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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Flotida 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 sclution to address that need, while trying to minimize the
effect that solution might have on the communities and the envitonment in the two counties.

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 transportation network deficiencies,
Promote and support employment and economic development, and
Improve emergency evacuation.

They then consolidated these goals into a statement of purpose, used to evaluate alternatives and identify the
one that will best serve the area’s transportation needs:

To address population growth and resulting traffic by providing additional capacity that meets the area’s
transportation, economic, employment and safety needs while avoiding, minimizing, and/or mitigating effects
on the affected communities and the environment.

1.1 Purpose of this Document

The purpose of this Record of Decision (ROD) is to document the Fedetal Highway Administration
(FHWA) decision on the St Johns River Crossing Project. The ROD signifies formal federal approval of the
proposed action. The decision is based on information presented in the Final Environmental Impact Study
(BIS) and supporting technical documents, and input received from the public and interested local, state and
federal agencies. In making the decision, FHWA considered the potential impacts of the project and
altetnative courses of action under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Section 4(f), and other
applicable laws, and how well the alternatives would meet the purpose and need.

‘This ROD has been drafted in accordance with the regulations implementing the NEPA (40 CFR Part
1505.2). Specifically, this ROD:

States the purpose and need,

Presents the alternatives considered in the FEIS,

Presents the alternatives considered and dismissed in the FEIS,
Discusses the Section 4(f) dz minimis finding,

Provides the rationale for the Selected Alternative, and
Presents measutes to avoid and minimize environmental harm.
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1.2 Project Location

The project area, as shown in Figure 1-1, encompasses portions of Clay and St. Johns Counties in northeast
Flotida, 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 iti Clay County actoss
the tiver to St. Johns County south of Orangedale. The Buckman Bridge is also in the vicinity of the project
area, located in Duval County approximately 12 miles north of the Shands Bridge. The Buckman Bridge is an
eight-lane bridge that catries Interstate (I)-295 over the St. Johns River southwest of downtown Jacksonville.
I-295 setves as the beltway to the Jacksonville metropolitan area, connecting I-95 south of downtown to I-95
north of downtown near the Jacksonville International Airport. SR 9A completes the eastern portion of the
beltway, forming a continuous loop thtough the entite city.

'The project area focuses on the communities south of Duval County whete a large amount of residential
development has occurred in recent years. Although the areas north and south are served by wider bridge
crossings of the St. Johns River, the two-lane Shands Bridge that setvices 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
btidge nearly 30 miles farther south in 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 tiver
and I-95 east of the river,

Figure 1-1: Project Location




1.3 Need for the Project

Rapid population growth in this area has resulted in additional traffic and congestion on local roads. When
compared to recent years, growth in the area has slowed with the downtumn in the economy, however,
fluctuations in the market 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 additional capacity to improve current and
future transportation network deficiencies in the near term will help alleviate this congestion. In addition,
providing access for residents to local employment centers will aid in promoting and supporting economic
development. Pethaps most important, an improved crossing of the St. Johns River will result in more
efficient emergency evacvation. Thus, the four major factors influencing the need for the project are
population growth and development, transportation demand, economic and employment conditions, and
safety. These factors are briefly discussed in the following subsections.

1.3.1 Population Growth and Development

In 1970, FDOT opened the fitst segment of 1-295. The opening of this roadway facilitated the first major
change in the area’s development pattetns by providing improved access to northemn Clay County. This
resulted in large population incteases in Clay County and Orange Park. 1-295 was completed in the late
1980s and growth continued to expand, 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 experienced similar increases in population,
growing from 83,829 persons in 1990 to 123,135 petsons in 2000 and reaching a population of 190,039 in
2010. Table 1-1 displays the changes in population expetienced by Clay, St. Johns and Duval Counties.

Table 1-1: Regional Population Growth

Clay 19,535 32,059 67,052 105,986 240,814 190,865
Duval 455,411 528,865 571,003 672,971 778879 864,263
St. Johns 30,034 31,035 51,303 83,829 123,135 140,039
Region 504,980 591,959 689,358 862,786 1,042,828 1,245,167

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

The number of Developments of Regional Impact (DRIs) approved in recent years further illustrates
continuing growth trends in Clay and St. Johns Counties. Since 1990, Clay County approved seven DRIs
south of Orange Park. At build-out (approximately 2028) these DRIs will include 52,832 residential units.
Approximately 37,654 units have been built.

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 addition, the County
approved 12 residential developments, each consisting of 300 residential units or more, for the area along
County Road (CR) 210. At build-out (approximately 2035) these DRIs will include 67,552 residential
units, approximately 12,845 of which have already been built. Combined, the DRIs in Clay and St. Johns
Counties are estimated to create mote than 850,000 daily trips at build-out.

3
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1.3.2 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. The most impacted roads include SR 21, US 17, CR 210, and Branan
Field-Chaffee Road. These roads have experienced rises in average annual daily traffic (AADT) ranging
from 13 percent (SR 21) to 21 percent (Branan Field-Chaffee Road) per year. FDOT expects these
increases to continue at a similar rate in the future, and expects the Level of Service (LOS) on area btidges
to deteriorate. 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 Office).

1.3.3 Economic and Employment Conditions

Clay County has developed as a bedroom community to Jacksonville, and so relies heavily on neighboring
Duval County to provide employment. According to the United States Census American Community
Survey (ACS) 2005-2009 estimates, 57 percent of Clay County’s residents who are employed full-time
wotk outside the County. This traveling of the labor force out of Clay County is likely due, in patt, to the
lack of transportation infrastructure needed to provide and support in-County jobs. 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 promote future employment
centers in Clay County.

In contrast to Clay County, St. Johns County has several major employment centets located within its
boundaries that serve approximately 60 percent of its tesident labor force (St Johns Chamber of
Commerce). 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.

1.3.4 Safety

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 Repoxt). These residents cutrently 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 cosstal 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 people inland will jeopardize public safety by failing to provide safe and efficient evacuation
during hurricanes or other times of emergency.



2.0 DECISION
The FHWA Florida Division, in coordination with FDOT and associated consultants and in accordance with

NEPA and associated laws, tegulation, and orders, proposes the construction of the St. Johns River Crossing
Project. The Selected Alternative is the Pink 1 Alternative as documented in the Final EIS. The 31.4 mile
project will begin at the Branan Field-Chaffee Road (SR 23) interchange with Blanding Boulevard (SR 21) and
will connect with I-95 south of the CR 210 \ I-95 interchange. The location of the Selected Alternative is

illustrated below in Figure 2-1,
Figure 2-1: Selected Alternative

|
;
E
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3.0 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

3.1 Summary of the Alternative Development Process

FDOT considered a number of alternative actions to address transportation problems in the project area.
They evaluated conceptual alternatives identified through planning and feasibility studies, and refined them
through public scoping and more detailed analysis. These efforts led to the final set of altetnatives analyzed in
the EIS.

