the
rapid urbanization of the Jacksonville metropolitan area did not begin until
after 1980. This established a development or urbanization baseline for the
cumulative effects analysis; however, specific historical information was often

not available for each resource.

The catalog of past, present and future actions developed for the St. Johns
River Crossing Project helps to characterize the types of actions that are repre-
sentative of past, present, and future development in the RSA. This context
helps explain the way development projects may be related to the current
health of the land and the trends the resources are experiencing. This catalog
also provides insight as to the effect of development on futute resource stress

and future trends.
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There was no practical way of determining all past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions in the RSA. As previously stated, 1980 was selected
as the baseline year for the cumulative effects analysis. However, in many cas-
es, historic quantitative or geographically referenced information on the vari-
ous resources (e.g., acres of a given resource, land use, or land cover type) for
prior years was not available. In addition, a complete list of specific past ac-
tions is not available. CEQ guidance recognizes that this may not be practical
and that the information may not be available, and so they do not require the
compilation of this catalog (40 CFR 1500-1508). As a result, FDOT did not
perform a quantification of individual past actions. However, they did consid-
er past actions in describing the current health of each resource. The team
considered past actions collectively as the development that had occurred as of
2002. They selected the year 2002 as the beginning year for present develop-
ment because that was the date that FDOT conducted the Regional Transpor-
tation Planning Study that initiated the development of several conceptual al-

ternatives for this project.

The following sections summarize the potential cumulative effects of the pro-
posed project. The Indirect and Cumulative Effects Discipline Report located on the
enclosed CD provides more detail on past, present and future actions consid-

ered, and the overall resource health and trends in the study area.

3.24.6 What are the project’s potential cumulative effects?

Land Use

The potential cumulative effects on land use were derived by adding the exist-

ing development in the RSA, the potential development under the No Build

Exhibit 3-74: Potential Cumulative Land Use Effects of

the Representative Build Scenarios

Land Use Conversion (acres)

Representative

Build Scenario Present

Effects H : Direct s
Build Scenario Effects Indirect

Effects

Northern Corridor 30,000 61,000 1,301 --

Southern Corridor 30,000 61,000 1,661 11,700

All numbers are rounded
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Scenario, and the direct and indirect land use conversions for the two repre-

sentative Build Scenarios. Results are shown in Exhibit 3-74.

Under the Northern Corridor Build Scenario, the potential cumulative effect is
the development of 92,301 acres, approximately 19.5 percent of the RSA.
However, given that no indirect effects related to development are associated
with this Build Scenario, it would contribute less than one percent to the direct

and indirect conversion of land within the RSA.

Under the Southern Corridor Build Scenario, the cumulative development area
includes approximately 104,361 acres (22 percent) of the Land RSA. Based on
the induced-development area, the Southern Corridor Build Scenatio could con-
tribute to a maximum of 13,361 actes of development, which accounts for ap-

proximately 2.8 percent of the Land RSA.

The predicted conversion of undeveloped land under either Build Scenario will
not substantively affect the conversion trend within the Land RSA. Other re-

sources, however, will be affected as described in the following sections.

Anticipated private development and associated infrastructure will require
right-of-way acquisition and land to be purchased that could involve relocation
of residents and businesses. Under the Northern Corridor Build Scenario or
the No Build Scenario, development in the RSA is expected to increase by an
estimated 61,000 acres by the year 2030, mostly in northwestern Clay County.
Under the Southern Corridor Build Scenatio, development is expected to in-
crease by an estimated 72,700 acres of development within the RSA, mostly
within southern Clay County, by 2030. Approximately 11,700 acres of this

increase will be attributable to the Southern Corridor Build Scenario.

Local and regional governments have also prepared for and encouraged
growth in many jurisdictions. Right-of-way acquisition and relocations have
resulted from many past and present transportation projects. Projects typically
attempt to minimize the number of relocations, and moving assistance and

mitigation is typically requited. Land use planning is an important tool in pre-
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serving future corridors for transportation and utility uses and in minimizing

relocations when funding for new facilities becomes available.

The cumulative effect of relocation and right-of-way acquisition is consistent
with the general growth trend in the RSA. Required right-of-way acquisition
and relocations due to forecasted future development with any of the alterna-
tives is not expected to affect the overall quality of life in the northern part of
the RSA. The quality of life could be affected to a greater extent as the fore-
casted development associated within the Southern Corridor Build Scenario
would result in a transition from rural and undeveloped land uses to new resi-

dential and commercial land uses.

Other future development without the proposed project (the No Build Scenar-
io) will result in increased population and employment opportunities in the
RSA with corresponding increases in vehicular traffic, traffic noise, and visual
intrusion. Depending on pre-existing conditions and proximity to new or aug-
mented noise sources, these changes in ambient noise levels can affect the
quality of life in existing communities, as can the added visual effects of resi-

dential and commercial development.

The traffic noise analysis for the two representative Build Scenarios deter-
mined where noise impacts will occur (direct impacts). Additional noise im-
pacts and visual changes associated with induced development will most likely
occur in the southern portion of the RSA, as a result of the Southern Corridor
Build Scenario. This area has remained rural in nature and the predicted
11,700 acres of additional forecasted development, above that of the Northern
Cortridor Build Scenario and the No Build Scenario, would bring increases in
noise levels, primarily associated with increased vehicular traffic on the ex-
panded roadway system that would be required to accommodate the predicted

growth in the area.

Future development associated with the No Build and the Northern Corridor
Build Scenarios could also result in impacts to neighborhood and community
resources in terms of increased noise levels and visual intrusion. These im-
pacts would be more pronounced in the northwestern portion of the RSA. In
addition to noise impacts to neighborhoods and residences in this portion of
the RSA, there may also be noise impacts to the conservation lands in the area.
Under the No Build and Northern Corridor Build Scenarios, local planners

forecasted development surrounding the conservation lands in the northwest
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portion of the RSA. Noise impacts may be noticeable to users of the conserva-
tion lands, as well as the wildlife of the area. Visual changes associated with

surrounding development may also be noticeable to users.

Economic growth will continue whether the project is constructed or not,
while additional economic development in the southern portion of the RSA is
expected to occur under the Southern Corridor Build Scenario. Because of the
land development policies in place in St. Johns and Clay Counties, this induced
development in the south is consistent with local land development plans.
Changes in the local economy of the southern portion of the RSA from agri-
culture to a regionally based economy may occur as a result of the Southern
Corridor Build Scenario.  The increases in economic output and employment

associated with this development are considered beneficial cumulative effects.

As Florida’s forests and grasslands have been developed over the years to cre-
ate housing and transportation infrastructure, water quality has decreased due
to the introduction of oil, fuel and other pollutants. The resulting roadway
construction and number of cars on the roads has increased the amount of
pollution carried by stormwater runoff into streams and waterways. Overall,
streams in the RSA are in fairly stable condition, with localized areas of good
resource condition as well as localized areas of degraded resource condition.
Good conditions are generally found at streams or stream segments where

native riparian vegetation is intact.

Prior to the onset of significant land development in the RSA, wetlands were a
dominant landscape feature. The predevelopment extent of wetlands (based
on the mapped distribution of hydric soils) is conservatively estimated to have
been 83,320 acres (approximately 18 percent of the RSA) and may have cov-
ered as much as 118,443 acres (25 percent). Despite decades of development,
overall loss of historical wetlands appears not to be substantial. Land use/land
cover mapping by SJRWMD indicates the extent of wetlands in 2004 was
comparable to the predevelopment estimate (110,315 acres, or approximately
23 percent of the RSA). However, the quality of these wetlands has very likely
been diminished over time as a consequence of development, ditching, drain-

age, and groundwater withdrawal.
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Under the Northern Corridor Build Scenario, the cumulative development
area includes 25,163 acres of wetlands, 126 miles of other surface waters and
22,062 acres of 100-year floodplains. This represents approximately 17 per-
cent of the total amount of wetlands, 24 percent of the total amount of other
surface waters and 15 percent of the total amount of 100-year floodplains

within the RSA.

Under the South Cotridor Build Scenario, the cumulative development area
includes approximately 26,705 acres of wetlands, 145 miles of other surface
waters, and 24,039 acres of 100-year floodplains. This represents approxi-
mately 18 percent of the total amount of wetlands, 27 percent of the total
amount of other surface waters and 17 percent of the total amount of 100-year

floodplains within the RSA.

