




Project Location 

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT), District 3, in cooperation with the 
FHWA, is proposing to replace 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.  This study is entitled the 
“Pensacola Bay Bridge Project Development and Environment (PD&E) Study.”  
 

Purpose and Need 

The purpose for the Pensacola Bay Bridge PD&E Study is to examine replacing the existing 
deteriorated structure with two new bridges (eastbound and westbound) featuring increased 
capacity and bicycle / pedestrian accommodations.  A pair of modern bridges carrying a total 
of six lanes with full-width shoulders and dual shared paths will improve traffic flow, reduce 
the opportunity for crashes, and provide multi-modal accommodations.  
 
The 2011 average annual daily traffic (AADT) on SR 30 (US 98) is approximately 55,500 
vehicles per day. The bridge experiences Level of Service (LOS) D in the a.m. and p.m. peak 
hours in the westbound and eastbound directions, respectively.  The AADT Model Volume for 
the 2035 Cost Feasible Plan for the bridge segment (assuming no new bridge is constructed) 
is projected to increase to 67,000 vehicles per day in the 2040 design year. This increase in 
traffic volume would classify the Pensacola Bay Bridge as a LOS E in the peak hours for a 
four-lane uninterrupted highway.   
 
Approximately 55,500 vehicles traverse the four-lane Pensacola Bay Bridge daily.  This 
structure has been considered for improvement or replacement by the 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.”  
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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.1  Hurricane Ivan, a 
strong Category 3 storm on September 15, 2004, caused damage to the existing bridge and 
approaches.  The three mile long span was closed for six days due to the displacement of the 
approaches by storm surge. The bridge re-opened on September 21, 2004 to residents and 
emergency crews.2  The 16-foot storm surge from Hurricane Ivan flooded downtown 
Pensacola, including the Civic Center.3   
 
Crashes were analyzed on SR 30 (US 98) from just west of 17th Avenue to Baybridge Drive.  
A total of 235 crashes were analyzed for the five-year period between 2007 and 2011.  The 
top five crash types in order of highest frequency were rear-end (55%), sideswipe (11%), angle 
(9%), hit concrete barrier wall (5%) and head-on and left-turn (4%).  The majority of crashes 
(86%) involved vehicles moving straight ahead or slowing / stopped. 

The existing span over the navigation channel is substandard with respect to vertical and 
horizontal clearance.  The low level viaduct spans of the existing bridge are subjected to salt 
spray and potentially damaging storm generated wave energy.  The current vertical 
clearance is 51.3 feet above sea level with a horizontal clearance of 125 feet between the 
existing fenders.  The United States Coast Guard (USCG) vertical and horizontal clearance 
standards are 65 feet and 150 feet, respectively, according the USCG Clearance Guide.   
 
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.  The Purpose and Need can be found in Section 1.2 of 
the EA. 
 

1 2004 Draft Identification of Feasible Corridors Report, June 10, 2004 
2 Historical Retrospective of Hurricane Ivan, AARoads (www.aaroads.com/guide, 2011) 
3 National Geographic News, September 16, 2004 
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Recommended Alternative 

The Central West Alternative is the Preferred Alternative to be carried forward for the 
replacement of the Pensacola Bay Bridge.  A detailed description of the Recommended 
Alternative is contained in Section 2.5 of the EA.  The Central West Alternative will include 
two new three-lane bridges, each approximately three miles in length.  This alternative 
requires the existing bridge to be removed in its entirety in order to provide space for the new 
northbound bridge.  The selection is 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 approximate footprint of the 
demolished bridge.  
 
In addition to the travel lanes, the replacement bridge will include full-width shoulders on 
each side of the opposing lanes of travel.  On each bridge, bicyclists and pedestrians will be 
accommodated with 10-foot wide shared-use paths that are separated from the vehicular 
movements by a restrictive barrier.  A distance of 10 feet between the twin structures is 
desirable to facilitate construction of the adjacent span and future maintenance and 
inspection requirements.  

The Central West Alternative avoids the need for permanent right-of-way acquisition from 
Pensacola Wayside Park.  The existing Escambia County Fishing Bridge is also avoided.   On 
the Pensacola approach, this alternative has a slight encroachment into the bay and features 
a terraced wall configuration consisting of a retaining wall supporting the roadway adjacent 
to the shared-use path, a sea wall located approximately 13 feet from the roadway retaining 
wall, and a varying swath of shoreline riprap.  While the encroachment into the bay may 
increase the risk of damage to the roadway during storm events, risk is minimized by the use 
of generous riprap protection and cast-in-place retaining walls in lieu of mechanically 
stabilized earth walls.   
 
On the Gulf Breeze landfall, the Central West Alternative utilizes six spans of approximately 
90 feet, with the last span bridging the riprap cone around the bridge abutment.  The first 
and fifth spans on landfall accommodate access roads, while the second, third, and fourth 
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spans accommodate parking space.  In particular, the fifth span allows vehicles to drive 
forward beneath the structure after launching a boat.  Sufficient distance exists between the 
14-foot clearance point at the eastern edge of the structure and the access road in the vicinity 
of the northern span to accommodate an adequate grade on the access road connection 
between the two parks.  The Central West Alternative requires elimination of the northern-
most commercial entrance and displaces approximately 34 parking spaces along the western 
roadside.   
 
The Central West Alternative does not permanently impact the east side of the park but does 
require temporary impacts in the form of reconstructing the Gulf Breeze Wayside Park 
entrance road and median.  The existing east side parking, picnic pavilions, and fishing pier 
are not permanently impacted by the Central West Alternative.   
 
Consistency with Transportation Planning Priorities 

This PD&E Study includes development of roadway and bridge concepts for the replacement 
of the existing structure.  Future phases for right-of-way acquisition, design-build activities, 
construction engineering and inspection, and mitigation are funded within the Department’s 
five-year work program.  The Florida-Alabama TPO has included the six-lane Pensacola Bay 
Bridge in the State Transportation Improvement Plan (STIP), the Transportation 
Improvement Plan (TIP), and the Blueprint 2035 Needs Assessment and Cost Feasible Plan.  
Planning consistency has been achieved with the local and statewide transportation agencies.  
SR 30 (US 98) is a federal highway, and FDOT has authority to maintain and upgrade the 
roadway when needed.  Section 1.3 of the EA contains a detailed discussion of Planning 
Consistency for this project. 
 
After wetland impacts for the Preferred Alternative were identified, programmed funds for 
wetland mitigation were reduced from $4.2 million to $28,000.  
 
Appendix A of the EA contains excerpts from the STIP, TIP, and Cost Feasible Plan as well 
as the required FDOT form entitled “Planning Requirements for Environmental Document 
Approvals”.  This form is also displayed in Table 1. 
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According to the Fiscal Year 2015-2019 TIP (adopted June 11, 2014 and amended September 
10, 2014), the right-of-way acquisition in fiscal years 2014/15 and 2015/16 is funded through 
Advance Construction BRT (ACBR).  In fiscal years 2016/17, preliminary engineering is 
funded through BNBR.  Construction is funded in 2016/17 through State In-house Product 
Support (DIH), State Bridge Replacement (BRP), ACBR, and Amendment 4 Bonds (Bridges) 
(BNBR) sources. 
 

Relocation and Right-of-Way 

The Central West Alternative requires 2.29 acres of permanent right-of-way acquisition from 
six property owners and 3.35 acres of temporary construction easements from two property 
owners (both municipalities).  On the Pensacola approach, the Central West Alternative 
requires a total of 0.17 acre from the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 
(FFWCC) parcel.  This parcel contains an FFWCC office building but does not constitute a 
property for which Section 4(f) rules apply.  As mentioned in Section 5.2.7.4 of the EA, 
approximately 0.31 acre of temporary construction easement from Pensacola Wayside Park 
is required to facilitate the construction of a new entrance apron at 17th Avenue, a connection 
to the under-bridge access road to the FDOT parcel, and a tie-in for the shared-use path near 
the Welcome Center parking area.     
 
On the Gulf Breeze approach, the Central West Alternative has no permanent impacts to the 
east side of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park but impacts 1.35 acres of the west side, displacing the 
boat launch access road and 18 vehicle-trailer parking spaces.  Both sides of Gulf Breeze 
Wayside Park will require temporary construction easements totaling approximately 2.96 
acres to facilitate construction of the bridge, replacement under-bridge parking, contractor 
staging areas, and park access roads.    
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Table 1:   Planning Requirements for Environmental Document Approvals 

Currently
Adopted 
CFP-LRTP

Y/N

Currently 
Approved TIP/STIP TIP/STIP

TIP $ FY

PE (Final Design) Y Y $9.154/$9.238

<2015 & 2017/                   
<2015, 2015 & 
2017

R/W Y Y $7.479/$7.479
15 & 16 /          
15, 16 & 17

Construction Y Y 
$513.840 /      
$513.840 17 / 17

Total
$530.473 / 
$530.557

         Funding Sources:     BNBR = Amendment 4 Bonds (Bridges - State); ACBR = Advance Construction (Federal Bridge Replacement - On System); 
DIH = State In-House Product Support; BRP = State Bridge Replacement; 

Project Segmented: N

FDOT Preparer’s Name: Tori Wilson Date: 4/10/2015 Phone # (850) 330-1279

Preparer's Signature: Email: victoria.wilson@dot.state.fl.us

See Appendix A of EA for LRTP, TIP, STIP pages.

The grand-total project cost including right-of-way, construction, and 
engineering is estimated at $617 million; the project is totally funded.

R/W programmed over FY's 15, 16 & 17.  (Funding source:  ACBR)

All phases related to construction programmed in FY17.  (Funding source:  DIH, 
BRP, ACBR, BNBR)

NOTE:  PROJECT IS TOTALLY FUNDED

COMMENTS

Yes.  All phases of the project are represented in the Florida - Alabama LRTP CFP (Appendix D, p. D-7 of the June 2014 LRTP CFP Amendment). Project is funded with a combination of state 
and federal funds.

PHASE COMMENTS

Stipend for unsuccessful bidders programmed under a design phase (FY17).  Final 
design covers FY's 13, 14 & 15.  (Funding source:  BNBR)

Currently 
Approved 

STIP

Funding 
Source
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No permanent right-of-way impacts are proposed south of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park on the 
east side of Gulf Breeze Parkway.  On the west side of the roadway, the Central West 
Alternative impacts a vacant commercial parcel and three commercial parcels currently 
occupied with several existing businesses.  These businesses include the Bridge Bar, Flowers 
by Yoko, Stand Up Paddle Boards, High Point DBR, Thai 54, Bote, Baybreeze Dive Center, 
LaBrisa Restaurant (formerly Unique Café), and Baybeach Inn Resort.  Besides the vacant 
parcel owned by Northern Horizons, LLC, the impacted commercial properties are comprised 
of two property owners (Wayne and Denise Wheatley and Bay Beach Hotel, LLC). The 
proposed right-of-way line in this vicinity is set 15 feet west of the back of the proposed 
sidewalk.  This envelope will accommodate slope tie-downs and utility relocations.  Impacts 
to these commercial parcels consist of displacement of a total of 34 roadside parking spaces.   
 
The right-of-way acquisition is estimated to cost approximately $7.33 million, while the 
construction cost is estimated at $530.2 million.  Based on 15% of construction costs, 
engineering and construction inspection costs are estimated at $79.53 million.  The grand-
total project cost including right-of-way, construction, and engineering is estimated at $617 
million. 
 

Cultural Resources 

Section 106 
A Cultural Resources Assessment Survey (CRAS) was completed for this project and is 
summarized in Chapter 4 of the EA.  No archaeological or historical sites or properties were 
identified, nor are any expected to be encountered during subsequent project development. 
The FHWA, after consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), has 
determined that no resources listed or eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic 
Places would be impacted.  The FHWA and SHPO concurred via signature regarding the 
CRAS findings on 3/14/2013 and 4/11/2013, respectively. 
 