FDOT first conducted a planning level study that looked at conceptual corridors and suggested several
potential locations for an improved crossing of the St. Johns River. A corridor study immediately followed,
building upon the tesults of the planning study and laying the groundwork for the corridor screening stages.
The team then conducted an analysis to begin screening the potential 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 sct of alternatives for detailed analysis. The dates
and timeline for these activities ate shown in Table 3-1

3.2 Initial Alternatives Considered

3.2.1 Regional Transportation Planning Study

In 2002, FDOT completed a planning-level study for the St. Johns Rivet 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 cutrent and future travel demand and petformance, so it did not consider
social, economic, environmental or physical impacts, nor the costs of design, right-of-way acquisition, ot
construction.

FDOT evaluated the petformance of twelve conceptual cotridor altetnatives (referred to as A through L
plus 2 No Build Alternative. Nine of the alternatives were freeway-type facilities connecting Branan Field-
Chaffee Road (SR 23) to I-95. The remaining three alternatives (E, H, and L) were arterial-type facilities,
which simply provided another bridge over the St. Johns River by connecting US 17 in Clay County to SR
13 in St. Johns County. The study evaluated all of the cotridors as four-lane roadways based upon a set of
roadway improvements included in the 2025 North Florida Transportation Planning Organization

(NFTPO) Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP).

The analysis of the origins and destinations of trips crossing the St. Johns River showed that most trips
would be an exchange of traffic between northern St. Johns County and neighboring Clay County, as
residents traveled to employment centerts in St. Johns and Duval Counties, with 58 petcent 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.



Table 3-1: Summary of Alternative Development Activities

2002 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
2004  Arterial Corvidor Analysis
2 artenial widening/upgrade alternatives (Red and Blue Arterials)
Widening/upgrading did not meet project need
2004 Desktop Analysis
Developed 5 limited access aiternatives based on results of 2002 study - Purple, Brown, Orange,
Green, and Pink Alternatives
Comdors were 5oo feet wide to allow for further refinement
200 Public Meeriigs
® Informed public of proposed project, need and process
= Input recerved on overall project and 5 limited access alternatives
2004-2005 Refinements to Alternatives
Refined alternatives based on public input and further technical analysis
Added Black Altemative based on public input
Corridors were reduced to 400 feet wide to reduce impacts
2005 Fublic Mzetings ane Agency invoivement
B Input recerved on refinements to onginal 5 alternatives and new Black Alternatve
= Advance Notification Package sent to federal, state ana local agencies
2005-2006 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 altemative (Brown,
Orange, Green or Pink)

Resolutions receved from Clay and St Johns Counties favoring project and preferring southern
alternatives
FDOT identified Pink Alternative as Locally Preferred Alternative
2006 Worksnop cnd Agenczy Involvement
= informed public of decision to remove Shands Bridge with southern alternatives
B 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
® {nitiated Efficrent Transportation Decision Making process with agencies
R Held agency coordination meetings
2007-2008 Final Desktop Analysis and Alternatives Screening

Re-evalvated 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
2008 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 additionai 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 z and
No Build Alternatives
FDOT determines new southern bridge will be toll free

~I
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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. 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).

3.2.2 Arterial Corridor Analysis

The analysis conducted during the planning study identified the best performing crossings of the St. Johns
River in terms of travel time savings and volume of traffic. The next step was to develop corridot
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 altetnatives, referred to as
the Red and Blue Arterial Corridor Alternatives, 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 widening an existing roadway or contiguous set of existing roadways within
the project area, depending on existing tight-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 altematives would operate at a condition below LOS D, the acceptable
standard as established by the state. By 2035, over half of the toadway segments for both the Red and the
Blue Arterial Cortidor Alternatives would operate below the acceptable LOS. For the Red Alternative, 9
out of 15 segments would fail to meet the LOS standard, with 7 segments operating at LOS F. For the
Blue Alternative, 8 out of 14 segments would fail to meet the standard, all of which are projected to
operate at LOS F. These deficencies would continue to grow as demand increases. Thus, these
alternatives did not improve the transportation network ot offer relief to existing hurricane evacuation
routes. Additionally, the Red and Blue Alternatives were not anticipated 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.

3.2.3 Deskiop Analysis and Public Involvement

Based on the results of the Regional Transportation Planning Study and the arterial cotridot analysis,
FDOT developed five limited access altematives. They cstablished these alternatives, referred to as the
Purple, Brown, Orange, Green, and Pink Alternatives, utilizing a 500-foot cortidor width, which provided
sufficient room for further adjustments to avoid, minimize or mitigate for impacts in later analyses,

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 database that consists of a series of data layers. The GIS database included layers containing
each of the alternatives and more than 50 layers of vatious environmental data including information on

8



wetlands, floodplains, threatened and endangered species, neighborhoods and community setvices. 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 minimize these impacts.

FDOT presented the five limited access alternatives to the public and agencies in the spring of 2004, and
used input gained through the scoping process to further refine the initial alternatives. Based on the
comments received and evaluation of the five proposed alternatives, decisions were made to eliminate the
Green and Orange Alternatives and add the Black Alternative. The Black Alterative was presented at the
November 2005 public meeting. Following additional public meetings in 2006, the alternatives were
further evaluated against the social, natural and physical envitonment to determine potential impacts.
Because of impacts to the Bayard Consetvation Area (BCA) from the southern crossing alternatives, the
Green and Orange Alternatives wete put back in the study and four additional alternatives were developed
which avoided this atea. The four new alternatives are the same as the Brown, Green, Orange and Pink
Alternatives but with a slight alignment modification to avoid the BCA. They ate referred to as Brown 2,
Green 2, Orange 2 and Pink 2 Alternatives. The final altetnatives selected for detailed study are shown in
Figure 3-1 and desctibed below.

Figure 3-1: Final Build Alternatives
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3.3 Alternatives Considered for Detailed Study

The EIS evaluated ten build alternatives. All of the build alternatives involve a new limited access roadway
connecting the proposed Branan Field-Chaffee Road (SR 21) / Blanding Boulevard (SR 23) interchange in
Clay County, eastward across the St. Johns River to I-95 in St. Johns County. The fitst segment for all the
alternatives 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 altetnative

alignments begin to diverge.

3.3.1 Black Alternative

After crossing Black Creek, the northern segment of the Black Alternative proceeds in a southeastetly
direction away from Black Creek towards Green Cove Springs and crosses the St. Johns River at one of its
narrower locations, proceeding into St. Johns County. The northern segment continues in a northeasterly
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 northetn segment continues to the northeast, connecting to I-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 northesn segment just south of
Greenbriar Road and west of the proposed CR 244 in St. Johns County. The alternative continues east,
patalleling Greenbriar Road to the south and then proceeding in a southeasterly direction, crossing CR 210
approximately one-quarter mile south of the Greenbriar Road/CR 210 intersection. The southern segment
of the Black Alternative continues southeasterly, crossing Trout Creek 1 mile north of CR 16A. The
southern segment then turns east towards I-95, terminating approximately 3 miles south of CR 210 and 3
miles north of International Golf Patkway. The length of the southetn 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 I-95 for the northern segment; and at CR 210, CR
2209 and I-95 for the southern segment.