The potential indirect and cumulative effects to streams, wetlands and 100-
year floodplains are considered to be an overestimate, because the quantifica-
tions shown above are based on a total-take of the resources. Existing regula-
tions govern effects to water resources, which would minimize potential ef-
fects. Some of these resources are experiencing a declining trend in the RSA,
but Federal, State, and local protection should aid in minimizing the cumula-
tive impacts beyond project boundaries. In addition, mitigation measures for
impacts to these resources are typically required within the regulatory frame-
work, which governs public and private development, and are intended to off-
set degradation of water resources. As a result, cumulative effects to water

resources are not anticipated to be substantial.

Cumulative effects to water quality will occur from the continued land conver-
sion in the RSA. Anticipated effects to water quality could include the increase
in pollutant loading into existing surface waters associated with increased im-
pervious cover. However, potential cumulative effects to water quality will be

reduced by the regulatory controls administered by FDEP and SJRWMD.

The RSA was historically dominated by pine flatwoods and longleaf pine-xeric
oak forests. Linear hardwood swamps followed the courses of Black Creek,

Yellow Water Creek, Peters Creek, Durbin Creek, Trout Creek, Sixmile Creek,
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Turnbull Creek, and some of the lesser streams in the St. Johns River water-
shed. The inter-fluvial uplands were dotted with numerous swamps and fresh-
water marshes. These wetlands drained to the St. Johns River via a network of

tributary streams, most notably Black Creek and its tributaties.

The pine flatwoods are primarily mesic habitats that support a wide array of
wildlife. In predevelopment times, pine flatwoods once accounted for approxi-
mately 50 percent of the RSA; most of these open forests have been convert-
ed to silviculture which rose to prominence in the region in the 1930s. By
2004, silviculture accounted for almost 30 percent of the RSA. The forested
wetlands are home to numerous species and provide foraging habitat for still

mortre.

Federally threatened and endangered species associated with the wetlands in
the region include the threatened American alligator and the endangered wood
stork. Listed species associated with the mesic range land and mesic upland
forest include the threatened eastern indigo snake, the endangered Chapman’s
rhododendron and, in the old growth pine area, the endangered red-cockaded
woodpecker. Federally listed species associated with the xeric upland habitat
types include the eastern indigo snake and red-cockaded woodpecker; species
within the St. Johns River include the short-nosed sturgeon, West Indian man-
atee and the Atlantic sturgeon. (See the Wildlife and Habitat Discipline Report for

more complete listings of species in the project area).

The direct and indirect project impacts, when added to the past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions, will result in the loss of vegetation cover
types and wildlife habitat in the RSA. The primary impacts are from the con-
version of wildlife habitat to residential, commercial, and public infrastructure
development, and potential fragmentation of habitat. For the purposes of
quantifying potential cumulative wildlife habitat and vegetation, four types of
habitat were evaluated: agricultural lands, barren lands, range lands and upland
forests. Impacts to wetlands and other surface waters, which are also an im-

portant wildlife habitat, are discussed in the previous section.

Potential cumulative impacts to vegetation and wildlife habitat of the Northern
and Southern Corridor Build Scenarios are summarized in Exhibit 3-76 and

discussed in the following paragraphs.
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Exhibit 3-76: Potential Cumulative Effects to Vegetation and Wildlife Habitat

Potential | Profect |

Present Effects under : :
Effects the No Build Direct Pote-ntlal UL
. Effects Indirect Effects
Scenario Effects

AL Total Habitat

Within RSA

Habitat Type '

NORTHERN CORRIDOR BUILD SCENARIO

Agriculture (Acres) 4,200 6,100 161 N/A 10,461 24,600
il [z 220 800 9 N/A 1,029 4,100
(Acres)
Range Land

650 2,000 151 N/A 2,801 12,700
(Acres)
Ui Ferest 13,700 33,000 705 N/A 47,405 201,000
(Acres)
Total 18,770 41,900 1,026 N/A 61,696 242,400

SOUTHERN CORRIDOR BUILD SCENARIO

Agriculture (Acres) 4,200 6,100 152 -100 10,352 24,600
e Lz 220 800 24 60 1,104 4,100
(Acres)
g Led 650 2,000 81 280 2,451 12,700
(Acres)
Yalgrie!Feirest 13,700 33,000 1,012 10,000 57,712 201,000
(Acres)
Total 18,770 41,900 1,269 9,860 71,619 242,400

! Wetlands and water habitats are quantified in the previous section, Water Resources, Wetlands and Floodplains.

Potential cumulative effects associated with the Northern Corridor Build Sce-
nario include approximately 42 percent of the agricultural lands, 25 percent of
the barren lands, 27 percent of the range land and 24 percent of the upland
forest habitats being converted to developed uses through 2030. However, the
project’s contribution to these cumulative effects under the No Build or
Northern Corridor Build Scenarios would be approximately one percent or
less each of the agricultural lands, barren lands, range lands and upland forest

habitats being converted to developed uses.

Potential cumulative effects associated with the Southern Cortridor Build Sce-
nario include approximately 42 percent of the agricultural lands, 27 percent of
the barren lands, 19 percent of the range land and 29 percent of the upland
forest habitats being converted to development through 2030. However, the

project’s contribution to these cumulative effects under the Southern Corridor
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Build Scenario would include the conversion of a maximum of less than 1 per-
cent of the agricultural lands, 2 percent of the barren lands, 0 percent of the
range lands and 5 percent of the upland forest habitats being converted to de-

veloped uses.

Most of these potential cumulative effects would involve converting existing
undeveloped land, resulting in a decline in existing habitat along with a corre-

sponding increase in habitat fragmentation.

Wildlife populations rely on available habitat for their existence. The majority
of habitat is unregulated or unprotected. Therefore, this conversion of vegeta-
tion and wildlife habitat would result in a corresponding effect to wildlife pop-
ulations reliant on those habitats. In addition to the loss of habitat, indirect
and cumulative effects will also result from habitat fragmentation, which re-
duces the quantity and quality of remaining habitat for wildlife. Habitat frag-
mentation generally has the effect of reducing the populations of those species
that are sensitive to “edge” effects, such as increased predation, while benefit-
ing those populations that prefer “edge” habitat. This will result in a continu-
ance of the current trend in the RSA of a transition to wildlife species that are

tolerant of or thrive in human-altered urban and suburban environments.

Additional transportation projects are included in the catalog of reasonably
foreseeable future actions. As more roads and highways are built and develop-
ment increases, there will be a corresponding increase in wildlife vehicle colli-

sions, which could result in increased mortality to wildlife.

Along with general wildlife, there are numerous threatened, endangered and
other protected species that depend on the habitats in the RSA. Within the
project area (the area of direct effects), there are 27 Federally and state-listed
endangered, threatened or protected species with moderate to high probability
of occurring within the area of all Build Alternatives (refer to Exhibit 3-54 in
Section 3.16, Wildlife and Habitat).

Within the cumulative effects Land RSA, there are 127 documented occur-
rences of 28 protected species. Approximately half of these occurrences have
been recorded within conservation lands. In the area forecasted to be devel-
oped under the No Build Scenatio, there are 11 documented occurrences for
five protected species: Bartram’s ixia (6), Florida mountain-mint (1), gopher

tortoise (2), pondspice (1), and St. Johns black-eyed-susan (1).
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In the area forecasted to be developed under the Southern Corridor Build Sce-
nario, there are three additional documented occurrences for two protected
species: Bartram’s ixia (2) and Florida black bear (1). In addition to habitat
loss, potential cumulative effects to these species include fragmentation of

suitable habitat, and reduction of habitat connectivity in the larger areas.

No induced development is predicted under the Northern Corridor Build Sce-
nario over that associated with the No Build. However, more of the develop-
ment under the No Build and the Northern Corridor Build Scenarios would
occur in the northwest part of Clay County than under the Southern Corridor
Build Scenario. In the northwest area, local planners stated that the forecasted
development is likely to sutround the conservation lands in that part of the
county. This could exacerbate habitat fragmentation and connectivity impacts

because of the proximity of the development to the conservation lands.

Within the RSA, vegetation and wildlife habitat resources are reduced from
historic levels, are stressed from the reduction in habitat acreage and fragmen-
tation, and are experiencing a declining trend. Given this current trend and
the estimated cumulative effects described here and for wetlands habitat in the
previous section, there will be an adverse cumulative effect to wildlife habitat
and vegetation in the RSA from either of the two representative Build Scenari-

os ot from the No Build Scenario.

Protected species and their habitat are strictly regulated. There are approxi-
mately 70,000 acres of conservation lands, administered by SJRWMD within
the RSA. A number of threatened and endangered species inhabit these con-
servation lands. Potential cumulative effects to protected species will be re-
duced due to the protection afforded by the Federal and state regulations and

the amount of conservation land in the RSA.