The proposed bridge replacement project will have no effect on submerged cultural resources 
within the project corridor. This assessment is based upon the Central West Alternative 
contained in this EA and understanding of the direct construction impacts, as well as any 
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indirect construction impacts related to sediment testing or vessel movement and mooring 
within the project corridor. This assessment is reliant upon current remote-sensing 
technologies, data acquisition and processing methodologies, and archaeological 
interpretation of magnetic data and acoustic imagery.  No further archaeological work will 
be recommended.  Concurrence from the SHPO regarding the marine sites and a March 2013 
diver inspection was received by the FHWA and SHPO on 6/24/2013 and 7/2/2013, 
respectively. 
 
Therefore, the FHWA, in compliance with Section 106 of the National Historical Preservation 
Act and in consultation with the SHPO, has determined that the proposed action will have 
no effect upon any properties protected under Section 106. 
 

Section 4(f) 
Three Section 4(f) properties are located adjacent to the existing right-of-way:  Pensacola 
Wayside Park, Escambia County Fishing Bridge, and Gulf Breeze Wayside Park.  There is a 
prudent and feasible alternative (the Central West Alternative) to avoid a Section 4(f) use of 
Pensacola Wayside Park and the Escambia County Fishing Bridge.  However, there is no 
prudent and feasible alternative to avoid the permanent use of Section 4(f) land from Gulf 
Breeze Wayside Park, since it flanks both sides of the existing roadway at the south end of 
the bridge.  The avoidance alternatives to Gulf Breeze Wayside Park are not prudent or 
feasible per Chapter 13-2.4.1 of the FDOT PD&E Manual and federal Section 4(f) guidelines 
[23 CFR 774.3 (a) and (c)].  The complete Section 4(f) evaluation is contained in Chapter 5 of 
the EA.    
 
Pensacola Wayside Park 
Enhancements to Pensacola Wayside Park occur as a result of providing entrance and 
shared-use path connections to the park. The construction time to provide these 
improvements is anticipated to be less than two weeks overall, and no park activities would 
be curtailed during this construction sequence.  The total surface area of three temporary 
easements within Pensacola Wayside Park is approximately 0.31 acres.   
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According to Section 23 CFR 774.13(d), a temporary occupancy does not constitute a Section 
4(f) use when all of the following conditions are satisfied: 

1. Duration must be temporary, i.e., less than the time needed for construction of the 
project, and there should be no change in ownership of the land; 

2. Scope of the work must be minor, i.e., both the nature and the magnitude of the 
changes to the Section 4(f) property are minimal; 

3. There are no anticipated permanent adverse physical impacts, nor will there be 
interference with the protected activities, features, or attributes of the property, on 
either a temporary or permanent basis; 

4. The land being used must be fully restored, i.e., the property must be returned to a 
condition which is at least as good as that which existed prior to the project; and, 

5. There must be documented agreement of the official(s) with jurisdiction over the 
Section 4(f) resource regarding the above conditions. 

These three temporary easements comprising 0.31 acres required for construction of the 17th 
Avenue entrance, shared-use path tie-in, and under-bridge connection tie-in do not constitute 
a Section 4(f) use.  Based on the criteria from Section 23 CFR 774.13(d), points 1 through 5 
are satisfied. 
 
Gulf Breeze Wayside Park 
The Central West Alternative requires a permanent use and temporary occupancy from one 
Section 4(f) resource, Gulf Breeze Wayside Park.  The Section 4(f) impacts for the Central 
West Alternative are summarized as follows: 

• 1.35 acres of park land permanently acquired from the west side of Gulf Breeze 
Wayside Park; 

• Displacement of 18 parking spaces for vehicles and trailers;  

• Temporary occupancy consisting of approximately 2.96 acres from Gulf Breeze 
Wayside Park. 

 
Replacement parking for the 18 displaced boat launch parking spaces will be accommodated 
by reconstructing the existing parking lot at a lower elevation and extending the bridge 
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southward by six spans of approximately 90 feet.  The reconfigured parking beneath the 
bridge includes the following: 

• A pull-through driveway for boat-launching vehicles; 

• 18 vehicle-trailer parking spaces; and 

• 28 regular parking spaces (net increase in spaces). 
 

The Central West Alternative is the most logical option for to be carried forward as the 
proposed action, as it meets the Purpose and Need of the PD&E study (as described in 
Chapter 1 of the EA) while minimizing Section 4(f) impacts to the greatest extent practicable.  
The Central West Alternative is the most feasible and prudent alternative with the least 
harm to Section 4(f) resources.  The proposed action includes all possible planning to 
minimize harm to Gulf Breeze Wayside Park resulting from permanent use.  

Based upon the above considerations and those contained in Chapter 5 of the attached EA, 
there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of land from Gulf Breeze Wayside 
Park, and the proposed action includes all possible planning to minimize harm to Gulf Breeze 
Wayside Park resulting from such use. 
 

Air Quality 

An Air Quality Technical Memorandum was prepared and is available under separate cover. 
 
As mentioned in Section 7.2 of the EA, the project is located in an area which is designated 
in attainment for all of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards under the criteria 
provided in the Clean Air Act. Therefore, the Clean Air Act conformity requirements do not 
apply to the project. 
 
Construction activities will cause short-term air quality impacts in the form of dust from 
earthwork and unpaved roads.  These impacts will be minimized by adherence to all 
applicable State and local regulations and to the FDOT Standard Specifications for Road and 
Bridge Construction.  
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Noise 

A Noise Study Report (NSR) was prepared and is available under separate cover.  The report 
is summarized in Section 7.1 of the EA.  On the average, noise levels for the Central West 
Alternative are 1.1 dB(A) higher than existing conditions.  This characteristic is attributed 
to future increases in traffic volumes and to the new travel lanes, which will bring traffic 
closer to some noise sensitive receptor sites.  With the Central West Alternative, the average 
predicted design year noise level at 28 representative receptor sites was 61.6 dB(A).  Design 
year noise levels will not approach or exceed the NAC at any of the 28 representative noise 
sensitive receptor sites.   
 
Residential and commercial areas adjacent to the project limits may be affected by noise and 
vibration associated with construction activities, particularly the driving of piles.  
Construction noise and vibration impacts to these sites will be minimized by adherence to 
the controls listed in the FDOT Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction.  
 

Floodplain Finding 

Floodplains are analyzed in the Location Hydraulic Report, which is available under separate 
cover.  Pursuant to EO 11988, “Floodplain Management”, the proposed action is determined 
to be located entirely within the 100-year floodplain and within the designated coastal 
hurricane flood surge zone of Escambia and Santa Rosa Counties.  There is no practicable 
alternative to construction within the floodplain.  The proposed action is to replace the facility 
with an upgraded structure. 
 
As mentioned in Section 6.6.2 of the EA, the project will be a minimal transverse floodplain 
encroachment.  No existing cross drains are located within the project limits.  Therefore, no 
additional analyses were performed for this project.  The project does not involve any 
regulatory floodways.   
 
Because this project consists of replacement of an existing bridge and no cross drains are 
located within the project limits, no adverse impacts are anticipated due to encroachments 
created by roadway widening. No additional floodplain study or risk analysis is necessary.  
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As a result, this project will not affect flood heights or base floodplain limits.  This project 
will not result in any significant increase or new adverse environmental impacts and will not 
increase flood risks or damage. 
 
This project will not involve the replacement or modification of any existing cross drains or 
the addition of any new cross drains.  The modifications to drainage structures will result in 
an insignificant change in their capacity to carry floodwater. These minimal increases will 
not result in any significant adverse impacts on the natural and beneficial floodplain values 
or any significant change in flood risks or damage. There will not be a significant change in 
the potential for interruption or termination of emergency service or emergency evacuation 
routes. Therefore, this encroachment has been determined to be not significant. 
 

Wetlands Finding 

A Wetland Evaluation and Biological Assessment Report (WEBAR) was prepared and is 
available under separate cover.  A summary is contained in Chapter 6 of the EA.   The 
wetland findings were prepared in accordance with Executive Order 11990 and DOT Order 
5660.1A. 

Construction of the Central West Alternative will result in unavoidable direct impacts to 
estuarine emergent wetlands and unconsolidated bottom (Pensacola Bay).  There is no 
practicable alternative to completely avoid impacts to wetlands and surface waters for this 
bridge replacement and capacity improvement. This alternative requires construction 
activities, including pilings, over approximately 34.50 acres of surface waters (i.e., Pensacola 
Bay) and approximately 0.98 acre in the water (below the mean high water elevation 
associated with pilings).  A total of 0.07 acre of wetland impacts is estimated for the Central 
West Alternative (0.02 acre and 0.05 acre on the Pensacola and Gulf Breeze landfalls, 
respectively).  Shoreline impacts include the installation of retaining walls, seawalls, and rip-
rap on both bridge approaches.  Concept Plans showing wetland and surface water impacts 
are included in Chapter 2 of the EA. 

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.  Wetlands 
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on the Pensacola landfall predominantly consist of salt marsh/estuarine habitat restoration 
area associated with Project GreenShores that is situated in the northwest quadrant of the 
Pensacola Bay Bridge. Project GreenShores is a restoration effort being conducted by the 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) 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 U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service (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 on the Gulf Breeze landfall consist of a narrow zone of tidal marsh located just 
south of the Gulf Breeze boat ramp. 

Table 2 summarizes the wetland and surface water impacts for the Central West Alternative.  
Impacts to wetlands have been avoided and minimized to the maximum extent practicable.   

Table 2:  Assessment of Wetlands and Surface Water Impacts 

Alternative 
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 
West 

Yes Saltmarsh  0.07 Yes 
Pensacola 

Bay 
34.50 0.66 

* Estuarine Habitat 
** Areas of shoreline with existing riprap 

 
 

 
The FDOT has investigated mitigation options in accordance with Section 373.4137, Florida 
Statutes.  Initial coordination with regulatory agencies such as the Northwest Florida Water 
Management District (NWFWMD), U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), and the FDEP 
was conducted during the Efficient Transportation Decision-Making (ETDM) process. 
Additional coordination will be conducted with the appropriate regulatory agencies during 
the permitting phase of the project. 
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Pursuant to Florida Statutes and USACE, NWFWMD, and FDEP regulations, compensatory 
mitigation for unavoidable wetland impacts can be accomplished in several ways.  Mitigation 
options include mitigation bank credit purchase, mitigation services from the NWFWMD, or 
site-specific creation. 
 
If the project is located within the Service Area of a permitted wetland mitigation bank, then 
the purchase of credits from the bank may be acceptable. This method is the preferred 
mitigation option.  If the use of a permitted wetland mitigation bank is not available, then 
pursuant to Chapter 373.4137 F.S. (i.e., the Senate Bill), compensatory mitigation of wetland 
impacts can be implemented by the FDEP/NWFWMD through funding supplied by FDOT. If 
neither of the aforementioned methods is a viable option, then a site-specific wetland 
mitigation plan must be developed. 
 
Currently, the project site is not located within the Service Area of any permitted wetland 
mitigation banks that offer credits for salt marsh impacts.  A re-evaluation of the mitigation 
options will be conducted during the permitting phase of the project.  
 
No matter which mitigation option is selected, compensatory mitigation will be offered for all 
unavoidable wetland impacts. Approval of the compensatory mitigation will be subject to 
approval by the FDEP and the USACE prior to final authorization of the project. 
 
Based on the above consideration, there is no practicable alternative to the proposed new 
construction in wetlands, and the proposed action includes all practicable measures to 
minimize harm to wetlands which may result from use. 
 