3.3.2 Purple Alternative

The Purple Alternative follows the same alignment as the notthern segment of the Black Alternative. 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. Intetchanges in St. Johns
County ate provided for at Greenbriar Road, CR 2209, the plannied Race Track Road Extension, and 1-95.

3.3.3 Brown 1 and 2 Alternatives

After crossing Black Creek, the Brown 1 Alterative turns south towards SR 16, paralleling the proposed
College Drive extension on the east. The total length of the Brown 1 Alternative is 34.0 miles. The
alternative intercepts 2 power line easement just south of the proposed CR 218 Bypass and then patallels it
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on its western side to its intetsection 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
nottheasterly 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 Altemative 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 nottheast towards the proposed SR 9B/1-95 interchange, interchanging with
CR 210 just east of the CR 210/Greenbriar Road intersection. The Brown 1 Alternative continues north
actoss CR 210 and turns east, interchanging with the proposed CR 2209 roadway. As with the Purple
Alternative, the Brown 1 Alternative connects to I-95 at the proposed SR 9B.

Interchanges along the Brown 1 Altemnative 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 ate provided for at CR
16A, CR 210, CR 2209, the planned Race Track Road Extension, and I-95.

The Brown 2 Alternative 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 Conservation
Area. The total length of the Brown 2 Alternative is 34.0 miles. The Brown 2 Alternative parallels SR. 16
an the north side, continuing east towards the St. Johns River. The alternative crosses the St. Johns River
patalleling the south side of the existing Shands Bridge (which it would replace), following the same route
as the Brown 1 Alternative.

3.3.4 Orange 1 and 2 Alternatives

The Orange 1 Altemative follows the same alignment as the Brown 1 Alternative to a point just south of
SR 16 in Clay County. The total length of the Orange 1 Alternative is 33.3 miles. The alternative then takes
an easterly 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 altemative collocates with SR 16. This altemative will involve the reconstruction of SR 16 to
setve 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. The Orange 1 Alternative ctosses 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/I-95 Interchange.

Interchanges along the Orange 1 Alternative ate 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 I-95.

The Orange 2 Alternative 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 otdet to avoid the Bayard Conservation
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Area. The total length of the Orange 2 Alternative is 33.2 miles. The Orange 2 Alternative parallels SR 16
on the north side continuing east towards the St. Johns River. The altetnative 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.

3.3.5 Green 1 and 2 Alternatives

The Green 1 Alternative follows the same route as the Orange 1 Altemative in Clay County and across the
St. Johns River to a point just east of SR 13 in St. Johns County. The total length of the Green 1
Alternative is 30.7 miles. Similar to the Orange 1 Altetnative, the Green 1 Alternative 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 16A to the south, and
intersecting the proposed CR 2209 roadway just west of I-95, approximately 3 miles north of the I-
95/International Golf Patkway interchange.

Interchanges along the Green 1 Alternative ate provided fot 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 Green 2 Alternative 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 otder to avoid the Bayard Conservation
Area. The total length of the Green 2 Alternative is 30.6 miles. The Green 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), following the same route
location as the Green 1 Altemative.

3.3.6 Pink 1 and 2 Alternatives

The Pink 1 Alternative follows the same route as the Brown 1 Altemnative in Clay County to just east of
the St. Johns River. The alternative then continues east along the same route as the Green 1 Alternative to
its termination at I-95. The total length of the Pink 1 Alternative is 31.4 miles.

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 follows the same route as the Pink 1 Alternative with an exception in route
location east of the Reynolds Industrial Patk in Clay County in order to avoid the Bayard Conservation.
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), following the same toute location as the
Pink 1 Alternative.
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3.4 No Build Alternative

Consistent with requirements of NEPA and FHWA guidelines, the EIS evaluated an alternative that assesses
what would happen to the envitonment in the future if the proposed project were not built. ‘This alternative,
called the No Build Alternative, includes the routine maintenance improvements of the existing roads in the
study area and the currently progremmed, committed, and funded roadway projects as included in the
NFTPO 2035 LRTP. The No Build Alternative was not selected because it does not meet the purpose and
need for the project.

3.5 Public Hearings

A seties of four public heatings were held for the St. Johns River Crossing Project in eatly 2010. ‘The purpose
of these heatings was to allow the public the opportunity to provide input on the alternatives presented in the
Draft EIS. In total, approximately 520 people attended the four public hearings and 121 comments were
received at the hearings and during the 30-day comment period that followed. The majority of comments
were concerned with the selection of an altetnative, the use of tolls, general support or opposition to the
project, opposition to the interchange at CR 739, and/or environmental impacts. Of those comments stating
a preference for a patticular alternative, the majority stated a preference for the Pink Alternative (mostly

without specifying options 1 or 2).

3.6 Rationale for the Selected Alternative
The Pink 1 Alternative was identified by FHWA and FDOT as the Selected Alternative for the St. Johns

River Crossing Project. The following discussion explains the factors considered by FHWA and FDOT and
summarizes the reasons for choosing the Selected Altemnative. Altemnatives were compared telative to the
project purposes and environmental impacts. ‘Table 3-2 summarizes the results of the comparison among
alternatives. The following sections further describe this evaluation,

3.6.1 Traffic and Emergency Evacuation

All of the Build Alternatives provide additional capacity and improve transpottation netwotk 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 atea, CR 210, have
been impacted by incteasing transportation demand. The Selected Alternative 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 Selected 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 number of segments operating below LOS C in the
design year. Additionally, these alternatives require the least amount of mitigation along I-95 to achieve
same or better LOS compared to the No-Build. I-95 ramp mitigation analysis shows that all of the Build
Alternatives except for the Pink 1 and 2 and Green 1 and 2 Alternatives requite some freeway ramp
mitigation. Even with the recommended mitigation there are some ramp junctions in the Build
Alternatives that have LOS worse than the No Build Alternative. This is true for all Alternatives except
Pink and Green. For example, under the Purple Altemative, the two-lane SR 9B northbound entrance
ramp has 2 LOS E whereas the No Build Alternative has 2 LOS D for the same ramp with two lanes.
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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
numbet of vehicles in queue east of the river in the areas prone to flocding. 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 southem 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 Alternatives was the location of
the I-95 interchange. For evacuation putposes, a location near the center of St. Johns County is preferred
by the county. SR 16 is the ptimary arterial for evacuating the City of St. Augustine. The Pink 1 and 2
and Gteen 1 and 2 Altetnatives have the closest interchange on I-95 to SR 16. Thus, Pink 1 and 2 and
Green 1 and 2 Altematives provide the better evacuation route for the St. Augustine area, an area cutrently
underserved by existing evacuation routes, and also serve the populated areas in southern St. Johns
County, Flagler County and Volusia County by providing 2 more accessible route from I-95.