Potential direct and indirect impacts, when added to the past, present, and rea-
sonably foreseeable future actions, will result in cumulative impacts to EFH.
The major impact to fish and aquatic resources results from habitat alteration
and fragmentation of wetlands and water quality degradation. The primary
direct impact of either of the two representative Build Scenarios would be as-
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sociated with the bridge structures over the St. Johns River. Both Build Sce-
narios would result in impacts within the ordinary high water mark of the riv-
er, and the bridge crossings will have some EFH involvement with submerged
aquatic vegetation. No blasting will be used in the demolition of the existing

Shands Bridge under the Southern Corridor Build Scenario.

Development along the St. Johns River could destroy or alter wetlands which
provide EFH. Recreationally and commercially important species depend on
EFH for their existence. Therefore, any degradation or alteration of that habi-
tat will result in a corresponding effect to populations reliant on it. Induced
development predicted under the Southern Corridor Build Scenario would
occur south of Penney Farms Road and does not border the St. Johns River,
so is not expected to affect EFH. Development predicted for the No Build
and both Build Scenarios could fragment wetlands within the St. Johns water-

shed, thereby affecting EFH.

By increasing the vertical clearance of the existing Shands Bridge, the Southern
Corridor Build Scenario would make it possible for larger vessels to utilize this
portion of the St. Johns River. This could impact EFH through wave erosion

of near-shore grassbeds and wetlands.

Regulatory controls, including the Clean Water Act and the Sustainable Fisheries
Act, provide protection to EFH. Water quality in the RSA is regulated by
SJRWMD and FDEP. Given current development trends and the estimated
cumulative effects described here, there will be continued degradation to fish
and aquatic resources and their habitat within the RSA through 2030. However,
cumulative effects to fish and aquatic resources will be reduced by the regulatory

controls administered by USACE, NMES, FWC, FDEP and SJRWMD.

Previously recorded archeological sites and historic structures in the RSA were
inventoried to estimate potential cumulative effects. It is expected that many
more unknown sites exist within the area. Exhibit 3-77 summarizes the poten-

tial cumulative effects to cultural resources in the RSA, based on known sites.

It is estimated that the Northern Corridor Build Scenario may result in cumu-

lative effects to approximately 139 cultural resource sites, or 15 percent of the
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Exhibit 3-77: Summary of Potential Cumulative Effects to Cultural Resources

Potential Effects “ Potential

under the No Direct | Potential Indirect Cumulative
Build Scenario Effects Effects Effects

Total Sites within
RSA

Build Present

Scenario Effects

CULTURAL RESOURCES (NUMBER OF KNOWN SITES)
Northern Corridor 50 70 20 N/A 139 954

Southern Corridor 50 70 21 13 151 956

Note: This table includes all known cultural resource sites, regardless of eligibility status.

known cultural resource sites within the RSA. It is estimated that the South-
ern Corridor Build Scenario may result in cumulative effects to approximately

151 cultural resource sites or about 16 percent of the known cultural resource

sites within the RSA.

It cannot be determined if forecasted development under the No Build or ei-
ther Build Scenario will result in substantial effects to cultural resources be-
cause the quantity, location, and character of individual resources are un-
known. In addition, the type of action (federal versus non-federal) would also
dictate the level of protection given to a particular cultural resource. Cultural
resource sites that are identified through the regulatory process would be pro-
tected or mitigated, thereby reducing the overall cumulative effect on the re-

source. Ultimately, site loss will continue to occur as development intensifies

in the RSA.

Historic properties are most susceptible to projects and development that are
not regulated by the Federal Section 106 process and that could cause the relo-
cation, demolition, or physical alteration of the resource. These projects
would primarily be residential, commercial, and industrial development within
the RSA. However, Clay and St. Johns Counties include provisions that afford
protection to cultural resources through their respective land development
ordinances. Therefore, the potential cumulative impacts to cultural resources

will be reduced through avoidance and mitigation strategies.
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The analysis of cumulative impacts considered opportunities for the mitigation
of adverse effects for each resource. Potential mitigation measures are de-
scribed below, and are intended to disclose steps or actions that could be un-
dertaken by local, state and federal agencies and organizations to minimize the

potential cumulative effect on each resource health and trend.

Many communities in the RSA have supported and planned for the proposed
project as well as other future community improvements. Adopted land use
plans and accompanying land use controls help to preserve future areas and
prepare for orderly and controlled development. Land use planning, zoning,
and local project review and approval also provide mechanisms to ensure that
development and infrastructure projects avoid and minimize impacts to sensi-
tive resources to the extent practicable. However, land use planning alone may
not ensure complete avoidance and minimization of future development ef-
fects on communities, neighborhoods and businesses. Additionally, intergov-
ernmental and public-private cooperative strategies and regional approaches
could be employed. The relative success of small communities in retaining a
measure of identity and cohesiveness in the face of spreading suburban growth
depends on a number of factors, including the pace of new development and
the commitment of residents to retain important elements, such as institution-
al practices, public facilities, cultural events, architectural styles, and economic

patterns.

The USACE administers Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and operates
under a “no net loss” policy for wetlands, requiring avoidance and minimiza-
tion of impacts, and compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts. This
may include mitigation banking under specific criteria defined and approved
by USEPA and the USACE. The Federal regulatory framework will continue
to positively affect the health of the resource. Impact awareness and public
education seminars could be conducted to address the avoidance and minimi-
zation of permanent impacts to jurisdictional wetlands. This could also avoid
the future degradation of wetland quality and functionality and help prevent

alterations of stream sinuosity and water quality. In addition to public aware-
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ness, land development policies administered by St. Johns and Clay Counties
can incorporate methods to avoid or minimize impacts to these resources dut-
ing the planning and design processes in order to preserve existing riparian

vegetation, stream bank conditions, and other wetland features.

FEMA administers the National Flood Insurance Program and requires com-
munities to adopt adequate land use planning and management measures to
qualify for insurance in flood prone areas. In addition to these Federal re-
quirements, local practices could include more stringent standards for develop-
ers in the RSA to incorporate flood control and storm water management into
their projects to ensure that base flood elevations are not increased by altera-
tions made to the landscape. Where locations in the RSA have experienced
continued inundation or historical high water events, local entities or counties
could purchase available lands adjacent to floodways and maintain the land as
natural areas or parks where structural development or encroachment of the
floodplain could be prevented. In addition, regulatory agencies could collabo-
rate on approval of new development and limit the amount of impervious sut-
faces in a given area to reduce surface water run-off and the associated volume

in drainage features.

SJRWMD owns and operates approximately 70,000 acres of conservation
lands, which is about 15 percent of the total land within the RSA. These con-
servation lands not only help protect water resources, but they also provide
habitat for wildlife, including many threatened and endangered species. The
Florida Forever Act (FFA) provides for the issuance of up to $3 billion in
bonds over a 10-year period, for land acquisition, water resource development,
stormwater management, water body restoration, recreational facility construc-
tion, public access improvements, invasive plant control, and related projects.
From 2006 to 2007, SJRWMD completed 36 transactions totaling 21,478 acres
of land, and it will continue to acquire land within the RSA through funding
provided by the FFA.

The acquisition and protection of land will become even more important as

the region continues to grow and available habitat becomes more scarce.
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Preservation of natural resources through expansion of public or private patks,
wildlife management areas, and preserves or funding habitat improvement
practices on these lands could help losses of natural resources within the same
region. Clay and St. Johns Counties could develop ordinances that would en-
courage permanent preservation of open space, ranch and agricultural lands,
woodlands and wildlife habitat, wetlands, and water bodies to promote inter-
connected green space and corridors. Landowners of tracts that exhibit spe-
cific environmental attributes could be eligible for financial or other incentives
in return for voluntarily conserving sensitive portions of their property
through a conservation easement. Design considerations for new development
and infrastructure projects could maintain or enhance habitat linkages and
wildlife movement between large tracts of public lands. Wildlife underpasses

or culvert passageways could reduce habitat fragmentation and edge effects.

Timber lands within the RSA also provide important habitat for wildlife. The
companies that operate these lands should be encouraged to manage them in
ways that benefit wildlife, especially riparian and wetland areas that are not
suitable for pine production. This could be accomplished by preserving pot-

tions of their land in a more natural state to encourage diversity.

There are land trust organizations that may be interested in preservation op-
portunities within the RSA. Such organizations involve a local, state, or region-
al nonprofit organization directly involved in protecting land for its natural,
recreational, scenic, historical, or productive value. Private conservation
groups are also interested in preservation efforts in this region. Such opportu-
nities could involve land donations, fee acquisition, mitigation banks, land leas-

€s, or conservation easements.

