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1.0 Introduction 
 

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT), District 3, is conducting a Project 
Development and Environment (PD&E) Study, in cooperation with the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), for the proposed replacement of the existing Pensacola Bay 
Bridge.  The Pensacola Bay Bridge, or “Three-Mile Bridge,” is a 2.96-mile long, 4-lane 
bridge carrying State Road (SR) 30 [US Highway 98 (US 98)] across Pensacola Bay and 
connecting downtown Pensacola in Escambia County with the City of Gulf Breeze in Santa 
Rosa County.  The Pensacola Bay Bridge PD&E study begins just west of the intersection of 
17th Avenue and Bayfront Parkway and ends at the intersection of Baybridge Drive and 
Gulf Breeze Parkway.  Both Bayfront Parkway and Gulf Breeze Parkway are designated as 
SR 30 (US 98) within the study area.  Figure 1.1 displays the location map.   
 
This report conforms with US Department of Transportation Order 56601.A, Preservation 
of the Nation’s Wetlands, dated August 24, 1978.  A wetland evaluation was conducted as 
in accordance with Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands, dated May 23, 1977 and 
PD&E Manual, Part 2 – Chapter 18 (FDOT, 2009).  The purpose of this evaluation is to 
ensure the protection, preservation, and enhancement of wetlands to the fullest extent 
practicable.  This report documents the wetland evaluation and includes:  1) descriptions of 
the existing wetland and other surface water features within the project area; 2) qualitative 
and quantitative information regarding potential wetland impacts; 3) evaluations of 
wetland functions and values of impacted wetlands; 4) mitigation measures to compensate 
for any unavoidable wetland impacts; and 5) permitting requirements and agency 
coordination.  The methods and results of this wetland evaluation are summarized in the 
following sections.   
 
Also as part of the PD&E Study, an assessment of federal and state protected wildlife and 
plant species involvement was conducted in accordance with 50 CFR Part 402, the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, and the PD&E Manual, Part 2 - Chapter 27 
(FDOT, 1991).  The objectives of this assessment were to determine if any protected species 
inhabit the project area, to determine if any protected species present would be adversely 
impacted by the proposed project, and if necessary, develop recommendations for avoidance 
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and minimization of potential impacts.  The methods and results of this assessment are 
summarized in the following sections.   
 
As part of the FDOT’s Efficient Transportation Decision Making (ETDM) Process, project 
information was distributed to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), Florida Department of Environmental 
Protection (FDEP), Northwest Florida Water Management District (NWFWMD), U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service (USFWS), Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 
(FFWCC), National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), and other governmental agencies. 
The responses of these agencies are included in Appendix A.  Overall, the responses 
concluded that the degree of effect is moderate to substantial with regard to wetlands and 
predominantly substantial with regard to wildlife and habitat. NMFS responses concluded 
that the degree of effect to wildlife and habitat is moderate.  The NMFS concerns are 
addressed in the Essential Fish Habitat Assessment Report.  
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Figure 1.1 - Project Location Map 
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2.0 Proposed Action 
 
The purpose of the PD&E Study is to recommend a bridge replacement alternative that will 
meet the transportation requirements while minimizing impacts to the natural 
environments and remaining sensitive to community values.  The study will also provide 
the documentation necessary for the FDOT to reach a decision on the feasibility, location, 
and a conceptual design.  The study follows the federal regulations necessary to secure 
approval from the FHWA, thereby qualifying the project for federal funding, including 
bridge replacement funds.   
 

2.1 Description of Existing Bridge and Roadway Conditions 

The Pensacola Bay Bridge is a 2.96-mile 
long, 4-lane bridge carrying SR 30 (US 
98) across Pensacola Bay.  The current 
Pensacola Bay Bridge was designed in 
the late 1950’s, constructed in the early 
1960’s, and widened in 1987.  The 
current structure features two 11-foot 
lanes in each direction, a center 
concrete barrier, and 6-foot outside shoulders (see Figure 2.1.1).  Based on the existing 
bridge plans, the elevations of the viaduct approaches to the main span are 16 feet before 
climbing at a 4% grade to the crest above the three main span lengths of 123 feet, 154 feet, 
and 123 feet.  The bridge elevation at the top of the crest is approximately 59 feet.  At the 
Gulf Breeze end of the bridge, the 16-foot roadway elevation slopes to an elevation of 
approximately 10 feet in the vicinity of the Baybridge Drive intersection. The posted speed 
on the bridge approaching the Pensacola and Gulf Breeze landfalls is 35 mph.  Elsewhere 
on the bridge, the posted speed is 45 mph. 

  

Figure 2.1.1 - Pensacola Bay Bridge 
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The project begins on Bayfront 
Parkway, which is designated as SR 30 
(US 98) within the project limits.  West 
of 17th Avenue, Bayfront Parkway 
consists of four lanes divided by a 22-

foot median.  Approaching 17th Avenue 
from the south (east) as seen in Figure 
2.1.2, Bayfront Parkway widens to three lanes in the westbound direction.  Immediately 
west of the intersection, two lanes diverge from Bayfront Parkway and join a single exiting 
lane emanating from 17th Avenue just south of the railroad viaduct.  These lanes join to 
form Gregory Street, a three lane, one-way city street conveying traffic to downtown 
Pensacola.  East (south) of 17th Avenue, Bayfront Parkway consists of three northbound 
(westbound) lanes and two eastbound lanes.  In the northbound (westbound) direction, 
guardrail is located immediately behind the outside curb and gutter and protects errant 
vehicles from traversing the approximate 1:2 embankment.  The posted speed along 
Bayfront Parkway is 35 mph. 

 
Approaching Gulf Breeze from the 
north, the existing roadway, known 
as Gulf Breeze Parkway, begins as 
a four-lane facility separated by a 
4- to 6-foot varying-width median, 
which accommodates a concrete 
barrier wall extending 
approximately 800 feet south of the bridge.  The narrow concrete median ultimately widens 
to a 33-foot grass median with landscaping (see Figure 2.1.3).    Flush outside shoulders in 
the northbound and southbound directions ultimately transition to curb and gutter in the 
vicinity of the Baybridge Drive entrance.  At this location, the northbound lanes end their 
transition from three to two lanes, while the southbound lanes begin a transition from two 
to three lanes.  Six lanes (three in each direction) continue through Gulf Breeze.  The 
posted speed on SR 30 (US 98) on the Gulf Breeze landfall is 35 mph. 

Figure 2.1.2 - Pensacola Approach Looking North 
(West) 

Figure 2.1.3 - Gulf Breeze Approach Looking South 
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2.2 Project Need 

The Pensacola Bay Bridge, or “Three-Mile Bridge,” carries SR 30 (US 98) across Pensacola 
Bay, connecting downtown Pensacola with the City of Gulf Breeze.  Approximately 55,500 
vehicles traverse the bridge daily.  This structure has been considered for improvement or 
replacement by the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) for over a decade.  The 
structure was built in the early 1960’s and widened to accommodate 6-foot outside 
shoulders in the late 1980’s.  The current structure features two 11-foot lanes in each 
direction, a center concrete barrier, and 6-foot outside shoulders. 
 
The condition of the structure has steadily deteriorated, with the 2012 bridge sufficiency 
rating at 37.7.  This rating categorizes the bridge as “structurally deficient.”  SR 30 (US 98) 
is a critical hurricane evacuation route for the communities of Pensacola Beach and Gulf 
Breeze.  In September 1998 during Hurricane Georges, wave action over the deck caused 
the bridge to be closed prior to completing all of the evacuation.  Hurricane Ivan, a strong 
Category 3 storm in 2004, also caused damage to the existing bridge and approaches, 
resulting in closure for six days.   
 

The low level viaduct spans of the existing bridge are subjected to salt spray and potentially 
damaging storm generated wave energy.  Current design standards from the American 
Association of State Highway & Transportation Officials (AASHTO) require bridge 
superstructures spanning waters that are subject to coastal storms to have either a 
minimum vertical clearance of one foot above the 100 year design wave crest elevation, or 
the superstructure must be designed to resist storm wave forces.   
 
The existing span over the navigation channel is substandard with respect to vertical and 
horizontal clearance.  The current vertical and horizontal clearances are 51.3 feet above sea 
level and 125 feet, respectively.  The United States Coast Guard (USCG) vertical and 
horizontal clearance standards are 65 feet and 150 feet, respectively, according the USCG 
Clearance Guide.  As a comparison, the recently constructed I-10 Escambia Bay bridges 
located approximately 10 miles upstream from the Pensacola Bay Bridge have a vertical 
clearance of 65 feet over the main shipping channel.  The Build Alternatives evaluated in 
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this study meet the clearance requirements in the USGC Clearance Guide for this portion 
the Gulf of Mexico. 
 
The most recent repair contract issued by the FDOT totaled $3.8 million, which included 
cleaning and painting the steel spans at the channel, expansion joint replacement at the 
channel, and repairing numerous spalls in the superstructure.  Shortfalls such as the lack 
of sufficient shoulders, lack of bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and the structure’s 
insufficient height cannot be improved through maintenance activities.   
 
Due to the deteriorating conditions, low sufficiency rating, and lack of modern safety 
features, the FDOT District 3 has assigned replacement of the Pensacola Bay Bridge as the 
number one priority within the work program.  Funds have been programmed for the 
replacement, and the FDOT has committed to starting construction by 2019. 
 
A Final Technical Traffic Memorandum was prepared for this PD&E Study and examined a 
four and six-lane configuration on the bridge and its approaches.  Utilizing the traffic model 
that has been adopted for the Pensacola Bay Region, traffic forecast for the horizon year of 
2040 indicated that approximately 71,500 vehicles per day would utilize the new bridge 
crossing.  A four-lane bridge replacement does not provide sufficient capacity to meet the 
forecasted demand and the adopted Level of Service standard of D, as explained in Chapter 
3 of the Preliminary Engineering Report.  A six-lane roadway and bridge configuration 
provides the necessary capacity to meet the adopted level of service requirement. 
 

2.3 Corridor Evaluation 

Three corridors were evaluated for the replacement of the Pensacola Bay Bridge as a six-
lane facility.  The corridors are identified as East, West, and Central.   For these three 
corridors, four representative alignment alternatives were examined.  On the Pensacola 
approach to the bridge, these alternatives begin in the vicinity of the 17th Avenue 
intersection, while on the Gulf Breeze approach, the alternatives end near the Baybridge 
Drive intersection. They all begin and end approximately 2,000 feet to 3,000 feet from each 
existing bridge abutment. 
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2.4 Recommended Corridor Alternative 

After considering the representative alternatives and their resultant impacts, the Central 
Corridor was recommended to be carried forward for the replacement of the Pensacola Bay 
Bridge.  Details of the corridor analysis and recommendations are summarized in the 
Corridor Report (September 2012), which was approved by the Federal Highway 
Administration on October 9, 2012. 

The Central Corridor is represented by two alignment alternatives, Central East and 
Central West, both of which are recommended for further consideration and assessment of 
potential wetland and endangered and threatened species impacts (see Appendix D for 
critical habitat maps).  This Wetland Evaluation and Biological Assessment Report 
(WEBAR) addresses potential environmental impacts for the Central East and Central 
West Alternatives within the recommended Central Corridor.  The Central East and 
Central West Alternatives are based on the premise that only one of the new twin bridges 
would be built prior to the demolition of the existing bridge. After the initial twin bridge is 
constructed, traffic would be switched to the new bridge, demolition of the old bridge would 
occur, and the second twin bridge would utilize the horizontal location of the demolished 
bridge.  The intersection with 17th Avenue is the most significant intersection within the 
project area.  The flyover configuration eliminates the need for a triple left-turn lane at the 
17th Avenue intersection and improves the design year level of service from C to A.  
Therefore, the flyover intersection configuration is carried forward for inclusion in both the 
Central East and Central West Alternatives.  

The proposed six-lane bridge and roadway approach typical sections are depicted by 
Figures 2.4.1 and 2.4.2. In addition to the travel lanes, the replacement bridge will include 
full-width shoulders on each side of the opposing lanes of travel, as well as accommodate 
bicyclists and pedestrians with multi-use paths that are separated from the vehicular 
movements by a restrictive barrier.   
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Figure 2.4.1 - Proposed Pensacola Bay Bridge Typical Section 

 
 
 

Figure 2.4.2 - Roadway Approach Typical Section 

 

 

2.4.1 Value Engineering on Proposed Bridge Typical Section 
Section 2.2.1.1 of the Environmental Assessment (EA) and Section 6.5.5.1 of the 
Preliminary Engineering Report (PER) describe a Value Engineering Assessment that was 
completed for the bridge typical section in order to reduce the cost of the project.  This 
evaluation included the need for shared use paths on each of the twin bridges.  The 
resulting bridge typical section is shown in Figure 2.4.3. 
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Figure 2.4.3 – Proposed Pensacola Bay Bridge Typical Section (Single Shared-use Path) 

 
 

For the purposes of this WEBAR, the larger footprint comprised of dual shared-use paths is 
used as the base typical section.  The supporting documents of Essential Fish Habitat 
Assessment Report (EFH), and the PER also utilize the dual shared-use typical section as 
the basis for the environmental and engineering assessments. Subsequent to the Public 
Hearing, the FDOT will make a final recommendation regarding the proposed typical 
section in conjunction with an alignment alternative. 
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3.0 Existing Environmental Conditions 
 
The project study area includes the Pensacola Bay and the upland areas on both ends of the 
Pensacola Bay Bridge.  The following sections include a description of the land uses and the 
natural features within the project area potentially affected by the replacement of the 
Pensacola Bay Bridge.  

3.1 Land Use 

The north and south landfalls of the Pensacola Bay Bridge are considered developed lands 
and include recreational, commercial, residential land uses as well as publicly owned 
lands.  The existing land uses within the project area are shown in Figure 3.1.1 (Land Use 
Map from FDOT’s ETDM Environmental Screening Tool).  The northeast quadrant of the 
Pensacola approach features the Welcome Center and the Escambia County Fishing Bridge, 
both of which are considered recreational land.  The northwest quadrant of the Pensacola 
approach is FDOT-owned right-of-way and is open for passive recreational activities but is 
not considered a park.  A wetland restoration area / conservation lands known as the FDEP 
Project GreenShores is located on the west side of Bayfront Parkway (see Figure 4.2.3 in 
Section 4).  The Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FFWCC) Pensacola 
Field Office is located to the north of SR 30 (US 98) and west of 17th Avenue.   

The Gulf Breeze approach features publicly owned lands (City of Gulf Breeze Wayside 
Park) and represents recreational land use.  The City of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park includes 
a boat ramp on the west side and picnic pavilions along with a fishing pier on the east side.  
Residential land uses (i.e., single and multi-family) and Baybridge Professional Park are 
located south of the park and east of SR 30 (US 98).  The land uses south of the park on the 
west side of US 98 include a small commercial area with retail stores, restaurants, a 
marina, and hotel/motel facilities (Baybeach Inn Resort) as well as a single family 
residential area.   

The City of Gulf Breeze has recently updated its future land use map to include a mixed use 
development on the west side of Gulf Breeze Parkway where the existing commercial area 
is located.  These parcels are privately owned and are planned to include commercial / retail 
and residential uses.  The current building height restrictions for mixed use zoning have 

 Wetland Evaluation and Biological Assessment Report    
 SR 30 (US 98) Pensacola Bay Bridge    3-1 



been increased to include 60 foot structures.  A new hotel (Hampton Inn and Suites) opened 
in May 2013 at the south end of the commercial strip.  Figure 3.1.1 displays the existing 
land use for the project area. Since the proposed improvement consists of a bridge 
replacement and reconstruction of the approaches in an existing developed area, this 
project has minimal permanent impact to existing land use. 

Figure 3.1.1 - Land Use Map 
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3.2 Natural Environment 

Pensacola Bay 
Pensacola Bay is the dominant natural feature along the project area and is part of a 
system of five interconnected estuaries. Three major rivers drain into Pensacola Bay: the 
Escambia, Blackwater, and Yellow rivers. Pensacola Bay supports a diverse range of 
estuarine biological communities, including benthic microalgae communities, seagrass beds, 
oyster beds, salt marsh, planktonic and pelagic communities, and unvegetated soft bottom. 
Marine mammals, fish, reptiles, invertebrates, and birds are found in association with 
these communities. The associated salt marshes and seagrass serve as important habitat 
and nursery areas for aquatic species, birds, and other wildlife. The beaches of the nearby 
islands provide nesting habitat for several endangered birds and sea turtle species.  The 
following describes the regulatory classification of Pensacola Bay and the wetland areas 
and the wildlife and habitats within the project area.  
 
Pensacola Bay is a Surface Water Improvement Management (SWIM) water body. The 
NWFWMD is directly responsible for the SWIM program in this area, but they work with 
the FDEP, federal, state, and local government to classify state waters. State waters are 
classified as I through V, with Class I generally having the most stringent standards and 
Class V the least. According to language in 62.302.400, Florida Administrative Code 
(F.A.C.), a line drawn from Emanuel Point in the north to the south end of the Pensacola 
Bay Bridge delineates Class III waters to the west and Class II waters to the east (see 
Figure 3.2.1). Therefore, the majority of the project occurs within Class III Waters (Fish 
Consumption, Recreation, Propagation and Maintenance of a Healthy, Well-Balanced 
Population of Fish and Wildlife) and only about 0.50 acre occurs within Class II Waters 
(Shellfish Propagation and Harvesting). Impact estimates are includes in Section 6.0. East 
of the Pensacola Bay Bridge, an approximately 870 acre wedge of Pensacola Bay is 
designated as Class III that includes Bayou Texar. East of Emanuel Point and the south 
end of the Pensacola Bay Bridge, it is designated as Class II (Shellfish Propagation or 
Harvesting) waters.  There are a few reasons why the line was drawn at these particular 
points. The line angles eastward from the bridge to include the mouth of Bayou Texar, is 
impacted by non-point source pollution and may be threatened by contaminated plumes 
from two U.S. EPA designated Superfund Sites according to The Pensacola Bay System 
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Surface Water Improvement and Management Plan (1997). In the same document, it was 
indicated that railroad and highway bridges may inhibit flushing and exchange between 
the upper and lower bay. This factor could compound with the naturally low flushing rate of 
the bay to necessitate the Class II designation east of the bridge and bayou. 
              

There are no Outstanding Florida Waters (OFWs), designated wild and scenic rivers, or 
aquatic preserves located within or adjacent to the project area.  However, two aquatic 
preserves are located in the Pensacola Bay System: Fort Pickens Aquatic Preserve is less 
than a mile to the south of the project area and the Yellow River Marsh Aquatic Preserve is 
located further to the northwest (see Figure 3.2.2).  Rule 62.302.700 designates waters in 
National Preserves and State Parks as OFWs. These waters require additional water 
quality treatment considerations. Neither aquatic preserve would be directly impacted by 
the proposed replacement of the Pensacola Bay Bridge.  
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Figure 3.2.1 - Surface Waters   
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Figure 3.2.2 – Aquatic Preserves 
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Wetlands 
A number of wetlands have been mapped in the vicinity of the project area.  Figure 3.2.3 
depicts wetlands delineated by the National Wetland Inventory. During field reviews, three 
vegetated wetland areas were identified within and adjacent to the project area.   
 
All of the wetlands within and adjacent to the project area are tidally influenced and 
characterized by salt marsh vegetation associated with the Pensacola Bay estuary. Wetland 
Area A is a narrow zone of tidal marsh located just south of the Gulf Breeze boat ramp (see 
Figures 4.2.1 and 4.2.2 - Photos 1 and 2 in Section 4). Wetland Area B is a salt 
marsh/estuarine habitat restoration area associated with Project GreenShores that is 
situated in the northwest quadrant of the Pensacola Bay Bridge (see Figure 4.2.3; Figure 
4.2.4 - Photos 3 and 4). Project GreenShores is a restoration effort being conducted by 
FDEP’s Ecosystem Restoration Laboratory in coordination with the City of Pensacola, the 
Ecosystem Restoration Support Organization, local agencies, businesses and volunteers. 
Several other agencies, including the USFWS are active partners in the project. This 
habitat restoration includes the construction of oyster reefs, emergent marshes, and even 
small areas of seagrass plantings.  Wetlands C and D are two small areas of tidal marsh 
located at the north end of the City of Pensacola Wayside Park (see Figure 4.2.5 - Photos 5 
and 6 in Section 4). 
 
Other Surface Waters 
The Pensacola Bay System is the dominant surface water. Besides Pensacola Bay, one (0.23 
acre) surface water system was discovered at the north end of the existing bridge adjacent 
to the FFWCC facility. The system appears to function as a roadway drainage feature. 
Common species in this area include pickerelweed (Pontederia cordata), cattail (Typha 
latifolia), water pennywort (Hydrocotyle umbellata), bulrush (Scirpus cyperinus) and 
sapling Chinese tallow (Sapium sebiferum). A few planted pond cypress trees (Taxodium 
ascendens) rim the system.  This surface water can be classified by the FLUCFCS as code 
837, Surface Water Collection Features.  Figure 3.2.4 displays photographs of these surface 
water and drainage features. 
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Figure 3.2.3 - National Wetland Inventory Map 
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Figure 3.2.4 - Surface Water/Drainage Features 
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Seagrass 

Information concerning seagrass distribution and potential impacts from construction 
activity are addressed in the Essential Fish Habitat Assessment Report for this project.   

Uplands  
The upland habitat located within the project area is best described as landscaped 
parklands. Areas with limited maintenance are colonized by a dense cover of ruderal 
grasses and forbs, such as sea purslane (Sesuvium portulacastrum), partridge pea 
(Chamaecrista fasciculata), dog fennel (Eupatorium capillifolium), beggartick (Bidens alba), 
pennywort (Hydrocotyle bonariensis), ragweed (Ambrosia artemisiifolia), and sea oats 
(Uniola paniculata). The habitat quality is very low given the high level of human use and 
the landscaped nature of the vegetation.  No natural, undisturbed uplands are present 
within the project limits.  Additionally, the shorelines are predominately altered through 
the use of concrete seawalls with granite rip-rap boulders. This limits the available natural 
shoreline for wading bird foraging habitat. Small portions of natural shoreline occur just 
south of the Gulf Breeze boat ramp and within the Project GreenShores restoration area.   
 
Soils 
The Pensacola side of the project area is mapped as Arents-Urban land complex (see Figure 
3.2.5). Arents are areas that have been altered by human earthmoving operations. The Gulf 
Breeze side of the bridge approach is mapped as Kureb sand, 0-8% slope. The May 2012 site 
survey revealed that the entire project area should be mapped as an Arents-Urban land 
complex because it has all been disturbed. The Kureb sand was the historic soil type 
present at the Gulf Breeze section of the project area prior to the initial bridge construction.  
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Figure 3.2.5 - Soils 
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4.0 Wetland Assessment 
 

4.1 Study Methodology 

Detailed identification of wetlands in the project area involved a combination of 
interpretation of current aerial photographs (1"= 200') and on-site ground truthing in May 
2012. Other resources used in evaluating the wetlands included Escambia County and 
Santa Rosa County soil survey maps (US Department of Agriculture, Natural Resource 
Conservation Service website database), the United States Geological Survey (USGS) 
Pensacola topographic quadrangle map (USGS 1970, photorevised 1987; 7.5-minute), the 
USGS Gulf Breeze topographic quadrangle map (USGS 1969, photorevised 1987; 7.5-
minute), and the most current National Wetland Inventory map for the same quadrangles. 
 
Standard federal and state definitions were utilized for the identification of wetlands in the 
project area per FDOT and FHWA guidance. Characteristics of hydric soils, hydrophytic 
vegetation and wetland hydrology are pertinent factors in all of these definitions.  Wetlands 
throughout the project area were determined based on the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Wetlands Delineation Manual (Department of the Army, Waterways Experiment Station, 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1987) and the Final Regional Supplement to the Corps of 
Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Atlantic and Gulf Coast Plain Region (Version 2.0, 
November 2010) as well as on the unified statewide methodology of the FDEP and 
NWFWMD specified in Chapter 62-340 F.A.C.  
 
Wetlands were identified and described based on the Florida Land Use, Cover and Forms 
Classification System (FLUCFCS, 1999) and the USFWS’s classification system described 
in Classification of Wetlands and Deep Water Habitats of the United States (Cowardin et 
al. 1985). In order to evaluate the overall functionality of each system a Uniform Mitigation 
Assessment Method (UMAM) evaluation was conducted for every wetland within the 
project boundaries.  The UMAM data sheets are included as Appendix B. 
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4.2 Existing Wetland Communities 

There are three vegetated wetlands located within and adjacent to the project area. All of 
the wetland systems found within the project area are currently impacted by their close 
proximity to a heavily travelled roadway, by extensive anthropogenic activity at the 
adjacent parklands and by the commercial development in the immediate vicinity.  Figures 
4.2.1 to 4.2.6 depict the wetlands and their locations within the project area.  
 
Wetland A 
FLUCFCS Code: 642 Saltwater Marsh  
NWI Code: E2EM1 Estuarine, Intertidal, Emergent, Persistent 
 
Wetland A is a small (0.05 acre) tidally-influenced salt marsh, dominated by smooth 
cordgrass (Spartina alterniflora), and located just south of the Gulf Breeze boat ramp in 
Pensacola Bay (see Figures 4.2.1 and 4.2.2 - Photos 1 and 2).  The smooth cordgrass grades 
to a narrow zone of saltmeadow cordgrass (Spartina patens) along the upland fringe. It is 
bordered on the southern and eastern edges by undeveloped disturbed uplands and on the 
northern side by a paved boat ramp with associated paved parking lot. 
 
Wetland A currently provides water quality treatment, flood attenuation, shoreline 
protection, and wildlife habitat functions. The wildlife habitat function of this wetland 
system has been detrimentally impacted by the urbanization of the project vicinity. 
Wetland A provides limited forage and nesting habitat for small mammals, birds, reptiles, 
and amphibians. Adjacent uplands are either developed or are highly disturbed. No viable 
wildlife corridor exists, other than direct exchange with Pensacola Bay, because the 
wetland is surrounded by development and heavily travelled roadways. The wetland 
hydrology has been minimally impacted by various shoreline stabilization efforts at the 
bridge approaches. This wetland is located within an existing public park and does provide 
public use opportunities. 
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Figure 4.2.1 - Wetland Area A South of Gulf Breeze Boat Ramp 
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Figure 4.2.2 - Photos 1 and 2 – Wetland Area A 
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Wetland B 
FLUCFCS Code: 642 Saltwater Marsh  
NWI Code: E2EM1 Estuarine, Intertidal, Emergent, Persistent 
 
Wetland B is a salt marsh (0.54 acre) and estuarine habitat (0.39 acre) restoration area 
associated with Project GreenShores. It is located in the northwest quadrant of the 
Pensacola Bay Bridge (see Figure 4.2.3; Figure 4.2.4 - Photos 3 and 4). Project GreenShores 
is a restoration effort being conducted by FDEP’s Ecosystem Restoration Laboratory in 
coordination with the City of Pensacola, the Ecosystem Restoration Support Organization, 
local agencies, businesses and volunteers. Several other agencies, including the USFWS are 
active partners in the project. This habitat restoration includes the construction of oyster 
reefs, emergent marshes, and even small areas of seagrass plantings.  Smooth cordgrass is 
the dominant species of the emergent marshes with some black rush (Juncus roemerianus) 
also present. Giant reed (Phragmites australis) mixed with torpedo grass (Panicum repens) 
forms a narrow band along the entire shoreline in the Project GreenShores section.   
 
Wetland B currently provides water quality treatment, flood attenuation, shoreline 
protection, and wildlife habitat functions. The wildlife habitat function of this wetland 
system has been detrimentally impacted by the urbanization of the project vicinity; 
however the adjacent plantings by Project GreenShores has increased the size of the 
available salt marsh habitat in the general area and thereby improved the wildlife habitat 
as well as other wetland functions. Wetland B provides limited forage and nesting habitat 
for small mammals, birds, reptiles, and amphibians. Adjacent uplands are either developed 
as a public park or are bordered by paved roadway. No viable wildlife corridor exists, other 
than direct exchange with Pensacola Bay, because the wetland is surrounded by 
development and heavily travelled roadways. The wetland hydrology has been minimally 
impacted by various shoreline stabilization efforts at the roadway approaches. This wetland 
is located within an existing public park or adjacent to a public roadway and does provide 
public use opportunities. 
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Figure 4.2.3 - Project GreenShores Wetland Area B and Wetlands C & D 
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Figure 4.2.4 - Photos 3 and 4 – Wetland Area B 
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Wetlands C and D 
FLUCFCS Code: 642 Saltwater Marsh  
NWI Code: E2EM1 Estuarine, Intertidal, Emergent, Persistent 
 
Wetlands C and D are two small (0.45 acre) areas of tidal marsh located at the north end of 
the City of Pensacola Wayside Park (see Figure 4.2.3 and Figure 4.2.5 - Photos 5 and 6). 
The dominant vegetation of both Wetland C and Wetland D is smooth cordgrass.  A narrow 
zone of giant reed is located along the landward edge of the smooth cordgrass at both 
wetlands.  The adjacent uplands consist of a narrow, highly disturbed zone of ruderal 
grasses and forbs.    
 
Wetlands C and D currently provide water quality treatment, flood attenuation, shoreline 
protection, and wildlife habitat functions. The wildlife habitat function of these wetlands 
have been detrimentally impacted by the urbanization of the project vicinity. Wetlands C 
and D provide limited forage and nesting habitat for small mammals, birds, reptiles, and 
amphibians. Adjacent uplands are either developed or are highly disturbed. No viable 
wildlife corridor exists, other than direct exchange with Pensacola Bay, because the 
wetlands are surrounded by development and heavily travelled roadways. The wetland 
hydrology has been minimally impacted by various shoreline stabilization efforts at the 
bridge approaches.  This wetland is located within an existing public park and does provide 
public use opportunities. 
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Figure 4.2.5 - Photos 5 and 6 – Wetland C and D 
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5.0 Potential Wetland Impacts of Alternatives 

5.1 Direct Impacts 

Direct wetland impacts will result from both the preferred alternatives within the central 
alignment.  Direct impacts to open water would result from pilings associated with the 
installation of the additional bridge structure and replacement of the existing structure. 
Direct impacts to shoreline and wetlands would result from shore stabilization (sea wall 
and riprap) at the bridge approaches. Shading of wetland vegetation is not expected 
because no wetlands or seagrasses occur near the proposed bridge approaches. 
 
The new Pensacola Bay Bridge will be constructed in phases and will require a staging area 
for equipment and materials.  On the Pensacola side, this staging area will encompass the 
FDOT parcel for the construction of the southbound structure and approach and portions of 
Pensacola Wayside Park for construction of the northbound structure and approach.  
Likewise, on the Gulf Breeze side, the boat launch and pavilion parking areas and access 
roads will be needed for construction staging and contractor access.  
 