Considering both the number of vehicles in queue in ateas prone to flooding and the location of the
connection to I-95, the Selected Alternative provides the most favorable results.

3.6.2 Economics and Project Cost

The Selected Alternative supports employment and economic opportunities in Clay County. The right-of-
way and interchanges associated with the Selected Alternative will be adjacent to land uses identified by
the County for future industrial and commercial development including the Reynolds Industrial Park
located west of the Shands Bridge, the proposed Lake Asbury activity center located west of the City of
Gteen 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 developments; howevet,
these alternatives have more community and business impacts to the Green Cove Springs area, including
displacement of a shopping center. The Black and Purple Alternatives also involve mote relocations in the
Green Cove Springs area and would not serve the southern developments as well.

In St. Johns County, the Selected Alternative terminus at I-95 will be directly north of the Word
Commetce Center, one of the St. Johns County’s majot employment centers. The Selected Alternative will
be essily accessible to and from five employment centers, including the World Commerce Center,
International Park, St. Augustine Center, St Augustine Industrial Patk 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
intetchanges with I-95, the Build Alternatives would add little value to St. Johns County as an ecohomic
driver.
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In addition, the Selected Alternative would cost the least of all the Build Alternatives, have the least
taxable revenue lost from right-of-way conversion and generate the second highest amount of toll

revenue.

3.6.3 Right-of-Way Impacts and Displacements

The Selected Alternative would have the least amount of residential, commercial and total patcel impacts
compared to other Build Alternatives and result in the least amount of taxable revenue lost due to sight-
of-way convetsion. The Black, Purple, Brown 1 and 2 and Orange 1 and 2 Alteratives would all lose at
least $650,000 more tax revenue annually from tight-of-way conversion.

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

3.6.4 Complies with Local Government Plans and Policies

Regional Planning: The St. Johns River Crossing project combined with the Toll 23 [Cecil Commerce
Center Parkway and Branan Field Road between Interstate 10 and SR 21 (Blanding Boulevard)] comprise
the First Coast Outer Beltway (curtently referred to as First Coast Expressway). The St. Johns River
Crossing, Project Development and Environment (PD&E) was conducted with state funds and is in the
State Transportation Improvement Plan (STIP) for fiscal year 2014 and prior. The First Coast Outer
Beltway project is included in the STIP and the North Florida Transportation Planning Organization
(NFTPO) planning documents. The NFTPO included the Fitst Coast Outer Beltway project in the
December 2009 adoption of the Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) as well as the Transpattation
Improvement Program (TIP) for fiscal year 2013/14 — 2017/18, approved June 13, 2013. The NFTPO
also included the First Coast Outer Beltway project in their 2070 List of Priority Projects, which are ptojects
in the 2035 LRTP determined by the NFTPO to be of the highest priority.

St. Johns County: To address the growth that the northern part of the county has expetienced, the
County drafted the Sz. Jobns County Norvhwest Sector Plan. The plan was approved by the Board of County
Commissioners and the Department of Community Affaits (DCA) in 2003. The plan includes an adopted

policy stating the following:

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

In 2003, the County’s 2075 Comprehensive 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:
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“...entering S1. Johns County near the existing Shands Bridge and terminating at Interstate 95 between CR 210 and
International Golf Parkway. *

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

In 2006, 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 suppott for a new highway cotridor that crossed the St. Johns River near the
existing Shands Bridge and terminated at Interstate 95.

The Pink 1 ard 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 Laks Ashury Master Plan. The master plan was developed as a
partnership between Clay County government and the community and consists of a planning area that is
30,293 actes, of which approximately 18,000 acres are largely undeveloped. This planning 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 River 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 Oster Beltway that connects the terminus of
Branan Field Road with Interstate 95 in St. Jobns County (LA Pokicy 1.4).”

The St Johns River Crossing project is included in the Transpottation Element 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 Selected Alternative is
consistent with this statement and with the Lake Asbury Master Plan and the 2015 Clay County Comprebensive
Plan.

The southetn alternatives are consistent with Clay County plans. The Selected Alternative and Brown 1
Alternative best suppott the County’s poal of economic development. Additionally, the Selected
Alternative received the most public support of all the Build Alternatives at the Public Hearing,

3.6.5 Project Funding
The St. Johns River Crossing project combined with the Toll 23 [Cecil Commerce Center Parkway and
Branan Field Road between Interstate 10 and SR 21 (Blanding Boulevard)] comprise the First Coast Outer
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Beltway (cutrently refetred to as First Coast Expressway)]. The St Johns River Crossing, Project
Development and Environment (PD&E) was conducted with state and local funds and is in the State
Transportation Improvement Plan (STTP) for fiscal year 2014 and prior. The First Coast Outer Beltway
project is included in the STIP and the North Florida Transportation Planning Organization (NFITPO)
planning documents. The NFTPO included the First Coast Quter Beltway project in the December 2009
adoption of the Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) as well as in the Transportation Improvement
Progtam (TIP) for fiscal year 2013/14 — 2017/18, approved June 13, 2013. These planning document
were modified on March 13, 2014 to reflect the Right of Way costs by fiscal year. The NFTPO also
included the First Coast Outer Beltway project in theit 2070 List of Prionity Projects, which are projects in the
2035 LRTP determined by the NFIPO to be of the highest priority. The Preliminary Engineering for the
St. Johns River Crossing was conducted under the larger First Coast Outer Beltway Project, Financial
Management Number (FM) 422938-1. The limits of the First Coast Outer Beltway, FM: 422928-1, I-10 to
I-95 fully encompass the limits of the St. Johns River Crossing, SR 21 to 1-95. The two construction
segments of the St. Johns River Crossing are FM: 422938-2, I-95 to US 17 and FM: 422938-3, US 17 to SR
21 (Blanding Boulevard). The Right of Way phase is funded for these two segments.

This Project Action-The St. Johns River Crossing Project-SR 21 to I-95

Segment 1—1-95 to US 17 (13.26 miles) 2-US 17 ta SR 21 (17.3 miles)
Est. Cost F Est. Cost
8- S0% | Time uding | BeCost | e Funding
Phase $ . Sources $ Frame Souxe
Milloss | T Millions ki
Erelmeinary 275 <2014 - 2014 State/Fed
Engineering*
2014 - State/F 188.4
ROW $95.5 < 2014->2017 |  State/Fed
>2017
Construction** | $909 | 20162020 | State/Fed/Toll | $459 | 2016-2020 | State/Fed/Toll
Est. Total $1.68 Billion

Sources: LRTP, STIP, TIP

*The cost for design includes, in addition to these two segments, the entite FCOB, which extends beyond
the limits of this action.