Efforts to reduce impacts to EFH could come from a variety of sources, in-
cluding Federal, state and local government agencies and non-profit organiza-
tions. Efforts to protect EFH should focus on the preservation of riparian
and aquatic habitats within the RSA and improvements to water quality. Or-
ganizations such as SJRWMD could make riparian areas within the RSA a pri-
ority for acquisition. Florida currently has one of the most stringent water
quality standards in the U.S. Land development ordinances that encourage

“setting-aside” riparian areas would help improve water quality by providing
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vegetation filtration for run-off during storm events. Areas of substantial near
-shore submerged aquatic vegetation within the St. Johns River could be pro-
tected by establishing “no anchoring or no wake” areas to protect the re-

source.

Future impacts to cultural resources could be mitigated through better aware-
ness of the importance of these resources within the private sector. Loss of
resources could be minimized to some extent through programs that would
encourage voluntary preservation by developers. In addition, local archaeolog-
ical societies or historic preservation societies are other organizations that
could engage in public outreach and site salvage work. These groups could
work with landowners toward site preservation, or if necessary, conduct sal-
vage work at endangered sites. These groups could give public lectures and
visit schools to promote cultural resource awareness. Increased funding of
archaeological awareness programs could aid in future mitigation and protec-
tion for these resources through educational methods and increased public

awareness.

Future impacts to historic properties could be mitigated through better aware-
ness of the importance of historic properties and regulatory restrictions and
review at the local level. Historic properties that may be impacted by private
development, mainly residential and commercial developments, would not be
subject to a regulatory review process and thus would have reduced protec-
tion. State and local programs for the identification of historic resources could
help offset these impacts if properties have already been surveyed and evaluat-

ed.

The Land RSA and greater Jacksonville area are undergoing rapid population
and employment growth with or without the proposed project. This growth is
anticipated to continue under either of the two representative Build Scenarios
or the No Build Scenario. Local and regional government agencies continue
to plan for this growth and have adopted various land use and transportation

plans for the area. The St. Johns River Crossing Project, combined with other
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local and regional development efforts, would serve to accommodate present
and planned growth and development. A number of regulatory mechanisms
are in place to minimize potential adverse effects of social and economic

growth.

The cumulative effects analysis attempted to determine the magnitude of the
potential cumulative effects on the resources. Most cumulative effects as-
sessed would not be substantial in the context of the RSA. However, vegeta-
tion and wildlife habitat would experience a substantial adverse cumulative
effect from continued stress on the resource (loss of habitat and fragmenta-
tion) caused by development under any of the scenarios. It is unknown
whether or not potential cumulative effects to archeological and historic re-
sources would be substantial because sufficient information does not exist for
the quality of the resource, the nature of the potential impact, or both. There
would be beneficial cumulative effects to some socioeconomic and community

issues, such as income and employment.

Mitigation measures required by regulation or that could be undertaken by
local, state and Federal agencies and organizations will help to reduce potential

cumulative effects in the RSA.

3.25 SUMMARY COMPARISON OF
ALTERNATIVES

Exhibit 3-78 on the following pages provides a comparison of the alternatives

evaluated in this Final EIS. The exhibit summarizes the impacts and benefits

of each alternative. Impacts shown do not take into account the application of

mitigation measures described in this chapter.
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This chapter looks at considerations other
than project impacts: irreversible decisions
the project would entail, tradeoffs between
short-term resource use and long-term
gains, permitting and adverse effects that
cannot be mitigated.

4.1 WHAT OTHER CONSIDERATIONS DID
FDOT EXAMINE?

Beyond the potential impacts the proposed project may have on both the natu-
ral and built environment, the decision makers responsible for determining the
Selected Alternative need to consider other matters as well. These can vary
from project to project, and sometimes involve matters of local importance that
may not be involved elsewhere in the analysis. This chapter examines some
additional topics considered by the Florida Department of Transportation

(FDOT) during their analysis of the St. Johns River Crossing Project.

Irretrievable resources that will be committed to this project include the acqui-
sition and use of additional land both east and west of the St. Johns River.
While the land could be converted to another use in the future if the project
were not built, there is no basis at present to predict whether such a conver-

sion would ever be necessary or desirable.

The St. Johns River Crossing Project will also expend fossil fuels, labor, and
highway construction materials such as cement, aggregate, and bituminous
material.. In addition, projects of this size use large amounts of labor and nat-
ural resources in the fabrication and preparation of non-retrievable construc-
tion materials. Recent demands in the years following Hurricane Katrina (fall
of 2005) reduced the supply of some construction materials. This temporary
shortage has resulted in increased construction cost estimates for the Build
Alternatives. High demands from the expanding Chinese economy have also
affected the availability of steel and other resources, including fossil fuels.
However, it is not anticipated that the quantity of materials required to build
the proposed St. Johns River Crossing Project will have an adverse effect upon

the continued availability of these resources.

The residents and travelers in the area will benefit from the commitment of
these resources and the improved quality of the transportation system, as the
project will improve existing and future travel conditions, promote local eco-
nomic development, and provide greater safety during times of emergency

evacuation.
4.2



The short-term costs of the St. Johns River Crossing Project will include a
number of years of construction, creating noise, dust, and traffic congestion as
well as the consumption of energy. The long-term cost of not improving the
highway corridor and bridge crossing will be substantial and will result in
worsening traffic congestion along with additional energy use, regional and
local economic losses as residents continue commuting outside their home

counties, and inadequate conditions during times of emergency evacuation.

The United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the St. Johns River
Water Management District (SJRWMD) regulate wetlands within the study
area. The United States Fish and Wildlife Service, the National Marine Fisher-
ies Service, and the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
(FWC) will review and comment on the wetland permit applications. It is cur-
rently anticipated that the major permits shown in Exhibit 4-1 will be required

for this project.

Exhibit 4-1: Major Permits Required

Environmental Resource Permit (ERP) SJRWMD
Section 404 Dredge and Fill Permit USACE
Section 10 Permit USACE

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

Permit (NPDES) AN
Section 9 Bridge Permit USCG
Gopher Tortoise Relocation Permit FWC

The complexity of the permitting process depends greatly on the degree of
impact. The SJRWMD requires an Environmental Resource Permit when con-
struction of any project results in the creation of a water management system
or isolated wetlands or an impact to “waters of the State.” The district will
require an individual permit along with mitigation since wetland impacts will

be greater than one acre.

The USACE will require an individual permit in compliance with the Section

404(b)(1) guidelines of the Clean Water Act, including verification that:

4.3
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= All impacts have first been avoided to the greatest extent possible,

* Unavoidable impacts have been minimized to the greatest extent

possible, and

*  Unavoidable impacts have been mitigated in the form of wetlands

creation, restoration, and/or enhancement.

The USACE 2008 Final Compensatory Mitigation Rule established a mitiga-
tion preference hierarchy. The most preferred form of mitigation is mitigation
bank credits. In-lieu, fee program credits are second in the preference hierar-
chy and permittee-responsible mitigation is the third preference. FDOT is
committed to working with the agencies and developing a regional wetland
mitigation plan as the project progresses into the design phase. FDOT’s pro-
posed mitigation will be from a combination of banks and other mitigation

projects that may include preservation, restoration and/or creation.

The USACE will also require a Section 10 Permit in accordance with the Riv-
ers and Harbors Act verifying that the project will not obstruct or alter naviga-

ble waters of the United States.

The Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) requires that
any project that results in the clearing of five or more actes of land also obtain
a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit pursuant
to 40 CFR parts 122 and 124. In association with this permit, they would also
require a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan that would be implemented
during the construction of the project. The primary functions of the NPDES
requirements are to ensure that sediment and erosion during construction are
controlled. These permits typically utilize Best Management Practices to en-

sure compliance.

A Section 9 Bridge Permit from the United States Coast Guard (USCG) is
needed for construction of a bridge over navigable waters, which in this case

would include the St. Johns River and Black Creek.

During construction, the contractor will likely use borrow pits in the project
area to provide fill for roadway construction. In accordance with FDOT pro-

cedures, the contractor will be responsible for obtaining necessary permits for



such uses, which may vary depending on borrow sites selected. The contrac-
tor will be required to obtain appropriate cultural resources clearances for any
borrow sites, including conducting any necessary site investigations and con-
sultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer. In the case of threatened
and endangered species clearances, however, FDOT will be responsible for
these clearances, if necessary, including consultation with the appropriate re-

sources agencies.