The vast majority of the northbound and southbound structures will be constructed by 
using barges.  Typically, a barge requires at least eight feet of water and cannot be used 
near the shorelines due insufficient water depth.  A review of the bay soundings obtained 
for this project shows that the Pensacola and Gulf Breeze landfalls achieve an 8-foot water 
depth at approximately 200 feet from the shoreline.  These existing bay bottom contours 
will likely require that the first pier and 
span be constructed from the adjacent 
landfall.  A typical method of constructing 
a bridge is to first construct a parallel 
trestle, as shown in Figure 
5.1.1.  Constructing a trestle from the 
adjacent landfall requires a staging area 
in advance of the trestle in order to 
stockpile equipment and materials.  Based 

on the sizes of beams and pilings that will Figure 5.1.1 – Typical Temporary Trestle 
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be utilized on this project, a minimum staging area of approximately 200 feet long by 40 
feet wide is desirable to employ this type of bridge construction.  Once sufficient water 
depth is achieved, bridge construction by barge may be employed.   
 
Central East Alternative 
The Central East Alternative involves replacing the existing bridge with two six-lane 
structures; one in place of the current bridge and the other to the east of the existing 
bridge, requiring the removal and replacement of the Escambia County Fishing Bridge. 
Shoreline protection in the form of riprap would be required on the on the Pensacola 
approach. The Central East Alternative reduces the at-grade roadway encroachment into 
the bay.  

The new alignment of roadway and bridge will result in unavoidable direct impacts to 
estuarine emergent wetland (Wetland A) and unconsolidated bottom (Pensacola Bay). This 
alternative would require construction activities, including pilings, over approximately an 
additional 35.20 acres of surface waters (i.e., Pensacola Bay) and less than 0.01 acre of 
Wetland A. Shoreline impacts include the installation of retaining walls, seawalls, and rip-
rap on both bridge approaches. 

Regarding the computation method of surface water impacts, the impact acreage accounts 
for the additional proposed bridge surface area beyond the existing bridge footprint and 
does not account for the total surface area of the new bridge.   

The new pilings will provide additional hard substrate to which algae and sessile 
invertebrate food sources can attach. This potential positive effect of the project cannot be 
quantified until the design phase is complete. Shading impacts to seagrasses and/or salt 
marsh are not anticipated because neither habitat type was observed within the proposed 
footprint of either preferred alignment. 
 
The Central East Alternative will result in unavoidable direct impacts to unconsolidated 
bottom as well as shoreline impacts, which include the installation of riprap on the 
Pensacola approaches that will not affect any estuarine emergent wetlands.   
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Central West Alternative 
The Central West Alternative involves replacing the existing bridge with two six-lane 
structures; one in place of the current bridge and the other to the west of the existing 
bridge. The flyover alternative reduces the at-grade roadway encroachment into the bay, 
but the flyover will require placement of a pier which at its farthest point from shore, would 
be located no more than 30 feet from the shoreline. The proposed improvements also 
require the installation of additional pilings across Pensacola Bay. For shoreline 
stabilization, the design includes installation of cast-in-place retaining wall on land with a 
14-foot swath of rip-rap and seawall with an approximate 25-foot swath of rip-rap.  On the 
Gulf Breeze side, the Wayside Park East entrance, access road, and parking will be 
reconfigured. The alternative includes a retaining wall and approximately 250 feet long, 25-
foot wide swath of shoreline riprap on the west side of the park.   

The new alignment of roadway and bridge will result in unavoidable direct impacts to 
estuarine emergent wetlands (Wetland A and Wetland B) and unconsolidated bottom 
(Pensacola Bay). This alternative would require construction activities, including pilings, 
over approximately 34.50 acres of surface waters (i.e., Pensacola Bay) and 0.05 acre of 
Wetland A with an additional impact of 0.02 acres of Wetland B.  Shoreline impacts include 
the installation of retaining walls, seawalls, and rip-rap on both bridge approaches.   

The new pilings will provide additional hard substrate to which algae and sessile 
invertebrate food sources can attach. This potential positive effect of the project cannot be 
quantified until the design phase is complete. Shading impacts to seagrasses and/or salt 
marsh are not anticipated because neither habitat was observed within the proposed 
footprint of either preferred alignment.  

Table 5.1.1 summarizes the wetland and surface water impacts.  The Central East 
Alternative has slightly higher surface water impacts (35.20 acre vs. 34.50 acre) due to the 
replacement of the Escambia County Fishing Bridge.  The Central West Alternative has 
slightly higher wetland impacts (0.07 acre vs. < 0.01 acre), although impacts on both 
alternatives are considered very low. 

Figures showing the wetland impacts for the Central East and Central West Alternatives 

 Wetland Evaluation and Biological Assessment Report    
 SR 30 (US 98) Pensacola Bay Bridge    5-3 



are included as Appendix  E. 

Table 5.1.1 - Assessment of Wetlands and Surface Water Impacts 

Alter-
native  

Wetland 
Impacts 
(Yes/No) 

Wetland 
Impact 

Description 

Wetland 
Impacts 
(~Acres) 

Surface 
Water* 
Impacts 
(Yes/No) 

Surface 
Water 
Impact 

Description 

Surface 
Water 

Impacts 
(~Acres) 

Intertidal 
Shoreline 
Impacts**  
(~Acres) 

Central 
East  Yes 

Saltmarsh 
of Wetland 

A  
<0.01 Yes Pensacola 

Bay 35.20 0.16 

Central 
West  Yes 

Saltmarsh 
of Wetland 

A and 
Wetland B 

0.07 Yes Pensacola 
Bay 34.50 0.66 

  *Estuarine 
Habitat 

      
 

** Areas of shoreline with 
existing riprap 
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5.2 Potential Functional Loss 

Uniform Mitigation Assessment Methodology Analysis Results 
In February 2004, Chapter 62-345, F.A.C. was enacted, which adopted the statewide 
UMAM to determine the amount of mitigation required to offset impacts to wetlands and 
other surface waters.  UMAM has recently been accepted by the USACE as a suitable 
qualitative wetland assessment methodology. UMAM also replaces the Wetland Rapid 
Assessment Procedure (WRAP), which was also previously utilized by FDEP and USACE. 
 
UMAM provides a standardized procedure for assessing the functions provided by 
wetlands, the amount (expressed as a percentage) that those functions are reduced by a 
proposed impact (assessment area), and the amount (acreage) of mitigation necessary to 
offset that loss. Once a determination that compensatory mitigation is necessary, the 
UMAM methodology is also used to quantify the amount (acreage) of mitigation, or credits 
required from a regional mitigation area or mitigation bank, respectively, necessary to 
offset the impact. 
 
Similar to WRAP, UMAM is applied by the utilization of an assessment matrix, which 
analyzes three variables for wetland/other surface waters (i.e., indicators of wetland/other 
surface waters function) including: 
 

• Location and Landscape; 

• Water Environment; and, 

• Vegetative Community Structure. 
 
Each of these variables yields an overall UMAM score for a wetland ranging from 0 to 10, 
based on the level of function that benefit fish and wildlife.  The matrix is used to provide 
guidance to determine an ecological numerical value for each of the three variables.  For 
purposes of providing guidance, descriptions are given for four general categories of scores: 
optimal (10), moderate (7), minimal (4), and not present (0).  
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Using the baseline UMAM scores coupled with scientific evidence and professional 
experience, UMAM scores were also derived for the post construction or “with project” 
wetland status of the project area. To evaluate the total proposed loss of wetland form and 
function, the “without project” and “with project” UMAM scores are compared to produce an 
overall debit value for the project.   
 
For purposes of the UMAM assessment, wetland area involved with project construction 
was identified based on the FLUCFCS code described for the wetland community type 
impacted by the proposed project. The matrix assessment score was assigned in accordance 
with the guidelines outlined in Chapter 62-345, Florida Administrative Code (February 2, 
2004). The UMAM Assessment Worksheets for each wetland system identified are found in 
Appendix B. The existing condition or “without project” UMAM scores are listed below in 
Table 5.2.1.  The project area wetlands scored high in the water environment and 
vegetative community structure parameters, but received a lower score with regard to 
landscape and location, due primarily to the proximity of the wetlands to a heavily traveled 
road and associated development.  The UMAM scores will require re-evaluation at the time 
of permitting based on the specific areas that would be impacted by the proposed 
construction. 

Table 5.2.1 - UMAM Scores (Existing Condition) 

Wetland ID 
FLUCFCS 

Code/ 
Type 

NWI 
Type 

UMAM  
Score  

(Impact 
delta) 

Direct 
Impact 
Acres 

Functional 
LOSS (Units)  

Wetland A 
642 

Salt Marsh 
E2EM1 0.80 0.05 0.04 

Wetland B 
642 

Salt Marsh 
E2EM1 0.80 0.02 0.02 
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5.3 Indirect and Cumulative Impacts 

The area surrounding the project area is urban with numerous anthropogenic impacts to 
the remaining natural habitat. Capacity improvements could result in an increase in the 
amount of sediment, oil and grease, metals, and other pollutants reaching estuarine 
habitats. However, significant hydrological and water quality (e.g., chemical, physical, and 
biological properties) impacts are not expected to occur as a result of the proposed project 
because the proposed improvements are to an existing facility, minimization and avoidance 
of wetland impacts has been demonstrated, and the bridge and roadway design will be 
required to meet the latest water quality standards set by the NWFWMD. In addition, 
stormwater treatment systems will be designed to provide compensatory treatment for 
runoff that will enter directly to the Pensacola Bay estuary via scuppers on the new bridge. 
This will be an improvement over the existing condition since no compensatory stormwater 
treatment was provided in the past. 

Indirect impacts are estimated to occur within a 500-foot buffer surrounding the bridge and 
would include noise, dust and vibration. Impacts to water quality are essentially the same 
between the two preferred alternatives. Besides hydrological effects, other indirect impacts 
resulting from impacts can occur from: 

• Temporary disturbance and displacement of fish species; 

• Increased sediment loads and turbidity in the water column; and, 

• Limited sediment transport and re-deposition. 

Most of these impacts are temporary and can be offset by special construction techniques 
and/or environmental protection guidelines, such as implementation of standard protection 
measures for protected species and best management practices (BMPs) to avoid siltation. 
BMPs include the use of siltation barriers, dewatering structures, and containment devices 
that will minimize adverse effects to water quality during construction by controlling turbid 
water discharges outside construction limits. Some impacts are negligible considering the 
localized effect of the actions compared to the size of the area.  

Wetland impacts are minor with all alternatives. Unavoidable wetland impacts associated 
with the proposed construction will be mitigated for, if required, during the permitting 
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process.  As previously mentioned, all practicable measures and BMPs will be employed 
during construction to minimize the potential for indirect impacts. Due to site limitations, 
compensatory stormwater treatment in the general vicinity is proposed. The offsite 
treatment ponds will provide the equivalent water quality enhancement functions for 
Pensacola Bay. This will be accomplished by retrofitting existing paved roadways which 
currently discharge untreated stormwater to Pensacola Bay with treatment ponds. 

Cumulative impacts are defined as the direct and indirect effects of the proposed project 
under consideration as well as other projects that may be proposed within the general 
vicinity in the foreseeable future. The City of Gulf Breeze has recently updated its future 
land use map to include a mixed use development on the west side of US 98.  Due to the 
extent of urban development in Santa Rosa and Escambia Counties adjacent to the 
Pensacola Bay Bridge, only small fragments of naturally occurring estuarine and marine 
communities remain along the coastline. 

Subsequent development of the surrounding areas resulted in additional hydrological 
impacts from increased surface water runoff and the reduction in groundwater recharge. 
Fragmentation and reduction of other available natural coastal upland habitat and 
wetlands in Santa Rosa and Escambia Counties has also caused significant impacts on the 
habitat available to plant and animal species. These impacts were not the result of any one 
project, yet cumulatively they have been significant to the ecosystem. The proposed 
replacement of the Pensacola Bay Bridge will minimally contribute to these cumulative 
impacts because the bridge is an existing structure and the surrounding area is 
predominantly urban.  
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6.0 Practicable Measures to Avoid and Minimize Impacts 
The scarcity of remaining habitat in Santa Rosa and Escambia Counties, especially 
wetlands, has been a focal point throughout the development of the proposed project. 
Impacts to wetlands have been avoided and minimized to the maximum extent practicable. 
Two alternatives are recommended to be carried forward to meet the required Design Year 
2040 travel demand.  

Of the several alternatives developed for this area, the wetland impacts were kept to a 
minimum by eliminating West, West with Flyover, East, and East with Flyover 
Alternatives. These alternatives resulted in the second highest surface water impacts and 
the highest wetland impacts. Details of the corridor analysis and recommendations are 
summarized in the Corridor Report (September 2012).  The alternatives being carried 
forward for further analysis include the Central East and Central West alternatives. 

The preferred bridge alignments attempt to limit impacts to natural shoreline and wetlands 
by implementing the following considerations: 

• Widening along the existing alignment and structures; 

• Utilizing the existing roadway alignment and previously disturbed bridge 
approaches; and, 

• Minimizing design standards to establish the smallest possible footprint. 

Even with these considerations, direct impacts will occur to a maximum of approximately 
0.07 acre of tidal salt marsh with additional direct impacts to approximately 35 acres of 
open water habitat across Pensacola Bay due to piling placement and shading from the 
proposed structure. These impacts will be mitigated to meet the environmental resource 
permitting regulations. Additional opportunities for avoidance and minimization will 
continue to be explored throughout the project, including designing stormwater treatment 
systems to prevent degraded water from entering estuarine habitats within Pensacola Bay 
and utilizing “sea-turtle friendly” lighting to reduce the bridges cumulative contribution to 
sky glow. Additional minimization will be implemented during construction through the use 
of any measures included in FDOT’s “Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge 
Construction”. 
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7.0 Conceptual Wetland Mitigation Alternatives 
 
As previously discussed, a maximum of 0.07 acre of tidal salt marsh would be directly 
impacted by the Central West Alternative. The Central East Alternative has negligible 
impact (< 0.01 acre) on jurisdictional wetlands.  

The FDOT will investigate mitigation options in accordance with Chapter 373.4137 Florida 
Statutes. Purchasing mitigation credits from a private mitigation bank is currently the 
preferred mitigation alternative. The project area is located within the Service Area of two 
permitted wetland mitigation banks, Garcon Peninsula and Pensacola Bay. However, 
neither mitigation bank has credits available to compensate for salt marsh impacts.  A site-
specific salt marsh creation effort near the project area is a potential mitigation solution 
that requires further examination. In particular, a cooperative effort with Project 
GreenShores may be a viable alternative and FDOT has indicated that FDEP has been 
approached with respect to utilizing Project GreenShores as mitigation for the salt water 
marsh impacts.  FDEP has stated that National Resource Damage Assessment (NRDA) has 
been awarded $11 million in British Petroleum (BP) funds to continue Phase II of Project 
GreenShores.  If this award is sufficient to complete the planned phase, an alternate 
mitigation plan may be needed.    
 
Written correspondence from FDEP will be sought and included in Appendix C (Comments 
and Coordination) of this EA.  Additional mitigation opportunities will continue to be 
evaluated throughout subsequent Final Design phases, in coordination with the 
appropriate regulatory agencies and the Department. Since the project will impact 
Essential Fish Habitat, any wetland mitigation proposal will require close coordination 
with NMFS.  Federal funding for off-site mitigation is permitted in all cases where it can be 
shown that it is a necessary and reasonable expenditure. The FDOT has committed to take 
all measures to develop avoidance alternatives and/or measures to minimize harm to 
natural resources, according to the agencies comments received during the ETDM process 
which are summarized in Section 9.0.   The entire text responses of these agencies are 
included in Appendix A.  
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8.0 Threatened and Endangered Species Assessment 
 
As part of the PD&E Study, an assessment of federally and state protected wildlife and 
plant species involvement was conducted in accordance with 50 CFR Part 402, the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, and the PD&E Manual, Part 2 - Chapter 27 
(FDOT, 1991).  The objectives of this assessment were to determine if any protected species 
inhabit the project area, to determine if any protected species present would be adversely 
impacted by the proposed project, and if necessary, develop recommendations for avoidance 
and minimization of potential impacts, and proposed conservation measures to compensate 
for unavoidable impacts.   
 

8.1 Survey Methodology 

A literature review and computer search of the USFWS and the FFWCC databases were 
used to obtain existing information concerning listed species within the project area.  This 
includes a review of the FFWCC’s Florida’s Endangered Species, Threatened Species and 
Species of Special Concern Official Lists (October 2012), the FFWCC’s Eagle Nest Locator 
web site, the FFWCC’s Florida's Breeding Bird Atlas: A Collaborative Study of Florida's 
Birdlife (January 6, 2003),  the publication entitled “Florida Statewide Nesting Beaches for 
Sea Turtles”, the USFWS’s Florida Species Accounts webpage, the Florida Natural Areas 
Inventory (FNAI) Biodiversity Matrix database, and the ETDM Program Screening 
Summary Report for the Pensacola Bay Bridge Replacement (Project # 13248).  A cursory 
survey of the project area was conducted in May of 2012.  The survey consisted of early 
morning and late afternoon pedestrian transects of all quadrants of the bridge approaches 
over a period of two consecutive days.  The duration of each survey event was 
approximately one half hour at each quadrant. Wildlife observations were also conducted 
during vehicular transport between Pensacola and Gulf Breeze on the bridge proper. 
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8.2 Findings and Interpretation of Threatened and Endangered Species 
Assessment 

Table 8.2.1 contains a compilation of state and federally listed species potentially occurring 
within the project area. The likelihood of occurrence was determined by examination of the 
USFWS, FFWCC and FNAI data bases and review of the ETDM comment responses in 
conjunction with a site inspection. The following species are covered under Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended:  Gulf sturgeon, smalltooth sawfish, 
loggerhead turtle, green turtle, leatherback turtle, kemps ridley turtle, hawksbill sea turtle, 
piping plover, wood stork, and manatee.  The species previously listed are federally 
protected and could occur within the project area. However, no state and federally listed 
species were observed during the May 2012 site survey or during the sea grass surveys. The 
project area is located within an area designated by USFWS as Critical Habitat for the Gulf 
sturgeon.  The project area is also located within a designated Consultation Area for the 
West Indian manatee.  Avoidance and minimization of impacts to fish and wildlife will be 
integral to securing the required environmental permits for the construction of this project.  
The potential impacts to listed species were similar for all alternatives that were studied. 
The following is a discussion of the protected species that could potentially occur within the 
project area. 
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 Table 8.2.1 - Listed Species with the Potential to Occur within the Project Area 

Scientific Name Common Name State 
Status 

Federal 
Status 

Likelihood 
of 

Occurrence 
Fish 

Acipenser oxyrinchus 
desotoi Gulf Sturgeon FT T High 

Pristidae pectinata Smalltooth Sawfish FE E Low 
Reptiles 

Caretta caretta Loggerhead Turtle FT T Low 
Chelonia mydas mydas Green Sea Turtle FE E Low 
Dermochelys coriacea Leatherback Turtle FE E Low 
Lepidochelys kempii Kemp’s Ridley Turtle FE E Low 

Birds 

Haematopus palliates American 
Oystercatcher SSC -- Moderate 

Rynchops niger Black Skimmer SSC -- Moderate 
Sterna antillarum Least Tern ST -- Moderate 

Charadrius melodus Piping Plover FT T Moderate 
Charadrius alexandrinus Snowy Plover ST T (1) Moderate 

Pelecanus occidentalis Brown Pelican SSC -- Moderate 
Egretta caerulea Little Blue Heron SSC -- Moderate 

Egretta thula Snowy Egret SSC -- Moderate 
Egretta tricolor Tricolored Heron SSC -- Moderate 

Eudocimus albus White Ibis SSC -- Moderate 
Mycteria americana Wood Stork FE E Low 

Haliaeetus leucocephalus Bald Eagle -- -- Low 
Mammals 

Trichechus manatus 
latirostris West Indian Manatee FE E Moderate 

 
Note:  SSC = Species Of Special Concern; ST = State-designated Threatened; FT = 
Federally-designated Threatened; T = Threatened; FE = Federally-designated 
Endangered; E = Endangered                    
Source: Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission. Florida's Endangered 

Species, Threatened Species and Species of Special Concern. Official Lists, October 
2012; U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, County Federally Listed Species; Florida 
Natural Areas Inventory database; RS&H, 2012 

 
(1) Pacific coast populations only 
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Fish 
Gulf Sturgeon 
The Gulf sturgeon is a large anadromous species that occurs in the lower sections of large 
rivers and estuaries along the Gulf coast. The species spends most of the year in brackish 
and saline water and migrates in the spring up coastal rivers to freshwater in order to 
spawn. The Gulf sturgeon is a bottom feeder, rooting along the bottom with their snouts 
and ingesting food by “vacuuming” the substrate with their protrusible mouths.  Dietary 
items vary according to the development stage of the individual. Juveniles consume 
primarily benthic crustaceans and insect larvae. Mollusks are the preferred food of adults 
with polychaetes and small benthic fish also consumed. The reasons for the current status 
of the species include overfishing, pollution, dredging, habitat loss and dams that blocked 
spawning migration. 
 
The USFWS and FFWCC classify the Gulf sturgeon as Threatened and Federally-
designated Threatened, respectively. The project area is located within a zone designated 
by USFWS as Critical Habitat for the Gulf sturgeon.  The species has a high likelihood of 
occurrence at the project area. No Gulf sturgeons were observed during the May 2012 site 
survey or during seagrass surveys. BMPs will be employed during construction to minimize 
impacts to the species. The protection measures to be employed are listed in Section 10 of 
this report.  As a result of the previously described actions, it is anticipated that the 
proposed project “may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect” the Gulf sturgeon.  
 
The USFWS did not concur with this determination in a letter dated August 30, 2013.  
Excerpts from this letter and follow-up coordination is contained in Section 9.2. The August 
30, 2013 letter is contained in Appendix F (see Exhibit 8).  
 

Smalltooth Sawfish 
The smalltooth sawfish belongs to a group of fish called elasmobranchs, whose skeletons 
are made of cartilage. This large species is one of two species of sawfish that inhabit U.S. 
waters. The other is the largetooth sawfish which has not been found in the United States 
in 50 years. Smalltooth sawfish inhabit shallow coastal waters of tropical seas and 
estuaries throughout the world. They are usually found in shallow waters (less than 32 ft 
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(10 m)), very close to shore over muddy and sandy bottoms. They are often found in 
sheltered bays, on shallow banks, and in estuaries or river mouths. They prefer warmer 
water temperature of 22-28 degrees Celsius. They are known to ascend inland in river 
systems, and have been shown to have a salinity preference of 18-24 parts per thousand. 
 
The USFWS and FFWCC classify the smalltooth sawfish as Endangered and Federally-
designated Endangered, respectively. The project area is located far outside a zone 
designated by USFWS as Critical Habitat for the species.  The species has a low likelihood 
of occurrence at the project area. No smalltooth sawfish were observed during the May 2012 
site survey or during seagrass surveys. Best Management Practices will be employed 
during construction to minimize impacts to the species. The protection measures to be 
employed are listed in commitments section of this report.  As a result of the previously 
described actions, it is anticipated that the proposed project “may affect, but is not likely to 
adversely affect” the smalltooth sawfish.   
 
NMFS recommended that a Section 7 consultation be conducted for this species. While 
smalltooth sawfish are not common in the Florida Panhandle region, they have been 
documented to occur there. Due to the possibility of this species and/or sea turtles occurring 
in the project area during construction, NMFS recommended use of the NMFS’s Sea Turtle 
and Smalltooth Sawfish Construction Conditions in a response dated August 23rd, 2013.  
 
For both the Gulf sturgeon and smalltooth sawfish, the ESA framework provides a set of 
milestones to support the identified commitments and to finalize consultation as 
expeditiously as possible during the final document phase.  Commitments and milestones 
identified during the planning phase will be coordinated with FHWA and USFWS to 
provide reasonable assurance that appropriate evaluation, consultation, and determination 
is made for each species. 
 
Reptiles 
Loggerhead Sea Turtle     
The loggerhead sea turtle is a medium to large marine turtle. The continental shelf, bays, 
lagoons and estuaries are all utilized at some stage of development. Nesting habitat 
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consists of open beaches and areas of suitable soils along narrow bays. Nesting is often in 
association with other sea turtles. The nesting season (i.e., egg laying to hatching) occurs 
from May to November in the United States. Mollusks, crustaceans, fish and other marine 
fauna are common prey. Loss of nesting habitat, excessive natural predation by primarily 
raccoons (Procyon lotor), mortality due to ingestion of marine debris, accidental drowning 
due to entanglement in fishing and shrimp trawls and marine pollution from petroleum 
products are all reasons for the current status of the species.  
 
The USFWS and FFWCC classify the loggerhead sea turtle as Threatened and Federally-
designated Threatened, respectively. Loggerhead sea turtle nesting has been documented 
in Escambia and Santa Rosa counties, but not at the project area. Loggerhead sea turtles 
may forage at the project area; however, marginal nesting habitat exists due to the 
extensive stabilization of the shoreline in the project area with vertical seawalls and rip-
rap. Adequate suitable foraging habitat will remain after the proposed construction. The 
species has a low likelihood of occurrence at the project area. No loggerhead sea turtles 
were observed during the May 2012 site survey or during seagrass surveys. BMPs will be 
employed during construction to minimize impacts to the species. Coordination with 
USFWS and FFWCC with regard to an appropriate lighting plan will occur during the 
design phase of the project in order to ensure the minimization of adverse impacts to the 
loggerhead sea turtle. As a result of the previously described actions, it is anticipated that 
the proposed project “may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect” the loggerhead sea 
turtle.  
 
Green Sea Turtle 
The green sea turtle is a medium to large marine turtle. The species is generally found in 
shallow coastal waters of bays and inlets except during migration. Marine algae and 
grasses are the primary dietary items obtained in shallow water areas, however small 
mollusks, sponges, crustaceans and jellyfish may also be consumed. Open beaches with 
minimal disturbance are prime nesting sites. The nesting season in Florida runs from June 
through September. The reasons for the current status of the species are the same as those 
previously listed for the loggerhead sea turtle. 
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The USFWS and FFWCC classify the green sea turtle as Endangered and Federally-
designated Endangered, respectively. Green sea turtle nesting has been documented in 
Escambia and Santa Rosa counties but not at the project area. Green sea turtles may forage 
at the project area; however, marginal nesting habitat exists due to the extensive 
stabilization of the shoreline in the project area with vertical seawalls and rip-rap. 
Adequate suitable foraging habitat will remain after the proposed construction. The species 
has a low likelihood of occurrence at the project area. No green sea turtles were observed 
during the May 2012 site survey or during seagrass surveys. BMPs will be employed during 
construction to minimize impacts to the species. Coordination with USFWS and FFWCC 
with regard to an appropriate lighting plan will occur during the design phase of the project 
in order to ensure the minimization of adverse impacts to the green sea turtle.  As a result 
of the previously described actions, it is anticipated that the proposed project “may affect, 
but is not likely to adversely affect” the green sea turtle.   
 
Leatherback Sea Turtle 
The leatherback sea turtle is the largest of the sea turtles found in Florida waters. It 
prefers the pelagic environment but has been documented near the surf line. Jellyfish are 
the primary food source. Nesting is on sandy beaches backed with vegetation. The approach 
to the beach must be free of a coral reef with deep water close to land. The nesting season in 
Florida runs from March to July. The reasons for the current status of the species are the 
same as those previously listed for the loggerhead turtle.  

The USFWS and FFWCC classify the leatherback sea turtle as Endangered and Federally-
designated Endangered, respectively. Due to its preference for the pelagic habitat the 
species is not anticipated to forage at the project area.  Leatherback sea turtle nesting has 
been documented in Escambia and Santa Rosa counties but not within the project area.  
Nesting habitat at the project area is marginal due to the extensive stabilization of the 
shoreline with vertical seawalls and rip-rap; therefore, no significant impact to the species 
is expected.  The species has a low likelihood of occurrence at the project area. No 
leatherback sea turtles were observed during the May 2012 site survey or during seagrass 
surveys.  BMPs will be employed during construction to minimize impacts to the species. 
Coordination with USFWS and FFWCC with regard to an appropriate lighting plan will 
occur during the design phase of the project in order to ensure the minimization of adverse 
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impacts to the leatherback sea turtle.  As a result of the previously described actions, it is 
anticipated that the proposed project “may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect” the 
leatherback sea turtle.   
 
Kemp’s Ridley Sea Turtle 
The Kemp’s ridley turtle is a small sea turtle. Adults are restricted to the Gulf of Mexico; 
however, juveniles have been observed along the east coast of Florida. Nearshore and 
inshore waters are the preferred habitat. Crabs are the primary food item, but shrimp, 
snails, starfish, sea urchins and occasionally marine flora are consumed. The species is 
present in Florida waters year round. The nesting season is from April to June. Virtually 
the entire population nests in Mexico on beaches backed by swamp or open bodies of water. 
Unlike the other marine turtles, nesting is accomplished during daylight hours. Reasons for 
the decline of the species include historic overharvesting of the eggs and adults, poaching, 
and accidental drowning in shrimp nets. 
 
The USFWS and FFWCC classify the Kemp’s ridley sea turtle as Endangered and 
Federally-designated Endangered, respectively. Kemp’s ridley sea turtle nesting has been 
documented in Escambia and Santa Rosa counties but not at the project area. The Kemp’s 
ridley sea turtle may forage at the project area; however, marginal nesting habitat exists 
due to the extensive stabilization of the shoreline in the project area with vertical seawalls 
and rip-rap.  Foraging habitat similar in size and quality will remain after the proposed 
construction. The species has a low likelihood of occurrence at the project area. No Kemp’s 
ridley sea turtles were observed during the May 2012 site survey. BMPs will be employed 
during construction to minimize impacts to the species. Coordination with USFWS and 
FFWCC with regard to an appropriate lighting plan will occur during the design phase of 
the project in order to ensure the minimization of adverse impacts to the Kemp’s ridley sea 
turtle. As a result of the previously described actions, it is anticipated that the proposed 
project “may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect” the Kemp’s ridley sea turtle.   
 
Hawksbill Sea Turtle 
The hawksbill is a small to medium-sized marine turtle having an elongated oval shell.  
Hawksbills are widely distributed throughout the Caribbean Sea and western Atlantic 
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Ocean, regularly occurring in southern Florida and the Gulf of Mexico (especially Texas). 
Hawksbills frequent rocky areas, coral reefs, shallow coastal areas, lagoons or oceanic 
islands and are seldom seen in water deeper than 65 feet. Hatchlings are often found 
floating in masses of aquatic vegetation or algae.  The hawksbill feeds primarily on sponges 
and is most often associated with coral reef communities in the tropics. 
 