**Construction estimated to be completed by 2025 for each segment.

3.7

Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative

Under the 23 CFR 777 guidelines, the FHWA may only permit discharges of dredged or fill matetial into
watets of the United States where there is no practicable 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 Cotps of Engineers; Section
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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 discharge of dredge or fill
materal in wetlands and other waters of the United States.

Any new highway alignment will have impacts on the environment. FDOT made evety reasonable effort to
avoid and minimize impacts to wetlands and other resources. Where impacts were unavoidable, FDOT
examined mitigation options. On the basis of the guidelines, all of the Build Alternatives dredge and fill sites
are specified as complying with the inclusion of approptiate and practical conditions to minimize pollution ot
adverse effects to the aquatic ecosystem. The Selected Alternative is the least environmentally damaging
practicable alternative (LEDPA) because the other altetnatives have either greater impacts to the aquatic
ecosystemn, ot have other significant environmental consequences. An alternative is considered practicable if
“it is available and capable of being done after taking into consideration cost, existing technology, and
logistics in light of overall project purposes™.

While the Selected Alternative does not have the least amount of wetland impacts, it best meets the purpose
and need, best complies with local government plans, and minimizes impacts to other environmental
resources resulting in the least overall environmental impact (See Table 3-2). The Selected Alternative avoids
several environmental impacts which would occut with the selection of other alternatives. The Selected
Alternative:

Avoids the Green Cove Springs Nature Presetve which would be impacted 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 disptopottionately 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
telocations than the Selected Alternative.

Has the least amount of taxable value lost from lands within the road right-of-way. The Build
Alternatives with a connection at I-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 Selected Alternative incotporates all practicable measures to minimize harm. These measures are
outlined in Section 6 along with a summary of the potential environmental impacts.
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The following table compares and ranks the alternatives according to how they petformed relative to cost,
meeting the purpose and need and environmental impacts. The Build Alternatives wete ranked one through
ten for vatious parameters and resources with one being the best score and ten being the worst score. The
scores within each of the three categories of cost, purpose and need and envitonment were totaled and the
alternatives were given an overall rank for each category. The sum of the overall rankings for the three
categoties was calculated to determine the final ranking of the Build Alternatives. These rankings demonstrate
the rationale for the Selected Alternative.

19
RECORD OF DECISION






NOISI23Ad 40 GYCO3H

Iz
1eak ubjsap u;
J 5071 mojeq Bugessdo
- z z z g 8 ot or s 8 ViIN Aupoey map uo
syuawbag Jo Jequiny
6 6 L L z g g T 5 vIN juey
(suoypq
554 S'5¢ 'Ss 5% AT Gt 54 41 0'Ss 58 z'l$ $) 3507 uonsabuoy
{enuuy SEoz
6 6 L L z z 7 Yy T 9 " WiN juey
{sunoy ap1yan Ajep)
#5g'08t #Sg'ogz 6€g'06z 6Eg'obz Seh'zSt yziZSE QOS5 EE 00G'TEE 661'gSE Tho'gzE vIN uonONpay awi |
|@Aei] sprom3aN SEoz
6 6 9 9 T T £ E 8 s VIN Huey
{Aypedesfaunjon)
Szgo Szgo fzgo £zgo £€rg'o €180 6tgo 6tg'o ¥zgro 2z8'0 gig-o aduewIopad
ydomyapN S€oz
NOILVNOVA3 AONIDHINI ANV DI1d4VHL
d33N ANV 3S0didNnd
£ T S ¥ & Z g T ot Wil juey 150D
¥6'$ Sg'ts 0o0'z$ 16t €Ty lzzs Yzs Stes z61s hzs vIN WMM__“_QMMW
(suojjjiw $)
5% 6Ss 95s% 5% HSs 99s SSs 5% S Sgs vIN 531500
ucnebmiw pueam
% (suaijjiwu )
Exts 1347 S9z$ 6€zs kgt 9]z¢ 69€s 78z$ 6528 LEES VIN 1507 Aepm-30-wyby
. : F . ’ i o e - 5 (suoiy|iq $)
Sz't$ YTrs Yets £ETS 95ty ¥51$ g s S¥'ts gTIS iS1g vIN 1503 UoRINRSUCY
€1S09 133aroyd
Z L (4 pPling Jajawrie
¢iuld bAUId | 2U8RID | L USBIY | 5510 | sBukig | umosg | b UMeIE| ejdund | joe|g ON io 3..:0mm_z

saAjjewss)]y Jo Bupjuey pue uosuedwog Arrwwng :Z-¢ 8|qel




" -0-34B1y wioyy 3507
S51s €18 hozs 8T8 €ggs 09gs hEgs Stgs gz6$ 6g6% YIN anusA3Y Xe) (enuuy
oT ot ot ot - . 1 T ot 9 ViN uey
(Sa|Iw T wym saquunu)
sebueypiau|
g 8 8 g It zT T (43 0] ot vIN pesodoid Aq
pantes sjuswdolaasg
pesodoud '3 bunspg
T T ¥ b4 L L 6 6 £ 9 VIN juey
SARRWIIYY JO
|t Tz L L S S Y 4 ot 9 Sz ioAed ul BuuesH Jnjqngd
WOl SJUBLILIOT ljqngd
ot T or ot oT ou ot ot ot ot YIN yuey
Auno) suyor '35 pue
ON 53 ON ON oN ON ON oN ON ON VIN Ae|> woy suonnjosay
1 T T T ot ot ot ot ot ot VIN yuey
sue|d |€307
SBA SO SBA SBA oN oN oN ON oN oN VIN yum Adumsisuos
SOINONODAO0ID0S
T T T T ot ot ot ot ot ot VIN sNuey
S6-1 yum
SaA SIA saA SA ON oN ON oN °N ON vIN aBueypiaju) wayinos
T : - S S S S T T 6 oT VIN Huey
(2Bpugq a3 Buipnjoul
f13nu Jo1sea ananb u)
'ES €5 eEys Yze'Ys YzEHS SzEws €S ‘€S Y.g'6 ' 6T¥'S )
988 988 T z 598 998 L8'65 £[6"65 T9'Sg SaD14aA) SSRURARDAYA
uonendeAz
T o S g g g T T 6 oT YIN juey
A
695zt 69’5zt tohzr toYzt Eoex Eodet €g'Szr 69'Szt to'for T9'ZTOT ozg JO 1S9 S| PuE]
uojjendeaj Asuabiawg
T T T T 9 9 6 6 ] 9 YiIN juey
z L Z n lejsuieie
Zuid Ljuld | guealD | L UeeD | 555 | eBukin | umbsg | b UMOIE | Sjdind | oelg Pl zm 10 oo._:oam_m_