Water Quality 

As mentioned in Section 6.3 of the EA, the Pensacola Bay watershed encompasses an area of 
approximately 7,000 square miles, of which one-third is in Florida. The majority of the 
watershed lies to the north in Alabama.  Urbanization over time has adversely impacted 
wetlands and aquatic habitats leading to point-source and non-point source pollutant 
discharges to the bay.  The NWFWMD has designated Pensacola Bay as a Surface Water 
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Improvement and Management (SWIM) priority as specified in Florida Statues, Section 
373.453.   

Pensacola Bay is identified as an impaired water body by the FDEP. Currently, this 
impairment is due to excess levels of coliform. Future investigations may lead to 
identification of impairment due to nutrients.  At present, Total Maximum Daily Loads 
(TMDL’s) have been developed for coliform only.  

The bridge and roadway design will be required to meet the latest water quality standards 
of the NWFWMD.  Due to the difficulty of capturing and treating storm water runoff on the 
new Pensacola Bay Bridge and given the limited amount of vacant land available for 
retention ponds on both approaches, the preferred stormwater treatment method consists of 
utilizing compensatory treatment.  The Pond Siting Report (December 2012) describes these 
preferred off-site pond locations in detail.  Coordination is ongoing with the public works staff 
of Pensacola and Gulf Breeze.  Compensatory treatment will be employed in conjunction with 
Best-Management-Practice retrofits of existing SR 30 (US 98) outfalls into the bay.  Refer to 
the Pond Siting Report (December 2012) for a detailed description of the site and desired 
retrofits. 
 
Impacts dues to construction of the project are discussed in Section 6.9.3 of the EA.  Indirect 
impacts are estimated to occur within a 500-foot buffer surrounding the bridge and would 
include noise, dust and vibration.  Besides hydrological effects, other indirect impacts 
resulting from construction 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 top-down 
construction techniques and best management practices (BMPs).  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 
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outside construction limits. Blasting will not be utilized during demolition of the existing 
bridge.  
 

Wildlife and Habitat 

An evaluation of listed species is contained in the WEBAR and Essential Fish Habitat 
Assessment Report (EFH), both of which are summarized in Section 6.9 of the EA.The 
WEBAR, EFH, and BA assess potential impacts to the following federally-listed or otherwise 
protected species and USFWS-designated Critical Habitat: Gulf sturgeon (Acipenser 
oxyrhynchus desotoi), green sea turtle (Chelonia mydas), hawksbill sea turtle (Eretmochelys 
imbricata), Kemp’s ridley sea turtle (Lepidochelys kempii), leatherback sea turtle 
(Dermochelys coriacea), loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta caretta), smalltooth sawfish (Pristis 
pectinata), West Indian (Florida) manatee (Trichechus manatus) the bottlenose dolphin 
(Tursiops truncatus truncatus), and the bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus). Coordination 
with the USFWS and NMFS has been ongoing and is documented in Appendix E (Comments 
and Coordination Report) of the EA. 
 
Table 3 summarizes the FDOT’s Effects Determination for the above-mentioned species. 
 

Table 3:  Federal / State Protected Species Effects Determination 

Species Effects Determination 
Gulf Sturgeon May Adversely Affect 

Bald Eagle Not Anticipated to Adversely Affect 

Bottlenose Dolphin Not Likely to Result in Marine Mammal Take; 
Harassment is Not Likely to Occur 

Piping Plover May Affect, Not Likely to Adversely Affect 
Smalltooth Sawfish May Affect, Not Likely to Adversely Affect 

Sea Turtles May Affect, Not Likely to Adversely Affect 
West Indian / Florida 

Manatee May Affect, Not Likely to Adversely Affect 

Wood Stork May Affect, Not Likely to Adversely Affect 
Essential Fish Habitat No Adverse Effect 
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Due to the potential impacts to the Gulf sturgeon and its designated Critical Habitat, the 
USFWS recommended that the FDOT, through FHWA, initiate Formal Section 7 
Consultation of the ESA prior to the design and permitting phase of the project. As part of 
the initiation of formal consultation, a Biological Assessment (BA) was prepared and 
submitted to the USFWS. The BA dated November 18, 2014 was prepared to fulfill the 
requirements under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA), the Marine 
Mammal Protection Act (MMPA), and the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act (MSA).   The BA supports on-going consultation with the USFWS and the 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) pursuant to Section 7 of the ESA. 
 
The NMFS shares regulatory jurisdiction for the Gulf sturgeon with the USFWS.  Both 
agencies have agreed that USFWS will be the lead for Gulf sturgeon consultation for this 
project since FHWA is the lead federal agency.   However, NMFS will retain oversight for 
Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) under the MSA, and MMPA consultation.   

As a result of the BA, the USFWS issued a Final Biological Opinion (BO) on April 8, 2015.  
The Final BO, which is available under separate cover, determined that the project: 

May Affect but is Not Likely to Adversely Affect 

• Nesting Sea turtles (contingent upon USFWS approval prior to finalizing the design 
of the lighting plan); 

• Wintering Piping plover (Charadrius melodus); 

• Wood stork (Mycteria americana); and 

• West Indian (Florida) manatee (with the incorporation of Standard Manatee 
Construction Conditions). 

 
Per the Final BO the FDOT has committed to design a sea-turtle friendly lighting plan that 
will reduce the cumulative sky glow that is potentially harmful to sea turtles on nearby 
nesting beaches. During design, the lighting plan will be coordinated with USFWS for review 
and approval prior to finalizing the design.  In addition, the USFWS recommended that a 
reassessment be done within two years of the start of construction to determine whether bald 
eagle nests are within the vicinity of construction.  
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Gulf Sturgeon 

The FFWCC and USFWS 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 Final BO indicates that the proposed project 
would have a negative, but not appreciable effect on the survival and recovery of Gulf 
sturgeon. Most direct and indirect effects will occur within the radius of underwater noise 
that will be created by pile driving; however, the effects are considered small, temporary and 
reversible. Given that the subpopulation of Gulf sturgeon in the Escambia and Yellow Rivers 
are stable, the probability of species extinction is low. In addition, the proposed project is not 
likely to appreciably diminish the critical habitat’s capability to provide the intended 
conservation role for the Gulf sturgeon. The nature of effects to critical habitat is relatively 
small, dynamic, and would not produce permanent alterations to any Primary Constituent 
Element.  
 
After reviewing the current status of the Gulf sturgeon, the environmental baseline for the 
action area, the effects of the action, and the cumulative effects, the USFWS's biological 
opinion is that the demolition of the existing US 98 Pensacola Bay bridge and construction of 
twin replacement bridges is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the Gulf 
sturgeon or destroy or adversely modify its designated critical habitat. This opinion will apply 
as long as the construction let date occurs within five years of this BO, otherwise reinitiation 
of formal consultation will be required. 
 
Conservation measures are actions to benefit or promote the recovery of a listed species that 
are included by the Federal agency as an integral part of the proposed action. The Final BO 
lists the following avoidance and minimization measures to be implemented by FDOT and 
their contractor to reduce impacts to the Gulf sturgeon and its critical habitat.  
 

1. The FDOT will require the contractor to comply with the Construction Special 
Provisions Gulf Sturgeon Protection Guidelines that include prescribed measures and 
protocols to avoid direct physical injury or harm during in-water construction. 
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2. The FDOT will restrict nocturnal pile driving activities by the contractor and the 
mooring of work barges and vessels from October through May which represents the 
peak period that the Gulf sturgeon are migrating through this area. A nightly period 
without noise-inducing activities will provide fish with a daily opportunity to 
move/migrate through the project area without disturbance and minimize the effects 
to habitats used for winter feeding. Nighttime is defined as 30-minutes after sunset 
to 30-minutes before sunrise. 

 
3. The FDOT will require the contractor to minimize the potential impacts of multiple 

pile driving operations by maintaining 5,000 feet over the length of the project as a 
low-noise travel corridor. This corridor should be continuous to the extent feasible, 
but no individual component will be less than 1,500 feet. Low noise corridors are 
defined as areas where noise levels are below injury and behavioral disturbance 
thresholds. This restriction will provide the Gulf sturgeon and other aquatic fauna a 
sufficiently wide low-noise travel corridor or corridors through the project area 
without injury or disturbance. 

 
4. Pile-driving operations in shoreline waters on the eastern terminus of the bridge (Gulf 

Breeze side) will be conducted during the summer months (June 1 through August 31) 
when sturgeons are at their lowest seasonal abundance. This will minimize impacts 
to sturgeons which are known to concentrate in these shallow waters during the fall 
and winter. The goal is to establish and maintain a low noise corridor of no less than 
1,500 feet prior to the time period when sturgeons are most abundant in this 
important area. 

 
5. The contractor will develop a noise monitoring plan to collect hydroacoustical data 

from a representative set of test piles. The noise monitoring plan is anticipated to be 
similar to the one prepared for the SR 83/US 331 Choctawhatchee Bay Bridge Design 
Build Project which involved the test pile driving associated with installation of 
concrete piles in Walton County, Florida. The site-specific hydroacoustical data 
collected could be used to verify the extent of potential noise impacts and if necessary, 
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refine the previously recommended conservation measures being proposed to 
minimize potential impacts to listed species of this project. 

 
6. The contractor will be required to implement noise attenuation techniques, 

specifically bubble curtains, year-round for all pile driving operations. Based on 
previous pile-driving noise impact studies, such as SR 83/US 331 Choctawhatchee Bay 
Additional Two-Lane Bridge Project, this project is expected to exceed the threshold 
for behavioral disturbance to the Gulf sturgeon, without noise attenuation. The use of 
bubble curtains will reduce the size of the impact and/or disturbance zones around 
pile driving operations, and therefore reduce the potential to injure or kill Gulf 
sturgeon, or behaviorally disturb them. 

 
7. The contractor will be required to use a ramp-up procedure during the installation of 

piles.  This procedure allows for a gradual increase in noise level in order to give 
sensitive species ample time to flee prior to initiation of full noise levels. This approach 
can also reduce the likelihood of any secondary or sub-lethal effects from sound 
impulses associated with pile driving. 

 
8. The contractor will be required to use Best Management Practices (BMPs) for any 

construction activities over and in water. In addition, the contractor will be required 
to adhere to all water quality standards as defined in the project’s Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan. 

 
9. The FDOT will purchase 20 Vemco tags to be used for studies that contribute to 

ourscientific understanding of the Gulf sturgeon. 
 
In addition to these conservation measures, the USFWS believes that several reasonable and 
prudent measures (RPMs) are necessary and appropriate to minimize the incidental take of 
Gulf Sturgeon and reduce effects to its habitat as a result of this projects. FHWA, as the lead 
federal agency, shall be responsible for following the reasonable and prudent measures, with 
their associated term and conditions. Details, terms and conditions of the reasonable and 
prudent measures are listed in Section 7 of the Final BO. RPMs include: 
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1. Coordinate with the USFWS to ensure that completed project plans and updated 

specific to erosion control and off-site storm water compensation are implemented and 
include comprehensive monitoring and reporting. 

2. Reduce and monitor the effect of take associated with underwater noise.   
3. Ensure that the terms and conditions are completed as detailed in this incidental take 

statement including completion of reporting requirements. 
 

Terms and Conditions 
In order to be exempt from the prohibition of section 9 of the Act, FHWA must ensure that 
the FDOT and their contractors comply with the following terms and conditions, which 
implement the preceding reasonable and prudent measures.  All conservation measures 
described in the BA and subsequent correspondence and listed in Section 1.3 of the Final BO 
are hereby incorporated by reference as terms and conditions within this document pursuant 
to 50 CFR § 402.14(I) with the addition of the following terms and conditions.  All terms and 
conditions are non-discretionary.  FDOT is therefore committed to implementing the 
following terms and conditions: 
 
RPM 1 
1.1 An erosion and sediment control plan will be submitted and approved by the USFWS 

prior to the start of construction to assure that potential impacts to Gulf sturgeon 
habitat from sedimentation and turbidity are avoided and minimized to the extent 
practicable. 