The USFWS and FFWCC classify the Hawksbill sea turtle as Endangered and Federally-
designated Endangered, respectively.  Within the continental U.S., nesting is restricted to 
the southeast coast of Florida and the Florida Keys, but nesting is rare in these areas. No 
nesting occurs on the west coast of the U.S. mainland. Critical habitat for this species is 
limited to coastal Puerto Rico. The hawksbill sea turtle may forage at the project area, but 
nesting is unlikely. Foraging habitat similar in size and quality will remain after the 
proposed construction. The species has a low likelihood of occurrence at the project area. No 
Hawksbill sea turtles were observed during the May 2012 site survey.  Best Management 
Practices will be employed during construction to minimize impacts to the species. 
Coordination with USFWS and FFWCC with regard to an appropriate lighting plan will 
occur during the design phase of the project in order to ensure the minimization of adverse 
impacts to the hawksbill sea turtle. As a result of the previously described actions, it is 
anticipated that the proposed project “may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect” the 
hawksbill sea turtle. 
 
Regarding the five species of nesting turtles identified above, the USFWS concurred with 
the “may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect” determinations in a letter dated August 
30, 2013 (see Appendix F), provided that a commitment is added that the lighting plan be 
coordinated with USFWS for approval prior to finalizing the design. Additionally, NMFS 
recommended use of NMFS’s Sea Turtle and Smalltooth Sawfish Construction Conditions 
in a response dated August 23, 2013. 
   
Birds 
American Oystercatcher, Black Skimmer, Least Tern, and Piping Plover 
All of these species are shorebird species that are associated with estuaries, beaches and 
dunes. Foraging is generally along tidal creeks, mud flats, sand bars and beaches. These 
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avian species require sandy upper beaches with little vegetation for nesting. Dredged 
material spoil islands are also utilized. Habitat loss is the primary threat to the viability of 
the species.  
 
The FFWCC classifies the American Oystercatcher and Black Skimmer as Species of 
Special Concern (SSC) with the Least Tern and Piping Plover being listed as Threatened 
(ST). The Piping Plover is listed by USFWS as Threatened (FT). The other three species are 
not listed by USFWS.  USFWS-designated Critical Habitat for the Piping Plover is located 
south of the project area at Santa Rosa Island.  
 
The upland habitat located within the project area is best described as landscaped 
parklands. Areas with limited maintenance are colonized by a dense cover of ruderal 
grasses and forbs, such as sea purslane, partridge pea, dog fennel, beggartick, pennywort, 
ragweed, and sea oats. The habitat quality is very low given the high level of human use 
and the landscaped nature of the vegetation.  The density of the vegetation in the 
maintained and disturbed grassland habitat that will be impacted by the proposed 
alternatives precludes nesting by these species. A small amount of foraging habitat will be 
impacted.  Adequate suitable foraging habitat will remain in the general area after the 
proposed construction; therefore the impact to the species will be minor. Additionally, the 
regulatory agencies will require mitigation for unavoidable wetland impacts.  These species 
have a moderate likelihood of occurrence at the project area due to the marginal nature of 
the forage habitat and lack of suitable nesting habitat. None of these species were observed 
during the May 2012 site survey or during seagrass surveys. The proposed project is 
anticipated to have a minor impact on the state-listed species and “may affect, but is not 
likely to adversely affect” the Piping Plover. The USFWS concurred with this determination 
in a letter dated August 30, 2013 (see Appendix F).   
 

Brown Pelican 
The Brown Pelican is found in the coastal environment throughout Florida typically nesting 
on islands. Loafing and roosting habitat is also required. Sand bars and mangrove islands 
are examples of these habitats. Historic pesticide biomagnification in the food web and 
habitat loss are the primary causes of the decline of the species. 
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The FFWCC classifies the Brown Pelican as SSC. The species is not listed by USFWS. 
While transients may pass over the project area, they are not expected to extensively utilize 
it. The species has a moderate likelihood of occurrence at the project area. No Brown 
Pelicans were observed during the May 2012 site survey.  
 

Little Blue Heron, Snowy Egret, Tricolored Heron, and White Ibis 

The preferred habitats of these species include freshwater and brackish water wetlands; 
however salt marshes are also utilized. Nesting is primarily accomplished in trees or shrubs 
in or adjacent to wetlands. Small fish and crustaceans are the primary food source. Historic 
hunting by the millinery business, bioaccumulation of contaminants, and habitat 
destruction are all factors that have led to the current listed status of these species. 
 
These listed avian species are all classified as SSC by FFWCC and are not listed by 
USFWS. All of these species may forage in the wetlands at the project area. Marginal 
nesting habitat exists at the area. No nests or any individuals of any of these species were 
observed during the May 2012 site survey or during seagrass surveys. Adequate suitable 
foraging habitat will remain after the proposed construction; therefore the impact to the 
species will be minor.  Additionally, the regulatory agencies will require mitigation for 
unavoidable wetland impacts.  These species have a moderate likelihood of occurrence at 
the project area. 

 
Wood Stork 
Wood Storks are large, colonial-nesting wading birds.  Primary nesting sites are cypress or 
mangrove swamps with foraging habitat consisting of marshes, ditches, and flooded 
pasture.  Small fish are the main dietary item. The Wood Stork is listed as Endangered by 
the USFWS and as Federally-designated Endangered by the FFWCC.  Habitat destruction 
and modification of wetland hydrology are the primary causes of the decline of the species. 
The USFWS has recently implemented changes to its wood stork colony protection 
guidelines. These new guidelines state that impacts to appropriate wetland systems within 
a 15-mile radius of a colony may directly affect colony productivity. The radius area, known 
as the Core Foraging Area (CFA), is defined as the distance storks may fly from the colony 
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to capture prey for their young.   
 

The wetlands of the project area provide foraging habitat; however, suitable nesting habitat 
does not exist.  No nests or any individuals were observed during the May 2012 site survey. 
Adequate suitable foraging habitat will remain after the proposed construction; therefore 
the impact to the species will be minor. Additionally, the regulatory agencies will require 
mitigation for unavoidable wetland impacts.  
 
The USFWS and FFWCC databases revealed no rookeries in close proximity to the project 
area with the nearest nest site being located approximately 170 miles to the east near 
Tallahassee. Wood Storks have a low likelihood of occurrence at the project area. The 
USFWS Wood Stork Effect Determination Key was utilized to assess the impact of the 
project on the Wood Stork or its habitat. The tidal marshes and shallow surface waters of 
the project currently provide suitable foraging habitat for the species.  This habitat type 
will remain after construction. Unavoidable wetland and Surface Waters (suitable foraging 
habitat) impacts less than one half acre will occur; however, the project area is not located 
within a CFA. Additionally, the appropriate compensatory mitigation will be provided for 
all unavoidable wetland impacts. As a result of the previously described actions, it is 
anticipated that the proposed project is “not likely to adversely affect” the Wood Stork. The 
USFWS concurred with this determination in a letter dated August 30, 2013 (see Appendix 
F).  
 
 

Bald Eagle 
Although the Bald Eagle is not protected under state or federal threatened or endangered 
species regulations, they are protected under two other major federal laws: the Bald and 
Golden Eagle Protection Act and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Protection zones are still 
maintained around active nests.  
 
The Bald Eagle generally nests in large live trees near open bodies of water which provide 
optimum foraging habitat. Fish are the primary food source; however, birds, small 
mammals, and carrion are also consumed.  
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The project area does provide suitable, but suboptimal, foraging habitat. Factors affecting 
the foraging habitat quality are primarily the rip-rap shoreline with a loss of natural 
vegetation and the current high human utilization of the project area. No Bald Eagles or 
their nests were observed at or in the immediate vicinity of the project area during the May 
2012 survey or during seagrass surveys. In addition, a search of the FFWCC’s Eagle Nest 
Locator database indicated that the nearest Bald Eagle nest is located approximately six 
miles west of the project area.  Bald Eagles have a low likelihood of occurrence at the 
project area.  Adequate suitable foraging habitat will remain after the proposed 
construction; therefore, the impact to the species will be minor.  
 
Mammals 
West Indian Manatee 
The West Indian manatee inhabits coastal areas throughout Florida. The population 
generally disperses in the warmer summer months, then becomes concentrated at springs 
and thermal discharges from power plants during the winter. The species is an herbivore, 
eating a variety of submerged and emergent vegetation. Reasons for the decline of the 
species include habitat loss, historic hunting for meat, leather and oil, accidental collisions 
with watercraft, and mortality associated with canal lock operation.  

The USFWS and FFWCC classify the West Indian manatee as Endangered and Federally-
designated Endangered, respectively.  Although Pensacola Bay is located in a Manatee 
Consultation Area designated by the USFWS, the forage value of the estuary at the project 
area is poor due to the paucity of desirable submerged vegetation (i.e., food), therefore the 
project area does not provide prime habitat for the species. Adequate suitable foraging 
habitat will remain after the proposed construction; therefore, the impact to the species will 
be minor.  The species have a moderate likelihood of occurrence at the project area. No 
West Indian manatees were observed during the May 2012 site survey or seagrass surveys.  
BMPs as outlined in the FFWCC and USFWS – approved Standard Manatee Construction 
Conditions will be employed during construction to minimize impacts to the species. The 
USFW’s Manatee Effect Determination Key was utilized to assess the impact of the project 
on the West Indian Manatee.  As a result of the previously described actions, it is 
anticipated that the proposed project “may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect” the 
West Indian Manatee. The USFWS concurred with this determination in a letter dated 
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August 30, 2013 (see Appendix F) provided that the Standard Manatee Construction 
Conditions are incorporated. 

8.3 Construction Operation Impacts 

Construction activities for any of the proposed alternatives (except “no build”) will have 
minimal, temporary, yet unavoidable air, noise and water quality impacts on wildlife and 
associated habitats within the immediate vicinity of the project. 
 
The air quality impacts will be temporary and can be attributed to exhaust from heavy 
equipment and fugitive dust. These impacts will be controlled by FDOT’s Standard 
Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction, and through the use of BMPs.  Noise 
impacts will result from heavy equipment movement as well as from vibration associated 
with soil compaction. Noise control measures will be implemented in accordance with 
FDOT’s Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction.  Water quality impacts 
associated with erosion and sedimentation will be controlled in accordance with FDOT’s 
Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction. 

8.4 Indirect Impacts 

The land surrounding the project area is urban with numerous anthropogenic impacts to 
the remaining natural habitat. Significant hydrological and water quality (e.g., chemical, 
physical, and biological properties) impacts are not expected to occur as a result of the 
proposed project because the proposed improvements are to an existing facility. Impacts to 
water quality are essentially the same between alternatives. The bridge and roadway 
design will be required to meet the latest water quality standards set by the NWFWMD. 
Besides hydrological effects, other secondary impacts resulting from environmental 
degradation can occur from: 

• Temporary disturbance and displacement of threatened and endangered species, 
 

• Increased sediment loads and turbidity in the water column, and 
 

• Limited sediment transport and re-deposition. 

Most of these impacts are temporary and can be offset by special construction techniques 
and/or environmental protection guidelines. Some impacts are negligible considering the 
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localized effect of the actions compared to the size of the area. Therefore, environmental 
degradation from the proposed improvements would have minor impacts on the adjacent 
wetlands/open water habitat or threatened and endangered species. Direct loss to 
threatened and endangered species populations, if any, are likely to be negligible. 

8.5 Cumulative Impacts 

Cumulative impacts are defined as the direct and indirect effects of the proposed project 
under consideration as well as other projects that may be proposed within the general 
vicinity in the foreseeable future. Due to the extent of urban development in Santa Rosa 
and Escambia Counties adjacent to the Pensacola Bay Bridge, only small fragments of 
naturally occurring marine and estuarine communities remain. 

Therefore, the potential for subsequent development of the surrounding natural areas is 
limited. Hydrological impacts from increased surface water runoff and the reduction in 
groundwater recharge due to subsequent development is also unlikely due to the nature of 
this project.  Prior fragmentation and reduction of other available natural coastal habitat in 
Santa Rosa and Escambia Counties has already caused significant impacts on the habitat 
available to plant and animal species. These impacts were not the result of any one project, 
yet cumulatively they have been significant to the ecosystem. The proposed replacement of 
the Pensacola Bay Bridge will minimally contribute to these cumulative impacts because 
the bridge is an existing structure.  
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9.0 Regulatory Agencies:  Coordination and Permitting 
Permits or other forms of authorization are required from USACE, USEPA, FDEP, 
NWFWMD, USFWS, FFWCC, and NMFS.  As part of the ETDM process, project 
information was distributed to the USACE, USEPA, FDEP, NWFWMD, USFWS, FFWCC, 
NMFS and other governmental agencies. These responses are included in Appendix A and 
are summarized in the following section. 
 

9.1 Wetlands 

USACE 
The USACE response was received on December 8, 2011. A moderate degree of impact was 
assigned by this regulatory agency. Delineation of jurisdictional wetlands was 
recommended as well as avoidance and minimization of any wetlands that are identified 
and mitigation of unavoidable impacts. Also noted was the need to coordinate with the US 
Coast Guard with regard to the bridge structure design.  A federal dredge and fill permit 
will be required from the USACE prior to construction.  
 
USEPA 
The USEPA response was received on September 1, 2011. A substantial degree of impact 
was assigned by this regulatory agency. USEPA commented on the potential negative 
impacts of the construction upon the adjacent seagrass beds, tidal marsh wetlands and 
water quality in the bay.  Avoidance and minimization of wetlands and seagrass beds was 
recommended as well as mitigation of unavoidable impacts. Emphasis was placed upon the 
utilization of proper construction techniques and the necessity to maximize the treatment 
of stormwater runoff. A National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
Stormwater Permit will be required prior to any construction activity at the project site. 
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USFWS 

The USFWS response was received on August 18, 2011. A substantial degree of impact was 
assigned by this regulatory agency. Concerns about the negative impacts on the adjacent 
seagrass beds and tidal marsh during construction were voiced. Avoidance and 
minimization of wetlands and seagrass beds was recommended as well as mitigation of 
unavoidable impacts. Coordination with FDEP was suggested to address any impacts that 
may occur to the Project GreenShores. 
 
NMFS 
The NMFS response was received on August 8, 2011. A moderate degree of impact was 
assigned by this regulatory agency. NMFS commented that the project can be expected to 
result in impacts to Essential Fish Habitat and that an assessment is required as well as 
consultation with the agency. The Essential Fish Habitat Assessment report for this project 
contains a detailed discussion of the anticipated impacts and any proposed mitigative 
measures.  
 
NWFWMD 
The NWFWMD response was received on August 18, 2011. A moderate degree of impact 
was assigned by this regulatory agency. Concerns about turbidity and erosion during 
construction and the negative impacts on the adjacent seagrass beds and tidal marsh were 
voiced. Avoidance and minimization of wetlands and seagrass beds was recommended as 
well as mitigation of unavoidable impacts. Also, the use of top-down construction 
techniques was suggested to reduce the negative impacts. Authorization via an 
Environmental resource Permit (ERP) is required prior to construction. 
 
FDEP 
The FDEP response was received on August 31, 2011. A substantial degree of impact was 
assigned by this regulatory agency. FDEP commented on the requirement to obtain an ERP 
for the proposed project, the necessity of avoidance and minimization of wetland impacts 
and the mitigation of unavoidable impacts, and the need to secure a sovereign submerged 
land lease from the Board of Trustees of the Internal Improvement Trust Fund (Governor 
and Cabinet).  
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9.2 Wildlife and Habitat 

USFWS 
The USFWS response was received on August 18, 2011. A substantial degree of impact was 
assigned by this regulatory agency. USFWS identified four species of sea turtles, the Gulf 
sturgeon and the West Indian manatee as the federally-protected species that may inhabit 
the project area. The agency commented on the disorientation of nesting sea turtles and 
hatchlings due to artificial lighting and cumulative sky glow and recommended the 
utilization of a bridge lighting plan that minimizes this type of impact. The use of BMPs 
was also recommended to minimize adverse impacts to the West Indian manatee and Gulf 
sturgeon. 
 
FDOT submitted a letter to USFWS on July 31, 2013 requesting a review of the WEBAR.  
The letter also request concurrence from USFWS that the proposed project does not 
adversely affect federally threatened and endangered species.  FDOT requested an 
initiation of Informal Section 7 Consultation under the provisions of the Endangered 
Species Act (versus Formal Consultation) because specific project design details and 
construction methods will not be finalized until the design-build phase.  Formal 
consultation will be conducted during the permitting phase by the FHWA, if necessary.  
The USFWS responded with a letter dated August 30, 2013 (see Appendix F).   

The USFWS concurred that the project “may affect, but is not likely to affect” the following 
species: 

• Nesting sea turtles (Loggerhead, Leatherback, Green, Kemp’s Ridley, Hawksbill), 
provided that the commitment is modified to indicate that the lighting plan be 
coordinated with the USFWS for agency approval prior to finalizing the design. 

• Piping Plover 

• Wood Stork 

• West Indian manatee, provided the Standard Manatee Construction Conditions are 
incorporated (see Appendix C); 

The USFWS did not concur with the determination of “may affect, but is not likely to affect” 
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for the Gulf sturgeon (see Section 6.9.1).  The following is an excerpt from the letter: 

You have determined that with the incorporation of avoidance and 
minimization measures, the proposed work may affect, but is not likely to 
adversely affect the Gulf sturgeon.  The Service cannot concur with this 
determination.  Recent studies indicate that sturgeon are present in the 
project area in moderate to high numbers from September 1 to June 1 as they 
migrate during fall and spring, overwinter in Pensacola Bay and Santa Rosa 
sound (Duncan, et al 2011, Reed 2011).  The area is also designated as Gulf 
Sturgeon Critical Habitat Unit 9 Pensacola Bay.  For bridge construction 
projects in waters occupied by Gulf sturgeon, the Service is increasingly 
concerned about the potential detrimental effects to sturgeon from sound 
waves and vibration during pile driving activities, especially for the large 
number and size of pilings and the extensive work period proposed. 
 
Additional information is needed to assess the effects of pile driving on Gulf 
sturgeon.  Data is needed on the expected sound levels that will be generated 
based on the equipment, substrate, and method of pile installation being 
proposed.  This data could be gathered by monitoring sound during pile 
testing.  The sound assessment should provide information on the peak 
pressure, cumulative sound exposure level, and root mean square sound 
pressure in a manner that can be compared to the Fisheries Hydroacoustic 
Working Group’s Interim Criteria for Injury (2008).  To the extent feasible, 
receptors should be spaced to allow development of a curve showing noise 
attenuation over space and time.  A Practical Spreading Loss model could 
also be used to determine noise attenuation.  If sound reaches levels that may 
cause behavior changes and / or physical injury – mitigation measures should 
be implemented to reduce these effects.  Data should be provided to 
demonstrate the effectiveness of mitigation measures.  If the effects can’t be 
fully avoided, then formal consultation should be initiated to address 
potential take (harm, harass, kill) of the Gulf sturgeon.   
 
With several upcoming bridge projects in Gulf sturgeon critical habitat units 
(i.e., SR 87 Yellow River bridge, SR 87 Connector Road, and new Blackwater 
River bridge, US 331 Choctawhatchee Bay bridge, and US 98 Pensacola Bay 
Bridge), it is an opportune time to gather much-needed scientific data on the 
effects of bridge construction activities, such as pile driving and sound 
propagation, on the Gulf sturgeon at these locations.  To date, due to a lack of 
regional data, we have relied heavily on information from the Pacific coast 
and similar anadramous fish species for our consultations.  Data specific to 
environmental conditions in the southeast and Gulf sturgeon would be very 
useful to better inform consultations under the Act.  We recommend that 
FHWA and FDOT consider funding a scientific study to collect basic data on 
sound generation from pile driving and to determine the effects of sound on 
sturgeon.  Much of the infrastructure (e.g., receivers, tagged fish, etc.) and 
scientific expertise to conduct such studies is currently available.  If FDOT 
and FHWA decide to fund a scientific study, it could be included as a 
conservation measure for this project.  We look forward to future discussions 
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on a potential research project. 
 
Two attachments also accompanied the letter: 

• Gulf Sturgeon Protection Guidelines, 2012 

• Guidelines for the Protection of Marine Animals During the Use of Explosives In the 
Waters of the State of Florida, May 2006 (Draft) 

 
The use of explosives is not feasible on this project due to the close proximity of the existing 
bridge to the new bridge.  Consideration will be given to adding a commitment that no 
explosives will be utilized during the demolition of the existing structure. 
 
Consideration will also be given to adding a commitment to incorporate the latest version of 
Gulf Sturgeon Protection Guidelines in the construction documents. 
 
As mentioned in the USFWS comment, the FDOT is encountering Gulf sturgeon habitat on 
other ongoing bridge projects.  FDOT, District 3 is agreeable to performing hydro-acoustic 
noise monitoring on an upcoming bridge project.  Consideration will be given to formalizing 
this monitoring into a commitment. 
 
FDOT continues to commit to utilizing the USFWS and FFWCC approved protection 
guidelines to minimize impacts to the species (). 
 

FFWCC 
The FFWCC response was received on August 31, 2011.  A substantial degree of impact was 
assigned by this regulatory agency.  FFWCC identified ten state-protected birds and one 
fish in addition to the federally-protected species previously mentioned.  
 
The FFWCC recommended that incorporating the “Construction Special Provisions, 
Sturgeon Protection Guidelines” formulated by the USFWS and the NMFS be incorporated 
into a protection plan. The agency also recommended the utilization of special construction 
provisions including “Standard Manatee Conditions for In-Water Work”, restrictions on 
blasting, monitoring of turbidity barriers, exclusionary grating on culverts, presence of 
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manatee observers during in-water work, a defined or limited construction window, and no 
nighttime work. Coordination with the FFWCC Imperiled Species Management Section on 
impact avoidance measures for the Florida manatee and sea turtles is recommended. 
 
FFWCC also commented that no information was provided on the ultimate fate of the 
pilings and structural concrete components of the old bridge when disassembled. Therefore, 
the FFWCC recommended that the FDOT consider cooperating with FFWCC, along with 
Escambia and Santa Rosa counties, for the utilization of existing portions of the old bridge 
for the creation of nearshore piers for fishing and pedestrian observation and wildlife 
viewing in the bay running from the north and south shorelines. The opportunity also 
exists for artificial reef creation utilizing the remains of the existing bridge.  
 
The FDOT contacted the FFWCC via a letter dated August 19, 2013 and requested a review 
of the WEBAR and EFH Assessment.  FFWCC responded with a letter dated October 16, 
2013 (see Appendix F).  The following is a summary of the items noted in the letter: 

1. FDOT has made a commitment to adhere to the NMFS and USFWS “Construction 
Special Provisions and Gulf Sturgeon Protection Guidelines”; 

2. FDOT will follow and adhere to the most current guidelines for the protection of the 
Florida manatee.  The current guidelines are outlined inUSFW’s “Standard Manatee 
Conditions for In-Water Work” (2012); 

3. The Federally-endangered smalltooth sawfish potentially occurs in Pensacola Bay. 
Therefore, the FFWCC further recommends that the NMFS “Sea Turtle and 
Smalltooth Sawfish Construction Condition” guidelines be followed during all in-
water project work; 

4. The potential exists for disorientation of hatchlings and adult nesting females from 
the proposed bridge lighting; FDOT has committed to coordination with the USFWS 
and FFWCC during the bridge design phase to incorporate lighting which meets 
both traffic safety needs and enhanced protection for sea turtles; 

5. FFWCC is committed to working with FDOT to resolve the bridge lighting / sea 
turtle issue and finalize an appropriate bridge lighting plan.  FDOT is encouraged to 
contact the FFWCC Imperiled Species Management Section at 
imperiledspecies@myfwc.com or (850) 922-4330 early in the project design phase and 
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wetland permitting planning process; 
6. FFWCC is pleased that FDOT is considering opportunities for the use of concrete 

rubble from the existing bridge for construction of offshore reefs as recommended in 
the FFWCC 2011 ETDM comments.  At the present time, the FFWCC Division of 
Marine Fisheries Management is aware that the Escambia County Artificial Reef 
Coordinator has received formal approval to include the necessary artificial reef 
construction oversight when demolition of the existing Pensacola Bay Bridge begins.  
Early contact with the FFWCC and the Escambia County partners is essential to 
accomplish required permitting, scheduling, reef site selection and approval, and 
coordination with potential contractors for transport of rubble.  For further 
coordination on pier or artificial reef development and input on the protection of 
marine resources, contact FFWCC biologist Keith Mille at keith.mille@MyFWC.com 
or (850) 617-9633 in the Division of Marine Fisheries Management in Tallahassee; 

7. The marine habitats of Pensacola Bay are collectively a very productive system and 
support important commercial and recreational fisheries, listed species, and nature 
based tourism.  FFWCC supports an off-site compensatory mitigation plan for 
improvement of water quality in the bay.  FFWCC biologists are available to provide 
technical assistance and work with interagency staff to address stormwater 
mitigation; 

8. Locating sizable staging areas along the bridge approach causeways may be 
necessary.  The locations of staging areas should be in disturbed areas to avoid 
impacts to fish and wildlife habitat resources, including listed species.  The selection 
of staging areas should be vetted with state and federal resource and permitting 
agencies;  

9. Impact avoidance should be addressed for shorebird species.  Please contact FFWCC 
biologist Amy Raybuck in the Panama City office at (850) 767-3622 or 
amy.raybuck@MyFWC.com for issues concerning wildlife survey methodology and 
input on avoidance and impact minimization measures; and, 

10. For further assistance, contact Jane Chabre at (850) 410-5367 or 
FWCConservationPlanningServices@MyFWC.com or FFWCC biologist Terry Gilbert 
at (850) 728-1103 or terry.gilbert@MyFWC.com. 
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As the project progresses, the FDOT will continue coordination with the FFWCC. 

NMFS 
The FDOT contacted NMFS via letter dated July 31, 2013 with a request to review the 
WEBAR and EFH Assessment.  The letter also requested the initiation of Informal Section 
7 Consultation under the provisions of the Endangered Species Act.  The NMFS responded 
with a response and attachments (contained in Appendix F).  The following are the 
highlights from the NMFS response: 

1. NMFS believes that the Wetland Assessment adequately describes the potential 
wetland impacts for the two alignment alternatives under consideration (i.e. the 
Central East and Central West alignments). When a final alignment is chosen, 
appropriate compensatory mitigation will need to be proposed to offset any wetland 
losses. 

2. Compensatory mitigation should also be proposed to offset the delivery of this 
degraded water (containing sediment, oil and grease, and other pollutants) to the 
Pensacola Bay system. 

3. NMFS recommends that a Section 7 consultation of the Endangered Species Act 
(ESA) be conducted for smalltooth sawfish (Prisits pectinata), and that a section 
regarding the species be added to the Threatened and Endangered Species portion of 
the WEBAR. While smalltooth sawfish are not common in the Florida Panhandle 
region, they have been documented to occur there. Due to the possibility of 
smalltooth sawfish and/or sea turtles occurring in the project area during 
construction activities, NMFS recommends the use of NMFS’ Sea Turtle and 
Smalltooth Sawfish Construction Conditions (see Appendix C – Standard Protection 
Measures). 

4. Either NMFS or the USFWS will conduct a Section 7 consultation for Gulf sturgeon 
and its designated critical habitat, depending on which federal agency (i.e. FHWA, 
USACOE, or USCG) is the lead action agency for the ESA consultation. Because the 
project area lies within Gulf sturgeon designated critical habitat and the project will 
result in the loss of some estuarine substrate as habitat, a formal ESA Section 7 
consultation will likely be needed.  The area is also a migratory pathway for Gulf 
sturgeon. 
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5. In order for NMFS to conduct the necessary analyses for impacts to ESA-listed 
species, more information regarding construction activities, equipment, and 
techniques will be needed. This will be particularly true for pile driving activities 
(see Appendix F).  Given the size and number of piles that are proposed to be driven, 
noise attenuation methods (e.g. dewatered isolation casings, contained bubble 
curtains) are likely to be needed to prevent harm to ESA-listed species. Monitoring 
of pile driving noise levels during the test pile driving trials (i.e. measurement of 
peak pressures, single strike and cumulative sound exposure levels, and root mean 
square levels) would be helpful in determining what steps will be necessary to 
protect listed species. Very little information on pile driving noise levels of this 
magnitude in Florida waters is available, and given the recent increase in proposed 
Florida bridge replacements (and some new bridges) this information would be 
extremely useful. Considering that the estimated cost for the bridge replacement is 
$415 million dollars, the expense of monitoring noise levels from pile driving is 
relatively small. NMFS has staff that can provide guidance on noise monitoring. 

Section 7 Consultation for the Gulf sturgeon was also noted by the USFWS. The USFWS 
also expressed concerns regarding the noise impacts to the Gulf sturgeon.  Formal hydro-
acoustic monitoring is being considered by the FDOT on another bridge project in the Gulf. 

The WEBAR has been updated to include a section on the smalltooth sawfish.  A 
commitment has been added in Chapter 10 to incorporate the NMFS’s “Sea Turtle and 
Smalltooth Sawfish Construction Conditions” as part of the construction documents. 
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10.0  Conclusion & Commitments 
 
Wetlands 
One alternative (Central West with Flyover) involves a maximum of 0.05 acre of 
unavoidable wetland impacts, while the remaining alternative (Central East with Flyover) 
does not impact jurisdictional wetlands. The wetland impact is considered insignificant due 
to the limited acreage involved. The FDOT has committed to take all measures to develop 
avoidance alternatives and/or measures to minimize harm to natural resources, according 
to the agencies comments received during the ETDM process. Mitigation for any 
unavoidable wetland impacts is proposed.  
 
Protected Species and Habitat 
The Gulf sturgeon, smalltooth sawfish, West Indian manatee, piping plover, and sea turtles 
could potentially be impacted by the proposed project.  Since the project is not within piping 
plover or smalltooth sawfish critical habitat, these species are the least likely to be 
impacted by the project. Additionally, smalltooth sawfish are not common in the Florida 
Panhandle, and the quality of the upland habitat where piping plover could be found within 
the project area is marginal. No standard protection measures are in place for the piping 
plover. NMFS does have Sea Turtle and Smalltooth Sawfish Construction Conditions which 
could be implemented.  In order to minimize adverse impacts to the protected species 
within the vicinity of the project corridor, FDOT will have its Contractor abide by the 
following commitments: 

Gulf Sturgeon - USFWS and FFWCC-approved protection guidelines will be followed 
during construction to minimize potential impacts to the species. The guidelines include: 

• Avoidance of nocturnal pile driving from November through April; 

• Avoidance of in water explosive work from  November through April; 

• Minimization of multiple pile driving operations so that the maximum distance 
between the southernmost and northernmost pile driving operation does not exceed 
one kilometer; 

• Avoidance of mooring work barges and vessels in shallow shoreline waters from  
November through April; and, 
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• Avoidance and minimization of effects to habitat used for winter feeding. 
 