NQIS123Q0 40 g40D3H

€2

T T g S .7 ] T T ot ot VIN juey
Bunsi dHAN
T T 5 s 5 ] T T 2 9 VIN o4 31qi61|3 Ajlepuajod
$2UN0SIY UMOU)
§30¥NOS3IY 1IVHNLIND
ot T ot or ot ot ot ot T T VIN quey
éRuawRdeds|q
SaA oN SIA SIA STA SOA S3A SBA ON ON VIN uﬁ:ru_ﬂh.ﬂﬂuw.”_ﬂ_.ﬁ
|elusiod
9 £ 6 L 6 L s £ T T VIN Jquey
£ z 1t £ - £ z z o o ¥/N mu:ﬂ:mnmﬂnr-n__mﬂm
o syuswedejdsiq
T z € € By £ ZT T o o vIN [eQUapISaY
SNOILVINdOd JNOODNI-MOT ANV ALIYONIW — 3o11snr TVLNIWNOYMIANG
{LNIWNOMIAN3 TVVNLYN ANV IVIISAHd ‘“1VIDOS $3ANTINI)
SNOILVY3IAISNOD TVINIWNOMIANT

= - juey
. ¥ ¥ € t i 8 = o 6 viN pa?N pue asoding
- - U03s
L5 g Yg g9 El YL €L & 96 viN pooN pue ssoding
T T £ £ S s S S ot T VIN yjuey
(suatiq uj) ooz 03
gL'TS 8r'T$ STTs STT$ s Y118 T TS oT'T$ LTy viIN Szoz sieed 10} anuaray
liol prewpsy
(4 T Y £ 8 & g g 6 ot vIN juey
(spuesnoyy
$) UOISIRAUG)
Aepn

rd I n Jejsuiele

gAUd | LM | ZUSeID | LUBRID | oiikip | oBubig | umbag |bUMOIE | Siding | yoeig | PURE | dsjeweied




zL

WL

TA:]

69 %9 g of zl Sg 8 VIN (sai0E) 1930 M) B3RUNG
(satoe) |4
zol £l g £g9 6zg z4g £59 995 T0g 96 VIN 10 abpaiq oN “aitg
(sa13e)
hoS grs €6y 0% gly gh ig¥ zoS Ly gL VIN 1114 40 36paiq A3ai1Q
SONVYIL3IM
T T T T [} on ot ot ot oT YIN juey
papayy
£ £ £ £ Y g b Y & Y vIN suiseg (p)€ot uoipeg
. PV Ja3ep ues)d
T z z z Q S 8 § T ot VIN Juey
(3994 31qnd
? ; 2 . : ; . ; X 7 Jo suojpw) pasinbay
.¢¢ Yy iy by LY LYy ay gy LE 6 vIN SWINJOA JUBLUIERLL
Houny 1aemuuois
SI0UNOSIY MILVYM
T = € g 6 ot L g ] 9 YvIN juey
(s3oeduwy Jaybly 33eipul
£zE o'SE g€t £'gE 9'6E Ezh €gt 0'TY g€t L€ YiIN siaquunu s3ybiy) Buiey
Pedw) [easiA sARIPpY
ALIIVYND TVNSEA
: T T T ot ot ot ot S s VIN juey
(sa1op)
o o o o £6 £6 £6 £6 S€ S€ viIN YS |esodsiq wanyy3
dwems piod syoelg
S3ILITILN ANY S3JIAM3S 2119nd
T T 13 £ 6 6 L L 9 g vIN yuey
(10pLuod jo juadiad)
5 says [exibojoaydry
948T 448T 9402 90T oqzE g4zE 940€E 940E iz 9T vIN 10} [eRua30g
y61H 03 a1eIspoyy
n Jajsweie,
Zuld biUld |ZuUsealD (L usal) | 45 :NEO wmcrEO _.:sm:m } umoig | eding | xoeig | Pl zm i0 wo._:oum_v_




NOISIDIA 40 I¥033Y

<
€ - oT ot 0T oT € T S g VIN juey
ot 8 8T ar 3T 8T ot 8 & 6 YIN S33iS pajeunuRiuc)
S$31L¥3Id0O¥d A3LYNINVLNOD
S € 4 - z VIN Nuey
(suojeb)
0’66’z Lro'tgh'E LEg’gpS’s go6oga™ 990'tEE’'g | SEg'z6¥L o Pling ON 12A0 Jed 4
Jad sbuineg ABsauz
z T S Y 6 8 L 9 13 ot VIN yuey
(sn.Lg Jo suoljiw)
tovlre'tt | S1S'ferin Yig'tro't | €95'SY6'tT | SoS'YEL'ET | ¥6T'gogtr | zzg'67E'zT | giTioSe'rT o¥o'6ot'tr | Lle'ygg'ht vIN uoIINIISUON
1oy pesn ABuaugz
ADYHINIT
[ 4 ¥ T € S g 4 6 g ot vIN Huey
olt I8t gt zlt oz g2z gzz ez £zz 9z YIN (sa.08) Je31qRH H43
T ] T S T S T S ot ot VIN juey
i ! . . ’ . . ; ; ; {sa1de) uonezabsp
£z Sz £z ST £z Sz Er 3 4 LE LE ViIN snenby pabiawigng
S$3DUNOS3Y 2ILVNDVY ANV HSI4
Yy 8 T £ 9 L 8 6 T or ViN yuey
(535210} _wcm_n_a
1,
159 6l9't ST 65" €l T Itgt obg't ST o'z vIN .vﬂﬂ_uum_.__.nhu ”ﬁ_ _”w.._—._mmﬂ
Buipnpul) sany _m.uu._.
1lVLiIgYH ANV 3417Q71IM
8 6 S L z B ¥ g T oT vIN Huey
gty oSy [y SEy go¥ £y It ofY go¥ €49 VIN 3g2a NVYWN
glz't Sof't YEz't 18zt oli't w61t orz't ohz't f9t'T zig'c VIN 5840V [e30 L
A L rA n lojaulele
Zjuid bAaUld | ZUBRID | L UGBID | 5511k | aBukig | umbsg | b UMOIE | ejding | joelg _uwzm 10 euh:omm_m




z T g s ot VN ANV TIVH3A0
sHjuey [EULLUCIIALT
L € TT T 3 z 174 oz 9T 6z i pue paaN pue
asoding ‘350D Jo wing
Z T '3 ¥ & 9 L S oF YN JUEY JRIUIWLICIIAUT
ol z9 8 6g LET rhe 4544 L1434 0T LSt VIN 240G [BBULOIAUT
S z 8 g L £ € T 6 ot VIN Nuey
(y2any>
Sy YE 95 Sy €9 ¥ v 113 5 85 VIN 'ssauisng ‘|lenuapisay)
sjuawde|dsig [e3oL
S L z € Y g 8 6 T OT vIN yuey
' . t . . . Aepp-jo-3ybiy oy
g’ 99"t 9iS*ct 065t 6Eg9't b89't oti't Yzl't Tof't Lob't vIN P33I3AUGY SAIY [E301
T T L € 6 8 L S 9 ot VIN juey
i zZgT 10Z £8t Svz lzz TZZ 90T 61z £lz viIN sj@died |ejol
SLOVAdWI AVAA-JdO-1LHDIY
T T T T T T T T ot oT YiN Muey
0 o a o ) ] o c z z vIN sbuissos) jeuipnubuo
= T £ € L L 3 £ [ ot VN yuey
c sAempooi4 AioyejnBay
1 L4 S s 9 9 5 & L 8 ViN Jo sbuissou) asiaasues]
£ s £ £ S S 6 [ T z /N Quey
= uiejdpoojd Jea \-00T
9F or i i % o I Z 2 Er VIN Jo sBujssos) assAsuRl ]
SNIV1da0O01d
z . Jajoweie
Zauld | Luld |Zueein | LusalD | opfin | sbulein | umbig |bumesa| aiding | yomig | PUTE | FITIHGCd,