Most transportation projects, even projects that provide substantial public
benefits, have some negative effects on the natural and/or the built environ-
ment. FDOT and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) are strongly
committed to avoiding, minimizing, and mitigating such effects whenever
practicable. Nevertheless, the St. Johns River Crossing Project will have several
adverse impacts that will remain even after the implementation of mitigation

measures. These include:

»  Fill and shading impacts on the St. Jobns River: A new bridge will in-

crease both fill and shading, particularly in the near-shore waters
and wetlands areas, and could have the potential to reduce wet-
land and aquatic habitat. While these effects would be mitigated,
the existing habitat would be altered.

»  Visual effects of the roadway and bigher bridge structure: 'The St. Johns

River Crossing Project is considered a “greentield” project, mean-
ing that it will be built along a corridor where a road does not cur-
rently exist. Constructing it would make the area look considera-
bly different than it does today. While existing vegetation will be
left where possible adjacent to the highway to enhance aesthetics,
some people will likely consider at least some of the visual chang-

es created by the new highway to be adverse.

*  Residential and business relocations: Although the Conceptual Stage

Relocation Plan has determined that there ate sufficient properties
in the area to accommodate the relocations that will be needed for
the project, having to move is always a hardship on a family or
business, and will pose some issues that cannot be mitigated

simply by providing a new residence or place of business.

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL
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»  Loss and fragmentation of wildlife habitat: Construction of any project
in this area will reduce and fragment existing habitat, and develop-
ment in the project area will increase the rate at which this habitat

degradation will occur.

= [ncreases in noise: Constructing a new roadway through areas of
mainly rural development will increase noise levels throughout the
project area. Although the construction of noise barriers was ana-

lyzed, none were found to be either prudent or feasible.

Dmpacts to community cobesion_and changes to the social quality of the area:

The nature of the project area continues to become more residen-
tial, and this trend will continue regardless of whether the project
is constructed. However, construction of the project could in-
crease the rate at which this would occur. These changes will af-
fect the feel of the various communities in the project area, ulti-

mately changing their quality of life.

All of the Build Alternatives will connect to Interstate 95 (I-95) in St. Johns
County at one or more locations. Potential traffic impacts to I-95 between the
SR 16 interchange and I-295 were investigated by separating this section of I-
95 into segments (See Exhibit 4-3). These segments were analyzed using the
traffic from the Sz Jobhns River Crossing Traffic Analysis Report, located on the en-
closed CD. I-95 mainline was assumed an eight lane roadway north of Inter-
national Golf Parkway based on the 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan
(LRTP). The 1-95 widening will be in place prior to or within a year of the
opening of this project. The results of the analysis are shown in Exhibit 4-2.
This table shows the last year that each segment of 1-95 is at a particular level
of service (LOS). For example, I-95 between International Golf Parkway and
SR 16 will have a LOS C until year 2026 for the Orange 1 and 2 Alternatives.
The dashes (“-*) shown in the table indicate that the last year at that LOS is
before 2025, which is the first traffic analysis year. The asterisks (“*”) shown
in the table denote that the last year at that LOS is beyond 2045, which is the
last traffic analysis year. Since all of the segments have a LOS lower than LOS
B by 2025, the table begins with LOS C. The data presented in Exhibit 4-2 is
presented graphically in Appendix C of the S% Jobus River Crossing Traffic Analy-
sis Report, included on the enclosed CD.
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Exhibit 4-2: Future 1-95 Levels of Service

2025
2036
2045

2031
2045

2026
2036
2045

2027
2037
2045

2025
2034
2045

2031
2036
2045

2029
2042
2045

2031
2045

2030
2043
2045

2033
2042
2045

2033
2042
2045

2031
2041
2045

2032
2045

2030
2045

2025
2034
2045

2034
2045

2026
2033
2041
2045

2033
2045

2032
2045

2034
2044
2045

2033
2044
2045

2026
2033
2041
2045

2033
2045

2032
2045

2025
2034
2045

2033
2044
2045

2041
2045

2034
2045

2038
2045

2032
2043
2045

2036
2045

2035
2045

2041
2045

2034
2045

2038
2045

2032
2043
2045

2036
2045

2035
2045

"-" indicate that the last year at that level of service is before 2025 (the first traffic analysis year)

" indicate that the last year at that level of service is beyond 2045 (the last traffic analysis year)

NOTE: 1-95 was analyzed as existing (8 lanes).
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Exhibit 4-2: Future 1-95 Levels of Service (cont)

I-295 St. Aug Rd
C 2025 = - - - - -
Last Year of D 2034 2033 2034 2033 2033 2035 2035
Service E 2045 2042 2045 2044 2044 2045 2045
F * 2045 * 2045 2045 * *
St. Aug Rd SR 9B
C 2027 = 2025 = 2025 = =
Last Year of D 2037 2033 2034 2034 2034 2036 2036
Service E 2045 2042 2045 2044 2045 2045 2045
F * 2045 * 2045 * * *
SR9B CR210
C 2026 2030 2030 2032 2032 = =
Last Year of D 2036 2043 2045 2045 2045 2032 2032
Service E 2045 2045 > € * 2043 2043
F * * * * * 2045 2045
CR210 Int'l Golf Pkwy
C 2031 2032 2033 2033
Last Year of D 2045 2045 2045 2045
Service E 2 * % *
F * * * *
CR210 SR 23
C 2031 - -
Last Year of D 2045 2038 2038
Service E * 2045 2045
F * * *
SR 23 Int'l Golf Pkwy
C 2029 2034 2034
Last Year of D 2042 2045 2045
Service E 2045 * *
E * * *
Int’l Golf Pkwy SR 16
C 2025 = = 2026 2026 = =
Last Year of D 2036 2031 2031 2033 2033 2041 2041
Service E 2045 2036 2041 2041 2041 2045 2045
F * 2045 2045 2045 2045 * *

"-" indicate that the last year at that level of service is before 2025 (the first traffic analysis year)

" indicate that the last year at that level of service is beyond 2045 (the last traffic analysis year)

NOTE: 1-95 was analyzed as existing (8 lanes).



Exhibit 4-3: Future 1-95 Levels of Service Segments
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Each section of 1-95 is affected differently by each alternative. Some sections
are benefited and some are impacted. For example, the I-95 mainline analysis
for the Brown 1 and 2 Alternatives shows an improvement in LOS for the I-
95 segment from CR 210 to SR 9B/SR 23 in comparison to the No Build
Alternative, but a deterioration in the I-95 LLOS from SR 16 to International
Golf Parkway and from SR 9B/SR 23 to 1-295. All of the alternatives would
result in deterioration of the 1-95 LOS in some segments. This could be miti-
gated for by adding additional mainline lanes or auxiliary lanes. The Pink 1
and 2 and Green 1 and 2 Alternatives show the least number of I-95 segments
with LOS below the No Build Alternative and would require the least mitiga-
tion along I-95 to achieve the same or better LOS compared to the No Build
Alternative. More detail about the mitigation required for each Build Alterna-
tive to achieve the same or better LOS as the No Build Alternative are con-
tained in the Sz Jobns River Crossing Traffic Analysis Report, located on the en-
closed CD.

All of the Build Alternatives connect to Branan Field — Chaffee Road north of
SR 21 (Blanding Boulevard). Branan Field — Chaffee Road begins just north
of SR 21 in Clay County and ends at I-10 in Duval County. Exhibit 4-4 com-
pares the traffic for Branan Field — Chaffee Road (existing condition) with the
toll traffic for the First Coast Outer Beltway, which includes the St. Johns Riv-
er Crossing alternatives and Branan Field — Chaffee Road. It should be noted
that the only consideration for Branan Field — Chaffee Road in this EIS is for
the tolling of this road; therefore, toll design traffic was not developed for the
Branan Field — Chaffee Road and the volumes used for comparison were tak-
en from the Sketch Level Traffic and Revenue Study (a separate study) which
reported $0.10/mile volumes. As shown in the table, the toll traffic for all of
the Build Alternatives is lower than the free traffic for Branan Field — Chaffee
Road. This means that the St. Johns River Crossing project will not adversely

impact 1-10; rather it will reduce the traffic on I-10.