West Indian manatee – The most current USFWS guidelines “Standard Manatee 
Conditions for In-Water Work” will be incorporated into the final project design 
specifications and the construction contractor informed of the necessity to follow these 
guidelines during the construction. The guidelines include restrictions on blasting, 
monitoring of turbidity barriers, exclusionary grating on culverts, presence of manatee 
observers during in-water work, a defined or limited construction window, and no nighttime 
work. The current guidelines are included in Appendix C.  The use of the manatee 
protection guidelines during construction will also provide concurrent protection for any sea 
turtles that may temporarily be passing through the project area. 
 
Sea Turtles - Sea turtle nests have not been documented in close proximity to the project 
area, but nesting does occur at Perdido Key, Perdido Key State Park, Gulf Island National 
Seashore, Pensacola Beach, Navarre Beach, Navarre Beach State Park and Eglin Air Force 
Base. The potential exists, however, for disorientation of hatchlings by the increased 
luminosity from the proposed bridge lighting in combination with the ambient atmospheric 
glow from the developed areas of Pensacola and Gulf Breeze. This disorientation causes the 
hatchlings to head away from the Gulf, leaving them exposed to increased predation and 
ultimately causing an increased rate of mortality. To reduce this potential impact, 
coordination with USFWS and FFWCC will continue during the design phase in order to 
incorporate appropriately lighting that meets the needs of traffic safety as well as provides 
for the enhanced viability of sea turtle hatchlings. The use of the manatee protection 
guidelines during construction will also provide concurrent protection for any sea turtles 
that may temporarily be passing through the project area. FDOT will coordinate with 
USFWS prior to finalizing the lighting plan design 
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Smalltooth Sawfish – The critical habitat for the smalltooth sawfish is located in coastal 
estuaries between Fort Myers and Miami.  While smalltooth sawfish are not common in the 
Florida Panhandle region, they have been documented to occur there.  The most current 
NMFS guidelines entitled “Sea Turtle and Smalltooth Sawfish Construction Conditions” 
will be followed by the construction contractor per commitments by FDOT.  The latest 
edition of these conditions is dated March 23, 2006 and is included in Appendix C of the EA. 
 
EFH Species 
Information concerning the potential impacts from construction activity and the protection 
of EFH species is addressed in the Essential Fish Habitat Assessment report for this 
project.   
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1. Alternative #1 - East Alignment

 
Alternative #1 - East Alignment
 
1.1. Project Effects Overview - Alternative #1 - East Alignment 
Project Effects Overview for Alternative #1 - East Alignment

Issue Degree of Effect Organization Date Reviewed

Natural

Air Quality 2 Minimal US Environmental Protection
Agency 08/30/2011

Coastal and Marine 4 Substantial Federal Highway Administration 10/27/2011

Coastal and Marine 3 Moderate Northwest Florida Water
Management District 08/18/2011

Coastal and Marine 3 Moderate National Marine Fisheries
Service 08/08/2011

Contaminated Sites 2 Minimal US Environmental Protection
Agency 09/01/2011

Contaminated Sites 2 Minimal FL Department of
Environmental Protection 08/31/2011

Farmlands 0 None Natural Resources Conservation
Service 07/22/2011

Floodplains 3 Moderate Federal Highway Administration 10/27/2011

Floodplains 3 Moderate US Environmental Protection
Agency 09/01/2011

Floodplains 2 Minimal Northwest Florida Water
Management District 08/18/2011

Infrastructure 2 Minimal Federal Highway Administration 08/11/2011

Navigation 4 Substantial US Coast Guard 12/20/2011

Navigation 3 Moderate US Army Corps of Engineers 12/08/2011

Navigation 2 Minimal Federal Highway Administration 08/11/2011

Special Designations 4 Substantial Federal Highway Administration 10/27/2011

Special Designations 0 None US Environmental Protection
Agency 09/01/2011

Water Quality and Quantity 4 Substantial Federal Highway Administration 10/27/2011

Water Quality and Quantity 3 Moderate US Environmental Protection
Agency 09/01/2011

Water Quality and Quantity 3 Moderate FL Department of
Environmental Protection 08/31/2011

Water Quality and Quantity 3 Moderate Northwest Florida Water
Management District 08/18/2011

Wetlands 3 Moderate US Army Corps of Engineers 12/08/2011

Wetlands 4 Substantial US Environmental Protection
Agency 09/01/2011

Wetlands 4 Substantial FL Department of
Environmental Protection 08/31/2011

Wetlands 4 Substantial US Fish and Wildlife Service 08/18/2011

Wetlands 3 Moderate Northwest Florida Water
Management District 08/18/2011

Wetlands 4 Substantial Federal Highway Administration 08/11/2011

Wetlands 3 Moderate National Marine Fisheries
Service 08/08/2011

Wildlife and Habitat 4 Substantial FL Fish and Wildlife
Conservation Commission 08/31/2011
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1.2. ETAT Reviews and Coordinator Summary: Natural 
ETAT Reviews and Coordinator Summary: Natural 
Air Quality 
Project Effects

Wildlife and Habitat 4 Substantial US Fish and Wildlife Service 08/18/2011

Wildlife and Habitat 4 Substantial Federal Highway Administration 08/11/2011

Cultural

Historic and Archaeological Sites 4 Substantial Federal Highway Administration 10/27/2011

Historic and Archaeological Sites 3 Moderate FL Department of State 08/29/2011

Historic and Archaeological Sites 2 Minimal Seminole Tribe of Florida 07/25/2011

Recreation Areas 4 Substantial Federal Highway Administration 10/27/2011

Recreation Areas 3 Moderate US Environmental Protection
Agency 09/01/2011

Recreation Areas 2 Minimal FL Department of
Environmental Protection 08/31/2011

Recreation Areas N/A N/A / No Involvement National Park Service 08/31/2011

Section 4(f) Potential 4 Substantial Federal Highway Administration 10/27/2011

Community

Economic 2 Minimal Federal Highway Administration 08/11/2011

Land Use N/A N/A / No Involvement FL Department of Community
Affairs 07/25/2011

Mobility 1 Enhanced Federal Highway Administration 10/27/2011

Relocation 3 Moderate Federal Highway Administration 08/11/2011

Social 2 Minimal US Environmental Protection
Agency 09/01/2011

Social 2 Minimal Federal Highway Administration 08/11/2011

Social N/A N/A / No Involvement FL Department of Community
Affairs 07/25/2011

Secondary and
Cumulative

Coordinator Summary Degree of Effect: 2 Minimal assigned 01/11/2012 by FDOT District 3

Comments:
USEPA DOE: Minimal
FDOT DOE: Minimal

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) has evaluated comments from the US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)
and recommends a Degree of Effect of Minimal.

The project is located in an area which has not been designated non-attainment for all of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
under the criteria provided in the Clean Air Act. USEPA stated replacement and operation of the Pensacola Bay Bridge would have a
de minimis impact on the overall air quality in the area.

No comments were received from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA).

Degree of Effect: 2 Minimal assigned 08/30/2011 by Madolyn Dominy, US Environmental Protection Agency

Coordination Document:  No Selection

Direct Effects
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
Resources: Air quality

Level of Importance: Low, due to minimal degree of effect
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Coastal and Marine 
Project Effects

Comments on Effects to Resources:
Overall, the bridge replacement project should not have any additional air quality impacts.

Escambia County, specifically Pensacola and Gulf Breeze, has not been designated non-attainment or maintenance for ozone, carbon
monoxide (CO) or particulate matter (PM) in accordance with the Clean Air Act. There are no violations of National Ambient Air
Quality Standards (NAAQS). Replacement and operation of the Pensacola Bay Bridge would have a de minimis impact on the overall
air quality in the area. Therefore, EPA does have any significant comments or concerns with air quality associated with this proposed
project.
Additional Comments (optional):

CLC Commitments and Recommendations:

Coordinator Summary Degree of Effect: 4 Substantial assigned 01/11/2012 by FDOT District 3

Comments:
FHWA DOE: Substantial
NWFWMD DOE: Moderate
NMFS DOE: Moderate
FDOT DOE: Substantial

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) in coordination has evaluated comments from the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA,) Northwest Florida Water Management District (NWFWMD), and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and
recommends a Degree of Effect of Substantial.

Seagrass Beds show Dicontinous as 4.5 acres (0.75%) in the 100 ft buffer, 5.0 (0.71%) in the 200 ft buffer, and 5.4 acres (0.52%)
in the 500 ft buffer. The Submerged Lands Act list 490.1 acres (81.59%) in the 100ft buffer, 579.5 (82.11%) in the 200 ft buffer,
and 850.8 acres (82.61%) in the 500 ft buffer.

It is noted that there are numerous types of Environmentally Sensitive Shorelines within the 100-foot buffer distance.

FHWA staff is concerned with the potential affects to protected Outstanding Florida Waters (OFW). The EST indicates that within the
5,280-foot buffer distance there is no Special or OFW, but Gulf Islands National Seashore is within the 5,280-foot buffer distance
which is an Other OFW. The Pensacola Bay is designated under the Surface Water and Improvement Management (SWIM) Plan.

FHWA recommends a significant planning and coordination effort will be required to avoid and minimize impacts to coastal resources
and protects species. Coordination with applicable agencies will include but not be limited to ACOE, NMFS, applicable park services,
USFWS, FFWCC, NFWMD, FDEP, FHWA, and USCG.

The NWFWMD staff is concerned about impacts to seagrass beds in Pensacola Bay, a SWIM priority waterbody. During new
construction and demolition of the existing structure, this project has potential to increase sedimentation, erosion and turbidity.
Seagrass beds, tidal wetlands, and intertidal habitats could be adversely affected in the process. Top-down construction techniques
are recommended to minimize impacts. Mitigation options should be planned as necessary to compensate for potential impacts to
seagrass beds and tidal wetlands in accordance with Section 373.4137, Florida Statutes. Also, close coordination with FDEP is
recommended to avoid potential impacts to Project GreenShores.

NMFS principle concern is the possibility of seagrass beds occurring near the bridge's approaches. Seagrass surveys should be
conducted at the appropriate time of the year (between June and August) to determine if any seagrasses could be impacted by the
bridge replacement. NMFS also commented the increased use of the road could result in an increase in the amount of sediment, oil
and grease, metals, and other pollutants reaching estuarine habitats utilized by marine fishery resources. Therefore, NMFS
recommends that stormwater treatment systems be designed to prevent degraded water from entering estuarine habitats within
Pensacola Bay. NMFS also commented that an Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) study will need to be conducted as part of the project
since certain esturine habitats within the project area are designated as EFH.

The FDOT will apply Best Management Practices (BMPs) during construction. Coordination with the FHWA, NWFWMD, and NMFS will
occur if needed during the Project Development and Environment (PD&E) Study.

Degree of Effect: 4 Substantial assigned 10/27/2011 by Joseph Sullivan, Federal Highway Administration

Coordination Document:  PD&E Support Document As Per PD&E Manual

Direct Effects
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
Open water, navigation channels, coastal wetlands and floodplains, protected OFW, and important breeding/forage fish and wildlife
habitat could all be negatively effected during construction of this project. updated.
Comments on Effects to Resources:
Significant planning and coordination effort will be required to avoid and minimize impacts to coastal resources and protects species.
Coordination with applicable agencies will include but not be limited to ACOE, NMFS, applicable park services, USFWS, FFWCC,
NFWMD, FDEP-SSL, FHWA, and USCG. updated
Additional Comments (optional):
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CLC Commitments and Recommendations:

Degree of Effect: 3 Moderate assigned 08/18/2011 by Elaine McKinnon, Northwest Florida Water Management District

Coordination Document:  To Be Determined: Further Coordination Required

Direct Effects
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
The proposed project directly affects Pensacola Bay, a Northwest Florida Water Management District SWIM priority waterbody. This
watershed and estuarine system are of regional and statewide importance. The bay supports a wide array of aquatic and wetland
resources and provides numerous benefits for the surrounding human community.

The analysis provided indicates multiple seagrass beds proximate to both corridor alignments, as well as several areas of salt marsh.
Environmentally sensitive shorelines are also proximate to the project site, including within a nearby unit of the Gulf Islands National
Seashore. Additionally, Project GreenShores - a major state coastal restoration initiative - is adjacent to both alternatives.
Substantial state and local funding has been invested in the success of this coastal restoration initiative.

Comments on Effects to Resources:
During new construction and demolition of the existing structure, this project has potential to increase sedimentation, erosion, and
turbidity. Seagrass beds, tidal wetlands, and intertidal habitats could be adversely affected in the process.

Additional Comments (optional):
NWFWMD staff are concerned about impacts to seagrass beds in Pensacola Bay. Top-down construction techniques are
recommended to minimize impacts. Mitigation options should be planned as necessary to compensate for potential impacts to
seagrass beds and tidal wetlands in accordance with Section 373.4137, Florida Statutes. Also, close coordination with FDEP is
recommended to avoid potential impacts to Project GreenShores.
CLC Commitments and Recommendations:

Degree of Effect: 3 Moderate assigned 08/08/2011 by David A. Rydene, National Marine Fisheries Service

Coordination Document:  PD&E Support Document As Per PD&E Manual

Direct Effects
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
Estuarine habitats within Pensacola Bay utilized by federally-managed fish species and their prey.
Comments on Effects to Resources:
NOAA's National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has reviewed the information contained in the Environmental Screening Tool (EST)
for ETDM Project # 13248. The Florida Department of Transportation District 3 proposes the replacement of the US 98 (SR 30)
Pensacola Bay Bridge from 17th Avenue in Pensacola to Baybridge Drive in Gulf Breeze in Escambia County and Santa Rosa County,
Florida. Some alternatives under consideration include capacity improvements.

NMFS staff conducted a site inspection of the project area on March 23, 2011, to assess potential concerns to living estuarine and
marine resources within Pensacola Bay. Certain estuarine habitats within the project area are designated as EFH as identified in the
2005 generic amendment of the Fishery Management Plans for the Gulf of Mexico. The generic amendment was prepared by the Gulf
of Mexico Fishery Management Council as required by the 1996 amendment to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act). Estuarine habitats which exist in the project area, have been identified as EFH for
postlarval/juvenile penaeid shrimp, postlarval/juvenile, subadult, and adult red drum, juvenile Spanish and king mackerel, juvenile
and adult gray snapper, and juvenile gag grouper by the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council under provisions of the
Magnuson-Stevens Act. Seagrass, estuarine water column, and mud, sand, shell, and rock substrates are specific categories of EFH
that may be directly impacted by the project. NMFS' principle concern is the possibility of seagrass beds occurring near the bridge's
approaches. Seagrass surveys should be conducted at the appropriate time of the year (between June and August) to determine if
any seagrasses could be impacted by the bridge replacement.

Federal agencies which permit, fund, or undertake activities which may adversely impact EFH are required to consult with NMFS and,
as a part of the consultation process, an EFH assessment must be prepared to accompany the consultation request. Regulations
require that EFH assessments include:

1. A description of the proposed action;

2. a scientific analysis of the effects, including cumulative effects, of the proposed action on EFH, the managed fish species, and
associated species, such as major prey species.

3. the Federal agency's views regarding the effects of the action on EFH; and,

4. proposed mitigation, if applicable (50 CFR 600.920 (g) [2]).

Provisions of the EFH regulations [50 CFR 600.920(c)] allow consultation responsibility to be formally delegated from federal to state
agencies, such as FDOT. Whether EFH consultation is undertaken by a federal agency, such as Federal Highway Administration, or a
designated state agency, it should be initiated as soon as specific project design and construction impact information are available.
EFH consultation can be initiated independent of other project review tasks or can be incorporated in environmental planning
documents. Upon review of the EFH Assessment, NMFS will determine if it is necessary to provide EFH Conservation
Recommendations on the project.
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Wildlife and Habitat 
Project Effects

for ETDM Project # 13248. The Florida Department of Transportation District 3 proposes the replacement of the US 98 (SR 30)
Pensacola Bay Bridge from 17th Avenue in Pensacola to Baybridge Drive in Gulf Breeze in Escambia County and Santa Rosa County,
Florida. Some alternatives under consideration include capacity improvements.

NMFS staff conducted a site inspection of the project area on March 23, 2011, to assess potential concerns to living estuarine and
marine resources within Pensacola Bay. Certain estuarine habitats within the project area are designated as EFH as identified in the
2005 generic amendment of the Fishery Management Plans for the Gulf of Mexico. The generic amendment was prepared by the Gulf
of Mexico Fishery Management Council as required by the 1996 amendment to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act). Estuarine habitats which exist in the project area, have been identified as EFH for
postlarval/juvenile penaeid shrimp, postlarval/juvenile, subadult, and adult red drum, juvenile Spanish and king mackerel, juvenile
and adult gray snapper, and juvenile gag grouper by the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council under provisions of the
Magnuson-Stevens Act. Seagrass, estuarine water column, and mud, sand, shell, and rock substrates are specific categories of EFH
that may be directly impacted by the project. NMFS' principle concern is the possibility of seagrass beds occurring near the bridge's
approaches. Seagrass surveys should be conducted at the appropriate time of the year (between June and August) to determine if
any seagrasses could be impacted by the bridge replacement.

Federal agencies which permit, fund, or undertake activities which may adversely impact EFH are required to consult with NMFS and,
as a part of the consultation process, an EFH assessment must be prepared to accompany the consultation request. Regulations
require that EFH assessments include:

1. A description of the proposed action;

2. a scientific analysis of the effects, including cumulative effects, of the proposed action on EFH, the managed fish species, and
associated species, such as major prey species.

3. the Federal agency's views regarding the effects of the action on EFH; and,

4. proposed mitigation, if applicable (50 CFR 600.920 (g) [2]).

Provisions of the EFH regulations [50 CFR 600.920(c)] allow consultation responsibility to be formally delegated from federal to state
agencies, such as FDOT. Whether EFH consultation is undertaken by a federal agency, such as Federal Highway Administration, or a
designated state agency, it should be initiated as soon as specific project design and construction impact information are available.
EFH consultation can be initiated independent of other project review tasks or can be incorporated in environmental planning
documents. Upon review of the EFH Assessment, NMFS will determine if it is necessary to provide EFH Conservation
Recommendations on the project.

In addition, if capacity improvements are undertaken, the increased use of the road could result in an increase in the amount of
sediment, oil and grease, metals, and other pollutants reaching estuarine habitats utilized by marine fishery resources. Therefore,
NMFS recommends that stormwater treatment systems be designed to prevent degraded water from entering estuarine habitats
within Pensacola Bay. Best management practices should be employed during bridge construction to prevent siltation of the
Escambia Bay system.
Additional Comments (optional):

CLC Commitments and Recommendations:

Coordinator Summary Degree of Effect: 4 Substantial assigned 01/11/2012 by FDOT District 3

Comments:
FHWA DOE: Substantial
USFWS DOE: Substantial
FFWCC DOE: Substantial
FDOT DOE: Substantial

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) has evaluated comments from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), US
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FFWCC), and recommends a Degree
of Effect of Substantial.

A review of the Geographical Information Systems (GIS) analysis data indicates that the project is 100% within the Greater
Pensacola Bay Ecosystem Management Area (EMA), one Black Bear Nuisance Report, six FFWCC Wildlife Observations, Rare and
Imperiled Fish lists the Pensacola Bay Watershed, and Gulf Sturgeon Critical Habitat and the Manatee Consultation Area occur within
the 100-foot buffer distance. Five additional FFWCC Wildlife Observations occurred in the 500-foot buffer. One occurrence of Black
Bear Range and 5 additional FFWCC Wildlife Observations occurred in the 5,280-foot buffer.

Also, the Florida Natural Areas Inventory reports an elemental occurrence for the saltmarsh topminnow, and the large-leaved
jointweed, a plant listed by the State of Florida as threatened. FWC's Wildlife Observations database also contains records for the
least tern and black skimmer. In addition, the Gulf Islands National Seashore is located approximately 1.0 mile from the project
area.

The USFWS noted that federally listed species were identified in the project corridor. The species noted are four different sea turtles
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(loggerhead, greenback, leatherback, Kemp's ridley), the Gulf Sturgeon and the West Indian Manatee. They also recommended that
lighting along the new alignment be "sea-turtle friendly" to reduce its cumulative contribution to sky glow.

The FDOT acknowledges the FFWCC comments that included the following listed species may potentially occur within or adjacent to
the project area: loggerhead turtle, green sea turtle, Kemp's ridley, Florida manatee, brown pelican, snowy egret, little blue heron,
tricolored heron, white ibis, snowy plover, piping plover, American oystercatcher, least tern, black skimmer, Gulf sturgeon, and
possibly the saltmarsh topminnow.

The FFWCC commented since adequate time for the development of the protection plan, we recommend that the project be planned
incorporating the Construction Special Provisions, Sturgeon Protection Guidelines formulated by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
and the National Marine Fisheries Service. Please be advised that Gulf sturgeon enter the bay in February through March and exit to
the Gulf of Mexico in September through October. During this time the use of hopper dredges will be more expensive since it could
require the use of on-water personnel and chase boats, and possibly require incidental take permits from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service. Also, the use of explosives during this period for piling removal would also be more costly since it would require observers
and the use of sonar. '

FFWCC stated that possible manatee protection measures that may be required by our agency could include Standard Manatee
Conditions for In-Water Work, restrictions on blasting, monitoring of turbidity barriers, exclusionary grating on culverts, presence of
manatee observers during in-water work, a defined or limited construction window, and no nighttime work. Further discussions with
our agency will be necessary in order to determine site-specific measures for this project. Coordination with the FFWCC Imperiled
Species Management Section on impact avoidance measures for the Florida manatee and sea turtles is recommended.

FFWCC also commented no information was provided on the ultimate fate of the pilings and structural concrete components of the
old bridge when disassembled. Therefore, FFWCC recommend that FDOT consider cooperating with FFWCC, along with Escambia
and Santa Rosa counties, for the utilization of existing portions of the old bridge for the creation of nearshore piers for fishing and
pedestrian observation and wildlife viewing in the bay running from the north and south shorelines. FDOT is also aware of the
opportunities for artificial reefs if the existing bridge is removed and disassembled.

The FDOT will take all measures to develop avoidance alternatives and/or measures to minimize harm to these resources, according
to the recommendations from the FFWCC and USFWS. The FDOT will prepare both a Wetland Evaluation Report and an Endangered
Species Biological Assessment, which could then be coordinated with the FFWCC and USFWS. The FDOT will perform a study and
analysis of habitat connectivity needs in this area as part of these documents. Coordination with the FHWA, USFWS, and the FFWCC
will occur throughout the PD&E Study.

Degree of Effect: 4 Substantial assigned 08/31/2011 by Scott Sanders, FL Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission

Coordination Document:  To Be Determined: Further Coordination Required

Direct Effects
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
The Habitat Conservation Scientific Services Section of the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) has coordinated
an agency review of ETDM #13248, and provides the following comments related to potential effects to fish and wildlife resources on
this Programming Phase project.

The Project Description Summary states that this Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) District 3 project involves the
replacement of the Pensacola Bay Bridge in Escambia and Santa Rosa Counties. The project limits are from 17th Avenue in
Pensacola to Baybridge Drive in Gulf Breeze, and the project area, including lands on both sides of the bay, is approximately 3.95
miles long. The bridge, which has an annual average of 59,200 vehicle trips per day, was categorized in 2010 as structurally
deficient. The project consists of Alternative 1 (East Alignment) and Alternative 2 (West Alignment), which pertain to slight
differences in the final actual centerline of the Build Alternative.

The project area was evaluated for potential fish, wildlife, and habitat resources within 500 feet on either side of the proposed
alignment and our assessment reveals that a small acreage of habitat is present along the upland approach to the bridge. According
to remote sensing data, natural plant communities consist of upland hardwood forests (2.0 acres), mixed hardwood-pine forests (1.3
acres), pinelands (15.1 acres), sand - beach (6.4 acres), shrub and brushland (1.6 acres), and open bay waters (792 acres). An
assessment using FWC's Florida Statewide Seagrass database on the Environmental Screening Tool shows that discontinuous
seagrass beds of up to 4.4 to 5.4 acres potentially occur from 100 to about 500 feet, respectively, along the Right-of-Way
alignment. Furthermore, a review of aerial photographs shows what appears to be coastal saltmarsh, especially along the southern
bridge approach where remnant tidal creeks occur adjacent to an area of residential development. High and Low Impact Urban lands
in the project area total 215.5 acres. In summary, High and Low Impact Urban lands, and open bay waters, account for 97.4 percent
of the project assessment area.

Although most of the native habitat along the bridge approaches within the immediate vicinity of the bridge has been lost due to
urban development, based on range and preferred habitat type, the following species listed by the Federal Endangered Species Act
and the State of Florida as Federally Endangered (FE), Federally Threatened (FT), State Threatened (ST), or State Species of Special
Concern (SSC) may occur along the project area: loggerhead turtle (FT), green sea turtle (FE), Kemp's ridley (FE), Florida manatee
(FE), brown pelican (SSC), snowy egret (SSC), little blue heron (SSC), tricolored heron (SSC), white ibis (SSC), snowy plover (ST),
piping plover (FT), American oystercatcher (SSC), least tern (ST), black skimmer (SSC), Gulf sturgeon (FT), and possibly the
saltmarsh topminnow (SSC).

The marine habitats of Pensacola Bay are collectively a very productive system and support important commercial and recreational
fisheries and tourism. The productive seagrass beds, oyster bars, mudflats, tidal creeks and areas of saltmarsh, together with open
bay waters, provide habitat for the support of spotted seatrout, red drum, Atlantic croaker, black drum, striped mullet, Gulf flounder,
blue crabs, bay scallops and many other species. The protection of marine plant communities and the quality and clarity of bay
waters are important factors in the continued productivity of this marine system, which directly supports recreational opportunities
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for local residents and tourists, and employment.

In terms of habitat quality indicators, the project area is within Pensacola Bay, which is designated as Critical Habitat for the Gulf
sturgeon, and is within the Consultation Area for the Florida Manatee as designated by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Also, the
Florida Natural Areas Inventory reports an elemental occurrence for the saltmarsh topminnow, and the large-leaved jointweed, a
plant listed by the State of Florida as threatened. FWC's Wildlife Observations database also contains records for the least tern and
black skimmer. In addition, the Gulf Islands National Seashore is located approximately 1.0 mile from the project area.

The potential for fish and wildlife impacts will occur during the construction of the Replacement Bridge and removal of the existing
bridge pilings, guardrails and roadway platform. Construction associated with this necessary work could adversely affect the Florida
manatee, Gulf sturgeon, and adult and juvenile sea turtles. Since no information was provided in terms of the seasonality of bridge
replacement, the length or duration of project work, and whether dredging and barges will be utilized, it would be premature for us
to recommend very specific avoidance and minimization measures for these species at this time.

Since there is adequate time for the development of the protection plan, we recommend that the project be planned incorporating
the Construction Special Provisions, Sturgeon Protection Guidelines formulated by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the National
Marine Fisheries Service. Please be advised that Gulf sturgeon enter the bay in February through March and exit to the Gulf of
Mexico in September through October. During this time the use of hopper dredges will be more expensive since it could require the
use of on-water personnel and chase boats, and possibly require incidental take permits from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
Also, the use of explosives during this period for piling removal would also be more costly since it would require observers and the
use of sonar. For coordination on the Gulf sturgeon, please contact biologist Jeffrey Wilcox, FWC's Fish Species Taxa Coordinator,
early in the planning process at (Jeffrey.wilcox@MyFWC.com) or in Tallahassee at (850) 410-0656.

In addition, coordination with FWC's Imperiled Species Management Section on impact avoidance measures for the Florida manatee
and seaturtles is recommended. Possible manatee protection measures that may be required by our agency could include Standard
Manatee Conditions for In-Water Work, restrictions on blasting, monitoring of turbidity barriers, exclusionary grating on culverts,
presence of manatee observers during in-water work, a defined or limited construction window, and no nighttime work. Further
discussions with our agency will be necessary in order to determine site-specific measures for this project. For technical assistance
and coordination on manatees, please contact biologist Mary Duncan (mary.duncan@MyFWC.com). To minimize impacts to nearby
marine turtle nesting beaches, bridge lights should meet dark sky standards to minimize visibility from the nesting beach as well as
glow. Possible recommendations will include use of full cut off, well shielded lower pressure sodium fixtures. High pressure sodium
fixtures may be acceptable if well shielded, however, metal halide lights are not recommended. For additional recommendations on
avoidance and minimization measures for sea turtles, please contact biologist Robbin Trindell (robbin.trindell@MyFWC.com), in our
Tallahassee at (850) 922-4330.

No information was provided on the ultimate fate of the pilings and structural concrete components of the old bridge when
disassembled. Therefore, we recommend that FDOT consider cooperating with our agency, along with Escambia and Santa Rosa
counties, for the utilization of existing portions of the old bridge for the creation of nearshore piers for fishing and pedestrian
observation and wildlife viewing in the bay running from the north and south shorelines. Our Division of Marine Fisheries
Management (DMFM) relates that the old Pensacola Bay Fishing Bridge complex may have had as many as 100,000 visitations a
year, with 40,000 to 50,000 visitations from the Gulf Breeze side alone, until being damaged by Hurricane Ivan in 2004. From 2006
to late 2010, the process began whereby these two bridge fishing piers were disassembled, and the material was processed, then
transported and deployed to create a total of four large rubble reefs in offshore and inshore locations. Furthermore, the hurricane-
damaged I-10 Pensacola Bay Bridge was disassembled and used for the creation of eight large artificial reefs in a third offshore area.
Assessments made during dives by FWC's DMFM personnel to the Pensacola Bay bridge-to-reef projects show that they serve as
very effective reef fish habitat, and are regularly visited by fishermen and to a lesser extent by recreational divers.

At the present time, DMFM is aware that the Escambia County Artificial Reef Coordinator has received formal approval to include the
necessary artificial reef construction oversight as a major job responsibility when demolition of the existing Pensacola Bay Bridge
begins. As you are aware, early coordination with our agency and our County partners is essential due to required permitting,
scheduling, reef site selection and approval process, coordination with potential contractors for transport of rubble, and to ensure
that special conditions and standards are defined and adhered to, such as removal of steel rebar from bridge reef material to ensure
public safety. For further coordination on pier or artificial reef development, and input on the protection of marine resources, please
contact FWC biologists Keith Mille at keith.mille@MyFWC.com or (850) 487-0554 Ext. 207, and Lisa Gregg at
(lisa.gregg@MyFWC.com) in the Division of Marine Fisheries Management in Tallahassee at (850) 487-0554 Ext. 210.