4.0 AGENCY COORDINATION

To ensure early communication and coordination, FDOT processed the project 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 a result of the AN review ptocess,
comments wete received from the US Coast Guard (USCG), US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE),
National Marine Fisheries Setvice (NMFS), Florida Fish and Wildlife Consetvation Commission (FWC), St.
Johns River Water Management District (SJRWMD), Clay County Board of County Commissioners, and
Putham County Planning and Development Setvices. General comments were received, with the agencies
referencing wetland impacts, essential fish habitat impacts, and stormwater treatment as areas of concern.

In otder to comply with section 6002(b) of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity
Act A Legacy for Users Act (SAFETEA-LU), Flotida’s streamlined approach for conducting National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) studies, the ETDM process, was also used to solicit project concerns and
recommendations from the agencies. The project was loaded into the system in April 2006 and released to
the Envitonmental Technical Advisory Team (ETAT) on June 1, 2006. ETAT is 2 group created by FDOT
that is comprised of representatives from numerous agencies. Each agency appoints its ETAT
representative(s), and delegates to them the authority and responsibility to internally coordinate transportation
reviews and to represent agency positions. ETAT representatives then provide agency responses to the
FDOT. Agency comments wete completed through the ETDM process in July of 2006. The comments
received mirrored the comments received through the AN process, with wetlands, wildlife and habitat areas

of primary concern.

In response to the concetns, FDOT proposed and addressed the following measures in addition to those
undertaken in prepatation of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS):

Conduct 2 scrub jay sutvey for potentially occupied scrub habitat within the Preferred
Altetnative.

Comply with the most recent guidance issued by the USFWS relating to potential
involvement with bald eagles.

Conduct red cockaded woodpecker surveys for potentially occupied habitat within the
Preferred Alternative.

Conduct submerged grass bed surveys within the vicinity of the project bridge crossing of the
St. Johns River.

Consider wildlife undetpasses 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 (EFH) and the
Endangered Species Act (ESA).

Prepate an Air Quality Screening Test for the Preferred Alternative to evaluate project
intersections.

RECORC AF DECISION



An ETAT meeting was held by FDOT on June 7, 2006. In addition to the FDOT, other agencies were in
attendance including the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA), U. S. Coast Guard (USCG), National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), National
Marine Fisheties Setvice (NMFS), Florida Department of Envitonmental Protection (FDEP), Florida Fish
and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC), and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). A
presentation was given to those in attendance explaining the history and need for the St. Johns River Crossing
Project, followed immediately by a question and answer session.

Additional ETAT meetings were held on June 5, 2007 and June 25, 2008 in Jacksonville. At these two
meetings, a presentation was made to update the ETAT members on the status of the project. At the June
25, 2008 meeting, responses to the ETAT’s comments made in ETDM from July 2006 wete provided.

A field survey was conducted July 1 and 2 in 2008 that provided agencies the opportunity to see the land use
and habitat in the project area. This field visit was attended by representatives from FDOT, FWC, NMFS,
USACE and USFWS.

FDOT also cootdinated with appropriate federal and state resource agendles regarding specific issues related
to vatious environmental resources. Table 4-1 summarizes the concurrence points throughout the project.

Following FHWA approval of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in December 2009, FDOT
distributed copies of the Draft EIS to interested agencies. A copy of the draft Final EIS was also provided to
cooperating agencies for comments in July 2011. These gave interested agencies further opportunity to
comment on the project.

Table 4-1: Agency Concurrence Points

l Diate{s) Agenoes Resouice Diescrption
o1/2g/2007 | SHPO and Cultural SHPO stated in a letter to FDOT that if the preferred alternative
FDOT Resources was designed to bridge over 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 Wetlands Suggested Revisions to the Draft EIS and 404(b)(1) alternatives,

o04/23/2008 | SHPO, FHWA, | Cultural The agencies met and agreed upon the methodology and area of
FDOT Resources potential effect for historic and archaeological resources.

04/30/2008 | FDOT and Wetlands These were initial coordination meetings in which SIRWMD

and SJRWMD indicated that the project could be permitted and that mitigation

10f0g9{2008 bank credits were acceptable for wetland mitigation.




Datmls)

AQENTIES

Disscription

01/29/2000 | USACE Wetlands Suggested Revisions to the Draft EIS and 404(b)(1) alternatives.
05/26/2009 | USACE Wetlands Suggested Revisions to the Draft EIS and 404(b)(1) alternatives.
11f02/2009 | USACE Wetlands Concurrence with the Draft EIS for publication in Federal
Register.
o3/os5/2010 | USACE Wetlands Concurrence with the Draft EIS for publication in Federal
Register.
04/16/2010 |SIRWMDand |Bayard SJRWMD wrote a letter stating its concurrence with the de
FDOT Conservation | minimis finding for the Selected Altemative (discussed further in
Area Section 5.0).
10/14{2010 | SIRWMD, Wetlands The agencies agreed to a regional wetland mitigation approach
USEPA, FWC, and FDOT committed to coordinating with the resource agencies
USACE, in developing the framework for a regional wetlands mitigation
USFWS, plan.
NMFS,FHWA,
and FDOT
o5/13/2011 | FDOT and Essential Fish | A teleconference was held in which FDOT and NMFS agreed
NMFS Habitat upon the methodology presented in the Final EIS.
0g/20{2011, | SJIRWMD, Wetlands, Teleconferences were held to discuss wetland mitigation and the
0g/29/2011 | USEPA, FWC, |Selectionof |selection of the preferred alternative. It was agreed that more
and USACE, Preferred detail would be added to the existing wetland mitigation plan.
10f4f2011 | USFWS, Alternative | All parties were agreeable to the selection of the Pink 1
NMFS,FHWA, Alternative as FDOT's Preferred Alternative. It was advised that
and FDOT FDOT identify the LEDPA and provide supporting information.
10f14/2011 | USACE Wetlands Suggested revisions to the Draft Final EIS and 404(b)(2)
alternatives.
12/18/2012 | FDOT, FFWCC, | Endangered | Ateleconference was held where the revised Endangered
FHWA, NMFS, | Species Species Biological Assessment and commitments were agreed
USACE, upon.
USEPA,
USFWS
01/24/2013 | USFWS Endangered | Concurrence with the Endangered Species Biological
Species Assessment findings and commitments.
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5.0 SECTION 4(F)
Section 4(f) applies to significant publicly owned parks, recreations areas, wildlife or watetfowl refuges, as well
as historic sites regardless of ownérship. Protection of Section 4(f) resoutces is covered by Section 4(f) of the
Department of Transportation Act of 1966, which is codified at 49 U.S.C. 303 and 23 U.S.C. 138.