FDEP has determined that this project is consistent with the Florida Coastal

Management Program. FDEP indicated during the AN that the state’s final

4-10



Exhibit 4-4: Branan Field - Chaffee Road Toll Traffic Comparison
Branan Field - Chaffee Road Segment 2035 2035 Toll AADT** by Alternative

= No BuiLd Brown Orange Green
AADT 1and 2 nd2 | 1and2

Blanding Boulevard ~ Oakleaf South

e Eorasare 69,700 52,100 52,500 50,600 49,900 51,500 50,200
Celilerir sl PUEHIE oS 80,500 63,400 63,500 64300 63800 65100 63,500
(Frontage Ramps) Boulevard

i)z erest 103rd Street 84,200 66,700 67,500 67,300 67,000 68200 66,900
Boulevard

Normandy Boulevard

103rd Street St 72,800 54,200 54,900 55100 55300 56,100 55400
g‘;’z“zzr;dy ST o el A 53,000 42,700 43,400 44000 43300 44100 44,700
New World Ave 110 62,300 51,200 51,900 53,100 52300 53,000 52,400

SOURCE: *Branan-Field Chaffee traffic (toll free); assumes St. Johns River Crossing is not built

SOURCE: **Interpolated from the First Coast Outer Beltway Planning Level Traffic and Revenue Analysis and Sketch Level Toll Traffic Forecast for the St. Johns River
Crossing Alternatives, dated December 20, 2007. This report assumed a $0.10 per mile toll rate.

review of the project’s consistency with the Florida Coastal Management Pro-
gram will be conducted during the environmental permitting stage. FDEP’s AN
response is located in Appendix B of the Agency Coordination Memorandum located
on the enclosed CD.

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL
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5.1 WHAT COMMITMENTS ARE BEING

MADE?

During construction, all provisions of the Florida Department of Transporta-
tion’s (FDOT) most recent version of the Standard Specifications for Road and
Bridge Construction will be followed. In addition, FDOT is committed to the

following measures for the St. Johns River Crossing project:.

FDOT will develop a traffic management plan that will be implemented by the
contractor during construction. The plan will include traffic management and
signage, access to local businesses and residences, detour routes, public notifi-
cation and alternate routes, emergency services coordination, and project

scheduling (Section 3.3.3).

Additionally, the widening of 1-95 from six to eight lanes north of Internation-
al Golf Parkway will be in place prior to or within a year of the opening of this

project.

FDOT is committed to reevaluating feasible noise abatement measures during
Final Design. Although no noise barriers are being proposed as mitigation at

this time, a commitment to construct feasible and reasonable noise bartiers

will be contingent upon the following conditions:

Detailed noise analysis during the Final Design process supports

the need for abatement.

Detailed noise batrier analysis indicates that the cost of the batri-

ers will not exceed the cost reasonableness criteria.

Community input regarding desires, types, heights, and locations
of barriers is received by the FDOT and supports the construc-

tion of noise batrtiers.

Preferences regarding compatibility with adjacent land uses, par-
ticularly as expressed by officials having jurisdiction over such

lands, have been addressed.



Safety and engineering aspects related to roadway users and adja-
cent property owners have been reviewed and any conflicts or

issues resolved.

Any other mitigating circumstances revealed during Final Design

have been analyzed and resolved.

FDOT will also reanalyze the Bayard Conservation Area for the feasibility of
noise barriers during Final Design when the relocation of the parking area and

future site access has been determined.

FDOT will carry out a Right-of-Way and relocation program in accordance
with Florida Statute 339-09 and the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (Public Law 91-646 as amended by
Public Law 100-17).

In case of any permanent barrier effects to communities or neighborhoods,
the feasibility of maintaining access or connectivity will be examined during
final design. Measures could include maintaining or restoring pedestrian cross-

ings or informal pathways within communities, where feasible and safe.

Construction of the project could require the temporary use of some land out-
side the right-of-way for equipment staging areas and access roads. FDOT
and its contractors will not use any properties that have not been purchased
for the project without first consulting with those owners. These potential
temporary land uses will be minor and short term, and all such property will be

restored to its pre-construction condition immediately following construction.

FDOT and FHWA will develop an inadvertent discovery plan to address what
steps will be taken if construction areas contain unexpected cultural resources
and will mitigate any unavoidable loss of eligible or listed properties or struc-

tures under the terms of Section 106.

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL
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FDOT and FHWA will continue to consult with the State Historic Preserva-
tion Officer (SHPO) and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation to
determine the best methods of avoiding or mitigating unavoidable effects to
historic resources. A Pond Siting Report will be completed once pond sites are
determined. FDOT will submit design plans to the SHPO when the plans be-
come available so that SHPO can confirm that the final design avoids an ad-

verse effect on eligible or listed properties or structures.

FDOT will implement the following measures in order to mitigate impacts,
minimize harm, and enhance features and attributes of the Bayard Conserva-
tion Area as agreed upon with the St. Johns River Water Management District
(SJRWMD):

Approximately 73.81 acres of land adjacent to the BCA will be
conveyed to the SJRWMD for incorporation into the conserva-
tion area. Sufficient funding will be provided to restore this area

to an environmentally acceptable condition.

Parking areas, trails and the caretaker residence will be recon-

structed in an area south of the proposed roadway.

A multi-use trail will be constructed along the north side of the

conservation area, adjacent to the roadway.

Funds will be provided for the restoration of the existing golf

course to natural conditions.

Potential effects of construction on local air quality will be addressed in ac-
cordance with FDOT’s most current edition of Standard Specifications for Road
and Bridge Construction (Florida, 2007). In addition, the contractor will be re-

quired to implement the following specific BMPs:

Appropriate fugitive dust suppression controls, such as spraying
water on haul roads adjacent to construction sites, daily street
sweeping, covering loaded trucks, and washing haul trucks before

leaving the construction site.
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Re-vegetate disturbed areas with native grasses as soon as possible
after construction activities are completed in order to minimize

windblown dust.

Shut off construction equipment when not in direct use in order

to reduce idling emissions.

Propetly maintain and inspect construction equipment to ensure

that required pollution control devices are in working condition.
Preserve existing vegetation to the maximum extent practical.

Route heavy truck traffic away from schools and residences when
feasible.
All construction sites (including any unpaved roads and parking and storage
areas) will be watered during dry weather or at least once daily to minimize

fugitive dust emissions.

FDOT will coordinate with all service providers, including emergency services,
and utility providers during final design to ensure that access is maintained and
alternate routes are developed. FDOT is also committed to the additional fol-

lowing measures:

Notify and coordinate with the fire departments for waterline
relocations that may affect water supply for fire suppression and

establish alternate supply lines prior to any breaks.

Notify and coordinate with the fire departments during construc-
tion to ensure all calls can be handled by developing plans for

alternate routes.

Provide emergency service providers and police departments with
advance notification of construction schedules and any planned

street closures.

Coordinate with school officials during construction. Also sched-
ule evening construction, where allowed, to reduce congestion

during peak hours and have less effect on school bus routes.

Field-verify the exact locations and depths of underground utili-

ties prior to construction.

Notify neighborhoods of utility interruptions by providing a

schedule of construction activities to the public in those areas.

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL
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Prepare a consolidated utility plan consisting of key elements such
as existing locations, potential temporary locations, and potential
new locations for utilities; sequence and coordinated schedules for
utility work; and detailed description of any service distruptions.
This plan will be reviewed by and discussed with affected utility

providers prior to the start of construction.

All stormwater runoff from the proposed roadway will be collected and treat-
ed before being discharged to surface waters. Typical BMPs such as staked
hay bales, silt fences, mulching and reseeding, and use of buffer zones along

water bodies will be used as appropriate.

FDOT will consult with the Florida Department of Environmental Protection
(FDEP) and the SJRWMD regarding the status of development of Total Maxi-
mum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for surface water features or basins which appear
on the 303(d) list and are crossed by the project. FDOT will also commit to
working with FDEP to ensure that all construction activities and contaminants

of concern are included in future TMDLs.

Wetland impacts which will result from the construction of this project will be
mitigated pursuant to S. 373.4137 F.S. to satisfy all mitigation requirements of

Part IV Chapter 373, F.S. and 33 U.S.C.s 1344.

All wetland impacts will be mitigated for within the mitigation basin in which
they are impacted. FDOT will coordinate with the U.S. Army Corps of Engi-
neers (USACE) and SJRWMD during the design phase to establish the extent

of mitigation before final permits will be issued.

The USACE 2008 Final Compensatory Mitigation Rule established a mitiga-
tion preference hierarchy. The most preferred form of mitigation is mitigation
bank credits. In-lieu, fee program credits ate second in the preference hierar-
chy and permittee-responsible mitigation is the third preference. FDOT is

committed to working with the agencies and developing a regional wetland
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mitigation plan as the project progresses into the final design phase. The plan
will establish procedures, guidelines and responsibilities to implement regional-
ly significant mitigation for unavoidable impacts caused by the St. Johns River
Crossing Project and other future FDOT projects within the jurisdictional
boundaries of SJRWMD. Mitigation bank credits within the same basin will
be used where possible and on-site mitigation will be used where banks are
not available. Based on current day mitigation credits available, this approach
will be used in developing the plan. If mitigation credits become unavailable

before the permitting phase, project specific mitigation will be evaluated.