Although some Drainage Retention areas could be sited along the upland portions of the bridge approach, due to the significant
length of the proposed new bridge, roadside runoff and stormwater containing oils, greases, and sediment will necessarily be
discharged into Pensacola Bay via bridge scuppers. Therefore, we recommend that a well-designed compensatory mitigation plan for
improvement of water quality in the bay be accomplished offsite. In addition, it also appears that it may be necessary to locate
sizable staging areas along the bridge approach causeways for possible barge docking facilities, and the storage of construction
materials, fuels, equipment, and other associated materials. The locations of the staging areas should be in a disturbed area to avoid
impacts to fish and wildlife habitat resources, including listed species, and the selection of this area should be vetted with our
agency. Since many types of shorebirds and wading birds use the beach and littoral zone areas along the causeway, onsite habitat
assessments and wildlife surveys by FDOT's consultant should be a key component in the selection process. Please contact FWC
biologist John Himes in our Panama City Office at (850) 265-3676 or (john.himes@MyFWC.com) concerning wildlife survey methods,
and input on avoidance and impact minimization.
Comments on Effects to Resources:
Based on the project information provided, and due to the total size and location of the project within this large sensitive marine
bay, overall impacts could be substantial. However, direct and indirect effects of this project on the listed wildlife species discussed
above could possibly be reduced to moderate by close coordination and adherence to the recommendations of FWC's Imperiled
Species Management Section, Fish Species Taxa Coordinator, and Division of Marine Fisheries Management for measures to protect
manatees, sea turtles, marine fisheries, and the Gulf sturgeon.
Additional Comments (optional):
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We appreciate the opportunity to provide input on highway design and the conservation of fish and wildlife resources. Please contact
Terry Gilbert at (850) 402-6311 or email terry_gilbert@urscorp.com to initiate the process for further overall coordination on this
project.
CLC Commitments and Recommendations:

Degree of Effect: 4 Substantial assigned 08/18/2011 by Mary Mittiga, US Fish and Wildlife Service

Coordination Document:  To Be Determined: Further Coordination Required

Direct Effects
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
Threatened and Endangered Species
Federally listed threatened and endangered species and their critical habitat occur in the study area. Four species of sea turtles nest
along the Gulf front beaches in Escambia and Santa Rosa counties: loggerhead, green, leatherback, and Kemp's ridley. The potential
alignments traverse critical habitat (Critical Habitat Unit 9 Pensacola Bay System) for the threatened Gulf sturgeon (Acipenser
oxyrinchus desotoi). A complete unit description and map are given in the Designation of Critical Habitat for the Gulf Sturgeon Final
Rule available on the internet at http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=E04W/. Pensacola Bay
waters are accessible to the federally endangered West Indian manatee (Trichechus manatus latirostris), an occasional, warm month
visitor to the panhandle.

Other federally protected species may be present if suitable habitat is available. To assist with your further studies of the project,
lists of federally protected species and designated critical habitat in Escambia and Santa Rosa counties can be found on our website
at: http://www.fws.gov/panamacity/specieslist.html/.
Regardless of the status of the species, we encourage their conservation during project planning. Implementing conservation
measures early in project planning may help avoid a need to list them in the future.

Fish and Wildlife Resources
The project area is within Pensacola Bay - part of a system of five interconnected estuaries. Three major rivers drain into Pensacola
Bay: the Escambia, Blackwater, and Yellow rivers. Pensacola Bay supports a diverse range of estuarine biological communities,
including benthic microalgae communities, seagrass beds, oyster beds, salt marsh, planktonic and pelagic communities, and
unvegetated soft bottom. Marine mammals, fish, reptiles, invertebrates, and birds are found in association with these communities.
Portions of Pensacola Bay proximate to your project have been designated as Outstanding Florida Waters (OFW) (Gulf Islands
National Seashore, Fort Pickens Aquatic Preserve, and Big Lagoon State Park).
Comments on Effects to Resources:
Threatened and Endangered Species
The Gulf sturgeon spawns and stages along the Escambia, Yellow, and Blackwater rivers during the summer months, and migrates
to Pensacola Bay and the Gulf of Mexico during the winter. The project area provides important winter feeding and migration habitat
for sturgeon. Sturgeon may concentrate in two main habitat types during the winter months: sandy shoals (especially in the fall and
early spring) and deep holes near Pensacola Pass (where they may remain for one or two months (Craft et al. 2001). The Service is
concerned that construction activities during the winter months could affect Gulf sturgeon that are in the bay or are undergoing
migration. Measures to protect the Gulf sturgeon should be incorporated in your project plans. These measures should include
construction constraints that prevent injury, disruption of behavior and movement patterns, and avoid and minimize habitat impacts,
including impacts to water quality.

The Service shares responsibility for Gulf sturgeon consultations with the National Marine Fisheries Service's (NMFS) Office of
Protected Species. In estuarine waters, consultation responsibility is dependent on the lead federal action agency. The Service would
be responsible for consultation if the Coast Guard is the lead action agency, or if the applicant is using federal funds from the U.S.
Department of Transportation to finance the proposed work. NMFS and the Service have recent sturgeon telemetry data generated
as part of the Deep Water Horizon oil spill response. While not yet analyzed, this data may be useful in furthering our understanding
of sturgeon movements through the project area and could help in refining the conservation measures.

Manatees occur occasionally in the waters of Pensacola Bay, especially during the warmer months. We recommend following
Standard Manatee Construction Conditions which can be adapted as appropriate for your project to provide protection measures for
the manatee. Manatee Conditions are available on the internet at:
http://www.saj.usace.army.mil/Divisions/Regulatory/DOCS/endangered/2011_StandardConditionsForIn-waterWork.pdf.
Please note that in accordance with the 2011 Manatee Key for projects authorized by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, construction
precautions c and f are not required for Escambia and Santa Rosa counties.

The Service has regulatory authority for nesting sea turtles. Nesting adults and hatchlings can become disoriented in response to
artificial lighting and cumulative sky glow. Gulf Islands National Seashore monitors sea turtle nesting along the Gulf front beaches of
Fort Pickens, Pensacola Beach, and Santa Rosa Island. They have documented disorientation of sea turtle hatchlings from the sky
glow of Pensacola. They consider the lights on the existing Pensacola Bay Bridge to be contributing to the sky glow. We recommend
that lighting along the new alignment be "sea-turtle friendly" to reduce its cumulative contribution to sky glow. The National Marine
Fisheries Service regulates in-water sea turtles and should be contacted to determine if additional protective measures may be
needed for in-water construction activities.

Some examples of conservation measures that may be appropriate for this project:
Gulf sturgeon
1. Avoid nighttime pile driving from October through April.
2. Avoid the use of explosives for bridge demolition from October through April.
3. Minimize and/or concentrate pile driving operations so that sturgeon can move unimpeded through the project area. For example,
minimize multiple pile driving operations so that the maximum distance between the southern-most and northern-most pile driving
operation does not exceed one kilometer at any time. Another option is to begin at one terminus and work progressively toward the
other terminus.
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1.3. ETAT Reviews and Coordinator Summary: Cultural 
ETAT Reviews and Coordinator Summary: Cultural 
Historic and Archaeological Sites 
Project Effects

4. Avoid mooring work barges or vessels in shallow water along the shorelines from October through April.
5. Construction Special Provisions - Sturgeon Protection Guidelines for the Florida panhandle should be followed.
6. Appropriate work shift personnel should be instructed in the appearance, habits, biology, migratory patterns, and preservation of
sturgeon. At least one of these trained personnel should be on site during construction activities to maintain a constant surveillance
for these species, assure the cessation of activities (such as dredging, excess turbidity, and construction barge activity), which may
endanger these species, and assure that uninhibited passage for the animals is provided.
7. Post signs on site warning of the presence of sturgeon, of their endangered status, and precautions needed.
8. Turbidity from construction activity should be adequately controlled to prevent degradation of the quality and transparency of the
water. When sturgeon are present, turbidity curtains of appropriate dimension should be used to restrict the animals' access to the
work area. Pollution booms or turbidity curtains should use tangle resistant or hemp rope when anchoring, or employ surface
anchors to prevent entangling sturgeon. Continuous surveillance should be maintained in order to free animals which may become
trapped in silt or turbidity barriers.
9. Construction debris should not be discarded into the water.

West Indian manatee
1. Standard Manatee Conditions for In-Water Work should be followed as appropriate for this project.

Nesting sea turtles
1. A commitment to use sea turtle-friendly lighting should be provided.
2. The bridge lighting plan should be provided to the Service and Florida Fish and Wildlife Service for review and approval. The
Service recommends that the lighting be full cut-off fixtures.

Fish and Wildlife Resources
Measures should be included in your project plans to avoid and minimize impacts to fish and wildlife resources and their habitats.
Erosion control and stormwater treatment features should be stringently designed to protect nearby OFWs.

Reference:
Craft, N., B. Russell, and S. Travis. 2001. Identification of Gulf Sturgeon Spawning Habitat and Migratory Patterns in the Yellow and
Escambia River Systems, Final Report to the Florida Marine Research Institute, Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission. 19 pp.
Additional Comments (optional):

CLC Commitments and Recommendations:

Degree of Effect: 4 Substantial assigned 08/11/2011 by Joseph Sullivan, Federal Highway Administration

Coordination Document:  To Be Determined: Further Coordination Required

Direct Effects
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
Open water, navigation channels, coastal wetlands and floodplains, protected OFW, and important breeding/forage fish and wildlife
habitat could all be negatively effected during construction of this project.
Comments on Effects to Resources:
Significant planning and coordination effort will be required to avoid and minimize impacts to coastal resources and protects species.
Coordination with applicable agencies will include but not be limited to ACOE, NMFS, applicable park services, USFWS, FFWCC,
NFWMD, FDEP-SSL, FHWA, and USCG.
Additional Comments (optional):

CLC Commitments and Recommendations:

Coordinator Summary Degree of Effect: 4 Substantial assigned 01/11/2012 by FDOT District 3

Comments:
FHWA DOE: Substantial
SHPO DOE: Moderate
Seminole Tribe of Indians of Florida DOE: Minimal
FDOT DOE: Substantial

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) has evaluated comments from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the
Florida Department of State (SHPO), and the Seminole Tribe of Indians of Florida and recommends a Degree of Effect of
Substantial.

A review of the Geographical Information Systems (GIS) analysis data indicates that there are three historic or archaeological sites
within the 100-foot buffer distance, one additional historic structure is recorded within the 200-foot buffer distance, one historic
structures are recorded within the 500-foot buffer distance, four Resource Groups, 11 National Register of Historic Places, one
Florida Site File Cemeteries, and three additional historic or archaeological sites within the 5,280-foot buffer distance.

FHWA noted that out of the three historic sites identified as being within 200 ft. of the project area; two are underwater and one is
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Wetlands 
Project Effects

Coordinator Summary Degree of Effect: 4 Substantial assigned 01/11/2012 by FDOT District 3

Comments:
FHWA DOE: Substantial
USEPA DOE: Substantial
FDEP DOE: Substantial
NMFS DOE: Substantial
USACE DOE: Moderate
NWFWMD DOE: Moderate
USFWS DOE: Minimal
FDOT DOE: Substantial

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) has evaluated comments from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), US
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP), the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS), the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), the Northwest Florida Water Management District (NWFWMD),
and the US Fish and Wildlife Service and recommends a Degree of Effect of Substantial.

A review of the Geographical Information Systems (GIS) analysis data indicates that National Wetlands Inventory lists 486.9 acres
(80.92%) of estuarine wetlands within the 100-foot buffer distance, 579.8 acres (82.01%) of estuarine wetlands within the 200-foot
buffer distance, and 865.9 acres (83.93%) of Estuarine wetlands within the 500-foot buffer distance.

FDOT acknowledges FHWA's recommendation of coordinating efforts to minimize impacts to coastal resources and protected
species. FHWA also identified open water, navigation channels, coastal wetlands and floodplains as critical resources.

USEPA noted the proposed project is likely to have direct, indirect, and cumulative effects on wetlands, wetlands habitat and water
quality in the area. Every effort should be made to avoid or minimize impacts to these types of natural resources.

FDEP states both alternatives will affect sovereignty submerged lands and wetlands; therefore, the project will likely require final
authorization for use of those lands from the Board of Trustees of the Internal Improvement Trust Fund (Governor and Cabinet).
The applicant must also provide reasonable assurance that the construction and operation of the proposed facility - considering
direct, secondary and cumulative impacts - will comply with the ERP provisions of Part IV, Chapter 373, F.S., and the rules adopted
there under.

USACE stated that construction of both bridge structure replacement alternatives are primarily under the jurisdiction of the U.S.
Coast Guard. The Corps would regulate any approach fill impacts in jurisdictional wetlands or other waters of the United States.
Should wetlands be identified within proposed bridge approach fill impact limits, the applicant should delineate all wetlands in
accordance with the 1987 Wetland Delineation Manual and 2008 Southeast Regional Supplement. The USACE may require a
functional analysis and mitigation for impacts to waters of the United States (wetlands and surface waters) associated with bridge
approach fill construction. Any applicable mitigation proposed should be consistent with the EPA 2008 Final Compensatory Mitigation
Rule.

NWFWMD and USFWS are concerned about the seagrass beds being negatively impacted in Pensacola Bay. USFWS stated that both
alternatives may result in impacts to project GreenShores and recommended coordination with FDEP Northwest District Restoration
section in Pensacola to avoid project conflicts and minimize potential impact. NWFWMD recommended seagrass surveys should be
conducted during the summer months to determine the potential to impact seagrass beds during construction. To date, there are no
reliable methods to offset the loss of seagrass beds and a strong emphasis should be placed on avoiding impacts. Seagrass beds
were identified as 5.4 acres (discontinuous) within the 500-foot buffer; however, a June 2011 FDOT site survey shows that there
are no seagrasses within the project area.

NMFS noted that certain estuarine habitat with the project area is designated as EFH. The project may have direct affects to
estuarine water column, mud, sand, shell and rock substrates. FDOT acknowledges that coordination with NMFS will occur due to
adversely impacted EFH.

The FDOT will produce a detailed wetland evaluation, formal wetland delineation of the project area together with a Uniform
Mitigation Assessment Method (UMAM) analysis, and provide a report to the appropriate agencies for review during project
development. The FDOT will employ avoidance and minimization of impacts. Where impacts to wetlands and surface waters
associated with the project are unavoidable, the FDOT will coordinate with the appropriate agencies to provide adequate and
appropriate wetland mitigation. The FDOT will prepare both a Wetland Evaluation Report and an Endangered Species Biological
Assessment, which could then be coordinated with the USFWS. Coordination with the NWFWMD, USACE, USEPA, USFWS, FDEP, and
the NMFS will occur throughout the PD&E Study.

Degree of Effect: 3 Moderate assigned 12/08/2011 by Andrew A Kizlauskas, US Army Corps of Engineers

Coordination Document:  Permit Required

Direct Effects
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
Construction of both bridge structure replacement alternatives is primarily under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Coast Guard. The Corps
would regulate any approach fill impacts in jurisdictional wetlands or other waters of the United States.
Comments on Effects to Resources:
Should wetlands be identified within proposed bridge approach fill impact limits, the applicant should delineate all wetlands in
accordance with the 1987 Wetland Delineation Manual and 2008 Southeast Regional Supplement. The USACE may require a
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functional analysis and mitigation for impacts to waters of the United States (wetlands and surface waters) associated with bridge
approach fill construction. Any applicable mitigation proposed should be consistent with the EPA 2008 Final Compensatory Mitigation
Rule.
Additional Comments (optional):

CLC Commitments and Recommendations:

Degree of Effect: 4 Substantial assigned 09/01/2011 by Madolyn Dominy, US Environmental Protection Agency

Coordination Document:  No Selection

Direct Effects
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
Resources: Wetlands, wetlands habitat, water quality

Level of Importance: These resources are of a high level of importance in the State of Florida and within the project corridor. EPA is
assigning a substantial degree of effect to the wetlands issue for this project.
Comments on Effects to Resources:
The proposed bridge replacement project 200-foot buffer encompasses approximately 580 acres of estuarine wetlands. Also, there
are approximately 5 acres of discontinuous seagrass beds located within the buffer distance. The general area is comprised of
various natural resources such as wetlands, seagrass beds, and open water (Pensacola Bay) which may be impacted by the
proposed project. Seagrass beds are a critical resource in that they provide a habitat for many diverse organisms, reduce wave
energy in fragile environments, trap sediments, prevent sediments from settling and providing shelter and habitat nurseries.

The proposed project is likely to have direct, indirect, and cumulative effects on wetlands, wetlands habitat and water quality in the
area. Every effort should be made to avoid or minimize impacts to these types of natural resources. It is recommended that the
environmental phase (PD&E) of the project include delineation of wetlands; functional analysis of wetlands to determine their value
and function; an evaluation of any stormwater retention areas to determine their impact on wetlands; avoidance and minimization
strategies for wetlands; and mitigation plans to compensate for adverse impacts. Engineering design features and construction
techniques should be such that impacts to wetlands, water quality, and other natural resources are avoided or minimized.
Consultation and coordination with appropriate agencies should occur relating to regulatory requirements, avoidance, minimization
and/or mitigation strategies.

Other issues of concern include increased stormwater runoff and the increase of pollutants into surface waters and wetlands as a
result of the bridge project and other point and nonpoint sources. Every effort should be made to maximize the treatment of
stormwater. Stormwater treatment areas/ponds should be designed to protect the function of surrounding wetlands, floodplains, and
surface water features.
Additional Comments (optional):

CLC Commitments and Recommendations:

Degree of Effect: 4 Substantial assigned 08/31/2011 by Lauren P. Milligan, FL Department of Environmental Protection

Coordination Document:  Permit Required

Direct Effects
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
The EST indicates that there are several thousand linear feet of environmentally sensitive Pensacola Bay shoreline, as well as 865.9
acres of estuarine wetlands and 5.4 acres of discontinuous seagrass beds within the 500-foot buffer zone of the project.
Comments on Effects to Resources:
An environmental resource permit (ERP) will be required from the Department's Northwest District Office in Pensacola - the applicant
will be required to eliminate or reduce the proposed wetland resource impacts of bridge construction to the greatest extent
practicable:
- Minimization should emphasize avoidance-oriented corridor alignments, wetland fill reductions via pile bridging and steep/vertically
retained side slopes, and median width reductions within safety limits.
- Wetlands should not be displaced by the installation of stormwater conveyance and treatment swales; compensatory treatment in
adjacent uplands is the preferred alternative.
- After avoidance and minimization have been exhausted, mitigation must be proposed to offset the adverse impacts of the project
to existing wetland functions and values. Significant attention is given to seagrass beds, which are difficult to mitigate.
- The cumulative impacts of concurrent and future road/bridge improvement projects in the vicinity of the subject project should also
be addressed.

Both alternatives will affect sovereignty submerged lands and wetlands; therefore, the project will likely require final authorization
for use of those lands from the Board of Trustees of the Internal Improvement Trust Fund (Governor and Cabinet).

The applicant must also provide reasonable assurance that the construction and operation of the proposed facility - considering
direct, secondary and cumulative impacts - will comply with the ERP provisions of Part IV, Chapter 373, F.S., and the rules adopted
thereunder.
Additional Comments (optional):

CLC Commitments and Recommendations:

Degree of Effect: 4 Substantial assigned 08/18/2011 by Mary Mittiga, US Fish and Wildlife Service
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Coordination Document:  To Be Determined: Further Coordination Required

Direct Effects
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
This project has the potential to impact seagrass, salt marsh, and palustrine forested wetland types. Based on the Environmental
Screening Tool's (EST) 2003 seagrass data layer, approximately 4.5 acres of discontinuous seagrass beds occur within 100 feet of
the project alignment for both alternatives. Seagrass beds are considered by the Service to be an Aquatic Resource of National
Importance. Analysis of the National Wetlands Inventory data layer calculates 490 acres of estuarine wetlands within 100 feet of the
project. In addition, Project GreenShores is a 30-acre shoreline restoration/stabilization project promoting oyster, seagrass, and salt
marsh habitat located close to the project terminus in Pensacola. Project GreenShores has won numerous educational and
environmental awards since conceptualized in 1999.
Comments on Effects to Resources:
Seagrass surveys should be conducted during the summer months to determine the potential to impact seagrass beds during
construction. To date, there are no reliable methods to offset the loss of seagrass beds and a strong emphasis should be placed on
avoiding impacts. Impacts to all wetland resources should be avoided and minimized to the greatest extent practicable. Unavoidable
impacts for estuarine and palustrine wetlands should be offset either at mitigation banks which offer in-kind credits or through
Florida Statute Chapter 373 with the Northwest Florida Water Management District.

Both alternatives may result in impacts to Project GreenShores. We recommend coordination with FDEP's Northwest District
Restoration Section in Pensacola to avoid project conflicts and minimize potential impacts.
Additional Comments (optional):

CLC Commitments and Recommendations:

Degree of Effect: 3 Moderate assigned 08/18/2011 by Elaine McKinnon, Northwest Florida Water Management District

Coordination Document:  To Be Determined: Further Coordination Required

Direct Effects
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
The project directly affects Pensacola Bay, a Northwest Florida Water Management District SWIM priority waterbody. This watershed
and estuarine system are of regional and statewide importance. The bay supports a wide array of aquatic and wetland resources and
provides numerous benefits for the surrounding human community. There are currently very few seagrass beds in Pensacola Bay,
and the analysis provided shows multiple seagrass beds identified within and proximate to both corridor alignments as well as
several areas of salt marsh. Also, Project GreenShores - a major state coastal restoration initiative - is adjacent to both alternatives.
Comments on Effects to Resources:
During new construction and demolition of the existing structure, this project has potential to increase both sedimentation and
erosion, and may negatively affect seagrass, saltmarsh, and shoreline habitats through shading, turbidity, smothering, and physical
impact.
Additional Comments (optional):
NWFWMD staff are highly concerned about negative impacts to seagrass beds in Pensacola Bay. Top-down construction techniques
are recommended to minimize impacts, as well as considering mitigation options for potential impacts to seagrass beds and salt
marsh habitats in accordance with Section 373.4137, Florida Statutes. Also, to avoid impacts to Project GreenShores, close
coordination with FDEP is recommended.
CLC Commitments and Recommendations:

Degree of Effect: 4 Substantial assigned 08/11/2011 by Joseph Sullivan, Federal Highway Administration

Coordination Document:  To Be Determined: Further Coordination Required

Direct Effects
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
Open water, navigation channels, coastal wetlands and floodplains, protected OFW, and important breeding/forage fish and wildlife
habitat could all be negatively effected during construction of this project.
Comments on Effects to Resources:
Significant planning and coordination effort will be required to avoid and minimize impacts to coastal resources and protects species.
Coordination with applicable agencies will include but not be limited to ACOE, NMFS, applicable park services, USFWS, FFWCC,
NFWMD, FDEP-SSL, FHWA, and USCG.
Additional Comments (optional):

CLC Commitments and Recommendations:

Degree of Effect: 3 Moderate assigned 08/08/2011 by David A. Rydene, National Marine Fisheries Service

Coordination Document:  PD&E Support Document As Per PD&E Manual

Direct Effects
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
Estuarine habitats within Pensacola Bay utilized by federally-managed fish species and their prey.
Comments on Effects to Resources:
NOAA's National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has reviewed the information contained in the Environmental Screening Tool (EST)
for ETDM Project # 13248. The Florida Department of Transportation District 3 proposes the replacement of the US 98 (SR 30)
Pensacola Bay Bridge from 17th Avenue in Pensacola to Baybridge Drive in Gulf Breeze in Escambia County and Santa Rosa County,
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Wildlife and Habitat 
Project Effects

Florida. Some alternatives under consideration include capacity improvements.

NMFS staff conducted a site inspection of the project area on March 23, 2011, to assess potential concerns to living estuarine and
marine resources within Pensacola Bay. Certain estuarine habitats within the project area are designated as EFH as identified in the
2005 generic amendment of the Fishery Management Plans for the Gulf of Mexico. The generic amendment was prepared by the Gulf
of Mexico Fishery Management Council as required by the 1996 amendment to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act). Estuarine habitats which exist in the project area, have been identified as EFH for
postlarval/juvenile penaeid shrimp, postlarval/juvenile, subadult, and adult red drum, juvenile Spanish and king mackerel, juvenile
and adult gray snapper, and juvenile gag grouper by the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council under provisions of the
Magnuson-Stevens Act. Seagrass, estuarine water column, and mud, sand, shell, and rock substrates are specific categories of EFH
that may be directly impacted by the project. NMFS' principle concern is the possibility of seagrass beds occurring near the bridge's
approaches. Seagrass surveys should be conducted at the appropriate time of the year (between June and August) to determine if
any seagrasses could be impacted by the bridge replacement.

Federal agencies which permit, fund, or undertake activities which may adversely impact EFH are required to consult with NMFS and,
as a part of the consultation process, an EFH assessment must be prepared to accompany the consultation request. Regulations
require that EFH assessments include:

1. A description of the proposed action;

2. a scientific analysis of the effects, including cumulative effects, of the proposed action on EFH, the managed fish species, and
associated species, such as major prey species.

3. the Federal agency's views regarding the effects of the action on EFH; and,

4. proposed mitigation, if applicable (50 CFR 600.920 (g) [2]).

Provisions of the EFH regulations [50 CFR 600.920(c)] allow consultation responsibility to be formally delegated from federal to state
agencies, such as FDOT. Whether EFH consultation is undertaken by a federal agency, such as Federal Highway Administration, or a
designated state agency, it should be initiated as soon as specific project design and construction impact information are available.
EFH consultation can be initiated independent of other project review tasks or can be incorporated in environmental planning
documents. Upon review of the EFH Assessment, NMFS will determine if it is necessary to provide EFH Conservation
Recommendations on the project.

In addition, if capacity improvements are undertaken, the increased use of the road could result in an increase in the amount of
sediment, oil and grease, metals, and other pollutants reaching estuarine habitats utilized by marine fishery resources. Therefore,
NMFS recommends that stormwater treatment systems be designed to prevent degraded water from entering estuarine habitats
within Pensacola Bay. Best management practices should be employed during bridge construction to prevent siltation of the
Escambia Bay system.
Additional Comments (optional):

CLC Commitments and Recommendations:

Coordinator Summary Degree of Effect: 4 Substantial assigned 01/11/2012 by FDOT District 3

Comments:
FHWA DOE: Substantial
USFWS DOE: Substantial
FFWCC DOE: Substantial
FDOT DOE: Substantial

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) has evaluated comments from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), US
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FFWCC) and recommends a Degree
of Effect of Substantial.

A review of the Geographical Information Systems (GIS) analysis data indicates that the project is 100% within the Greater
Pensacola Bay Ecosystem Management Area (EMA), one Black Bear Nuisance Report, six FFWCC Wildlife Observations, Rare and
Imperiled Fish lists the Pensacola Bay Watershed, and Gulf Sturgeon Critical Habitat and the Manatee Consultation Area occur within
the 100-foot buffer distance. Five additional FFWCC Wildlife Observations occurred in the 500-foot buffer. One occurrence of Black
Bear Range and 5 additional FFWCC Wildlife Observations occurred in the 5,280-foot buffer.

Also, the Florida Natural Areas Inventory reports an elemental occurrence for the saltmarsh topminnow, and the large-leaved
jointweed, a plant listed by the State of Florida as threatened. FWC's Wildlife Observations database also contains records for the
least tern and black skimmer. In addition, the Gulf Islands National Seashore is located approximately 1.0 mile from the project
area.

The USFWS noted that federally listed species were identified in the project corridor. The species noted are four different sea turtles
(loggerhead, greenback, leatherback, Kemp's ridley), the Gulf Sturgeon and the West Indian Manatee. They also recommended that
lighting along the new alignment be "sea-turtle friendly" to reduce its cumulative contribution to sky glow.
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The FDOT acknowledges the FFWCC comments that included the following listed species may potentially occur within or adjacent to
the project area: loggerhead turtle, green sea turtle, Kemp's ridley, Florida manatee, brown pelican, snowy egret, little blue heron,
tricolored heron, white ibis, snowy plover, piping plover, American oystercatcher, least tern, black skimmer, Gulf sturgeon, and
possibly the saltmarsh topminnow.

The FFWCC commented since adequate time for the development of the protection plan, we recommend that the project be planned
incorporating the Construction Special Provisions, Sturgeon Protection Guidelines formulated by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
and the National Marine Fisheries Service. Please be advised that Gulf sturgeon enter the bay in February through March and exit to
the Gulf of Mexico in September through October. During this time the use of hopper dredges will be more expensive since it could
require the use of on-water personnel and chase boats, and possibly require incidental take permits from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service. Also, the use of explosives during this period for piling removal would also be more costly since it would require observers
and the use of sonar.

FFWCC stated that possible manatee protection measures that may be required by our agency could include Standard Manatee
Conditions for In-Water Work, restrictions on blasting, monitoring of turbidity barriers, exclusionary grating on culverts, presence of
manatee observers during in-water work, a defined or limited construction window, and no nighttime work. Further discussions with
our agency will be necessary in order to determine site-specific measures for this project. Coordination with the FFWCC Imperiled
Species Management Section on impact avoidance measures for the Florida manatee and sea turtles is recommended.

FFWCC also commented no information was provided on the ultimate fate of the pilings and structural concrete components of the
old bridge when disassembled. Therefore, FFWCC recommend that FDOT consider cooperating with FFWCC, along with Escambia
and Santa Rosa counties, for the utilization of existing portions of the old bridge for the creation of near shore piers for fishing and
pedestrian observation and wildlife viewing in the bay running from the north and south shorelines. FDOT is also aware of the
opportunities for artificial reefs if the existing bridge is removed and disassembled.

The FDOT will take all measures to develop avoidance alternatives and/or measures to minimize harm to these resources, according
to the recommendations from the FFWCC and USFWS. The FDOT will prepare both a Wetland Evaluation Report and an Endangered
Species Biological Assessment, which could then be coordinated with the FFWCC and USFWS. The FDOT will perform a study and
analysis of habitat connectivity needs in this area as part of these documents. Coordination with the FHWA, USFWS, and the FFWCC
will occur throughout the PD&E Study.

Degree of Effect: 4 Substantial assigned 08/31/2011 by Scott Sanders, FL Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission

Coordination Document:  To Be Determined: Further Coordination Required

Direct Effects
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
The Habitat Conservation Scientific Services Section of the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) has coordinated
an agency review of ETDM #13248, and provides the following comments related to potential effects to fish and wildlife resources on
this Programming Phase project.

The Project Description Summary states that this Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) District 3 project involves the
replacement of the Pensacola Bay Bridge in Escambia and Santa Rosa Counties. The project limits are from 17th Avenue in
Pensacola to Baybridge Drive in Gulf Breeze, and the project area, including lands on both sides of the bay, is approximately 3.95
miles long. The bridge, which has an annual average of 59,200 vehicle trips per day, was categorized in 2010 as structurally
deficient. The project consists of Alternative 1 (East Alignment) and Alternative 2 (West Alignment), which pertain to slight
differences in the final actual centerline of the Build Alternative.