 
1.2 The off-site stormwater compensatory treatment area will be coordinated with the 

USFWS for review and approval as plans becomes available. 
 
RPM 2 
2.1 The zone of impacts from elevated underwater sound levels that cause behavioral 

disturbance (150 dB RMS) will not extend greater than 1,037 feet from pile driving 
operations. If the zone of impacts is exceeded, then formal consultation should be 
reinitiated. The underwater sound management plan and in-situ hydroacoustic 
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monitoring of test piles (2.2 and 2.3 below) will be required to verify the zone of impacts 
that is the basis for this BO. 

 
2.2 The underwater sound management plan will be submitted to the USFWS for review 

prior to the onset of construction. The plan will provide the final design for pile size, 
installation method, and timing for pile installation. This will include the measures 
proposed to mitigate underwater noise such as bubble curtains, temporary noise 
attenuation piles, air filled fabric barriers, isolated piles or cofferdams, or double-walled 
piles. 

 
2.3 In-situ hydroacoustic monitoring of pile driving will be done during test piling to 

accurately determine sound levels based on materials, equipment, substrate, and 
method of pile installation. This assessment will be done on a representative sample of 
test piles located proximate to the project site, in an area most conducive to sound 
production, and at 10 meters from the pile. Any change in pile materials and/or 
installation methodology will require a re-assessment of sound levels. The acoustic 
monitoring results will be provided to the USFWS for review. 

 
2.4 The project area will be routinely monitored for the presence of stunned, injured, or 

dead sturgeons (indicators of take). A plan will be developed to establish the methods, 
frequency, and reporting requirements for monitoring. The monitoring plan will be 
coordinated and approved by the USFWS prior to construction. 

 
2.5 When engineering limits do not require impact driving, piles shall be advanced by 

vibration, oscillation, rotation, or pressing. 
 
2.6 New technologies to better mitigate underwater sound levels from pile driving will be 

considered during the design. Specifically, consideration should be given to 
breakthrough approaches, such as double-walled piles or mandrel-driven double-walled 
piles, as an alternative to using less-effective bubble curtains (see WSDOT 2015 in Final 
BO). 

 

 
 Finding of No Significant Impact 
 SR 30 (US 98) Pensacola Bay Bridge    23 



RPM 3 
3.1 Upon locating a dead, injured, or sick individual of an endangered or threatened species, 

notification must be made to the Fish and Wildlife Service Law Enforcement Office, 
Groveland, Florida at (352) 429-1037 within 24 hours. FDOT will provide additional 
notification to the Fish and Wildlife Service’s Field Office at Panama City, Florida at 
(850) 769-0552 within 48 hours. Care should be taken in handling sick or injured 
individuals and in the preservation of specimens in the best possible state for later 
analysis of cause of death or injury. 

 
3.2 A report describing the actions taken to implement the terms and conditions of this 

incidental take statement shall be submitted to the Project Leader, U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, 1601 Balboa Avenue, Panama City, Florida, 32405, within 60 days of 
the completion of construction. This report shall include the dates of work, assessment 
and actions taken to address impacts to the Gulf sturgeon, if they occurred. 

 
Section 9 of the Act and Federal regulations pursuant to section 4(d) of the Act prohibit the 
take of endangered and threatened species, respectively, without special exemption. Take is 
defined as to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture or collect, or to 
attempt to engage in any such conduct. Harm is defined by the USFWS as “an act which 
actually kills or injures wildlife”. Such acts may include significant habitat modification or 
degradation when it actually kills or injures wildlife by significantly impairing essential 
behavioral patterns, including breeding, feeding, or sheltering. Harass is defined by the 
USFWS as “an intentional or negligent act or omission which creates the likelihood of injury 
to wildlife by annoying it to such an extent as to significantly disrupt normal behavior 
patterns which include, but are not limited to, breeding, feeding or sheltering” [50 CFS §17.3]. 
Incidental take is defined as take that is incidental to, and not the purpose of, an otherwise 
lawful activity. Under the terms of Section 7(b)(4) and Section 7(o)(2), taking that is 
incidental to and not intended as part of the agency action is not considered prohibited taking 
under the Act provided that such taking is in compliance with the terms and conditions of 
this Incidental Take Statement. 
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The terms and conditions along with the reasonable and prudent measures are non-
discretionary, and must be undertaken by FHWA/FDOT so that they become binding 
conditions of any contract, grant or permit issued by FHWA/FDOT, as appropriate, for the 
exemption in Section 7(o)(2) to apply. FHWA/FDOT has a continuing duty to regulate the 
activity covered by this incidental take statement. If FHWA/FDOT: (1) fail to assume and 
implement the terms and conditions or, (2) fail to require any contracted group to adhere to 
the terms and conditions of the incidental take statement through enforceable terms that are 
added to the permit or grant document, the protective coverage of Section 7(o)(2) may lapse.  
In order to monitor the impact of incidental take, FHWA/FDOT must report the progress of 
the action and its impact on the species to the USFWS as specified in the incidental take 
statement [50 CFR §402.14(I)(3)]. 
 
Incidental take is expected to be in the form of temporary direct and indirect impacts 
resulting from construction activities, elevated noise levels, impaired water quality, and 
habitat degradation. While injury or mortality of individuals is possible, the risk will be 
reduced by the use of environmentally-sensitive bridge construction techniques, and 
conservation measures that minimize impacts of pile driving noise, erosion, and ground 
disturbance. As described above (Effects of the Action), the USFWS cannot fully quantify the 
total number of individuals that may be directly or indirectly affected by the proposed action 
because it depends on the number of individuals in the area of impact, which varies widely 
based on time of year and habitat condition. Therefore, take cannot be solely quantified as 
the number of individual Gulf sturgeon that are reasonably certain to be harassed, injured 
or killed by construction activities (other than boat strikes), or indirectly impacted through 
habitat degradation.  The USFWS considers take both in terms of habitat and from boat 
strikes as follows: 
 

1. Pile Driving: Take in the form of harassment will occur in the area affected by the 
radius of underwater noise that will be created by impact pile driving, which extends 
approximately 1,037 feet out from the outermost bridge pilings. The width of the two 
bridges is approximately 142 feet. Thus, the zone for potential take from pile driving 
is a width of 2,216 feet for the three-mile length of the bridge, or 806 acres. This 
includes behavioral disturbance, or auditory effects due to impulse sound from impact 
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driving when the dBRMS sound pressure level exceeds 150 re 1 μPa2 but is below 

the threshold for physical injury. 
 

2. Vessel and Equipment Strikes: The USFWS does not anticipate take of more than one 
fish mortality per year over the five-year duration of the project as a result of boat or 
equipment strikes associated with in-water construction. Take is limited to five fish 
over the duration of construction.  

 
Thus, combining the extent of take from the two categories above, Gulf sturgeon take in the 
form of physical harm, mortality, or harassment is expected to include the following 
measurement of habitat in Pensacola Bay: 806 acres. The USFWS concludes that the 
incidental take of Gulf sturgeon will be considered to be exceeded if: 
 

1. There is more than one fish mortality per year, or greater than five fish total over the 
duration of construction where death is attributable to construction activities; or 

 
2. The geographic extent of noise impacts exceeds the 1,037-foot distance for disturbance 

(“worst case scenario”) considered in the Analysis for Effects of the Action (Section 4.2 
of the Final BO). 

 
The USFWS determined that this level of anticipated take will not result in jeopardy to the 
species or destruction or adverse modification of designated critical habitat. Measures to 
reduce potential impacts to the Gulf sturgeon and its critical habitat will be incorporated into 
the plans for this bridge construction project. 
 

Smalltooth Sawfish and Swimming Sea Turtles 

For the smalltooth sawfish and swimming sea turtles, the FDOT determined that the project 
“May Affect but is Not Likely to Adversely Affect” the smalltooth sawfish and swimming sea 
turtles. At this time, the NMFS could not provide concurrence or non-concurrence with this 
determination because sufficiently detailed project information is not yet available (refer to 
NMFS letter response to FDOT’s January 8, 2015 letter in Appendix E). Once measures are 
adopted to minimize construction impacts, the NMFS believes it can provide reasonable 
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assurance that the Section 7 consultation can be completed as an informal consultation.  
Consequently, due to the lack of detailed project specific information, the FDOT cannot 
complete informal Section 7 consultation with the NMFS for these species during this phase 
of the project.  However, based on the response from NMFS, the project is not anticipated to 
require formal Section 7 consultation for these species and will likely receive a determination 
of “Not Likely to Adversely Affect” when sufficient design details are available.  To comply 
with Section 7 of the Act, the FDOT has committed to reinitiate consultation with the NMFS 
prior to advancing the project to construction.  At that time, the FDOT will provide additional 
information, as needed, which will allow the NMFS to complete our analysis of the project’s 
effects to the smalltooth sawfish and swimming seas turtles, and complete consultation on 
the project.   

Essential Fish Habitat 

An EFH Assessment Report was prepared under separate cover and is summarized in Section 
6.9.3 of the EA. 
 
The MSA defines EFH as those waters and substrate necessary to fish for spawning, 
breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity.  The EFH may be a subset of all areas occupied by 
a species and is based on areas where various life stages of 26 representative managed species 
and the coral complex commonly occur.  These species were selected because they are 
considered to be ecologically representative of the remaining species within their respective 
Fishery Management Units.  Six of the 26 managed species have the potential to occur within 
the project. The six species identified fall within four Management Units as shown in Table 
3. 

Table 3:  Species and Management Unit 

Common Name Scientific Name Management Unit 
Brown shrimp Penaeus aztecus Peneaid Shrimp 

Red drum Sciaenops ocellatus Red Drum 
Gray snapper Lutjanus griseus Snapper-Grouper Complex 
King Mackerel Scomberomorus cavalla Coastal Migratory Pelagics 

Spanish Mackerel Scomberomorus maculatus Coastal Migratory Pelagics 
Gag Grouper Mycteroperca microlepis Snapper-Grouper Complex 
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EFH is defined as everywhere that the 26 managed species commonly occur based on species 
distribution maps and habitat association tables. Because these six species collectively occur 
in all estuarine and marine habitats of the Gulf of Mexico, EFH is separated into estuarine 
and marine components. Pensacola Bay is classified estuarine EFH.   For the estuarine 
component, EFH is defined as all estuarine waters and substrates (mud, sand, shell, rock 
and associated biological communities), including the sub-tidal vegetation (seagrasses and 
algae) and adjacent inter-tidal vegetation (marshes and mangroves).  
 
Pensacola Bay is not designated as a Habitat Areas of Particular Concern (HAPC) in the 
Regional Council Approaches to the Identification and Protection of Habitat Areas of 
Particular Concern.  
 
A June 2012 underwater field review by qualified marine biologists identified no submerged 
aquatic vegetation along the bridge approaches. The nearest known seagrasses are within 
the vicinity of Project GreenShores, which contains planted seagrass. 
 
The NMFS was provided a copy of the BA for review which included a discussion of impacts 
to EFH. NMFS reviewed the information and responded via a January 14, 2015 letter stating 
that “impacts to estuarine wetland and other NMFS trust resources comprising Essential 
Fish Habitat (EFH) will be relatively minor.” NMFS indicated that with appropriate 
compensatory mitigation for those unavoidable wetland impacts, the project will not have 
adverse impacts on EFH.  
 
Coordination with the USFWS and NMFS is documented in Appendix E (Comments and 
Coordination Report) of the EA. 
 

Farmlands 

Through coordination with the Natural Resources Conservation Service, it has been 
determined that the project area, which is located in the urbanized areas of Pensacola and 
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Gulf Breeze, does not meet the definition of farmland as defined in 7 CFR 658. Therefore, the 
provisions of the Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1984 do not apply to this project. 
 