The Section 4(f) law was amended as part of the latest federal transportation bill. Section 6009 of the Safe,
Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity 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. SAFETEA-LU was signed into law August 10, 2005. Section 6009 amends 49 U.S.C. § 303 and
23 U.S.C § 138; see specifically 49 U.S.C. § 303(d) and 23 U.S.C §138(b).

On March 12, 2008 FHWA issued a Final Rule (23 C.F.R. 774) on Section 4{f) which, among other things,
clarifies the 4(f) approval process, establishes procedures for determining that the use of a Section 4(f)

property has de minimis impacts, and simplifies its regulatory requirement.

The tegulations provide protection for significant publicly owned parks, recreation areas, histotic sites,
wildlife and/or waterfowl refuges from conversion to a transportation use. A “nse” occurs when:

1. Land from a Section 4(f) property is acquired for a transportation project,

2. There is an occupancy of land that is adverse in terms of the statute's preservationist
putrposes, ot

3. The proximity impacts of the transportation 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 referred to as a “constructive use”).

The FHWA may not approve such a use unless a determination is made that:

There is no feasible and 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
such use; or

It is determined that the use of the property, including any measures to minimize hatm,
committed to by the applicant, will have a de minimis impact on the propetty.

5.1 De Minimis Impacts

For a de minimis impact determination, FHWA must determine that the use of the property, including any

measure(s) to minimize harm (such as any avoidance, minimization, mitigation, or enhancement measures)

committed to by the applicant, will have a d¢ minimis impact on the property. For histotic sites, de minimis
impact means that FHWA has determined, in accordance with 36 CFR 800, that no historic propetty would -
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be affected by the project or that the project will have “no adverse effect” on the historic property in
question. For recreational resources, a de ménimis impact can be made when an altetnative involves a direct
physical impact on a Section 4(f) resource but there are no adverse effects on the significant qualities of the
resource. If a finding of de minimir impact is made for a Section 4(f) resource, the requitements of Section 4(f)
are satisfied.

The Selected Alternative affects one Section 4(f) resource, the Bayard Consetvation Area (BCA). FDOT and
FHWA conducted consultation with the Official with Jurisdiction for the BCA (St. Johns River Water
Management District (SJRWMD)), and solicited and received public and agency comments on the potential
Section 4(f) impacts of the project. As a result, FHWA has determined that the Selected 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 result in a net improvement and enhancement of the property when compared to the No-Build
Alternative and present condition of the property. Therefore, FHWA has made a d¢ minimis determination for
the Selected Alternative. Section 5.2 provides a brief ovetview of the impacts, mitigation, enhancement and
coordination efforts.

5.2 Bayard Conservation Area

The Selected Alternative will require approximately 34.46 acres (0.3 percent of the total BCA) of right-of-way
from the BCA, including 31.66 acres south of SR 16 and 2.80 acres situated southeast of the Reynolds
Industrial Park. The Selected Alternative will have impacts to two of the BCA’s four unpaved parking areas
and one of two caretaker residences located on the north end of the property near SR 16. Impacts are also
anticipated for 0.15 miles of the BCA’s 10.5 mile unpaved trail system (less than 1.5% of total trail length).
Proximity impacts will be limited, as the noise level increases attributable to the Selected Alternative will not
substantially interfere with the use and enjoyment of the resource since there are no noise sensitive activities
near the proposed project. In addition, the proximity of the Selected Alternative will not substantially impair
aesthetic features ot attributes of the BCA since SR 16 is already an existing well traveled roadway and an
airport facility and heavy industrial uses are adjacent to the property. FDOT consulted with the SJRWMD to
develop mitigation and enhancement measures as discussed in the following section.

5.2.1 Mitigation and Enhancement Measures

Several coordination meetings between FDOT and the SJRWMD wete conducted during the course of
the Project Development and Environment (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 BCA facilities available
throughout the land transfer and replacement effort:

73.81 actes of land adjacent to the conservation area will be conveyed to the SJRWMD for
incorporation into the BCA, resulting in a net increase of 39.35 acres. The 73.81 actes of
adjoining land includes a golf course which is fertilized on a regular basis. The golf course

k|
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was not designed per the new SJRWMD stormwater tules and thus has direct runoff to the
St. Johns River. The 73.81 acres will be converted to a consetvation use and restoted 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 existing 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.

The two (of the four total) impacted unpaved parking areas and the north caretaker residence
(1 of 2) will be reconstructed in an area south of the proposed toadway. During discussions,
the SJRWMD expressed concern over the existing location of the patking lots and the
caretaker residence and stated their interest in consolidating the parking areas. By combining
the parking areas and caretaker residence, 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.

FDOT’s mitigation plan for the impacted parking areas is also consistent with FHWA’s
guidance for de minimis impacts which states that encroachment on a patking atea may be
deemed de minimis as long as the public’s ability to access and use the site is not reduced.

Existing unpaved trails expected to be impacted by the Selected Alternative 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.

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 ditect access to the
conservation area and will enhance the connectivity between the consetvation area, the
nearby fishing pier and other recreational opportunities available across the river in St. Johns
County.

Incotporate elements into the design to help minimize visual effects, whete feasible and
practical, including consideration of the following:

* Selective Charing Clearing only the vegetation requited to construct the project, particularly trees.

* Landseaping: Incotporation of trees and groundcover to add visual interest to the roadway.

* Sereening: Screening can be achieved with landscape materials or by using permanent
construction materials such as metal and concrete walls.
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5.2.2 Agency Concurrence

The SJRWMD and other agencies have had the opportunity to comment on the impacts to the
conservation property through the Efficient Transportation Decision Making (ETDM) process, scoping
meetings, agency coordination meetings and other public involvement opportunities. The FDOT' has
wotked closely with the SJRWMD to develop the mitigation and enhancement measutes discussed above
and agree that

The use of the property will not advetsely affect the activities, features and attributes of the
property,
The Selected Alternative 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.

In addition to the SJRWMD, the Florida Wildlife Federation also stated their support for FDOT’s
minimization, mitigation and enhancement efforts. In 2 letter dated March 15, 2010, the Florida Wildlife
Federation stated their support for avoiding impacts to the BCA, but added that if an alternative is
selected that impacts the BCA, FDOT should mitigate those impacts above and beyond 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 conditions by increasing the amount of land (net increase of 39.35 actes