The project area was evaluated for potential fish, wildlife, and habitat resources within 500 feet on either side of the proposed
alignment and our assessment reveals that a small acreage of habitat is present along the upland approach to the bridge. According
to remote sensing data, natural plant communities consist of upland hardwood forests (2.0 acres), mixed hardwood-pine forests (1.3
acres), pinelands (15.1 acres), sand - beach (6.4 acres), shrub and brushland (1.6 acres), and open bay waters (792 acres). An
assessment using FWC's Florida Statewide Seagrass database on the Environmental Screening Tool shows that discontinuous
seagrass beds of up to 4.4 to 5.4 acres potentially occur from 100 to about 500 feet, respectively, along the Right-of-Way
alignment. Furthermore, a review of aerial photographs shows what appears to be coastal saltmarsh, especially along the southern
bridge approach where remnant tidal creeks occur adjacent to an area of residential development. High and Low Impact Urban lands
in the project area total 215.5 acres. In summary, High and Low Impact Urban lands, and open bay waters, account for 97.4 percent
of the project assessment area.

Although most of the native habitat along the bridge approaches within the immediate vicinity of the bridge has been lost due to
urban development, based on range and preferred habitat type, the following species listed by the Federal Endangered Species Act
and the State of Florida as Federally Endangered (FE), Federally Threatened (FT), State Threatened (ST), or State Species of Special
Concern (SSC) may occur along the project area: loggerhead turtle (FT), green sea turtle (FE), Kemp's ridley (FE), Florida manatee
(FE), brown pelican (SSC), snowy egret (SSC), little blue heron (SSC), tricolored heron (SSC), white ibis (SSC), snowy plover (ST),
piping plover (FT), American oystercatcher (SSC), least tern (ST), black skimmer (SSC), Gulf sturgeon (FT), and possibly the
saltmarsh topminnow (SSC).

The marine habitats of Pensacola Bay are collectively a very productive system and support important commercial and recreational
fisheries and tourism. The productive seagrass beds, oyster bars, mudflats, tidal creeks and areas of saltmarsh, together with open
bay waters, provide habitat for the support of spotted seatrout, red drum, Atlantic croaker, black drum, striped mullet, Gulf flounder,
blue crabs, bay scallops and many other species. The protection of marine plant communities and the quality and clarity of bay
waters are important factors in the continued productivity of this marine system, which directly supports recreational opportunities
for local residents and tourists, and employment.
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In terms of habitat quality indicators, the project area is within Pensacola Bay, which is designated as Critical Habitat for the Gulf
sturgeon, and is within the Consultation Area for the Florida Manatee as designated by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Also, the
Florida Natural Areas Inventory reports an elemental occurrence for the saltmarsh topminnow, and the large-leaved jointweed, a
plant listed by the State of Florida as threatened. FWC's Wildlife Observations database also contains records for the least tern and
black skimmer. In addition, the Gulf Islands National Seashore is located approximately 1.0 mile from the project area.

The potential for fish and wildlife impacts will occur during the construction of the Replacement Bridge and removal of the existing
bridge pilings, guardrails and roadway platform. Construction associated with this necessary work could adversely affect the Florida
manatee, Gulf sturgeon, and adult and juvenile sea turtles. Since no information was provided in terms of the seasonality of bridge
replacement, the length or duration of project work, and whether dredging and barges will be utilized, it would be premature for us
to recommend very specific avoidance and minimization measures for these species at this time.

Since there is adequate time for the development of the protection plan, we recommend that the project be planned incorporating
the Construction Special Provisions, Sturgeon Protection Guidelines formulated by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the National
Marine Fisheries Service. Please be advised that Gulf sturgeon enter the bay in February through March and exit to the Gulf of
Mexico in September through October. During this time the use of hopper dredges will be more expensive since it could require the
use of on-water personnel and chase boats, and possibly require incidental take permits from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
Also, the use of explosives during this period for piling removal would also be more costly since it would require observers and the
use of sonar. For coordination on the Gulf sturgeon, please contact biologist Jeffrey Wilcox, FWC's Fish Species Taxa Coordinator,
early in the planning process at (Jeffrey.wilcox@MyFWC.com) or in Tallahassee at (850) 410-0656.

In addition, coordination with FWC's Imperiled Species Management Section on impact avoidance measures for the Florida manatee
and seaturtles is recommended. Possible manatee protection measures that may be required by our agency could include Standard
Manatee Conditions for In-Water Work, restrictions on blasting, monitoring of turbidity barriers, exclusionary grating on culverts,
presence of manatee observers during in-water work, a defined or limited construction window, and no nighttime work. Further
discussions with our agency will be necessary in order to determine site-specific measures for this project. For technical assistance
and coordination on manatees, please contact biologist Mary Duncan (mary.duncan@MyFWC.com). To minimize impacts to nearby
marine turtle nesting beaches, bridge lights should meet dark sky standards to minimize visibility from the nesting beach as well as
glow. Possible recommendations will include use of full cut off, well shielded lower pressure sodium fixtures. High pressure sodium
fixtures may be acceptable if well shielded, however, metal halide lights are not recommended. For additional recommendations on
avoidance and minimization measures for sea turtles, please contact biologist Robbin Trindell (robbin.trindell@MyFWC.com), in our
Tallahassee at (850) 922-4330.

No information was provided on the ultimate fate of the pilings and structural concrete components of the old bridge when
disassembled. Therefore, we recommend that FDOT consider cooperating with our agency, along with Escambia and Santa Rosa
counties, for the utilization of existing portions of the old bridge for the creation of nearshore piers for fishing and pedestrian
observation and wildlife viewing in the bay running from the north and south shorelines. Our Division of Marine Fisheries
Management (DMFM) relates that the old Pensacola Bay Fishing Bridge complex may have had as many as 100,000 visitations a
year, with 40,000 to 50,000 visitations from the Gulf Breeze side alone, until being damaged by Hurricane Ivan in 2004. From 2006
to late 2010, the process began whereby these two bridge fishing piers were disassembled, and the material was processed, then
transported and deployed to create a total of four large rubble reefs in offshore and inshore locations. Furthermore, the hurricane-
damaged I-10 Pensacola Bay Bridge was disassembled and used for the creation of eight large artificial reefs in a third offshore area.
Assessments made during dives by FWC's DMFM personnel to the Pensacola Bay bridge-to-reef projects show that they serve as
very effective reef fish habitat, and are regularly visited by fishermen and to a lesser extent by recreational divers.

At the present time, DMFM is aware that the Escambia County Artificial Reef Coordinator has received formal approval to include the
necessary artificial reef construction oversight as a major job responsibility when demolition of the existing Pensacola Bay Bridge
begins. As you are aware, early coordination with our agency and our County partners is essential due to required permitting,
scheduling, reef site selection and approval process, coordination with potential contractors for transport of rubble, and to ensure
that special conditions and standards are defined and adhered to, such as removal of steel rebar from bridge reef material to ensure
public safety. For further coordination on pier or artificial reef development, and input on the protection of marine resources, please
contact FWC biologists Keith Mille at keith.mille@MyFWC.com or (850) 487-0554 Ext. 207, and Lisa Gregg at
(lisa.gregg@MyFWC.com) in the Division of Marine Fisheries Management in Tallahassee at (850) 487-0554 Ext. 210.

Although some Drainage Retention areas could be sited along the upland portions of the bridge approach, due to the significant
length of the proposed new bridge, roadside runoff and stormwater containing oils, greases, and sediment will necessarily be
discharged into Pensacola Bay via bridge scuppers. Therefore, we recommend that a well-designed compensatory mitigation plan for
improvement of water quality in the bay be accomplished offsite. In addition, it also appears that it may be necessary to locate
sizable staging areas along the bridge approach causeways for possible barge docking facilities, and the storage of construction
materials, fuels, equipment, and other associated materials. The locations of the staging areas should be in a disturbed area to avoid
impacts to fish and wildlife habitat resources, including listed species, and the selection of this area should be vetted with our
agency. Since many types of shorebirds and wading birds use the beach and littoral zone areas along the causeway, onsite habitat
assessments and wildlife surveys by FDOT's consultant should be a key component in the selection process. Please contact FWC
biologist John Himes in our Panama City Office at (850) 265-3676 or (john.himes@MyFWC.com) concerning wildlife survey methods,
and input on avoidance and impact minimization.
Comments on Effects to Resources:
Based on the project information provided, and due to the total size and location of the project within this large sensitive marine
bay, overall impacts could be substantial. However, direct and indirect effects of this project on the listed wildlife species discussed
above could possibly be reduced to moderate by close coordination and adherence to the recommendations of FWC's Imperiled
Species Management Section, Fish Species Taxa Coordinator, and Division of Marine Fisheries Management for measures to protect
manatees, sea turtles, marine fisheries, and the Gulf sturgeon.
Additional Comments (optional):
We appreciate the opportunity to provide input on highway design and the conservation of fish and wildlife resources. Please contact
Terry Gilbert at (850) 402-6311 or email terry_gilbert@urscorp.com to initiate the process for further overall coordination on this
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project.
CLC Commitments and Recommendations:

Degree of Effect: 4 Substantial assigned 08/18/2011 by Mary Mittiga, US Fish and Wildlife Service

Coordination Document:  To Be Determined: Further Coordination Required

Direct Effects
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
Threatened and Endangered Species
Federally listed threatened and endangered species and their critical habitat occur in the study area. Four species of sea turtles nest
along the Gulf front beaches in Escambia and Santa Rosa counties: loggerhead, green, leatherback, and Kemp's ridley. The potential
alignments traverse critical habitat (Critical Habitat Unit 9 Pensacola Bay System) for the threatened Gulf sturgeon (Acipenser
oxyrinchus desotoi). A complete unit description and map are given in the Designation of Critical Habitat for the Gulf Sturgeon Final
Rule available on the internet at http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=E04W/. Pensacola Bay
waters are accessible to the federally endangered West Indian manatee (Trichechus manatus latirostris), an occasional, warm month
visitor to the panhandle.

Other federally protected species may be present if suitable habitat is available. To assist with your further studies of the project,
lists of federally protected species and designated critical habitat in Escambia and Santa Rosa counties can be found on our website
at: http://www.fws.gov/panamacity/specieslist.html/.
Regardless of the status of the species, we encourage their conservation during project planning. Implementing conservation
measures early in project planning may help avoid a need to list them in the future.

Fish and Wildlife Resources
The project area is within Pensacola Bay - part of a system of five interconnected estuaries. Three major rivers drain into Pensacola
Bay: the Escambia, Blackwater, and Yellow rivers. Pensacola Bay supports a diverse range of estuarine biological communities,
including benthic microalgae communities, seagrass beds, oyster beds, salt marsh, planktonic and pelagic communities, and
unvegetated soft bottom. Marine mammals, fish, reptiles, invertebrates, and birds are found in association with these communities.
Portions of Pensacola Bay proximate to your project have been designated as Outstanding Florida Waters (OFW) (Gulf Islands
National Seashore, Fort Pickens Aquatic Preserve, and Big Lagoon State Park).
Comments on Effects to Resources:
Threatened and Endangered Species
The Gulf sturgeon spawns and stages along the Escambia, Yellow, and Blackwater rivers during the summer months, and migrates
to Pensacola Bay and the Gulf of Mexico during the winter. The project area provides important winter feeding and migration habitat
for sturgeon. Sturgeon may concentrate in two main habitat types during the winter months: sandy shoals (especially in the fall and
early spring) and deep holes near Pensacola Pass (where they may remain for one or two months (Craft et al. 2001). The Service is
concerned that construction activities during the winter months could affect Gulf sturgeon that are in the bay or are undergoing
migration. Measures to protect the Gulf sturgeon should be incorporated in your project plans. These measures should include
construction constraints that prevent injury, disruption of behavior and movement patterns, and avoid and minimize habitat impacts,
including impacts to water quality.

The Service shares responsibility for Gulf sturgeon consultations with the National Marine Fisheries Service's (NMFS) Office of
Protected Species. In estuarine waters, consultation responsibility is dependent on the lead federal action agency. The Service would
be responsible for consultation if the Coast Guard is the lead action agency, or if the applicant is using federal funds from the U.S.
Department of Transportation to finance the proposed work. NMFS and the Service have recent sturgeon telemetry data generated
as part of the Deep Water Horizon oil spill response. While not yet analyzed, this data may be useful in furthering our understanding
of sturgeon movements through the project area and could help in refining the conservation measures.

Manatees occur occasionally in the waters of Pensacola Bay, especially during the warmer months. We recommend following
Standard Manatee Construction Conditions which can be adapted as appropriate for your project to provide protection measures for
the manatee. Manatee Conditions are available on the internet at:
http://www.saj.usace.army.mil/Divisions/Regulatory/DOCS/endangered/2011_StandardConditionsForIn-waterWork.pdf.
Please note that in accordance with the 2011 Manatee Key for projects authorized by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, construction
precautions c and f are not required for Escambia and Santa Rosa counties.

The Service has regulatory authority for nesting sea turtles. Nesting adults and hatchlings can become disoriented in response to
artificial lighting and cumulative sky glow. Gulf Islands National Seashore monitors sea turtle nesting along the Gulf front beaches of
Fort Pickens, Pensacola Beach, and Santa Rosa Island. They have documented disorientation of sea turtle hatchlings from the sky
glow of Pensacola. They consider the lights on the existing Pensacola Bay Bridge to be contributing to the sky glow. We recommend
that lighting along the new alignment be "sea-turtle friendly" to reduce its cumulative contribution to sky glow. The National Marine
Fisheries Service regulates in-water sea turtles and should be contacted to determine if additional protective measures may be
needed for in-water construction activities.

Some examples of conservation measures that may be appropriate for this project:
Gulf sturgeon
1. Avoid nighttime pile driving from October through April.
2. Avoid the use of explosives for bridge demolition from October through April.
3. Minimize and/or concentrate pile driving operations so that sturgeon can move unimpeded through the project area. For example,
minimize multiple pile driving operations so that the maximum distance between the southern-most and northern-most pile driving
operation does not exceed one kilometer at any time. Another option is to begin at one terminus and work progressively toward the
other terminus.
4. Avoid mooring work barges or vessels in shallow water along the shorelines from October through April.
5. Construction Special Provisions - Sturgeon Protection Guidelines for the Florida panhandle should be followed.
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2.3. ETAT Reviews and Coordinator Summary: Cultural 
ETAT Reviews and Coordinator Summary: Cultural 
Historic and Archaeological Sites 
Project Effects

6. Appropriate work shift personnel should be instructed in the appearance, habits, biology, migratory patterns, and preservation of
sturgeon. At least one of these trained personnel should be on site during construction activities to maintain a constant surveillance
for these species, assure the cessation of activities (such as dredging, excess turbidity, and construction barge activity), which may
endanger these species, and assure that uninhibited passage for the animals is provided.
7. Post signs on site warning of the presence of sturgeon, of their endangered status, and precautions needed.
8. Turbidity from construction activity should be adequately controlled to prevent degradation of the quality and transparency of the
water. When sturgeon are present, turbidity curtains of appropriate dimension should be used to restrict the animals' access to the
work area. Pollution booms or turbidity curtains should use tangle resistant or hemp rope when anchoring, or employ surface
anchors to prevent entangling sturgeon. Continuous surveillance should be maintained in order to free animals which may become
trapped in silt or turbidity barriers.
9. Construction debris should not be discarded into the water.

West Indian manatee
1. Standard Manatee Conditions for In-Water Work should be followed as appropriate for this project.

Nesting sea turtles
1. A commitment to use sea turtle-friendly lighting should be provided.
2. The bridge lighting plan should be provided to the Service and Florida Fish and Wildlife Service for review and approval. The
Service recommends that the lighting be full cut-off fixtures.

Fish and Wildlife Resources
Measures should be included in your project plans to avoid and minimize impacts to fish and wildlife resources and their habitats.
Erosion control and stormwater treatment features should be stringently designed to protect nearby OFWs.

Reference:
Craft, N., B. Russell, and S. Travis. 2001. Identification of Gulf Sturgeon Spawning Habitat and Migratory Patterns in the Yellow and
Escambia River Systems, Final Report to the Florida Marine Research Institute, Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission. 19 pp.
Additional Comments (optional):

CLC Commitments and Recommendations:

Degree of Effect: 4 Substantial assigned 08/11/2011 by Joseph Sullivan, Federal Highway Administration

Coordination Document:  To Be Determined: Further Coordination Required

Direct Effects
Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
Open water, navigation channels, coastal wetlands and floodplains, protected OFW, and important breeding/forage fish and wildlife
habitat could all be negatively effected during construction of this project.
Comments on Effects to Resources:
Significant planning and coordination effort will be required to avoid and minimize impacts to coastal resources and protects species.
Coordination with applicable agencies will include but not be limited to ACOE, NMFS, applicable park services, USFWS, FFWCC,
NFWMD, FDEP-SSL, FHWA, and USCG.
Additional Comments (optional):

CLC Commitments and Recommendations:

Coordinator Summary Degree of Effect: 4 Substantial assigned 01/11/2012 by FDOT District 3

Comments:
FHWA DOE: Substantial
SHPO DOE: Moderate
Seminole Tribe of Indians of Florida DOE: Minimal
FDOT DOE: Substantial

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) has evaluated comments from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the
Florida Department of State (SHPO), and the Seminole Tribe of Indians of Florida and recommends a Degree of Effect of
Substantial.

A review of the Geographical Information Systems (GIS) analysis data indicates that there are two historic or archaeological sites
within the 100-foot buffer distance, one historic structures are recorded within the 500-foot buffer distance, four Resource Groups,
12 National Register of Historic Places, one Florida Site File Cemeteries, and an additional 26 historic or archaeological sites within
the 5,280-foot buffer distance.

FHWA noted that out of the three historic sites identified as being within 200 ft. of the project area; two are underwater and one is
a historic structure. Also, without specific location information, prudence requires further investigation or, at least, providing results
of historical surveys so known resource locations can be displayed and impacts determined.
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UMAM Data Sheets 

 

 Appendix B to WEBAR:  UMAM Data Sheets    
 SR 30 (US 98) Pensacola Bay Bridge     



X:\P\1081141000\emo\Env Reports\WEBAR\Appendix B - UMAM Data Sheets\w-a 2012-05-24.xls

Site/Project Name Application Number Assessment Area Name or Number

Impact or Mitigation Site? Assessment Area Size

Assessment conducted by: Assessment date(s):

Geographic relationship to and hydrologic connection with wetlands, other surface water, uplands

Common
Wetland bordered on the east by narrow strip of disturbed uplands 
and a major highway, on the south by a marina and on the north by a 
public boat ramp.

Significant nearby features

UNIFORM WETLAND MITIGATION ASSESSMENT WORKSHEET - PART I - IMPACT
Form 62-345.900(2), F.A.C. (See Sections 62-345.400 F.A.C.)

Smooth cordgrass-dominated zone of varying width grading to a narrow zone of saltmeadow cordgrass at the upland/wetland fringe.

Tidally influenced salt marsh associated with Pensacola Bay

Assessment area description

Special Classification (i.e.OFW, AP, other local/state/federal designation of importance)

Impact  

Basin/Watershed Name/Number Affected Waterbody (Class)

N/A

0.05 Acres

Pensacola Bay, Class III

Form 62-345.900(1), F.A.C.   [ effective date ]

T. J. Deuerling 05/24/12

Additional relevant factors:

Remnant saltmarsh located in a highly urbanized area

 Uniqueness  (considering the relative rarity in relation to the regional 
landscape.)

Wading birds, raptors, ducks, raccoon, possibly manatee & sea turtles Limited foraging  habitat for listed wading birds

Observed Evidence of Wildlife Utilization (List species directly observed, or other signs such as tracks, droppings, casings, nests, etc.): 

 raccoon track, feral cat

Pensacola Bay Bridge W-A

 FLUCCs code Further classification (optional)

642 E2EM1

Mitigation for previous permit/other historic use

Wildlife habitat, water quality enhancement, flood attenuation N/A

Anticipated Wildlife Utilization Based on Literature Review (List of species 
that are representative of the assessment area and reasonably expected to 
be found )

Anticipated Utilization by Listed Species (List species, their legal 
classification (E, T, SSC), type of use, and intensity of use of the 
assessment area)

Functions
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Impact or Mitigation:

X Vegetation

Benthic

Both

9

X

X. Upland assessment area 

Place an "X" in the box above next to 
the two (2) most important criteria 

used in scoring this section

X
X

Place an "X" in the box above next to 
the two (2) most important criteria 

used in scoring this section

X

a. Quality and quantity of habitat support outside of AA.  

b. Invasive plant species.

Not Present  (0)

Minimal level of support of 
wetland/surface water 

functions

Condition is insufficient to provide 
wetland/surface water functions

X

With ImpactCurrent

9

Current

0

With Impact

b.  Reliability of water level indicators.

.500(6)(a) Location and Landscape Support

0

d. Downstream benefits provided to fish and wildlife.

e. Adverse impacts to wildlife in AA from land uses outside of AA.

d.  Flow rates/points of discharge.

Condition is less than optimal, but sufficient to 
maintain most wetland/surface waterfunctions

h.  Use by animals with hydrologic requirements.

a. Appropriateness of water levels and flows.

j.  Water quality of standing water by observation (I.e., discoloration, turbidity).

II. Invasive/exotic plant species

Optimal (10)

I. Appropriate/desirable species

k. Water quality data for the type of community.

l. Water depth, wave energy, and currents.

c. Wildlife access to and from AA (proximity and barriers). 

UNIFORM WETLAND MITIGATION ASSESSMENT WORKSHEET - PART II - IMPACT
Form 62-345.900(2), F.A.C. (See Sections 62-345.500 and .600, F.A.C.)

Site/Project Name: Application Number: Assessment Area Name or Number:

IX.  Submerged vegetation (only score if present).

IV. Age, size distribution.

Moderate(7) Minimal (4)

Condition is optimal and fully 
supports wetland/surface water 

functions

Pensacola Bay Bridge - W-A

Impact  T. J. Deuerling 05/24/12
Assessment Date:Assessment Conducted by:

g. Dependency of downstream habitats on quantity or quality of discharges.

h. Protection of wetland functions provided by uplands (upland AAs only).

f.  Hydrologic connectivity (impediments and flow restrictions).

f.  Type of vegetation.
g. Hydrologic stress on vegetation.

c.  Appropriateness of soil moisture.

X

i. Plant community composition associated with  water quality (i.e., plants tolerant of poor WQ).

Historic hydrology has been slightly impacted by past construction.

Current - w/Impact 0.80

0.00

NOTE: If impact is proposed to be mitigated at a mitigation bank that
was assessed using UMAM, then the credits required for mitigation
is equal to Functional Loss (FL). If impact mitigation is proposed at a
mitigation bank that was not assessed using UMAM, then UMAM
cannot be used to assess impacts; use the assessment method of
the mitigaiton bank.

FL = ID x Impact Acres = 0.04

Scoring Guidance

The scoring of each indicator is based on 
what would be suitable for the type of wetland 

or surface water assessed

.500(6)(b) Water Environment                                   
(n/a for uplands)

Raw Score =  Sum of above scores/30             
(if uplands, divide by 20)

6

With ImpactCurrent

e. Fire frequency/severity.

Current

 .500(6)(c) Community Structure

Impact Delta (ID)

0

Notes:

Notes:

0.80

Notes:

Current With Impact

VI.  Plants' condition.
VII.  Land management practices.

VIII. Topographic features (refugia, channels, hummocks).

III. Regeneration/recruitment

V.  Snags, dens, cavity, etc.

With Impact  

Wetland located  in highly urbanized area

Functional Loss (FL)                                                                                            
[For Impact Assessment Areas]:

0.05Impact Acres =

Place an "X" in the box above next to 
the two (2) most important criteria 

used in scoring this section

Native plant species dominant however wetland a small remnant of historic system.
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Site/Project Name Application Number Assessment Area Name or Number

Impact or Mitigation Site? Assessment Area Size

Assessment conducted by: Assessment date(s):

Geographic relationship to and hydrologic connection with wetlands, other surface water, uplands

Common
Wetland bordered on the east by narrow strip of disturbed uplands 
and a major highway, on the south by a marina and on the north by a 
public boat ramp.

Significant nearby features

UNIFORM WETLAND MITIGATION ASSESSMENT WORKSHEET - PART I - IMPACT
Form 62-345.900(2), F.A.C. (See Sections 62-345.400 F.A.C.)

Smooth cordgrass-dominated zone of varying width grading to a narrow zone of saltmeadow cordgrass at the upland/wetland fringe.

Tidally influenced salt marsh associated with Pensacola Bay

Assessment area description

Special Classification (i.e.OFW, AP, other local/state/federal designation of importance)

Impact  

Basin/Watershed Name/Number Affected Waterbody (Class)

N/A

0.024 Acres

Pensacola Bay, Class III

Form 62-345.900(1), F.A.C.   [ effective date ]

T. J. Deuerling 05/24/12

Additional relevant factors:

Remnant saltmarsh located in a highly urbanized area

 Uniqueness  (considering the relative rarity in relation to the regional 
landscape.)

Wading birds, raptors, ducks, raccoon, possibly manatee & sea turtles Limited foraging  habitat for listed wading birds

Observed Evidence of Wildlife Utilization (List species directly observed, or other signs such as tracks, droppings, casings, nests, etc.): 

 raccoon track, feral cat

Pensacola Bay Bridge W-B

 FLUCCs code Further classification (optional)

642 E2EM1

Mitigation for previous permit/other historic use

Wildlife habitat, water quality enhancement, flood attenuation N/A

Anticipated Wildlife Utilization Based on Literature Review (List of species 
that are representative of the assessment area and reasonably expected to 
be found )

Anticipated Utilization by Listed Species (List species, their legal 
classification (E, T, SSC), type of use, and intensity of use of the 
assessment area)

Functions



X:\P\1081141000\emo\Env Reports\WEBAR\Appendix B - UMAM Data Sheets\w-b 2012-12-19.xls

Impact or Mitigation:

X Vegetation

Benthic

Both

9

X

X. Upland assessment area 

Place an "X" in the box above next to 
the two (2) most important criteria 

used in scoring this section

X
X

Place an "X" in the box above next to 
the two (2) most important criteria 

used in scoring this section

X

a. Quality and quantity of habitat support outside of AA.  

b. Invasive plant species.

Not Present  (0)

Minimal level of support of 
wetland/surface water 

functions

Condition is insufficient to provide 
wetland/surface water functions

X

With ImpactCurrent

9

Current

0

With Impact

b.  Reliability of water level indicators.

.500(6)(a) Location and Landscape Support

0

d. Downstream benefits provided to fish and wildlife.

e. Adverse impacts to wildlife in AA from land uses outside of AA.

d.  Flow rates/points of discharge.

Condition is less than optimal, but sufficient to 
maintain most wetland/surface waterfunctions

h.  Use by animals with hydrologic requirements.

a. Appropriateness of water levels and flows.

j.  Water quality of standing water by observation (I.e., discoloration, turbidity).

II. Invasive/exotic plant species

Optimal (10)

I. Appropriate/desirable species

k. Water quality data for the type of community.

l. Water depth, wave energy, and currents.

c. Wildlife access to and from AA (proximity and barriers). 

UNIFORM WETLAND MITIGATION ASSESSMENT WORKSHEET - PART II - IMPACT
Form 62-345.900(2), F.A.C. (See Sections 62-345.500 and .600, F.A.C.)

Site/Project Name: Application Number: Assessment Area Name or Number:

IX.  Submerged vegetation (only score if present).

IV. Age, size distribution.

Moderate(7) Minimal (4)

Condition is optimal and fully 
supports wetland/surface water 

functions

Pensacola Bay Bridge - W-B

Impact  T. J. Deuerling 05/24/12
Assessment Date:Assessment Conducted by:

g. Dependency of downstream habitats on quantity or quality of discharges.

h. Protection of wetland functions provided by uplands (upland AAs only).

f.  Hydrologic connectivity (impediments and flow restrictions).

f.  Type of vegetation.
g. Hydrologic stress on vegetation.

c.  Appropriateness of soil moisture.

X

i. Plant community composition associated with  water quality (i.e., plants tolerant of poor WQ).

Historic hydrology has been slightly impacted by past construction.

Current - w/Impact 0.80

0.00

NOTE: If impact is proposed to be mitigated at a mitigation bank that
was assessed using UMAM, then the credits required for mitigation
is equal to Functional Loss (FL). If impact mitigation is proposed at a
mitigation bank that was not assessed using UMAM, then UMAM
cannot be used to assess impacts; use the assessment method of
the mitigaiton bank.

FL = ID x Impact Acres = 0.02

Scoring Guidance

The scoring of each indicator is based on 
what would be suitable for the type of wetland 

or surface water assessed

.500(6)(b) Water Environment                                   
(n/a for uplands)

Raw Score =  Sum of above scores/30             
(if uplands, divide by 20)

6

With ImpactCurrent

e. Fire frequency/severity.

Current

 .500(6)(c) Community Structure

Impact Delta (ID)

0

Notes:

Notes:

0.80

Notes:

Current With Impact

VI.  Plants' condition.
VII.  Land management practices.

VIII. Topographic features (refugia, channels, hummocks).

III. Regeneration/recruitment

V.  Snags, dens, cavity, etc.

With Impact  

Wetland located  in highly urbanized area

Functional Loss (FL)                                                                                            
[For Impact Assessment Areas]:

0.024Impact Acres =

Place an "X" in the box above next to 
the two (2) most important criteria 

used in scoring this section

Native plant species dominant however wetland a small remnant of historic system.



X:\P\1081141000\emo\Env Reports\WEBAR\Appendix B - UMAM Data Sheets\w-c&d 2012-05-24.xls

Site/Project Name Application Number Assessment Area Name or Number

Impact or Mitigation Site? Assessment Area Size

Assessment conducted by: Assessment date(s):

Geographic relationship to and hydrologic connection with wetlands, other surface water, uplands

CommonWetland bordered a by narrow strip of disturbed uplands a public boat 
ramp and a major highway.

Significant nearby features

UNIFORM WETLAND MITIGATION ASSESSMENT WORKSHEET - PART I - IMPACT
Form 62-345.900(2), F.A.C. (See Sections 62-345.400 F.A.C.)

Smooth cordgrass-dominated zone of varying width. Giant reed and torpedo grass invading upland/wetland edge.

Tidally influenced salt marsh associated with Pensacola Bay

Assessment area description

Special Classification (i.e.OFW, AP, other local/state/federal designation of importance)

Impact  

Basin/Watershed Name/Number Affected Waterbody (Class)

0 Acres

Pensacola Bay, Class III

Form 62-345.900(1), F.A.C.   [ effective date ]

T. J. Deuerling 05/24/12

Additional relevant factors:

Saltmarsh located in a highly urbanized area

 Uniqueness  (considering the relative rarity in relation to the regional 
landscape.)