Coastal Zone Consistency 

As mentioned in Section 6.7 of the EA, the project is located in a coastal area that may be 
regulated under the federal Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) of 1972 and the Florida 
Coastal Management Act of 1978.  The FDEP, which oversees the Coastal Zone program for 
the State of Florida, has determined that this project is consistent with the Florida Coastal 
Management Program.  Refer to Section 6.7 and 6.8 of the EA. 

The replacement of the Pensacola Bay Bridge is not anticipated to directly impact any 
designated coastal zones, as the bridge is not located in a designated coastal zone.  The 
nearest designated coastal area is located approximately 2,000 feet south of the project’s 
southern limits.   Also, the project area is not located on a barrier island.  The Pensacola Bay 
Bridge does, however, provide access to the City of Gulf Breeze, where the barrier island, 
Santa Rosa Island, is accessible. 

The FDEP has determined that this project is consistent with the Florida Coastal 
Management Program.  Refer to Sections 6.7 and 6.8 of the EA for additional details. 
 

Navigation  

The existing Pensacola Bay Bridge has a single main channel and two secondary channels 
for small vessels.  As stated in Section 7.8 of the EA, the existing vertical and horizontal 
clearances at the main channel are 51 and 125 feet, respectively, and are considered 
substandard with respect to USCG requirements.  The minimum low beam elevation of the 
existing SR 30 crossing of Pensacola Bay is approximately 11.3 feet, and the elevation at the 
secondary channels (for small vessels) is 15.4 feet. These two secondary channels are located 
approximately 4,730 feet north and 5,330 feet south of the main span. 

The USCG guidelines require vertical and horizontal clearances of 65 and 150 feet, 
respectively.  The proposed westbound (northbound) and eastbound (southbound) bridges 
will meet these clearance requirements.   
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Two copies of the Draft EA were sent via overnight delivery to the USCG on January 14, 
2014.  Exhibit 2.1.3 of Appendix E contains an e-mail dated March 7, 2014 from Mr. James 
R. Wetherington, Bridge Specialist, regarding the USCG’s agreement with the Central East 
and Central West Alternatives articulated in the Draft EA as well as the navigational 
clearances contingent upon future concurrence from the waterway users.   
 
The FHWA-approved Draft EA was submitted to the USCG on March 19, 2014 (see Exhibit 
2.1.4 in Appendix E) in advance of Public Hearing held on June 10, 2014.  Formal comments 
on the USCG’s review of the Draft EA were received via letter to the FDOT on April 17, 2014 
(see Exhibit 2.1.5 in Appendix E).  The FDOT responded to these comments on October 24, 
2014 via e-mail. The FDOT subsequently received a letter dated December 22, 2014 from 
USCG indicating that “the information provided, in addition to the submission requirements 
for the bridge permit application to the USCG, will provide reasonable assurance that the 
environmental review and analysis meets the requirements for adoption by the USCG.”  All 
navigation-related correspondence with the USCG, including the December 22, 2014 letter 
as Exhibit 2.1.8, is included in Section 2.1 of Appendix E (Comments and Coordination 
Report).  No further correspondence regarding this EA is being sought from the USCG. 
 

Construction Impacts 

The construction of a new Pensacola Bay Bridge will have substantial short-term impacts to 
travel patterns and land use on both approaches.  The entire construction period is 
anticipated to last between 4 to 6 years.  A summary of the conceptual staging / phasing plan 
consists of four basic phases: 

• Phase 1 – Install temporary widening and relocate utilities; shift traffic; 

• Phase 2 – Construct southbound structure; 

• Phase 3 – Shift traffic to southbound structure and new approach, demolish 
existing bridge, construct northbound structure and northbound approaches; and 

• Phase 4 – Complete center median areas. 

The basic phasing plan for the Central West Alternatives involves constructing one of the 
new bridges 30 feet outside of the existing bridge, moving traffic to the new bridge, 
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demolishing the existing bridge, and constructing the parallel structure atop the partial 
footprint of the existing bridge.  This shifting of traffic requires a similar shift on each 
landfall.  The Central West Alternative may experience controversy during the construction 
period due to changes in traffic patterns and construction noise, particularly during pile 
driving (if that method is chosen).  During construction, both the east and west sides of Gulf 
Breeze Wayside Park will be closed due to contractor staging, equipment, materials, and 
public safety.  However, these inconveniences will be mitigated to the greatest extent 
practicable by the design-build team and the FDOT.  Section 7.3 of the EA contains a detailed 
discussion of the construction phasing and potential impacts.   
 
Regarding demolition of the existing bridge, the opportunity exists for artificial reef creation 
utilizing the rubblized concrete.  Creating a reef from this material would result in the 
conversion of non-vegetated bottom to fish habitat.  The FDOT will coordinate with the 
FFWCC and Escambia County prior to demolition of the existing bridge (refer to the August 
19, 2013 letter from the FFWCC described in Section 8.6.4 of the EA). 
 

Public Involvement 
Public involvement documentation for the PD&E study is contained in Appendix E of the EA 
and is summarized in Chapter 8.  Public involvement techniques for this project include the 
meetings with stakeholders, property owners, City of Gulf Breeze and City of Pensacola 
officials, presentations to the Florida-Alabama Transportation Planning Organization (FL-
AL TPO), three public meetings, and a public hearing.                                                                                                                                                             

The Project Advisory Group (PAG) consisting of non-elected officials representing local 
government bodies and/or interest groups was also employed for this project.  PAG group 
members were solicited through the local municipalities, the chambers of commerce, and 
other organizations that showed an interest in the replacement bridge project. Municipalities 
also recommended local citizens/business owners as PAG members.  PAG meetings were held 
on July 26, 2011, December 6, 2011, and April 22, 2014.  Prominent comments included the 
desire for a signature bridge, the institution of tolling, utilizing full-width shoulders on the 
new bridge, pedestrian and bicycle accommodations, and maintenance of traffic 
considerations.  The last PAG meeting held on April 22, 2014 yielded strong support for dual 
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shared use paths as well as comments regarding the temporary closure of Gulf Breeze 
Wayside Park and maintenance of traffic impacts.        

In addition to the three PAG meetings, a total of three public informational meetings were 
held as follows: 

• Corridor Workshop – August 11, 2011; 

• Corridor Alternative Meeting – October 18, 2011; and 

• Alternatives Public Meeting – October 18, 2012. 

Common issues noted by the public at these meetings included the following topics: 

• No tolls; 

• High priority on bridge aesthetics (signature bridge); 

• 6-lane bridge with wide shoulders for emergency/disabled vehicles  

• Commercial impacts / business damages; 

• Emphasis on bicycle and pedestrian accommodations; 

• Maintain Escambia County Fishing Bridge; and 

• Comments for and against 17th Avenue flyover. 
 

The Public Hearing was conducted on June 10, 2014 beginning at 5:30 p.m. at the Crowne 
Plaza Hotel, 200 E. Gregory Street, Pensacola.  The formal presentation and public comment 
session began at 6 p.m.  A total of 77 written, e-mail, and speaker comments were received.  
All but five comments were generally in support of the project.  The issue receiving the 
highest number of comments (38) was the implementation of dual shared use paths.  These 
38 comments favored dual paths over the single path option.  Based in part on comments 
received at this Public Hearing, dual shared use paths have been adopted as part of the 
Recommended Alternative.   

The complete record of the Public Hearing, including public comments, responses, and 
transcript is contained in Chapter 8 of Appendix E. 
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Statement on Public Availability 

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

Title VI 

This project has been developed to be compliant with Title VI of the Civil Right Act of 1964, 
the Civil Rights Restoration Act of 1987, and related federal and state nondiscrimination 
authorities. No person shall, on the grounds of race, color, religion, sex, national origin, 
marital status, handicap, or family composition be excluded from participation in, or be 
denied the benefits of, or be otherwise subject to discrimination in any federally funded 
program service or activity.  
 

Commitment Compliance  

Commitment status will be tracked using the reevaluation process (status given at project 
advancement to the right-of-way and construction phases); using PSEE (specific commitment 
tasks will be scheduled into FDOT’s Prima Vera Scheduling system); through a presentation 
at the Pre-construction Conference, and through regular coordination with the construction 
project administrator and CEI to request commitment status updates during progress 
meetings.  Upon construction completion, a post construction reevaluation will be sent to 
FHWA to document how commitments were fulfilled during construction.  
 
The FDOT commitments for this project are contained in Chapter 10 of the EA. 
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Federal Highway Administration 
Florida Division 

 

ADMINISTRATIVE ACTION 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT / DRAFT SECTION 4(f) EVALUATION 

U.S. Department of Transportation 

Federal Highway Administration 
and 

Florida Department of Transportation 

in cooperation with the United States Coast Guard 
   ETDM Number: 13248    
   Financial Project Number:  409334-1 
   Federal Project Number: 4221-078-P 

   SR 30 (US 98) 
   From 17th Avenue To Baybridge Drive 
   Escambia and Santa Rosa Counties, Florida 

 
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 purpose of the PD&E is to provide documented 
information necessary for the FDOT to reach a decision on the feasibility, location, 
and conceptual design of a replacement for the existing Pensacola Bay Bridge. 

 

Submitted pursuant to 42 USC 4332 (2)(c) and 49 USC 303 

This project consists of the bridge replacement of the Pensacola Bay Bridge, which connects 
downtown Pensacola in Escambia County with the City of Gulf Breeze in Santa Rosa County.  
The Pensacola Bay Bridge is an existing four-lane bridge constructed in the late 1950’s and 
is at the end of its design life.  The project begins just west of the intersection of SR 30 (US 
98) and 17th Avenue in Pensacola and terminates just north of the intersection of SR 30 (US 
98) and Baybridge Drive.  Additional improvements include shared use paths on the both 
sides of the proposed Pensacola Bay Bridge, enhanced connections to the existing park land, 
and under-bridge parking. 

This Environmental Assessment is updated and is appended to the Findings of No significant 
Impact. This document contains engineering, social, economic and environmental 
information in support of the project finding. This Environmental Assessment has been 
updated since the official Project Public Hearing, which was held on June 10, 2014. 
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1.0 Project Description and Purpose and Need 
 

1.1 Project Description 

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.  Figure 1.1.1 displays the project location. 
 
The condition of the structure has steadily deteriorated over the years, 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 
superstructure 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 
superstructures must be designed to resist storm wave forces.   
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Figure 1.1.1:  Project Location Map  
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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 requirements for this area 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 this study meet the clearance requirements in the USCG Clearance 
Guide for this portion the Gulf of Mexico. 
 
The most recent repair contract issued by 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 bridge 
replacement, and therefore, FDOT has committed to starting construction by 2019. 
 
A Final Design Traffic Technical Memorandum was prepared for the PD&E Study and is 
available under separate cover.  The document 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 Section 2.3.6.3.  A six-lane 
roadway and bridge configuration provides the necessary capacity to meet the adopted level 
of service requirement. 
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1.2 Purpose and Need 

As explained in Section 2.3.2 of this EA, the Purpose and Need for this project is based on 
the deterioration of the existing structure and need for timely replacement.  The Pensacola 
Bay Bridge, or "Three Mile Bridge”, over Pensacola Bay is approaching the end of its design 
life.  A replacement of the existing structure will provide a safer crossing for motor vehicles 
(safety), bicycle and pedestrian access across Pensacola Bay (modal improvements), and level 
of service improvement (capacity). 
 
The latest bridge inspection dated November 13, 2012 indicated that the sufficiency rating 
on the existing structure is 37.7, which classifies it as structurally deficient (a sufficiency 
rating of 60 or below classifies a bridge as structurally deficient).  Through the long-range 
transportation planning process, this project has been incorporated into the adopted cost-
feasible plan for the Florida-Alabama Transportation Planning Organization (TPO).   
 