FDOT will design and construct the proposed project to provide wildlife pas-
sage across the corridor to reduce habitat fragmentation, prevent genetic isola-
tion, and limit direct mortality on the roadway. Wildlife passage will be accom-
plished by designing appropriate bridge lengths, culvert locations, signage, and
construction of dedicated wildlife crossings where justified. These efforts will
follow the FDOT Wildlife Crossing Guidelines. Specific recommendations for lo-
cation and design of wildlife crossings that are provided by the Florida Fish and
Wildlife Conservation Commission, the USFWS and other regulatory agencies

will be incorporated during the design and permitting phase.

FDOT will undertake a number of actions to avoid or minimize impacts to

federally listed species including the following:

Use special provisions for protection of the shortnosed sturgeon
during construction to ensure that no sturgeons are harmed. Use
drilled shaft pile construction if determined by FDOT to be prudent

and feasible. No explosives will be used in bridge demolition.

Conduct surveys for gopher tortoise burrows will be conducted

within two years of the construction start date.

Utilize the USFWS Survey Protocol for the Eastern Indigo Snake Dry-
marchon couper, in North and Central Florida, if applicable;

Implement the standard USFWS protection measures for the
eastern indigo snake and an eastern indigo snake education plan

prior to and during construction.
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Conduct a detailed Eastern indigo snake habitat impact analysis
during the Final Design and Permitting phases in close coordina-
tion with USFWS and FWC during this process.

Mitigate the impacts to Eastern indigo snake habitat through the
purchase and conservation of appropriate upland habitat as deter-
mined by the aforementioned analysis during the Final Design/
Permitting/Right-of-Way phases. Furthermore, the Department
is committed to close coordination with USFWS and FWC during
this process.

Use special provisions for the protection of manatees during con-
struction to ensure that no manatees are harmed. Trained person-
nel will conduct surveillance of in-water work areas during con-
struction. Erosion and turbidity control measures will be installed

and maintained around in-water work area.

Follow the Standard Manatee Protection Construction Conditions
for In-Water Work (FWC 2009) for the Florida manatee during
implementation of the project, and TSPs will be incorporated into
the contractot’s bid documents.

Develop and utilize a manatee watch plan specific to this project
during the Permitting phase, at which time the USFWS will be
provided the opportunity to provide input and approval.

Implement water quality improvement initiatives as an additional
mitigation option for impacts to submerged aquatic vegetation. A
draft plan is contained in Appendix D of the Endangered Species
Biological Assessment.

Restore near-shore areas upon the removal of the existing Shands
Bridge.

Should the striped newt or gopher tortoise be listed prior to the
time construction commences, an effects determination will be
made in coordination with USFWS. Furthermore, compliance
with all applicable state and Federal regulations, guidelines, survey
protocol, etc., will be adhered to.

Where the proposed project will alter wetlands, wetland compen-
sation will include a temporal-lag factor to account for time re-
quired for successful mitigation with type-for type-mitigation and
comparable hydroperiod, to compensate for potential adverse

effects to the wood stork foraging area.

Design and construct the proposed project to provide wildlife
passage across the project corridor to reduce habitat fragmenta-
tion, prevent genetic isolation, and limit direct mortality on the
roadway. Wildlife passage will be accomplished by designing ap-
propriate bridge lengths, culvert locations, signage, and construc-

5-8



tion of dedicated wildlife crossing where justified. These efforts
will follow the FDOT Wildlife Crossing Guidelines. Specific rec-
ommendations for location and design of wildlife crossings that
are provided by the FWC, the USFWS and other regulatory agen-
cies will be incorporated during the design and permitting phase.

Coordination with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has been
ongoing and will continue regarding mitigation for essential fish habitat.
FDOT is committed to mitigating all EFH impacts as a result of the construc-
tion of the Preferred Alternative. Blasting will not be used for demolition of

the Shands Bridge.

FDOT is committed to the following actions to avoid, minimize or mitigate

for EFH impacts:

Evaluating, considering, and implementing design/construction
techniques which lead to the continued avoidance and minimiza-
tion of wetland impacts, to include EFH impacts.

Mitigating all wetland impacts to include EFH impacts as a result
of the construction of the Preferred Alternative.

Working with the agencies and developing a regional wetland mit-
igation plan as the project progresses into the design phase. The
plan will establish procedures, guidelines and responsibilities to
implement regionally significant mitigation for unavoidable im-
pacts caused by the St. Johns River Crossing Project and other
future FDOT projects within the jurisdictional boundaries of
SJRWMD. FDOT will continue to coordinate with the resource
agencies in developing the framework for a regional wetlands mit-
igation plan.

Mitigating for SAV impacts through water quality improvement
initiatives. A draft plan is contained in Appendix H of the Essen-
tial Fish Habitat Report.

Restoring the near-shore areas upon the removal of the existing
Shands Bridge.

FDOT will discuss the results of the contamination assessment work with the
contractor and develop appropriate response plans to either avoid or remove
known areas of contamination. A response plan developed prior to construc-
tion and approved by FDEP will cover contaminants that may be unexpected-

ly encountered or accidentally spilled during construction. FDOT will also
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notify the state of any unanticipated discoveries or spills during construction,

and coordinate cleanup with FDEP staff.

FDOT will coordinate with the US Coast Guard to develop and implement
marine traffic management plans during construction and to provide public

information on construction activities that affect navigation.

FDOT will also provide vertical and horizontal bridge clearances in final de-
sign that are acceptable to maritime community. In addition, FDOT will com-
mit to the following measures for the demolition / construction of the bridge

across the St. Johns River:

Pre-Demolition/Construction

Prior to beginning construction or demolition, the river bottom
500 feet upstream and downstream from the bridge centerline will
be surveyed by multi-beam and side scan sonar to set baseline
conditions for bottom elevation (multi-beam) and bottom materi-

al (side scan).

Erosion and turbidity control measures will be installed and main-

tained around work areas.

Demolition Plan

The existing bridge will be removed down to six inches above the
mud line and disposed of offsite at a landfill or recycling facility.
No demolition material will be discharged to the water way or

disposed of onsite.
No blasting will be used to demolish the bridge.

The river bottom will be resurveyed after demolition if there are
any concerns from the regulatory agencies concerning deposition

(multi-beam) or remnant debris (side scan).

In the event of an accidental spill of demolition materials or
equipment, the Contractor will immediately notify SJRWMD and
the USACE. Retrieval of the accidentally discharged material will



be initiated within seventy-two hours of approval from the regula-

tory agencies.

The project will not involve excavation of the river bottom with-
out the Contractor applying for and receiving a permit modifica-

tion and mixing zone approval.

FDOT will employ the following measures where feasible:

Selective Clearing — Clearing only the vegetation required to con-

struct the project, particularly trees.

Landscaping — Incorporation of trees and groundcover to add visu-
al interest to the roadway, compliment existing roadside vegeta-

tion or screen undesirable elements.

Screening — Screening with landscape materials or by using perma-

nent construction materials such as metal and concrete walls.

The project’s drainage design will comply with FDOT, SJRWMD, and FEMA
standards to ensure that encroachments on the floodplains will be minimal.

FDOT will also commit to the following measures:

Design the project to be consistent with FEMA, FDOT and
SJRWMD design standards. No significant changes in BFE or
flood limits will occur. Drainage structures conveying regulatory
floodways will be sized to generate less than 0.005 feet of backwa-
ter during a 100-year flood event. Drainage structures conveying
non-regulatory floodplains will be sized to generate less than 0.1
feet of backwater during a 100-year flood event. Detailed volu-
metric floodplain calculations will be provided for all floodplain
encroachments where encroachment volume exceeds 0.1% of the

100-year flood volume.

Size all bridges and culverts to qualify for a FEMA Zero Rise for

any regulatory floodway crossings.

Final design will include appropriately sized cross drains to main-

tain the natural and beneficial floodplain values.

Erosion and sediment control measures will ensure that the no

sediment is carried downstream to clog channels and reduce their - ) _ o
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FDOT will allow trips using the toll road solely to cross the river to remain toll

-free.