Wading birds, raptors, ducks, raccoon, possibly manatee & sea turtles Limited foraging  habitat for listed wading birds

Observed Evidence of Wildlife Utilization (List species directly observed, or other signs such as tracks, droppings, casings, nests, etc.): 

none

Pensacola Bay Bridge W-C; W-D

 FLUCCs code Further classification (optional)

642 E2EM1

Mitigation for previous permit/other historic use

Wildlife habitat, water quality enhancement, flood attenuation N/A

Anticipated Wildlife Utilization Based on Literature Review (List of species 
that are representative of the assessment area and reasonably expected to 
be found )

Anticipated Utilization by Listed Species (List species, their legal 
classification (E, T, SSC), type of use, and intensity of use of the 
assessment area)

Functions
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Impact or Mitigation:

X Vegetation

Benthic

Both

9

X

X. Upland assessment area 

Place an "X" in the box above next to 
the two (2) most important criteria 

used in scoring this section

X
X

Place an "X" in the box above next to 
the two (2) most important criteria 

used in scoring this section

X

a. Quality and quantity of habitat support outside of AA.  

b. Invasive plant species.

Not Present  (0)

Minimal level of support of 
wetland/surface water 

functions

Condition is insufficient to provide 
wetland/surface water functions

X

With ImpactCurrent

9

Current

0

With Impact

b.  Reliability of water level indicators.

.500(6)(a) Location and Landscape Support

0

d. Downstream benefits provided to fish and wildlife.

e. Adverse impacts to wildlife in AA from land uses outside of AA.

d.  Flow rates/points of discharge.

Condition is less than optimal, but sufficient to 
maintain most wetland/surface waterfunctions

h.  Use by animals with hydrologic requirements.

a. Appropriateness of water levels and flows.

j.  Water quality of standing water by observation (I.e., discoloration, turbidity).

II. Invasive/exotic plant species

Optimal (10)

I. Appropriate/desirable species

k. Water quality data for the type of community.

l. Water depth, wave energy, and currents.

c. Wildlife access to and from AA (proximity and barriers). 

UNIFORM WETLAND MITIGATION ASSESSMENT WORKSHEET - PART II - IMPACT
Form 62-345.900(2), F.A.C. (See Sections 62-345.500 and .600, F.A.C.)

Site/Project Name: Application Number: Assessment Area Name or Number:

IX.  Submerged vegetation (only score if present).

IV. Age, size distribution.

Moderate(7) Minimal (4)

Condition is optimal and fully 
supports wetland/surface water 

functions

Pensacola Bay Bridge - W-C; W-D

Impact  T. J. Deuerling 05/24/12
Assessment Date:Assessment Conducted by:

g. Dependency of downstream habitats on quantity or quality of discharges.

h. Protection of wetland functions provided by uplands (upland AAs only).

f.  Hydrologic connectivity (impediments and flow restrictions).

f.  Type of vegetation.
g. Hydrologic stress on vegetation.

c.  Appropriateness of soil moisture.

X

i. Plant community composition associated with  water quality (i.e., plants tolerant of poor WQ).

Historic hydrology has been slightly impacted by past construction.

Current - w/Impact 0.80

0.00

NOTE: If impact is proposed to be mitigated at a mitigation bank that
was assessed using UMAM, then the credits required for mitigation
is equal to Functional Loss (FL). If impact mitigation is proposed at a
mitigation bank that was not assessed using UMAM, then UMAM
cannot be used to assess impacts; use the assessment method of
the mitigaiton bank.

FL = ID x Impact Acres = 0.00

Scoring Guidance

The scoring of each indicator is based on 
what would be suitable for the type of wetland 

or surface water assessed

.500(6)(b) Water Environment                                   
(n/a for uplands)

Raw Score =  Sum of above scores/30             
(if uplands, divide by 20)

6

With ImpactCurrent

e. Fire frequency/severity.

Current

 .500(6)(c) Community Structure

Impact Delta (ID)

0

Notes:

Notes:

0.80

Notes:

Current With Impact

VI.  Plants' condition.
VII.  Land management practices.

VIII. Topographic features (refugia, channels, hummocks).

III. Regeneration/recruitment

V.  Snags, dens, cavity, etc.

With Impact  

Wetland located  in highly urbanized area

Functional Loss (FL)                                                                                            
[For Impact Assessment Areas]:

0Impact Acres =

Place an "X" in the box above next to 
the two (2) most important criteria 

used in scoring this section

Native plant species dominant however wetland a small remnant of historic system.
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Standard Manatee & Marine Turtle Construction 
Conditions for In-Water Work 



 

 
 
 

 
 

   
 

 

 

  
 

 

 

 
 

STANDARD MANATEE CONDITIONS FOR IN-WATER WORK  
2011 

The permittee shall comply with the following conditions intended to protect manatees from direct project 
effects: 

a. 	 All personnel associated with the project shall be instructed about the presence of manatees and 
manatee speed zones, and the need to avoid collisions with and injury to manatees.  The 
permittee shall advise all construction personnel that there are civil and criminal penalties for 
harming, harassing, or killing manatees which are protected under the Marine Mammal Protection 
Act, the Endangered Species Act, and the Florida Manatee Sanctuary Act.  

b. 	 All vessels associated with the construction project shall operate at "Idle Speed/No Wake” at all 
times while in the immediate area and while in water where the draft of the vessel provides less 
than a four-foot clearance from the bottom. All vessels will follow routes of deep water whenever 
possible. 

c. 	 Siltation or turbidity barriers shall be made of material in which manatees cannot become 
entangled, shall be properly secured, and shall be regularly monitored to avoid manatee 
entanglement or entrapment. Barriers must not impede manatee movement.  

d. 	 All on-site project personnel are responsible for observing water-related activities for the presence 
of manatee(s). All in-water operations, including vessels, must be shutdown if a manatee(s) 
comes within 50 feet of the operation.  Activities will not resume until the manatee(s) has moved 
beyond the 50-foot radius of the project operation, or until 30 minutes elapses if the manatee(s) 
has not reappeared within 50 feet of the operation.  Animals must not be herded away or harassed 
into leaving. 

e. 	 Any collision with or injury to a manatee shall be reported immediately to the FWC Hotline at 1-
888-404-3922. Collision and/or injury should also be reported to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
in Jacksonville (1-904-731-3336) for north Florida or Vero Beach (1-772-562-3909) for south 
Florida, and to FWC at ImperiledSpecies@myFWC.com  

f. 	 Temporary signs concerning manatees shall be posted prior to and during all in-water project 
activities. All signs are to be removed by the permittee upon completion of the project.  Temporary 
signs that have already been approved for this use by the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation 
Commission (FWC) must be used (see MyFWC.com/manatee).  One sign which reads Caution: 
Boaters must be posted.  A second sign measuring at least 81/2" by 11" explaining the 
requirements for “Idle Speed/No Wake” and the shut down of in-water operations must be posted 
in a location prominently visible to all personnel engaged in water-related activities.  Questions 
concerning these signs can be sent to the email address listed above.  

mailto:ImperiledSpecies@myFWC.com


CAUTION: MANATEE HABITAT 

All project vessels 

IDLE SPEED/ NO WAKE 

When a manatee is within 50 feet of work 
all in-water activities must 

SHUT DOWN 

Report any collision with or injury to a manatee: 

Wildlife Alert: 
1-888-404-FWCC(3922) 

cell * FWC or #FWC 
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Sea Turtle & Smalltooth Sawfish Construction Conditions 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 
Southeast Regional Office 
263 13th Avenue South 
St. Petersburg, FL 33701 
 
 

SEA TURTLE AND SMALLTOOTH SAWFISH CONSTRUCTION CONDITIONS 
 

The permittee shall comply with the following protected species construction conditions: 
 

a. The permittee shall instruct all personnel associated with the project of the potential presence of 
these species and the need to avoid collisions with sea turtles and smalltooth sawfish.  All 
construction personnel are responsible for observing water-related activities for the presence of 
these species.  

 
b. The permittee shall advise all construction personnel that there are civil and criminal penalties for 

harming, harassing, or killing sea turtles or smalltooth sawfish, which are protected under the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973. 

 
c. Siltation barriers shall be made of material in which a sea turtle or smalltooth sawfish cannot 

become entangled, be properly secured, and be regularly monitored to avoid protected species 
entrapment.  Barriers may not block sea turtle or smalltooth sawfish entry to or exit from 
designated critical habitat without prior agreement from the National Marine Fisheries Service’s 
Protected Resources Division, St. Petersburg, Florida. 

 
d. All vessels associated with the construction project shall operate at “no wake/idle” speeds at all 

times while in the construction area and while in water depths where the draft of the vessel 
provides less than a four-foot clearance from the bottom.  All vessels will preferentially follow 
deep-water routes (e.g., marked channels) whenever possible. 

 
e. If a sea turtle or smalltooth sawfish is seen within 100 yards of the active daily 

construction/dredging operation or vessel movement, all appropriate precautions shall be 
implemented to ensure its protection.  These precautions shall include cessation of operation of 
any moving equipment closer than 50 feet of a sea turtle or smalltooth sawfish.  Operation of any 
mechanical construction equipment shall cease immediately if a sea turtle or smalltooth sawfish is 
seen within a 50-ft radius of the equipment.  Activities may not resume until the protected species 
has departed the project area of its own volition. 

 
f. Any collision with and/or injury to a sea turtle or smalltooth sawfish shall be reported 

immediately to the National Marine Fisheries Service’s Protected Resources Division (727-824-
5312) and the local authorized sea turtle stranding/rescue organization. 

 
g. Any special construction conditions, required of your specific project, outside these general 

conditions, if applicable, will be addressed in the primary consultation. 
 

 
 

Revised: March 23, 2006 
O:\forms\Sea Turtle and Smalltooth Sawfish Construction Conditions.doc 
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Gulf Sturgeon Critical Habitat 



Source: USFWS
Panama City Field Office
January 2011

Critical Habitat for Escambia and Santa Rosa Counties, Florida

0 5 102.5 Miles

This map is provided for illustrative purposes of critical habitat.  For the precise legal definition 
of critical habitat, please refer to the Federal Register narrative unit descriptions.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

¯

ESCAMBIA SANTA ROSA

Critical Habitat Designation
Gulf sturgeon (riverine)

Gulf sturgeon (marine & estuarine)

Perdido Key beach mouse

Wintering piping plover

Flatwoods salamander
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Concept Plans Showing Wetland Impacts 
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1.0 Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) 
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From: Giddens, Joy [mailto:Joy.Giddens@dot.state.fl.us] 
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 10:02 AM 
To: Arnio, Nicholi 
Cc: Bruner, Joseph Brandon; Kristoff, Dan; Heeg, Paul 
Subject: RE: Project GreenShores Phase II 

Hi Nick, 

Okay.  They are going to begin a  phase II of the greenshores project.  That’s fine.  I’m really 
more interested in letting them know we anticipate a small impact within their green shore 
project, and mitigation for that specific impact could be accomplished within the same area.  I 
want to make sure the future Design/Build team for the bridge project has some options.   

Thank you for updating me on DEP’s plans regarding Project Green Shores. 

Joy Giddens 
District Permits Coordinator 

Environmental Management Office 
joy.giddens@dot.state.fl.us 

850-330-1505  direct line 

From: Arnio, Nicholi [mailto:Nicholi.Arnio@rsandh.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 8:56 AM 
To: Giddens, Joy 
Cc: Bruner, Joseph Brandon; Kristoff, Dan; Heeg, Paul 
Subject: Project GreenShores Phase II 

Good morning Joy, 

I just spoke with Andy Joslyn at FDEP concerning Project GreenShores.  He mentioned that you spoke to 
him about avoiding/minimizing impacts to Phase I through discharge retention/dissipation.  As far as 
GreenShores Phase II goes, NRDA (Natural Resource Damage Assessment) has just been awarded (10-14 
days ago) $11 million in BP Funds to continue with Phase II.  Andy was not sure that this would fully fund 
the completion of Phase II, but he was going to attempt to find out. 

Based on this conversation, we may need to find an alternate mitigation site.  I will keep you in the loop 
on further communications with FDEP. 

Thanks, 
Nick 

Nicholi Arnio, PE, PTOE 
Project Manager
1701 Hermitage Blvd., Suite 101 
Tallahassee, FL  32308
Phone: 850-558-2800 x2813 / Mobile: 850-276-2061
Nicholi.Arnio@rsandh.com

Visit our website at www.rsandh.com

Exhibit 1.1:  2013-05-20 E-mail Summarizing FDEP Correspondence
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Florida Department of Transportation
RICK SCOTT 
GOVERNOR 

1074 Highway 90 
Chipley, Florida 32428 

ANANTH PRASAD, P.E. 
SECRETARY 

August 19, 2013 

Lt. Col. Louie Roberson    
Regional Director 
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 
Northwest Region Office 
3911 Highway 2321 
Panama City, Florida  32409 

RE:  Pensacola Bay Bridge Project Development and Environment (PD&E) Study 
Escambia and Santa Rosa Counties 
Financial Project Identification Number: 409334-1-22-02 
Wetland Evaluation and Biological Assessment Report 
Essential Fish Habitat Assessment 

Dear Lt. Col. Roberson, 

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT), District 3, is conducting a Project 
Development and Environment (PD&E) Study, in cooperation with the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), for the proposed replacement of the existing Pensacola Bay 
Bridge. The Pensacola Bay Bridge, or “Three-Mile Bridge,” is a 2.96-mile long, 4-lane bridge 
carrying State Road (SR) 30 [US Highway 98 (US 98)] across Pensacola Bay and connecting 
downtown Pensacola in Escambia County with the City of Gulf Breeze in Santa Rosa 
County.  The Pensacola Bay Bridge PD&E study begins just west of the intersection of 17th 
Avenue and Bayfront Parkway and ends at the intersection of Baybridge Drive and Gulf 
Breeze Parkway.  Both Bayfront Parkway and Gulf Breeze Parkway are designated as SR 
30 (US 98) within the study area.  The project is located within Townships 2 and 3 South 
and within Range 29 West.  

We carefully reviewed the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission’s (FFWCC) 
list of Florida’s Endangered and Threatened Species updated January 2013  and other 
resources to develop a list of species that “may be present” within the project area. The 
attached Wetland Evaluation and Biological Assessment Report  and Essential Fish 
Habitat Assessment contain information collected for the listed species that may be present 
within the project area and the assessment of potential impacts associated with the project. 
Informal Section 7 Consultation with the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USWFS) and 
National Marine Fisheries (NMFS) is underway. 

The FFWCC provided comments on the project during the FDOT’s Efficient Transportation 
Decision Making (ETDM) Process. These documents are being provided at the request of 
FHWA and serve as follow-up to coordination in the ETDM Process. The project has the 
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potential to impact listed species including the Gulf Sturgeon, West Indian Manatee, and 
sea turtles. Please review and provide comment on the reports and the commitments 
described below.  
 
Project Description 
 
The proposed project involves demolition and replacement of the existing bridge due to the 
deteriorating conditions, low sufficiency rating, and lack of modern safety features. The 
FDOT District 3 has assigned replacement of the Pensacola Bay Bridge as the number one 
priority within the work program. Funds have been programmed for the bridge 
replacement, and FDOT has committed to start construction by 2019.  
 
The Central East and Central West build alternatives are being carried forward for further 
evaluation in this PD&E study, as explained in the attached reports. Both alternatives 
include a flyover configuration that would be constructed in the future when traffic volumes 
increase. The north and south landfalls of the Pensacola Bay Bridge are considered 
developed lands and include recreational, commercial, residential land uses as well as 
publicly owned lands. A maximum of 0.07 acre of tidal salt marsh would be directly 
impacted by the Central West Alternative. The Central East Alternative impacts less than 
0.01 acre of jurisdictional wetlands. This wetland impact is considered insignificant due to 
the limited acreage involved. Mitigation for any unavoidable wetland impacts is proposed.  
 
Commitments 

In order to ensure that adverse impacts to the protected species within the vicinity of the 
project area will not occur, FDOT will abide by the following commitments which are 
included in the Environmental Assessment: 

Gulf Sturgeon - USFWS and FFWCC approved protection guidelines will be followed during 
construction to minimize potential impacts to the species. The guidelines include: 

• Avoidance of nocturnal pile driving from November through April; 
• Avoidance of in-water explosive work from  November through April; 
• Minimization of multiple pile driving operations so that the maximum distance 

between the southernmost and northernmost pile driving operation does not exceed 
one kilometer; 

• Avoidance of mooring work barges and vessels in shallow shoreline waters from  
November through April; and, 

• Avoidance and minimization of effects to habitat used for winter feeding. 
 

West Indian manatee - The most current USFWS guidelines “Standard Manatee Conditions 
for In-Water Work” will be incorporated into the final project design specifications and the 
construction contractor will be informed of the necessity to follow these guidelines during 
the construction. The guidelines include restrictions on blasting, monitoring of turbidity 
barriers, exclusionary grating on culverts, presence of manatee observers during in-water 
work, a defined or limited construction window, and no nighttime work. The current 
guidelines are included in Appendix C of the Wetland Evaluation and Biological 
Assessment.  The use of the manatee protection guidelines during construction will also 
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provide concurrent protection for any sea turtles that may temporarily be passing through 
the project area. 

Sea Turtles - Sea turtle nests have not been documented in close proximity to the project 
area, but nesting has been documented at Perdido Key, Perdido Key State Park, Gulf 
Island National Seashore, Pensacola Beach, Navarre Beach, Navarre Beach State Park and 
Eglin Air Force Base. The potential exists, however, for disorientation of hatchlings by the 
increased luminosity from the proposed bridge lighting in combination with the ambient 
atmospheric glow from the developed areas of Pensacola and Gulf Breeze. This 
disorientation causes the hatchlings to head away from the Gulf, leaving them exposed to 
increased predation and ultimately causing an increased rate of mortality. To reduce this 
potential impact, coordination with USFWS and FFWCC will continue during the design 
phase in order to incorporate appropriate lighting that meets the needs of traffic safety as 
well as provides for the enhanced viability of sea turtle hatchlings. The use of the manatee 
protection guidelines during construction will also provide concurrent protection for any sea 
turtles that may temporarily be passing through the project area.  

EFH - Information concerning the potential impacts from construction activity to target 
EFH species to protect these species is addressed in the Essential Fish Habitat Assessment 
for this project.  The use of rubblized concrete from the existing bridge for enhancement of 
sea grass areas or offshore reefs is being explored and will be finalized after discussions 
with FDEP and District 3.   

If you have any questions about this project, the please contact J. Brandon Bruner, P.E., at 
(850) 330-1509 or via email at joseph.bruner@dot.state.fl.us.  

Sincerely, 

 
 
J. Brandon Bruner, P.E. 
District Environmental Management Engineer 
 
Enclosure 

Lt. Col. Roberson 
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October 16,2013 

J. Brandon Bruner 
Florida Department of Transportation District 3 
District Environmental Management Engineer 
1074 Highway 90 
Chipley, FL 32428 
Joseph.bruner@dot.myflorida.com 

Re: Pensacola Bay Bridge Project Development and Environmental Study - FDOT 
District 3, Escambia and Santa Rosa Counties 

Dear Mr. Bruner: 

Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) staffhas reviewed the 
measures proposed by Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) District 3 to 
address adverse effects on wildlife and habitat resources on the above-referenced project 
based on the results of the Project Development and Environment Study (PD&E). FWC 
provides the following comments and recommendations for your consideration, in 
accordance with Chapter 379 Florida Statutes and Article 4, Section 9 Florida 
Constitution. 

The FDOT District 3 is proposing to replace the existing 2.96-mile-long, four-lane bridge 
on US-98 over Pensacola Bay. The bridge connects the City of Pensacola in Escambia 
County to Gulf Breeze in Santa Rosa County. Our agency evaluated the potential fish, 
wildlife, and habitat resource impacts of this project and provided comments to FDOT 
during the review of ETDM 13248 on August 31 , 2011 at the initiation of the current 
PD&E study. The following overview discusses current project commitments for listed 
species, identifies impact avoidance and minimization measures, and offers final advisory 
recommendations for consideration prior to FDOT's submittal of this project to the 
Florida State Clearinghouse within the Florida Department of Environmental Protection. 

As part of the ongoing PD&E Study, FDOT has completed a Wetland Evaluation Report, 
a Biological Assessment, and an Essential Fish Habitat Assessment to address protection 
measures for both federally and state-listed wildlife species and other protected resources 
in the project area. In addition, an Informal Section 7 Consultation is currently being 
accomplished with the U.S . Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the National Marine 
Fisheries Service (NMFS). FDOT also relates that the Central East and Central West 
Alternatives have been selected for further study and evaluation. Both the north and 
south landfalls of these two Alternatives are considered developed, but these areas also 
include recreational, commercial, and public lands. Wetland impacts of the two 
alignments are low, as the Central East Alternative involves a maximum of0.07 acres of 
coastal saltmarsh, while 0.01 acres of jurisdictional wetlands would be affected on the 
Central West Alternative. FDOT relates that their studies show that the project has the 
potential to impact Federally Endangered (FE) and Threatened (FT) species including the 
Gulf sturgeon (FT), Florida manatee (FE), and marine turtles, which based on our review, 
could include the green sea turtle (FE), loggerhead sea turtle (FT), leatherback sea turtle 
(FE), Kemps ridley (FE), and hawksbill sea turtle (FE). 

Exhibit 2.2:  2013-10-16 FFWCC Letter to FDOT



Mr. J. Brandon Bruner 
Page 2 
October 16, 2013 

FDOT has made a commitment to adhere to the NMFS and USFWS Construction Special 
Provisions, Gulf Sturgeon Protection Guidelines for the Gulf sturgeon which includes the 
following features: avoidance of nighttime pile driving from November through April; 
avoidance of in-water explosive work from November through April; minimization of 
multiple pile driving operations so that the maximum distance between the southernmost 
and northernmost operation does not exceed 1.0 kilometer; avoidance of mooring work 
barges and vessels in shallow shoreline waters from November through April; and 
avoidance and minimization of effects to habitat used for winter feeding. Please contact 
Lisa Gregg ofFWC's Division of Marine Fisheries Management in Tallahassee at 
lisa.gregg@MyFWC.com or by phone at (850) 617- 9621 for coordination related to 
permitting issues and requirements for the Gulf sturgeon. 

FDOT further states that they will follow and adhere to the most current guidelines for 
protection of the Florida manatee which is currently FWC's Standard Manatee and 
Marine Turtle Construction Conditions for In-water Work (2012). These guidelines as 
noted in FDOT's avoidance and minimization plan, include restrictions on blasting, 
monitoring of turbidity barriers; exclusionary grating on culverts; presence of manatee 
observers during in-water work; and a defined or limited construction window and no 
nighttime work. Our assessment also indicates that the Federally Endangered smalltooth 
sawfish potentially occurs in Pensacola Bay; therefore, we further recommend that the 
NMFS Sea Turtle and Smalltooth Sawfish Construction Condition guidelines be followed 
during all in-water project work. 

FDOT also notes that sea turtle nesting has been documented on barrier islands located 
southwest and southeast of the project area which include locations at Perdido Key, 
Perdido Key State Park, Gulf Island National Seashore, Pensacola Beach, Navarre Beach, 
Navarre Beach State Park, and Eglin Air Force Base. The potential exists for 
disorientation of hatchlings and adult nesting females from the proposed bridge lighting. 
In this regard, FDOT has committed to coordination with the USFWS and FWC during 
the bridge design phase to incorporate lighting which meets both traffic safety needs and 
enhanced protection for sea turtles. To minimize impacts to nearby marine turtle nesting 
beaches, our agency favors bridge lights that meet dark sky standards to minimize 
visibility from the nesting beach as well as contribution to cumulative sky glow. Possible 
recommendations include use of full cut off, well-shielded fixtures fitted with long 
wavelength light sources, such as low pressure sodium or amber LED. High pressure 
sodium fixtures may be acceptable if well shielded to eliminate direct visibility from the 
nesting beaches, however, metal halide lights are not recommended. FWC is committed 
to working with FDOT to resolve this issue and finalize an appropriate bridge lighting 
plan. For technical assistance and further coordination concerning potential impacts to 
manatees, sea turtles, and bridge lighting issues, FDOT is encouraged to contact our 
Imperiled Species Management Section at imperiledspecies@myfwc.com or (850) 922-
4330 early in the project design phase and wetland permitting planning process. 

FWC is pleased that FDOT is considering opportunities for the use of concrete rubble 
from the existing bridge for construction of offshore reefs as recommended in our 2011 
ETDM comments. At the present time, our Division of Marine Fisheries Management is 
aware that the Escambia County Artificial Reef Coordinator has received formal approval 
to include the necessary artificial reef construction oversight when demolition of the 
existing Pensacola Bay Bridge begins. Early contact with our agency and our County 
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partners is essential to accomplish required permitting, scheduling, reef site selection and 
approval, and coordination with potential contractors for transport of rubble. This will 
also ensure that special conditions and standards are defined and followed. These 
standards include such things as compliance with material weight and dimension 
standards, removal of steel rebar from bridge reef material to ensure public safety and 
minimize loss of fishing gear, and compliance with approved navigational clearance at 
the reef site. For further coordination on pier or artificial reef development and input on 
the protection of marine resources, please contact FWC biologist Keith Mille at 
keith.mille@MyFWC.com or (850) 617-9633 in the Division of Marine Fisheries 
Management in Tallahassee. 

The marine habitats of Pensacola Bay are collectively a very productive system and 
support important commercial and recreational fisheries, listed species, and nature-based 
tourism. The productive seagrass beds, oyster bars, mudflats, tidal creeks and areas of 
saltmarsh, together with open bay waters, provide habitat for the support of spotted 
seatrout, red drum, Atlantic croaker, black drum, striped mullet, Gulf flounder, blue 
crabs, bay scallops and many other species including sea turtles, Florida manatee, and the 
Gulf sturgeon. The protection of marine plant communities and the quality and clarity of 
bay waters are important factors in the continued productivity of this marine system, 
which directly supports recreational opportunities for local residents, tourists, and 
employment. Although some drainage retention areas could be sited along the upland 
portions of the bridge approach, due to the significant length of the proposed new bridge, 
runoff containing oils, greases, and sediment will necessarily be discharged into 
Pensacola Bay via bridge scuppers. Therefore, we support an off-site compensatory 
mitigation plan for improvement of water quality in the Bay and FWC biologists are 
available to provide technical assistance and work with interagency staff to address this. 

In addition, it also appears that it may be necessary to locate sizable staging areas along 
the bridge approach causeways for possible barge docking facilities and the storage of 
construction materials, fuels, equipment, and other associated materials. If this is 
necessary, the locations of the staging areas should be in disturbed areas to avoid impacts 
to fish and wildlife habitat resources, including listed species, and the selection of this 
area should be vetted with state and federal resource and permitting agencies. Since 
many types of shorebirds and wading birds use the shoreline and littoral zone areas along 
the causeway, onsite habitat assessments and wildlife surveys by FDOT's consultant 
should be a key component in the selection process. Respectively, impact avoidance 
measures should be addressed for shorebird species, some of which are State listed as 
Threatened (ST) or Species of Special Concern (SSC), including the snowy plover (ST), 
piping plover (FT), American oystercatcher (SSC), least tern (ST), and black skimmer 
(SSC). Please contact FWC biologist Amy Raybuck in our Panama City office at (850) 
767-3622 or amy.raybuck@MyFWC.com concerning wildlife survey methodology, and 
input on avoidance and impact minimization measures. 

If you need further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact Jane Chabre either by 
phone at (850) 410-5367 or at FWCConservationPlatmingServices@MyFWC.com. If 
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you have specific technical questions regarding the content of this letter, please contact 
FWC biologist Terry Gilbert at (850) 728-1103 or by email at 
terry.gilbert@MyFWC.com. 

Sincerely, 

Land Use Planning Program Administrator 
Office of Conservation Planning Services 

jdg/tg 
ENV 1-1 3-2 
Pensacola Bay Bridge Replacement PDE_ l8 106_ 101 6 13 

cc: Ted Hoehn, FWC, Ted.hoehn@MyFWC.com 
Amy Raybuck, FWC, Amy.raybuck@MyFWC.com 
Lisa Gregg, FWC, Lisa.gregg@MyFWC.com 
Mary Duncan, FWC, Mary.duncan@MyFWC.com 
Kelly Roberts, FWC, Kelly.roberts@MyFWC.com 
Karen.Schanzle, FWC, Karen.schanzle@MyFWC.com 
Keith Mille, FWC, Keith.mille@MyFWC.com 
Jon Dodrill, FWC, Jon.dodrill@MyFWC.com 
Jeff Wilcox, FWC, Jeffrey.wilcox@myfwc.com 
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Florida Department of Transportation
RICK SCOTT 
GOVERNOR 

1074 Highway 90 
Chipley, Florida 32428 

ANANTH PRASAD, P.E. 
SECRETARY 

July 31, 2013 

Dr. David Rydene     
Fisheries Biologist 
National Marine Fisheries 
263 13th Avenue South 
Saint Petersburg, Florida  33701 

RE:  Pensacola Bay Bridge Project Development and Environment (PD&E) Study, 
Escambia and Santa Rosa Counties 
Financial Project Identification Number: 409334-1-22-02 
Wetland Evaluation and Biological Assessment Report 
Essential Fish Habitat Assessment 

Dear Dr. Rydene, 

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT), District 3, is conducting a Project 
Development and Environment (PD&E) Study, in cooperation with the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), for the proposed replacement of the existing Pensacola Bay 
Bridge. The Pensacola Bay Bridge, or “Three-Mile Bridge,” is a 2.96-mile long, 4-lane bridge 
carrying State Road (SR) 30 [US Highway 98 (US 98)] across Pensacola Bay and connecting 
downtown Pensacola in Escambia County with the City of Gulf Breeze in Santa Rosa 
County.  The Pensacola Bay Bridge PD&E study begins just west of the intersection of 17th 
Avenue and Bayfront Parkway and ends at the intersection of Baybridge Drive and Gulf 
Breeze Parkway.  Both Bayfront Parkway and Gulf Breeze Parkway are designated as SR 
30 (US 98) within the study area.  The project is located with Townships 2 and 3 South and 
within Range 29 West.  