As noted in the Efficient Transportation Decision Making (ETDM) Summary Report, the 
Purpose and Need was reviewed by a number of agencies and was accepted by the FHWA on 
December 19, 2011.  The following agencies reviewed the Purpose and Need and categorized 
their response as “understood”: 
 

• Florida Department of Community Affairs; 

• Florida Department of Environmental Protection; 

• Florida Department of State; 

• Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission; 

• Federal Transit Administration; 

• National Marine Fisheries Service; 

• National Park Service; 

• Natural Resources Conservation Service; 

• Northwest Florida Water Management District; 

• US Army Corps of Engineers; 

• US Environmental Protection Agency; and, 

• US Fish and Wildlife Service. 
 

 Environmental Assessment 
 SR 30 (US 98) Pensacola Bay Bridge    1-4 



 

The Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services and the Seminole Tribe of 
Florida were notified of this project but did not submit a review of the Purpose and Need 
statement. 
 
As part of the PD&E process, the Florida Department of Transportation is coordinating with 
the City of Gulf Breeze, the City of Pensacola, Escambia County, and the Federal Highway 
Administration on this project.  Coordination with federal agencies and local municipalities 
is ongoing and will continue until the end of the PD&E Study and a final decision is made by 
the FHWA.  Section 8.6 contains a summary of agency coordination with state and federal 
agencies.  Correspondences with these stakeholders are documented in Appendix E 
(Comments and Coordination Report).  
 
1.2.1 Area-Wide Needs 

 Federal, State, and Local Authority 
Under the FHWA Bridge Program (23 CFR 650), deficient highway bridges on all public roads 
may be eligible for federal funds for replacing or rehabilitating the structure.  The Pensacola 
Bay Bridge replacement represents a total replacement of a structurally deficient and 
functionally obsolete bridge with a new facility constructed in the same general traffic 
corridor.  Generally, a sufficiency rating is assigned to the bridge by the FDOT District 
Secretary in accordance with the approved AASHTO sufficiency rating formula. The 
sufficiency rating is used as a basis for establishing eligibility and priority for replacement 
or rehabilitation of bridges.  In general, the lower the bridge sufficiency rating, the higher 
the priority in the FDOT work program. Bridge replacement or rehabilitation projects are 
submitted by the State to the Federal Secretary of Transportation in accordance with 23 CFR 
part 630, subpart A Federal-Aid Programs, Approval and Authorization. 
 
The FDOT Financial Management (FM) Number is 409334-1 for the Pensacola Bay Bridge 
PD&E Study.  SR 30 (US 98) is a Federal Highway, and FDOT has authority to maintain and 
upgrade the roadway when needed. 
 

 System Linkage 
The Pensacola Bay Bridge provides important regional access with its connections to US 98, 
Interstate 110, and the Port of Pensacola. The bridge is also a critical link for commuters and 
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freight transportation from the City of Gulf Breeze and points east to the City of Pensacola 
and Interstates 110 and 10.  The bridge provides the primary link between the cities of 
Pensacola and Gulf Breeze, as well as between the coastal areas of Santa Rosa and Escambia 
Counties. The nearest detour route around the bridge would add approximately 35 miles to 
the trip length in one direction. 
 

 Social Demands or Economic Development 
As with most highways, the users of the Pensacola Bay Bridge include several types of users 
and vehicles including: 

• Visitor travelers; 

• Regional travelers between adjacent regions;   

• Long haul freight heavy trucks; 

• Local and regional trucks; 

• Commuters within regions; 

• Local commuters traveling between Gulf Breeze and Pensacola; 

• Evacuees from natural disasters like hurricanes and fires; and,  

• Emergency and security responders, including military base personnel. 
 
Transportation infrastructure serves as an economic competitive advantage, providing 
critical access to employment hubs as well as local and regional mobility for the efficient 
delivery of goods and services.  Top factors for higher-wage employer location decisions 
include easy commuter access to jobs, minimizing traffic congestion delays that result in 
decreased shipping costs, and intermodal linkages to airports and passenger rail stations. 
The Pensacola Bay Bridge is a critical link for commuters and freight transportation from 
the City of Gulf Breeze and points east to the City of Pensacola and Interstate 110 and 
Interstate-10.  Covering 1,600 acres north of I-10 and west of US 29, the Escambia County 
Comprehensive Plan consists of over eight million square feet of non-residential 
development, including two regional employment districts and a regional town center. Up to 
23,000 homes are proposed in this multi-use community.  A transportation infrastructure 
plan includes a new north-south road that would create a new interchange with I-10. 
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 Modal Relationships 
The existing bridge does not have dedicated bicycle facilities or pedestrian facilities. All build 
alternatives for the Pensacola Bay Bridge will fully analyze the need for bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities. The Escambia County Area Transit (ECAT) currently has two 
established transit routes that service both Escambia and Santa Rosa Counties utilizing the 
Pensacola Bay Bridge. ECAT has several stops within the City of Gulf Breeze (Santa Rosa 
County) and in Pensacola Beach (Escambia County). 
 

 Transportation Demand 
A technical traffic memorandum entitled the Pensacola Bay Bridge Final Design Traffic 
Technical Memorandum was prepared as part of this study.  This document provides existing 
and future traffic volumes on SR 30 (US 98) between 17th Avenue and Baybridge Drive 
intersections. The Final Design Traffic Technical Memorandum includes existing and future 
design traffic volumes and an evaluation of the operational conditions of the corridor.  The 
methodology utilized in the preparation of the Final Design Traffic Technical Memorandum 
is based on FDOT Design Traffic Procedure Topic No. 525-030-120-f. 
 
The 2011 annual average daily traffic (AADT) on SR 30 (US 98) is approximately 55,500 
vehicles per day. The bridge experiences Level of Service (LOS) D in the AM and PM peak 
hours in the westbound and eastbound directions, respectively.  The traffic analysis 
mentioned above utilized the Northwest Florida Regional Planning Model (NWFRPM), 
formally the Florida-Alabama TPO Travel Demand Model.  Travel demand models are 
established by using a locally adopted Florida Standard Urban Transportation Model 
Structure (FSUTMS) for the area as provided by the local TPO.  In addition to the regional 
travel demand models, area traffic projections can be developed from historical traffic data, 
socioeconomic data, historical population data, and local sources such as the Chambers of 
Commerce or Economic Development Council information.  The model analyzes motorists 
originating or terminating their trips outside Transportation Analysis Zones (TAZs) adjacent 
to SR 30 (US 98) in Gulf Breeze and Pensacola. TAZs include socioeconomic and traffic data 
and provides both existing and future projections. These projections derive population 
growth, land use characteristics and all transportation improvements included within the 20 
year Cost Feasible Plan. The AADT Model Volume for the 2035 Cost Feasible Plan for the 
bridge segment (assuming no new bridge is constructed) is projected to increase to 67,000 in 
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the 2040 design year. This increase in traffic volume would classify the Pensacola Bay Bridge 
as a LOS E in the peak hours for a four-lane uninterrupted highway.   
 
Design hour volumes have been developed in the Final Design Traffic Technical 
Memorandum in order to assess the traffic demand.  The document also includes a detailed 
capacity analysis.  Bridges are typically designed with a minimum 50-year service life, and 
traffic forecasts typically project no more than 20 years from the opening year. If the new 
bridge is constructed by 2020, it is expected to serve the region until at least 2070.   
 
For comparative purposes, I-10 traffic through the Pensacola area includes significant levels 
of commuter trips from both regional and local areas. This characteristic is evident by the 
55,000 daily trips along I-110 that terminate at I-10, thereby demonstrating how each system 
provides direct connections to the urban areas of Pensacola and Gulf Breeze. In the same 
fashion, the Pensacola Bay Bridge provides direct access between Escambia and Santa Rosa 
Counties.  By comparison, the existing AADT on SR 30 (US 98) is higher than the AADT on 
I-110.  The traffic volume on the Pensacola Bay Bridge segment is anticipated to increase 
from the 55,500 AADT observed in 2011 to 67,000 in 2040, even without a new structure.  
 
1.2.2 Corridor Needs 

 Capacity 
The results of the future bridge level of service analysis contained in the Final Design Traffic 
Technical Memorandum are summarized in Table 1.2.1. The Peak Hour Volume is the 
calculated Directional Design Hourly Volume (DDHV) and is used in determining design 
requirements.  By 2020, Pensacola Bay Bridge is projected to operate at LOS E during peak 
conditions, which is not consistent with Florida-Alabama TPO standards.  This unacceptable 
level of service is projected to continue for the duration of the study period (year 2040).  A 
noteworthy point in Table 1.2.1 is that even the off-peak LOS is poor (LOS D) for the duration 
of the design period. 
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Table 1.2.1:  No-Build 4-lane LOS Analysis Summary 

Multi-Lane 
Highway 
Segment 

Analysis 
Year 

# of 
Lanes 

Peak (DDHV) Off Peak 

Volume Density1 LOS Volume Density LOS 

Pensacola 
Bay Bridge 2020 2 3,090 35.2 E 2,515 27.8 D 

Pensacola 
Bay Bridge 2030 2 3,300 38.2 E 2,685 29.8 D 

Pensacola 
Bay Bridge 2040 2 3,505 41.2 E 2,860 32.1 D 

 1. Density = passenger cars per mile per lane 

 Safety 
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.1  Hurricane Ivan, a 
strong Category 3 storm on September 15, 2004, caused damage to the existing bridge and 
approaches.  The three mile long span was closed for six days due to the displacement of the 
approaches by storm surge. The bridge re-opened on September 21, 2004 to residents and 
emergency crews.2  The 16-foot storm surge from Hurricane Ivan flooded downtown 
Pensacola, including the Civic Center.3   
 
Of the seven FDOT Districts, District 3 has jurisdiction over 16 counties in the Florida 
Panhandle area, including Escambia and Santa Rosa Counties.  The replacement of the aging 
Pensacola Bay Bridge is the highest priority bridge replacement project for District 3 of 
FDOT.   
 
A technical report entitled the Pensacola Bay Bridge Safety Analysis was prepared and is 
included as Appendix F to the Preliminary Engineering Report.  The analysis utilized crash 
data from the FDOT Crash Analysis Reporting System (CARS) for the 3.8 mile corridor for 
the five-year period of 2007 to 2011.  Data contained on the CARS printouts included the 
milepost, date, time, type of crash, roadway and lighting conditions, site location, 

1 2004 Draft Identification of Feasible Corridors Report, June 10, 2004 
2 Historical Retrospective of Hurricane Ivan, AARoads (www.aaroads.com/guide, 2011) 
3 National Geographic News, September 16, 2004 
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contributing cause, vehicular maneuvers, direction of travel, number of injuries and 
fatalities, and number of vehicles involved.  Crashes were analyzed on SR 30 (US 98) from 
just west of 17th Avenue to Baybridge Drive.  A total of 235 crashes were analyzed for the 
five-year period.   
 
The top five crash types in order of highest frequency were rear-end (55%), sideswipe (11%), 
angle (9%), hit concrete barrier wall (5%) and head-on and left-turn (4%).  The majority of 
crashes (86%) involved vehicles moving straight ahead or slowing / stopped. 

The Pensacola approach experienced 111 crashes in a 0.44 mile segment. Sixty-four crashes 
(58%) were rear-end, while 26 (23%) were angle or left-turn crashes.  The collision diagrams 
reveal that 25 rear-end crashes were experienced in the northbound (westbound direction), 
while 39 rear-end crashes occurred in the southbound (eastbound) direction.  Seventeen of 
the northbound (westbound) crashes occurred at night. 
 