5.2 WHAT IS THE FINAL RECOMMENDA -
TION?

As a result of public input, agency coordination, and engineering and environ-
mental analysis, the recommended alternative for the St. Johns River Crossing
Project is the Pink 1 Alternative. The Pink 1 Alternative proposes to construct
a new 31 mile limited access highway from the SR 21\Branan Field Chaffee
Road interchange in Clay County to 1-95 in St. Johns County. Reasons for se-

lecting the Pink 1 Alternative are discussed in Chapter 2.
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3 years experience in
environmental impact
studies.

Gregory Jones /
FDOT

Relocation
Administrator -
Conceptual Stage
Relocation Plan

B.B.A.in Finance / Real
Estate

5 Years in Right-of-Way with 3
years in Relocation

Steve Wilson, P.E./
HDR

Senior Reviewer

B.S. in Civil
Engineering

25 years of experience in
transportation planning,
design and environmental
studies.

Lucy Bowen /HDR

Senior Reviewer,

B.S. in Technical

30 years of experience in NEPA

Author of EIS Journalism analysis, EIS preparation and
management, peer reviews
Steve Schnell / Project Manager,  B.S.in Urban 10 years experience in
HDR Author of EIS Planning transportation planning
and NEPA documenation
Peter Masson / HDR Environmental Team B.S. in Biology 19 years of experience in
Leader, Author of EIS environmental response and
NEPA documentation.
Rich Christopher /HDR  Quality Review B.A. in English, Doctor 27 years of experience in NEPA

of Jurisprudence

documentation and defense

Betsy Davis / HDR

Biological Team Lead

B.S.in Zoology, B.S. in
Horticulture, M.S. in
Agriculture and
Extension Education

19 years environmental science
experience.

Stephanie Morse / HDR

Biological Team

B.S. in Environmental
Science, Graduate
Certificate in GIS.

7 years of experience performing
GIS and remote sensing analysis.

Shirley Nichols / HDR

Environmental Justice
and Socioeconomic
Lead

B.S. in Geography and
Planning,
Environmental &
Resource Management
Studies

19 years of experience in
environmental management
and NEPA documentation.

Sara Moren / HDR

Environmental Justice
DR Author

M.S. in Wildlife Ecology,
B.S. in Aquatic Biology

7 years planning and project
documentation experience.
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Peggy Jones /HDR Environmental Justice  B.S. in Biology 23 years environmental science

DR Assistant experience
I I I 1
David Atteberry /HDR  Geology and Soils B.A. Geology 8 year of experience conducting
Lead various environmental,

geologic, and hydrogeologic
investigations.

John Meerscheidt / Energy Lead B.A. in Economics, 28 years experience in
HDR Master of Public environmental management
Administration and NEPA documentation
I I I 1
Allen Wynn / HDR Indirect and B.S. in Environmental 16 years experience preparing
Cumulative Effects Management NEPA documents
Lead
I I I 1
Tom Rodino / Navigation Lead B.S.in Engineering 27 years USCG marine
HDR|Shiner Mosley safety/environmental programs.

11 years marine facilities,
infrastructure, traffic

assessments
I I I 1
Aubyn Williams / HDR Public Services and B.A.in Economics with 1 year of experience in GIS
Utilities Lead / GIS minor in Mathematics analysis and environmental
Analyst planning.
I I I 1
Crystal Markley, P.E. / Water Resources Lead  B.S.in Agriculturaland  Ten years of experience in water
HDR Biological Engineering,  resource engineering, drainage
Minor in Environmental  design/modeling and permitting
Engineering
I I I 1
Santanu Roy / HDR Transportation Lead B. Arch., M.S. (Urban 9 years of transportation

and Regional Planning)  planning and travel
demand modeling experience

William Burke / HDR Visual Quality Lead B.S. in Landscape 8 years of experience in planning
Architecture and landscape architecture.
I I I 1
Gerald W. Springstead ~ Right of Way Cost M.A. Real Estate & 19 years of real estate
II/American Acquisition  Estimates Urban Analysis experience, including 9 years
Group LLC B.S. Business right of way cost estimates
Administration, Finance
I I I 1
James Patterson / Environmental M.S. Environmental 9 years environmental science
RS&H Scientist Engineering Science experience and 6 years NEPA
document preparation
experience

Michele Myers / HDR Sr. Graphic Designer B.A. Graphic Design 10 years graphic design
experience , with 8 year focus on
engineering industry
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LIST-OF TECHNICAL DISCIPLINE REPORTS
(LOCATED ON ENCLOSED CD)

Agency Coordination Memorandum

Air Quality Technical Memorandum

Client First Coast Outer Beltway Preliminary Traffic and Revenue Analysis
Climate Change Technical Memorandum

Conceptual State Relocation Plan

Contamination Level 1 Screening Report

Cultural Resource Overview Survey Technical Memorandum
Cultural Resource Assessment Survey Technical Memorandum Update
Economics and Land Use Discipline Report

Endangered Species Biological Assessment

Energy Technical Memorandum

Environmental Justice Discipline Report

Essential Fish Habitat Discipline Report

Evacuation Analysis Report

Geology and Soils Technical Memorandum

Indirect and Cumulative Effects Discipline Report

Location Hydraulic Report

Navigable Waterways Discipline Report

Noise Study Report

Public Involvement Program Discipline Report

Public Services and Utilities Discipline Report

Section 4(f) Evaluation and De Minimis Finding Report
Social Impacts Discipline Report

St. Johns River Crossing Traffic Analysis Report

Stormwater and Water Quality Technical Memorandum
Transportation Technical Memorandum

Visual Quality Discipline Report

Wetlands Evaluation Report

Wildlife and Habitat Discipline Report



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT DISTRIBUTION LIST

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation — Office of Cultural Resources Preservation
Colorado State University — The Libraries, Documents Librarian

Federal Aviation Administrator — Airports District Office

Federal Aviation Administration — Regional Director

Federal Emergency Management Agency — Assoc. General Counsel for Insurance and
Mitigation

Federal Emergency Management Agency - Natural Hazards Branch, Chief
Federal Railroad Administration — Office of Economic Analysis, Director
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers — ETAT Member

U.S. Coast Guard - ETAT Member

US. Department of Agriculture - Natural Resources Conservation Services, State
Conservationist

U.S. Department of Agriculture — U.S. Forest Service, ETAT Member
U.S. Department of Commerce — National Marine Fisheries Service — ETAT Member

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services — Center for Environmental Health and Injury
Control

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Regional Environmental Officer
U.S. Department of Interior — Bureau of Indian Affairs — Office of Trust Responsibilities
U.S. Department of Interior - Fish and Wildlife Service, ETAT Member

U.S. Department of Interior — National Park Service — Southeast Regional Office

U.S. Department of Interior — Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance, Director
U.S. Department of Interior — U.S. Geological Survey Chief

U.S. Department of State — Office of Environment, Health and Natural Resources

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency — ETAT Member

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, D.C.
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IMPACT STATEMENT



ATTACHMENTS

Florida Department of Community Affairs - ETAT Member

Florida Department of Community Affairs, Florida State Clearinghouse

Florida Department of Environmental Protection - ETAT Member

Florida Department of Health

Florida Department of State — Division of Historical Resources — ETAT Member
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission - ETAT Member

St. Johns River Water Management District — ETAT Member

Florida Inland Navigation District

Putnam County Commissioners Chairperson

Clay County Board of County Commissioners, Chairperson
Clay County, Planning Department

Clay County, Public Works Department

Clay County, Superintendent of Schools

Clay County Sheriff's Office

St. Johns County Board of Commissioners, Chairperson
St. Johns County, Planning Department

St. Johns County, Public Works Department

St. Johns County Superintendent of Schools

St. Johns County Sheriff's Office

City of Green Cove Springs City Manager

City of Green Cove Springs Mayor

First Coast Metropolitan Planning Organization

Northeast Regional Planning Council



Senator Marco Rubio (R) (District: Junior Seat), U.S. Senator

Senator Bill Nelson (D) (District: Senior Seat Office), U.S. Senator
Senator Aaron Bean, District 4 State Senator

Senator John Thrasher., District 6 State Senator

Senator Bob Bradley, District 7 State Senator

Senator Audrey Gibson, Sr., District 9 State Senator

Representative Daniel Davis, District 15 State Representative
Representative Charles McBurney, District 16 State Representative
Representative Ronad “Doc” Renuart, District 17 State Representative
Representative Travis W. Cummings, District 18 State Representative
Representative Charles E. Van Zant, District 19 State Representative
U.S. Representative Ted Yoho, 3rd Congressional District

U.S. Representative Ron DeSantis, 6th Congressional District

U.S. Representative John Mica, 7th Congressional District
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