We carefully reviewed the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (USFWS) Information, Planning, 
and Conservation (IPaC) System and your comments in the Programming Screen Summary 
Report (Project #13248- Pensacola Bay Bridge Replacement) to develop a list of species and 
critical habitat that “may be present” within the project area. The attached Wetland 
Evaluation and Biological Assessment Report and Essential Fish Habitat Asessent describe 
the listed species and essential fish habitat (EFH) that may be present within the project 
area and the assessment of potential impacts. As part of the PD&E process, FHWA requires 
concurrence from the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) that the proposed project 
does not adversly affect federally threatened and endangered species. The FDOT would like 
to initiate Informal Section 7 Consultation under the provisions of the Endangered Species 
Act (ESA) versus Formal through the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) because 
specific project design details and construction methods will not be finalized until the 
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Pensacola Bay Bridge PD&E 

Teleconference 

August 19th, 2013 at 3 pm EST 

Location: Conference Call 

Attendees: Dr. David Rydene (NMFS); Jim Mykytka (RS&H); Cynthia Grizzle (RS&H). 

A teleconference with the Dr. David Rydene of National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) 
and RS&H staff was held on Tuesday, August 13, 2013.  The purpose of the meeting was to 
discuss the Endangered Species Act, Section 7 Informal Consultation request which was 
recently sent to the NMFS along with the Wetland Evaluation and Biological Assessment 
Report and Essential Fish Habitat Assessment.  The major topic of discussion was to 
determine if NMFS has sufficient information to make a determination of effect regarding 
potential impacts to Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) and listed species under jurisdiction of 
the agency for the Pensacola Bay Bridge PD&E study. 

The following is a synopsis of the items addressed during the meeting and the proposed 
actions. 

1. Dr. David Rydene indicated that he received the package and had reviewed the
documents. He plans to provide a written response to the request within a week.

2. Dr. Rydene enquired about stormwater treatment on the bridge. An email message
from Paul Heeg was relayed to Dr. Rydene that the plan is to use scuppers at a
spacing to be determined by the D/B firm and that no collection system is proposed,
as compensatory treatment will be utilized.

3. Dr. Rydene enquired about maintenance of traffic during construction and whether
the first of the two new bridges would be sufficient to carry the existing four lanes of
traffic during the construction/demolition process of the existing bridge. Jim
Mykytka responded that a sufficient number of lanes will be open during this
process.

4. Dr. Rydene recommended including an assessment of potential impacts to the small
tooth sawfish in our reports. Although this species is not common in the Pensacola
Bay, the project area is within the natural range of the species.

5. Dr. Rydene calculates noise impacts of pile driving on marine species based on pile
diameter and other factors. To determine impacts, he needs to know approximate
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number and size of piles. In most cases, NMFS recommends that pile driving is 
ramped up slowly to avoid impacting marine species. Dr. Rydene indicated that the 
US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) typically recommends more stringent 
protection/abatement measures than NMFS with regard to pile driving. RS&H staff 
agreed to send a follow-up package to NMFS that includes a Bridge Development 
Report, Bridge Hydraulic Report and Report of Geotechnical Investigation.  

6. After Dr. Rydene reviews the potential noise impacts associated with pile driving, he 
will decide if Informal Consultation will be sufficient. 
 
The teleconference was concluded at approximately 4:00pm. 

 
August 19, 2013 

RS&H/NMFS Meeting Minutes 
Page 2 of 2 

 



Dr. David Rydene 
July 31, 2013 
Page 2 of 5 
 
design and built phase. Formal consultation will be conducted during the permitting phase 
by the FHWA if necessary.  
 
Project Description 
 
The proposed project involves demolition and replacement of the existing bridge due to the 
deteriorating conditions, low sufficiency rating, and lack of modern safety features. The 
FDOT District 3 has assigned replacement of the Pensacola Bay Bridge as the number one 
priority within the work program. Funds have been programmed for the bridge 
replacement, and FDOT has committed to start construction by 2019.  
 
The Central East and Central West build alternatives, are being carried forward for further 
evaluation in this PD&E study, as explained in the attached reports. Both alternatives 
include a flyover configuration that would be constructed in the future when traffic volumes 
increase. The impacts to the natural environment and Pensacola Bay are similar. A 
maximum of 0.07 acre of tidal salt marsh would be directly impacted by the Central West 
Alternative. The Central East Alternative impacts less than 0.01 acre of jurisdictional 
wetlands. This wetland impact is considered insignificant due to the limited acreage 
involved. Mitigation for any unavoidable wetland impacts is proposed. The north and 
south landfalls of the Pensacola Bay Bridge are considered developed lands and 
include recreational, commercial, residential land uses as well as publicly owned 
lands.  
 
The FDOT will continue to develop avoidance alternatives and/or measures to minimize 
harm to natural resources during the design phase, in accordance with the agencies 
comments received during the FDOT’s Efficient Transportation Decision Making (ETDM) 
Process. As part of the FDOT’s ETDM Process, project information was distributed to the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP), Northwest Florida Water 
Management District (NWFWMD), USFWS, Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation 
Commission (FFWCC), NMFS, and other governmental agencies. The responses of all these 
agencies are included in Appendix A of the Wetland Evaluation and Biological Assessment.  
NMFS‘s principle concern is the possibility of seagrass beds occurring near the existing 
bridge approaches. This concern was addressed by conducting multiple in-water seagrass 
surveys. No seagrasses were found in the vicinity of the bridge approaches.  
 
Protected Species and Habitat 

The Gulf sturgeon, Piping Plover, West Indian manatee, and sea turtles (Loggerhead, 
Green Sea, and Kemp’s Ridley) could potentially be within the project area and could be 
affected by the project. The project area is designated as Critical Habitat for the Gulf 
sturgeon. It is also within the Consultation area for the West Indian manatee. Based on the 
type of project, proposed construction techniques, and the FDOT’s commitment to 
implement standard protection measures, the project “may affect, but is not likely to 
adversely affect” these species and the Critical Habitat for the Gulf Sturgeon. 
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The proposed project is “not likely to adversely affect” the Wood Stork. The USFWS and 
FFWCC databases revealed no rookeries in close proximity to the project area with the 
nearest nest site being located approximately 170 miles to the east near Tallahassee. The 
proposed project is anticipated to have “no effect” on the leatherback sea turtle. Due to its 
preference for pelagic habitat, the species is not anticipated to forage within the project 
area.  Leatherback sea turtle nesting has been documented in Escambia and Santa Rosa 
counties but not within the project area.  Nesting habitat at the project area is marginal 
due to the extensive stabilization of the shoreline with vertical seawalls and rip-rap.  
 
EFH Species 

Information concerning the potential impacts from construction activity and the protection 
of EFH species is addressed in the Essential Fish Habitat Assessment, which is included 
with this letter. The estuarine habitats in the project area have been identified as EFH for 
postlarval/juvenile penaeid shrimp, postlarval/juvenile, subadult, and adult red drum, 
juvenile Spanish and king mackerel, juvenile and adult gray snapper, and juvenile gag 
grouper by the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council under the provisions of the 
Magnuson-Stevens Act.  Specific EFH categories that may be directly impacted by the 
project include seagrass, estuarine water column, and mud, sand, shell, and rock substrate. 
Within the four bridge approach quadrants surveyed, no seagrasses were found. The 
nearest known seagrasses are within the vicinity of Project GreenShores, which is 
described thoroughly in Section 5.3 of the Essential Fish Habitat Assessment. 
 
Depending on the alternative chosen, direct impacts to wetland EFH are estimated to be 
less than 0.01 acre (Central East) and 0.07 acre (Central West) of salt marsh and 35.20 
acres (Central East with Flyover) and 34.50 acres (Central West with Flyover) of open 
water. Impacts to EFH have been avoided to the greatest extent possible but due to the 
nature of the project, both alignments result in unavoidable impacts to EFH. However, 
these impacts are insignificant because only a small portion of the 20,000 + acres of 
Pensacola Bay EFH would be impacted, and BMPs could be implemented during 
construction. Impacts to the seagrass restoration area due to rip-rap placement are possible 
if the Central West Alternative is selected. During the design phase, seagrasses will be 
resurveyed and impacts from rip-rap placement will be minimized or avoided.  

Continued coordination with the NMFS is anticipated to be adequate for the preparation of 
formal EFH Conservation Recommendations required under the Magnuson-Stevens 
Fishery Conservation and Management Act. Further consultation will be required during 
the permitting phase to determine the most effective mitigation measures. The proposed 
mitigation plan will require close coordination between state and federal agencies to 
adequately compensate for any unavoidable impacts related to the preferred alternative, in 
a manner that would result in “no adverse effects” to EFH.  

Commitments 

In order to ensure that adverse impacts to the protected species within the vicinity of the 
project area will not occur, FDOT will abide by the following commitments which are 
included in the Environmental Assessment: 
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Gulf Sturgeon - USFWS and FFWCC approved protection guidelines will be followed during 
construction to minimize potential impacts to the species. The guidelines include: 

• Avoidance of nocturnal pile driving from November through April; 
• Avoidance of in-water explosive work from  November through April; 
• Minimization of multiple pile driving operations so that the maximum distance 

between the southernmost and northernmost pile driving operation does not exceed 
one kilometer; 

• Avoidance of mooring work barges and vessels in shallow shoreline waters from  
November through April; and, 

• Avoidance and minimization of effects to habitat used for winter feeding. 
 

West Indian manatee - The most current USFWS guidelines “Standard Manatee Conditions 
for In-Water Work” will be incorporated into the final project design specifications and the 
construction contractor will be informed of the necessity to follow these guidelines during 
the construction. The guidelines include restrictions on blasting, monitoring of turbidity 
barriers, and exclusionary grating on culverts, presence of manatee observers during in-
water work, a defined or limited construction window, and no nighttime work. The current 
guidelines are included in Appendix C of the Wetland Evaluation and Biological 
Assessment.  The use of the manatee protection guidelines during construction will also 
provide concurrent protection for any sea turtles that may temporarily be passing through 
the project area. 

Sea Turtles - Sea turtle nests have not been documented in close proximity to the project 
area, but nesting has been documented at Perdido Key, Perdido Key State Park, Gulf 
Island National Seashore, Pensacola Beach, Navarre Beach, Navarre Beach State Park and 
Eglin Air Force Base. The potential exists, however, for disorientation of hatchlings by the 
increased luminosity from the proposed bridge lighting in combination with the ambient 
atmospheric glow from the developed areas of Pensacola and Gulf Breeze. This 
disorientation causes the hatchlings to head away from the Gulf, leaving them exposed to 
increased predation and ultimately causing an increased rate of mortality. To reduce this 
potential impact, coordination with USFWS and FFWCC will continue during the design 
phase in order to incorporate appropriate lighting that meets the needs of traffic safety as 
well as provides for the enhanced viability of sea turtle hatchlings. The use of the manatee 
protection guidelines during construction will also provide concurrent protection for any sea 
turtles that may temporarily be passing through the project area.  

EFH - Information concerning the potential impacts from construction activity to target 
EFH species to protect these species is addressed in the Essential Fish Habitat Assessment 
for this project.  The use of rubblized concrete from the existing bridge for enhancement of 
sea grass areas or offshore reefs is being explored and will be finalized after discussions 
with FDEP and District 3.   

The FDOT requests your concurrence with the above findings regarding protected species, 
EFH, and the above-mentioned commitments as described in the Wetland Evaluation and 
Biological Assessment Report, or the Essential Fish Habitat Assessment.    
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If you have any questions about this project, the please contact J. Brandon Bruner, P.E., at 
(850) 330-1509 or via email at joseph.bruner@dot.state.fl.us.  

Sincerely, 

 
 
J. Brandon Bruner, P.E. 
District Environmental Management Engineer 
 
Enclosure 

mailto:joseph.bruner@dot.state.fl.us


NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) staff has reviewed the Florida Department of Transportation’s 
(FDOT) Wetland Evaluation and Biological Assessment (WEBAR), and Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) Assessment 
Reports created as part of the PD&E Study for the SR 30 (US 98) Pensacola Bay Bridge replacement.  NMFS offers 
the following comments. 

NMFS believes that the Wetland Assessment adequately describes the potential wetland impacts for the two 
alignment alternatives under consideration (i.e. the Central East and Central West alignments).  When a final 
alignment is chosen, appropriate compensatory mitigation will need to be proposed to offset any wetland 
losses. 

It appears that stormwater runoff on the bridge will drain directly into Pensacola Bay via scuppers.  
Compensatory mitigation should also be proposed to offset the delivery of this degraded water (containing 
sediment, oil and grease, and other pollutants) to the Pensacola Bay system. 

NMFS recommends that a Section 7 consultation of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) be conducted for 
smalltooth sawfish (Prisits pectinata), and that a section regarding the species be added to the Threatened and 
Endangered Species portion of the WEBAR.  While smalltooth sawfish are not common in the Florida Panhandle 
region, they have been documented to occur there.  Due to the possibility of smalltooth sawfish and/or sea 
turtles occurring in the project area during construction activities, NMFS recommends the use of NMFS’ Sea 
Turtle and Smalltooth Sawfish Construction Conditions (attached). 

Either NMFS or the US Fish and Wildlife Service will conduct a Section 7 consultation for Gulf sturgeon and its 
designated critical habitat, depending on which federal agency (i.e. Federal Highway Administration, US Army 
Corps of Engineers, or US Coast Guard) ends up being the lead action agency for the ESA consultation.  Because 
the project area lies within Gulf sturgeon designated critical habitat and the project will result in the loss of 
some estuarine substrate as habitat, a formal ESA Section 7 consultation will likely be needed.  The area is also a 
migratory pathway for Gulf sturgeon. 

In order for NMFS to conduct the necessary analyses for impacts to ESA-listed species , more information 
regarding construction activities, equipment, and techniques will be needed.  This will be particularly true for 
pile driving activities (see attached).  Given the size and number of piles that are proposed to be driven, noise 
attenuation methods (e.g. dewatered isolation casings, contained bubble curtains) are likely to be needed to 
prevent harm to ESA-listed species.  Monitoring of pile driving noise levels during the test pile driving trials (i.e. 
measurement of  peak pressures, single strike and cumulative sound exposure levels, and root mean square 
levels) would be helpful in determining what steps will be necessary to protect listed species.  Very little 
information on pile driving noise levels of this magnitude in Florida waters is available, and given the recent 
increase in proposed Florida bridge replacements (and some new bridges) this information would be extremely 
useful.  Considering that the estimated cost for the bridgereplacement is $415 million dollars, the expense of 
monitoring noise levels from pile driving is relatively small.  NMFS has staff that can provide guidance on noise 
monitoring. 

(One minor editorial note: In the EFH Assessment in section 3.2 where salinities in the Pensacola Bay system are 
being discussed, it should be 30 parts per thousand, rather than 30 parts per trillion.) 

NMFS appreciates the opportunity to comment on the FDOT’s PD&E documents. 

Exhibit 3.3: 2013-08-23 NMFS Response to FDOT



 
 
 
Some basic information on the pile driving activity is required to conduct an effects analysis.  The 
basic information required includes: 

• the material composition of the piles (steel, concrete, wood, composite);  
• the type of pile (e.g., sheet, H, tubular, square, etc.); 
• the diameter of the piles; 
• the number of piles driven; 
• the number of hammer strikes per pile; 
• the duration to drive a single pile; 
• the number of piles driven per day; 
• the time of year of the activity; 
• the type of pile driving method (e.g., hydraulic, diesel, vibratory hammer); 
• other pile driving methods (e.g., drilling, jetting); 
• vessels required; 
• the total duration of the project;  
• depth, bottom, type, and habitat characteristics; and 
• a map of the project area. 
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SEA TURTLE AND SMALLTOOTH SAWFISH CONSTRUCTION CONDITIONS 
 

The permittee shall comply with the following protected species construction conditions: 
 

a. The permittee shall instruct all personnel associated with the project of the potential presence of 
these species and the need to avoid collisions with sea turtles and smalltooth sawfish.  All 
construction personnel are responsible for observing water-related activities for the presence of 
these species.  

 
b. The permittee shall advise all construction personnel that there are civil and criminal penalties for 

harming, harassing, or killing sea turtles or smalltooth sawfish, which are protected under the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973. 

 
c. Siltation barriers shall be made of material in which a sea turtle or smalltooth sawfish cannot 

become entangled, be properly secured, and be regularly monitored to avoid protected species 
entrapment.  Barriers may not block sea turtle or smalltooth sawfish entry to or exit from 
designated critical habitat without prior agreement from the National Marine Fisheries Service’s 
Protected Resources Division, St. Petersburg, Florida. 

 
d. All vessels associated with the construction project shall operate at “no wake/idle” speeds at all 

times while in the construction area and while in water depths where the draft of the vessel 
provides less than a four-foot clearance from the bottom.  All vessels will preferentially follow 
deep-water routes (e.g., marked channels) whenever possible. 

 
e. If a sea turtle or smalltooth sawfish is seen within 100 yards of the active daily 

construction/dredging operation or vessel movement, all appropriate precautions shall be 
implemented to ensure its protection.  These precautions shall include cessation of operation of 
any moving equipment closer than 50 feet of a sea turtle or smalltooth sawfish.  Operation of any 
mechanical construction equipment shall cease immediately if a sea turtle or smalltooth sawfish is 
seen within a 50-ft radius of the equipment.  Activities may not resume until the protected species 
has departed the project area of its own volition. 

 
f. Any collision with and/or injury to a sea turtle or smalltooth sawfish shall be reported 

immediately to the National Marine Fisheries Service’s Protected Resources Division (727-824-
5312) and the local authorized sea turtle stranding/rescue organization. 

 
g. Any special construction conditions, required of your specific project, outside these general 

conditions, if applicable, will be addressed in the primary consultation. 
 

 
 

Revised: March 23, 2006 
O:\forms\Sea Turtle and Smalltooth Sawfish Construction Conditions.doc 
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Florida Department of Transportation
RICK SCOTT 
GOVERNOR 

1074 Highway 90 
Chipley, Florida 32428 

ANANTH PRASAD, P.E. 
SECRETARY 

July 31, 2013 

Dr. Don Imm, Project Leader 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
Panama City Ecological Services / Fish and Wildlife Conservation Office 
1601 Balboa Avenue 
Panama City, FL  32405 

RE:  Pensacola Bay Bridge Project Development and Environment (PD&E) Study, 
Escambia and Santa Rosa Counties 
Financial Project Identification Number: 409334-1-22-02 
Wetland Evaluation and Biological Assessment Report 

Dear Dr. Imm, 

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT), District 3, is conducting a Project 
Development and Environment (PD&E) Study, in cooperation with the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), for the proposed replacement of the existing Pensacola Bay 
Bridge. The Pensacola Bay Bridge, or “Three-Mile Bridge,” is a 2.96-mile long, 4-lane bridge 
carrying State Road (SR) 30 [US Highway 98 (US 98)] across Pensacola Bay and connecting 
downtown Pensacola in Escambia County with the City of Gulf Breeze in Santa Rosa 
County.  The Pensacola Bay Bridge PD&E study begins just west of the intersection of 17th 
Avenue and Bayfront Parkway and ends at the intersection of Baybridge Drive and Gulf 
Breeze Parkway.  Both Bayfront Parkway and Gulf Breeze Parkway are designated as SR 
30 (US 98) within the study area.  The project is located with Townships 2 and 3 South and 
within Range 29 West.  

We carefully reviewed the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (USFWS) Information, Planning, 
and Conservation (IPaC) System, the 2012 Panhandle Species List, and Mary Mittiga’s 
comments in the Programming Screen Summary Report (Project #13248- Pensacola Bay 
Bridge Replacement) to develop a list of species and critical habitat that “may be present” 
within the project area. The attached Wetland Evaluation and Biological Assessment 
Report describes the listed species that may be present within the project area and the 
assessment of potential impacts associated with the project. As part of the PD&E process, 
FHWA requires concurrence from USFWS that the proposed project does not adversly 
affect federally threatened and endangered species. The FDOT would like to initiate 
Informal Section 7 Consultation under the provisions of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) 
versus Formal through Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) because specific project 
design details and construction methods will not be finalized until the design and 
permitting phase. Formal consultation will be conducted during the permitting phase by 
the FHWA if necessary. 

www.dot.state.fl.us 

Exhibit 4.1:  2013-07-31 FDOT Letter to USFWS Requesting Informal Section 7 Consultation
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Project Description 

The proposed project involves demolition and replacement of the existing bridge due to the 
deteriorating conditions, low sufficiency rating, and lack of modern safety features. The 
FDOT District 3 has assigned replacement of the Pensacola Bay Bridge as the number one 
priority within the work program. Funds have been programmed for the bridge 
replacement, and FDOT has committed to start construction by 2019.  

The Central East and Central West build alternatives, are being carried forward for further 
evaluation in this PD&E study, as explained in the attached reports. Both alternatives 
include a flyover configuration that would be constructed in the future when traffic volumes 
increase. The impacts to the natural environment and Pensacola Bay are similar. A 
maximum of 0.07 acre of tidal salt marsh would be directly impacted by the Central West 
Alternative. The Central East Alternative impacts less than 0.01 acre of jurisdictional 
wetlands. This wetland impact is considered insignificant due to the limited acreage 
involved. Mitigation for any unavoidable wetland impacts is proposed. The north and south 
landfalls of the Pensacola Bay Bridge are considered developed lands and include 
recreational, commercial, residential land uses as well as publicly owned lands.   

The FDOT will continue to develop avoidance alternatives and/or measures to minimize 
harm to natural resources during the design phase, in accordance with the agencies 
comments received during the FDOT’s Efficient Transportation Decision Making (ETDM) 
Process. As part of the FDOT’s ETDM Process, project information was distributed to the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP), Northwest Florida Water 
Management District (NWFWMD), USFWS, Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation 
Commission (FFWCC), NMFS, and other governmental agencies. The responses of these 
agencies are included in Appendix A of the Wetland Evaluation and Biological Assessment. 
USFWS’s principle concerns were impacts to seagrass, the Gulf Sturgeon and its Critical 
Habitat, the West Indian Manatee, and nesting and in-water sea turtles. These concerns 
have been addressed by conducting multiple in-water seagrass surveys and FDOT’s 
commitments outlined below. No seagrasses or listed species were observed at the bridge 
approaches during field reviews. 

Protected Species and Habitat 

The Gulf sturgeon, Piping Plover, West Indian manatee, and sea turtles (Loggerhead, 
Green Sea, and Kemp’s Ridley) could potentially be within the project area and could be 
affected by the project. The project area is designated as Critical Habitat for the Gulf 
sturgeon. It is also within the Consultation area for the West Indian manatee. Based on the 
type of project, proposed construction techniques, and the FDOT’s commitment to 
implement standard protection measures, the project “may affect, but is not likely to 
adversely affect” these species or the Critical Habitat for the Gulf Sturgeon. 

The proposed project is “not likely to adversely affect” the Wood Stork. The USFWS and 
FFWCC databases revealed no rookeries in close proximity to the project area with the 
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nearest nest site being located approximately 170 miles to the east near Tallahassee. The 
proposed project is anticipated to have “no effect” on the leatherback sea turtle. Due to its 
preference for pelagic habitat, the species is not anticipated to forage within the project 
area.  Leatherback sea turtle nesting has been documented in Escambia and Santa Rosa 
counties but not within the project area.  Nesting habitat at the project area is marginal 
due to the extensive stabilization of the shoreline with vertical seawalls and rip-rap.  
 
Commitments 

In order to ensure that adverse impacts to the protected species within the vicinity of the 
project area will not occur, FDOT will abide by the following commitments which are 
included in the Environmental Assessment: 

Gulf Sturgeon - USFWS and FFWCC approved protection guidelines will be followed during 
construction to minimize potential impacts to the species. The guidelines include: 

• Avoidance of nocturnal pile driving from November through April; 
• Avoidance of in-water explosive work from  November through April; 
• Minimization of multiple pile driving operations so that the maximum distance 

between the southernmost and northernmost pile driving operation does not exceed 
one kilometer; 

• Avoidance of mooring work barges and vessels in shallow shoreline waters from  
November through April; and, 

• Avoidance and minimization of effects to habitat used for winter feeding. 
 

West Indian Manatee – The most current USFWS guidelines “Standard Manatee 
Conditions for In-Water Work” will be incorporated into the final project design 
specifications and the construction contractor will be informed of the necessity to follow 
these guidelines during the construction. The guidelines include restrictions on blasting, 
monitoring of turbidity barriers, and exclusionary grating on culverts, presence of manatee 
observers during in-water work, a defined or limited construction window, and no nighttime 
work. The current guidelines are included in Appendix C of the Wetland Evaluation and 
Biological Assessment.  The use of the manatee protection guidelines during construction 
will also provide concurrent protection for any sea turtles that may temporarily be passing 
through the project area. 

Sea Turtles - Sea turtle nests have not been documented in close proximity to the project 
area, but nesting has been documented at Perdido Key, Perdido Key State Park, Gulf 
Island National Seashore, Pensacola Beach, Navarre Beach, Navarre Beach State Park and 
Eglin Air Force Base. The potential exists, however, for disorientation of hatchlings by the 
increased luminosity from the proposed bridge lighting in combination with the ambient 
atmospheric glow from the developed areas of Pensacola and Gulf Breeze. This 
disorientation causes the hatchlings to head away from the Gulf, leaving them exposed to 
increased predation and ultimately causing an increased rate of mortality. To reduce this 
potential impact, coordination with NMFS, USFWS, and FFWCC will continue during the 
design phase in order to incorporate appropriate lighting that meets the needs of traffic 
safety as well as provides for the enhanced viability of sea turtle hatchlings. The use of the 
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manatee protection guidelines during construction will also provide concurrent protection 
for any sea turtles that may temporarily be passing through the project area.  

The FDOT requests your concurrence with the above findings regarding protected species 
and the above-mentioned commitments as described in the Wetland Evaluation and 
Biological Assessment.   
 
If you have any questions about this project or the, please contact J. Brandon Bruner, P.E., 
at (850) 330-1509 or via email at joseph.bruner@dot.state.fl.us.   
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
J. Brandon Bruner, P.E. 
District Environmental Management Engineer 
 
Enclosure 
 

mailto:joseph.bruner@dot.state.fl.us


Pensacola Bay Bridge PD&E 

Teleconference 

August 13th, 2013 at 3 pm EST 

Location: Conference Call 

Attendees: Mary Mittiga (USFWS); Karen Herrington (USFWS); Jim Mykytka (RS&H); 
Paul Heeg (RS&H); Cynthia Grizzle (RS&H). 

A teleconference with the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) representatives and 
RS&H staff was held on Tuesday, August 13, 2013.  The purpose of the meeting was to 
discuss the Endangered Species Act, Section 7 Informal Consultation request which was 
recently sent to the USFWS along with the Wetland Evaluation and Biological Assessment 
Report.  The major topic of discussion was the course of action needed to obtain concurrence 
from the USFWS regarding potential impacts to federally listed species for the Pensacola 
Bay Bridge PD&E study.   

The following is a synopsis of the items addressed during the meeting and the proposed 
actions. 

1. Mary and Karen indicated that they are still in the process of reviewing the
information provided. They agreed to review our proposed protection measures for
the Gulf Sturgeon to confirm that they are applicable to the specific project area. She
plans to provide a written response to the informal consultation request by the end
of the month.

2. Based on Mary’s recent experience with bridge replacement projects in Gulf
Sturgeon Critical Habitat, a Formal Consultation and preparation of a Biological
Opinion would likely be required on this project.

3. Mary indicated that Formal Consultation typically occurs after the test piles are
driven. If consultation occurs before test piles are driven, USFWS takes a
conservative approach.

4. USFWS suggested that coordination be continued through the Informal
Consultation. Additional construction details may be needed to determine what
conservation measures may be required and if Formal Consultation may be
required.

August 13, 2013 
RS&H/USFWS Meeting Minutes 
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Exhibit 4.2:  2013-08-13 USFWS Teleconference Minutes



5. Paul Heeg offered to send USFWS a copy of the Bridge Development Report (BDR) 
which includes a typical pier and footing plan and preliminary span arrangement. 
Mary indicated that she would prefer electronic copies of any final design plans of 
the structure. Paul indicated to USFWS that no design plans have been developed to 
date.  The BDR includes a recommended sub- and super-structure configuration.  
However, the Design-Build team will ultimately design the structure and prepare 
the final design plans.  The current RS&H contract with District 3 includes the 
development of 60% plans for the bridge approaches on the Pensacola and Gulf 
Breeze landfalls.  However, these 60% plans do not include any structural details.  
Since no final design plans of the proposed bridge will be available until the Design-
Build Phase, an electronic version of the BDR will be sent to USFWS.  Electronic 
versions of the Bridge Hydraulic Report and Geotechnical Investigation Report are 
also available and include the topographic and geotechnical characteristics of 
Pensacola Bay. 

6. Karen is working on assembling known information on Gulf Sturgeon movements in 
the vicinity of the Pensacola Bay Bridge and will provide RS&H with a sample 
Biological Opinion as reference for the information which may be required.  
According to Mary, the Gulf Sturgeon are known to spawn in the spring and fall and 
are sensitive to noise disturbances.  The fish are present in the bays and estuaries in 
the Gulf of Mexico. 

7. Mary indicated that there is no typical mitigation for Gulf Sturgeon impacts. 
“Mitigation” can range from requirements to perform sturgeon tracking studies to 
the use of turbidity curtains during construction.  Due to the rapidly deteriorating 
condition of the existing structure, one concern regarding mitigation measures is the 
time restrictions on pile driving, since there are an estimated 10 piles per pier to be 
driven, with typical depths of 60 feet or more.  The recommended structural 
alternative in the BDR includes a total of 214 new piers, equating to 2,140 piles to 
be driven.  The Geotechnical Investigation Report mentions the option of using 
drilled shafts, which may be considered by the Design-Build team.  However, the 
most likely foundation option is the use of 54- or 60-inch cylinder piles due to the 
very soft and scourable soils found in the first 50 feet of strata.  The project schedule 
produced at the April 2013 Risk Analysis Workshop includes time restrictions to pile 
driving using the current WEBAR commitments, which are based on the USFWS 
EDTM comments.  The draft risk analysis projects September 2015 as the Design-
Build notice to proceed date and June 2022 as the date of project completion.  
Seventy-five months are anticipated to complete the project construction. 

8. Jim asked Mary to elaborate on what FHWA considers “reasonable assurance” and if 
FDOT’s commitments to implement standard protection measures will provide 
“reasonable assurance”. Mary indicated that whether or not the protection plan 
provides “reasonable assurance” is decided on a case by case basis. Mary frequently 
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works with FHWA to obtain concurrence during the planning stages of a project but 
the two agencies are still developing a specific protocol/process regarding proving 
reasonable assurances during PD&E studies. Mary plans to discuss the appropriate 
“reasonable assurance” language with FWHA to allow the project to move forward.  

9. Mary stated that FWHA and USFWS prefer to identify environmental issues as 
early as possible to facilitate the consultation process.  She acknowledged that once 
the Design-Build process is initiated, the schedule is accelerated and may not be 
conducive to resolving environmental concerns.  She encouraged the project team to 
continue the interagency dialogue now in order to minimize delays later. 

10. The Formal Consultation process may take as long as 135 days.  
 
The teleconference was concluded at approximately 4:00pm. 
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