The Pensacola Bay Bridge experienced 117 reported crashes within the 2.96-mile bridge 
segment.  The crashes were clustered in five general areas:  in the vicinity of each landfall 
approach, in the vicinity of the sag vertical curves approaching the crest, at the crest, and 
near the end of the recently removed 1930’s-era fishing bridge.   In a similar trend to the 
Pensacola approach, 62 crashes (53%) were rear-end crashes.  Seventeen sideswipes (15%) 
and 10 barrier wall collisions (9%) account for other noteworthy crash types.  Approximately 
1/3 of the crashes on the bridge occur at night.  Compared to the roadway approaches, this 
proportion is significantly higher than night-time crashes on the approaches (33% for bridge 
versus 22% for the Pensacola approach and 1% for the Gulf Breeze approach).    
 
Of the 26 crashes involving drivers under the influence (DUIs) within the 5-year study period, 
19 of them occurred on the bridge.  The prevalence of DUI crashes on the bridge may be 
exacerbated by the narrow typical section, particularly the inside concrete barrier located 
immediately adjacent to the inside travel lane.  This barrier wall, installed shortly after the 
bridge was constructed in the 1960’s to reduce head-on crashes, does not meet current safety 
standards. 
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The actual crash rate for the intersection of 17th Avenue and SR 30 (US 98) is 0.944 compared 
to a District crash rate of 0.266.  The actual crash rate is approximately 3.5 times higher than 
the District crash rate.  The bridge and Gulf Breeze segments have actual crash rates of 0.390 
and 0.173, respectively.  These values are significantly lower than the District crash rate of 
2.390 for urban, divided 4-lane segments. 
 

A study of 235 reported crashes between 2007 and 2011 reveals that majority of the crashes 
are consistent with lower speed, urban traffic, and traffic congestion.  An analysis of the 
crashes from 2007 to 2011 supports the demolition of the existing structure and construction 
of a modern bridge with full-width shoulders, bicycle-pedestrian accommodations, and 
crashworthy barrier walls.   
 

 Structural Sufficiency 
Based on the bridge inspection report dated November 13, 2012, the existing structure (No. 
480035) is considered structurally deficient with a sufficiency rating of 37.7.  By comparison, 
the bridge inspection completed on November 15, 2010 yielded a sufficiency rating of 57.  
Within this two-year period, the bridge sufficiency rating dropped by nearly 20 points.  
 
The following explains the meaning of the bridge rating terminology and the characteristics 
of the latest Bridge Inspection Report: 
 
1) FHWA defines a bridge as “Structurally Deficient” when the deck, substructure or 

superstructure is given a Condition Rating of 4 (“Poor”) or less; or, the bridge’s structural 
condition or waterway adequacy receives an Appraisal Rating of 2 or less; FHWA defines 
a bridge as “Functionally Obsolete” when the deck geometry, under clearances, or 
approach roadway alignment receives an Appraisal Rating of 3 or less; or, the bridge’s 
structural condition or waterway adequacy receives an Appraisal Rating of 3 or less.  
According to the FHWA, a bridge cannot be simultaneously categorized as both 
Structurally Deficient and Functionally Obsolete, even if it meets the requirements of 
Obsolescence, because being Structurally Deficient is a much more serious condition; 

2) The Pensacola Bay Bridge has been designated as “Structurally Deficient” due to the 
superstructure receiving a Condition Rating of 4 / Poor.  The inspection report notes that 
at least 282 prestressed girders have had or currently have spalled concrete with exposed 
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rebar or prestressing strands.  Currently, there are 110 prestressed girders that require 
some corrective action; 

3) Pensacola Bay Bridge has not been designated as “Scour Critical” in the Bridge Inspection 
Report; 

4) The Pensacola Bay Bridge does have “Fracture Critical” elements; 
5) The deck has some concrete spalling and section loss adjacent to expansion joints; 
6) All footings have some concrete spalling (without exposed reinforcing steel) and show 

evidence of epoxy sealed cracks. 
7) The existing deck elevation of the viaduct portions of the bridge approaching the main 

span is approximately 16 feet, while the beam height and deck thickness comprise 
approximately 4.5 feet.  The existing low member elevation is therefore approximately 
11.5 feet.  The maximum wave crest elevation projected from the 100-year storm event is 
17.4 feet.  The low member is required to be one foot above the maximum wave crest 
elevation, placing the minimum low chord elevation at 18.4 feet.  Consequently, the 
existing low member on the viaduct portion of the bridge is nearly 7 feet below the 
required low chord elevation. 

The bridge has the following characteristics regarding sufficiency:  
1. Capacity - The roadway capacity threshold for LOS D is approximately 64,300 AADT.  

The existing bridge has a 6-foot outside shoulder, which is not conducive for bicycle 
and pedestrian accommodations. 

2. Level of Service - The bridge level of service is currently LOS D based on 2011 traffic 
counts.  However, in 2040, the level of service will be LOS E, which falls below the 
standard adopted for the region. 

3. Horizontal and vertical clearances – The USCG Clearance Guide lists the required 
clearances for navigable waterways of the United States.  For the portion of the Gulf 
Coast Intracoastal Waterway (from Florida to Texas) between Apalachee Bay and 
Pensacola Bay, the minimum horizontal and vertical clearances are 150 feet and 65 
feet, respectively.  The existing horizontal and vertical clearances are 125 feet and 51 
feet, respectively, and are therefore substandard with respect to current USCG 
guidelines.  Additionally, the existing pile bents and piers would not meet current 
AASHTO Vessel Collision Criteria.  On the viaduct portion of the existing bridge, the 
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elevation of the low chord is substandard with respect to height above the 100-year 
wave crest elevation. 

4. State of repair - The existing structure has a "satisfactory" rating for the deck, a "poor" 
rating for the superstructure and a "fair" rating for the substructure. The overall 
rating of the bridge is 37.7 and considered structurally deficient. 

5. Weight restrictions or limitations - The bridge operating rating is 608 tons. No 
restrictions or limitations are in place at this time. 

6. Maintenance schedule - The bridge was last inspected in November of 2012 and is on 
an annual inspection schedule due to the fracture critical nature of the channel span 
superstructure.  

7. Maintenance cost - Prior to 2012, the 5-year work program had $3.8 million 
programmed for Bridge-Repair / Rehabilitation. The current 5-year work program has 
less than $20,000 remaining for Bridge-Repair / Rehabilitation. The bridge has 
received approximately $1.9 million-worth of repairs over the previous 5 years.   

 

The existing superstructure was constructed with 1 inch of cover at the beam webs and 
flanges.  The approach spans are approximately 10-12 feet above the water.  This low chord 
elevation combined with the small amount of concrete cover in the superstructure has 
combined to allow chlorides to migrate through the concrete and corrode the prestressing 
strands and reinforcement.  Current efforts have been aimed at slowing the rate of corrosion 
but new areas continue to be discovered.  The bridge is currently not posted for legal loads; 
however, multi-trip permits are restricted on this bridge.  At the current rate of corrosion, 
posting of this bridge will likely be required in the near future.   

 Navigation 
Pensacola is home to one of two active deep water ports in District 3, each being designated 
as Foreign Trade Zones (Pensacola - Zone 249, and Panama City - Zone 65).  The Foreign 
Trade Zones (FTZ) are designated, secured locations at select ports and airports that provide 
exempted or delayed duty payments, streamlined customs procedures, and inventory tax 
benefits. These zones help facilitate and expedite international trade, providing a competitive 
advantage and contributing to local and regional economic development and employment 
opportunities.  The existing vertical and horizontal channel clearances of the bridge do not 
meet the current USCG clearance guidelines for this portion of the Intracoastal Waterway. 
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The USCG guidelines are 65 feet vertical clearance above mean high water (MHW) at the 
fender to the low chord of the bridge and 150 feet horizontal clearance between the fenders. 
The existing vertical clearance is approximately 51 feet at the fenders and 125 feet between 
the fenders. The channel depth is approximately 32 feet. 
 

1.3 Planning Consistency 

1.3.1 Consistency with Transportation Planning Priorities 
This PD&E Study includes development of roadway and bridge concepts for the replacement 
of the existing structure.  Future phases for right-of-way acquisition, design-build activities, 
construction engineering and inspection, and mitigation are funded within the Department’s 
five-year work program.  The Florida-Alabama TPO has included the six-lane Pensacola Bay 
Bridge in the State Transportation Improvement Plan (STIP), the Transportation 
Improvement Plan (TIP), and the Blueprint 2035 Needs Assessment and Cost Feasible Plan.  
Planning consistency has been achieved with the local and statewide transportation agencies.  
SR 30 (US 98) is a federal highway, and FDOT has authority to maintain and upgrade the 
roadway when needed. 
 
After wetland impacts for the Preferred Alternative were identified, programmed funds for 
wetland mitigation were reduced from $4.2 million to $28,000.  
 
Appendix A contains excerpts from the STIP, TIP, and Cost Feasible Plan as well as the 
required FDOT form entitled “Planning Requirements for Environmental Document 
Approvals”.  This form is also displayed in Table 1.3.1. 
 
According to the Fiscal Year 2015-2019 TIP (adopted June 11, 2014 and amended September 
10, 2014), the right-of-way acquisition in fiscal years 2014/15 and 2015/16 is funded through 
Advance Construction BRT (ACBR).  In fiscal years 2016/17, preliminary engineering is 
funded through Amendment 4 Bonds (Bridges) (BNBR).  Construction is funded in 2016/17 
through State In-house Product Support (DIH), State Bridge Replacement (BRP), ACBR, and 
BNBR sources.  
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Table 1.3.1:   Planning Requirements for Environmental Document Approvals 

 

Currently
Adopted 
CFP-LRTP

Y/N

Currently 
Approved TIP/STIP TIP/STIP

TIP $ FY

PE (Final Design) Y Y $9.154/$9.238

<2015 & 2017/                   
<2015, 2015 & 
2017

R/W Y Y $7.479/$7.479
15 & 16 /          
15, 16 & 17

Construction Y Y 
$513.840 /      
$513.840 17 / 17

Total
$530.473 / 
$530.557

         Funding Sources:     BNBR = Amendment 4 Bonds (Bridges - State); ACBR = Advance Construction (Federal Bridge Replacement - On System); 
DIH = State In-House Product Support; BRP = State Bridge Replacement; 

Project Segmented: N

FDOT Preparer’s Name: Tori Wilson Date: 4/10/2015 Phone # (850) 330-1279

Preparer's Signature: Email: victoria.wilson@dot.state.fl.us

See Appendix A of EA for LRTP, TIP, STIP pages.

The grand-total project cost including right-of-way, construction, and 
engineering is estimated at $617 million; the project is totally funded.

R/W programmed over FY's 15, 16 & 17.  (Funding source:  ACBR)

All phases related to construction programmed in FY17.  (Funding source:  DIH, 
BRP, ACBR, BNBR)

NOTE:  PROJECT IS TOTALLY FUNDED

COMMENTS

Yes.  All phases of the project are represented in the Florida - Alabama LRTP CFP (Appendix D, p. D-7 of the June 2014 LRTP CFP Amendment). Project is funded with a combination of state 
and federal funds.

PHASE COMMENTS

Stipend for unsuccessful bidders programmed under a design phase (FY17).  Final 
design covers FY's 13, 14 & 15.  (Funding source:  BNBR)

Currently 
Approved 

STIP

Funding 
Source
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The right-of-way acquisition is estimated to cost approximately $7.33 million, while the 
construction cost is estimated at $530.2 million.  Based on 15% of construction costs, 
engineering and construction inspection costs are estimated at $79.53 million.  The grand-
total project cost including right-of-way, construction, and engineering is estimated at $617 
million. 

1.3.2 Consistency with Community Goals and Objectives 
Section 5.0, Comments and Coordination, summarizes the public comments received since 
the inception of this project.  These meetings include three public meetings and two Project 
Advisory Group meetings as well as a number of individual meetings with local governments 
and stakeholders.  Replacing the existing structure with a modern facility that improves 
safety and roadway capacity is consistent with the goals and values of the municipalities.  
For Pensacola, the primary goals include maintaining mobility across the bay in a safe and 
efficient manner, preserving park features, and enhancing aesthetics.  For Gulf Breeze, the 
primary goals are also to maintain mobility, enhance the viability of local businesses, and 
provide pleasing aesthetics as a gateway to the community. 
 
The goals of the municipalities are related to providing a safe and efficient bay crossing, 
preserving recreational amenities, protecting business interests, and enhancing aesthetics.  
The City of Pensacola also desires a concept to improve the function of the 17th Avenue 
intersection.   Section 1.2, Purpose and Need, mentions that the purpose for this project is 
based on the rapidly deteriorating condition of the existing structure and need for timely 
replacement.  The bridge is a critical link between Gulf Breeze and Pensacola and serves as 
an evacuation route during hurricanes.   
 
The City of Gulf Breeze has historically focused on maintaining consistency with its intended 
character.  The City has always been community-oriented in its design throughout every 
stage of growth. This philosophy is reflected through its initial residential and recreational 
layout and its subsequent municipal land use planning regulations.  The City has adopted a 
goal to preserve and enhance its hometown character and natural environment to foster a 
high quality of family life.  In August of 2013, the Gulf Breeze City Council adopted the Most 
Livable City Plan4, a master plan which seeks to have Gulf Breeze be recognized as the most 

4 City of Gulf Breeze website:  www.cityofgulfbreeze.com 
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livable city in America by 2020.  This vision statement reflects core values of the City 
illustrating that it is a tight-knit community focused on preserving not only its natural 
beauty but also quality of life through the decades.   
 
As shown in Figure 1.3.1, the City of Gulf Breeze Future Land Use Map 2025 designates 
future land use patterns as a guide for development that benefits residents by protecting the 
City’s natural character and promoting economic development. 
 
The Future Land Use Map 2025 designates future land use patterns as a guide for 
development that benefits residents by protecting the City’s natural character and promoting 
economic development.  The map establishes a land use pattern that allows for efficient 
growth and development, which can be served by adequate public facilities for the current 
and projected population.  

Within the limits of this study, the City of Gulf Breeze Future Land Use Map designates the 
east and west approach as park land.  Commercial designation has been assigned to the 
existing commercial properties on the western approach, south of the boat launch area.  The 
properties south of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park on the eastern approach to the bridge remain 
designated as residential land use with commercial properties abutting SR 30 (US 98) near 
Baybridge Drive. 

The Central West and Central East Alternatives are consistent with the City of Gulf Breeze 
Future Land Use Map and the Vision 2020.  Both alternatives mitigate impacts with 
replacement parking and preserve recreation areas and the boat launch access.  These 
Alternatives provide an improved quality of life that balances the natural, physical and 
economic environment.   Replacement of the bridge with either alternative is consistent with 
adequate levels of service, efficient use of facilities, and protection of natural resources. 

  

 

 Environmental Assessment 
 SR 30 (US 98) Pensacola Bay Bridge    1-17 

                                                



 

Figure 1.3.1:  Gulf Breeze Future Land Use Map (2025)  
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The overall goals the City of Pensacola has established for the future land use of the City is 
to maximize the use of land both from an economic standpoint, and from the standpoint of 
minimizing threats to the health, safety and welfare of residents and to the continued well-
being of the natural environment.  The approaches to the Pensacola Bay Bridge within the 
study limits have been designated as a “Redevelopment District,” which was established to 
promote orderly redevelopment of the southern gateway to the City and portions of the 
Pensacola Bay waterfront area in order to enhance visual appearances, preserve unique 
shoreline vistas, provide public shoreline access, preserve or provide working waterfront 
activities, improve traffic safety, and encourage a high quality of site planning.  Site specific 
analysis of each development proposal within the Redevelopment District is intended to 
ensure that the scenic orientation and open space image of the shoreline is maintained, that 
the development characteristics are upgraded, and the boundary of the adjacent special 
districts are positively reinforced. 
 
The Central East and Central West Alternatives conform to the Future Land Use Map and 
the “Redevelopment” category, whereby impacts to the natural shoreline are minimized, and 
waterfront areas are enhanced through additional pedestrian and bicycle facilities and other 
park-like enhancements.  The FDOT has worked closely with the City of Pensacola to 
incorporate enhancement alternatives to the 17th Avenue intersection and points west.  
Adopted plans submitted by the City of Pensacola have been incorporated to the extent 
possible within the project limits.  Accommodations for future improvements provided by the 
City of Pensacola are also considered for each alternative.  The City of Pensacola Future Land 
Use Map is shown in Figure 1.3.2. 
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Figure 1.3.2:  Pensacola Future Land Use Map 
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1.3.3 Project Schedule 
 
Following this PD&E Study, concept roadway plans will be developed for inclusion in the 
design-build criteria package.  This advanced design will also be used to finalize the limits of 
proposed right-of-way and temporary construction easements.  The FDOT will employ the 
standard design-build procurement process to advance the project to final design and 
construction.  The schedule is partially dependent upon the outcome of the PD&E process, 
right-of-way acquisition, and ultimately the selection of the design-build team.  The FDOT 
plans to select a design-build team in 2014 with construction beginning in 2015.  The total 
construction schedule is anticipated to take between 4 to 6 years for project completion.   
 

1.4 Summary of Individual Section 4(f) Evaluation 

In summary, due to the deteriorating structure and need for additional capacity, a total 
replacement of the existing structure is necessary.  The Environmental Assessment (EA) and 
Preliminary Engineering Report (PER) describe the alternatives developed in accordance 
with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969.  Chapter 5 of this EA focuses specifically 
on the use and avoidance of Section 4(f) property.  Section 5.1 describes the existing Section 
4(f) property encountered within the study limits.  Section 5.2 describes the Section 4(f) use 
from the four Build alternatives examined and culminates with a matrix comparing the 
Section 4(f) use, both permanent and temporary occupancy.  Section 5.3 describes the Section 
4(f) Avoidance Alternatives examined and includes a comparison matrix with two of the four 
Build Alternatives.  Section 5.4 discusses the measures to minimize harm by the two Build 
Alternatives carried forward.  Section 5.5 describes the coordination with the officials having 
jurisdiction over the Section 4(f) property.   
 
As described in Section 5.3, three Section 4(f) Avoidance Alternatives are developed, 
described and ultimately compared with two of the Build Alternatives in an evaluation 
matrix.  These Avoidance Alternatives are developed specifically to meet evaluation 
requirements set forth in 23 CFR Part 774 of the USDOT Act of 1966.  Section 4(f) of these 
regulations requires that alternatives for avoiding Section 4(f) properties are examined and 
documented. 
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2.0 Alternatives Considered 
 

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. 

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) 

Figure 2.1.1:  Pensacola Bay Bridge 

Figure 2.1.2:  Pensacola Approach 
Looking North (West) 
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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 variable-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. 
 

2.2 Corridor Evaluation 

This PD&E study focuses on the replacement of the Pensacola Bay Bridge in the vicinity of 
the existing bridge.  The project limits are specific to the tie-in points for the horizontal and 
vertical geometry on each approach, and no corridors on new alignment across Pensacola Bay 
are evaluated.  The Corridor Report (September 2012) completed for this PD&E study, 
describes the corridor analysis in detail.  Within specific project limits consisting of just west 
of the 17th Avenue intersection to Baybridge Drive Intersection in Gulf Breeze, the corridors 
examined are limited to three:  East, Central, and West. 

2.2.1 Typical Sections and Design Features 
Before defining the corridors, the typical section for the bridge and roadway must be defined.  
Based on the lane configuration recommended in the Final Design Traffic Technical 
Memorandum (August 2011), the base bridge typical section in each direction consists of 

Figure 2.1.3:  Gulf Breeze Approach Looking South 
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three through lanes adjacent to 10-foot inside and outside shoulders, parapet walls, and a 10-
foot shared-use path.  Figure 2.2.1 displays the bridge typical section. 

Figure 2.2.1:  Proposed Pensacola Bay Bridge Typical Section 

 
 

As seen in the above figure, the proposed bridge will consist of dual structures for the entire 
crossing of the bay.  A distance of 10 feet between the twin structures is desirable to facilitate 
construction of the adjacent span and future maintenance and inspection requirements.  
With the 10-foot distance between the twin bridges, the total width of the footprint required 
between the outside edges of the replacement bridges is approximately 154 feet. 

The roadway typical section is a continuation of basic features that are on the bridge, except 
that the flat shoulders transition to curb and gutter system on both sides of the travel lanes.  
The approach roadway reconstruction distance is limited to the length required to tie into the 
existing horizontal geometry.  As a result, a number of roadway features require 
transitioning to match into the existing roadway typical section.  Figure 2.2.2 displays the 
roadway typical section immediately adjacent to the proposed twin bridges. 

On both approaches, bicycle lanes are carried to a logical terminus.  The 10-foot shared-use 
path is carried to a logical terminus in the adjacent park before transitioning to the existing 
sidewalk width.  To minimize impacts to the narrow peninsula of land on each approach, a 
cast-in-place retaining wall is proposed beyond the outer edge of the 10-foot shared-use path.  
The proximity of this wall to the edge of pavement requires the use of guardrail or barrier 
wall to protect the motorist and the pedestrian / bicyclist.  The total width of the roadway 
typical section is approximately 160 feet between the inside edges of the retaining wall. 
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Figure 2.2.2:  Roadway Approach Typical Section 

 

The design speed for the proposed concepts in this PD&E study is 45 mph.  The decision to 
either retain or increase the 35 mph posted speed will be determined in the subsequent phase 
of this project. 
 

 Value Engineering on Proposed Bridge Typical Section 
Based upon the magnitude of the bridge replacement project, the FDOT performed a Value 
Engineering  (VE) type process and examined opportunities to reduce the cost of the project. 
As a result of the decision to avoid placing a toll on the new facility, every major component 
of the project was assessed with regard to the cost versus the value provided (Section 3.7 
discusses the FDOT decision to avoid tolling the new facility).  This evaluation included the 
need for shared use paths on each of the twin bridges. The VE study revealed that the purpose 
of the shared-use path on the northbound structure is to connect Pensacola Wayside Park 
with Gulf Breeze Wayside Park, both of which are logical termini for the multi-use path.  
Comments received at public meetings noted the lack of connectivity across Pensacola Bay 
and the significant use of the Escambia County Fishing Bridge by pedestrian traffic for both 
casual walks and fitness. The northbound bridge provides an ideal connection to the 
recreational facilities, and the proposed under bridge clearance at the landfall locations on 
both sides of the bay allow for appropriate safe access. 
 
The VE assessment revealed that the provision of a second shared use path on the 
southbound bridge emanated from an early assessment of construction staging and the need 
to maintain four lanes of travel during the entire construction period.  The construction 
staging plan resulted in an initial deck that provided sufficient width to accommodate a 
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shared use path, and while the need for a dual path system is not evident, it came at no 
additional cost and remained a part of the ultimate proposed build condition.  A more detailed 
staging of construction analysis that was performed in the VE effort has indicated that a 
narrower bridge deck can provide the envelope to accommodate the required four lanes of 
traffic during construction. The reduced deck width will provide sufficient width for the 
ultimate configuration of the southbound travel lanes and the shoulders.  However there is 
insufficient width to accommodate the shared use path.  These staging considerations are 
discussed in detail in Section 7.3.  By providing a shared use path on only the northbound 
bridge, the estimated cost reduction for the project is approximately $17 million. 
 
Since the prior public meetings for the project included shared use paths on both the 
northbound and southbound bridges, the proposed bridge typical sections to be carried 
forward will be as follows: 

• Shared use paths on both the northbound and southbound bridges; 

• A shared-use path only on the northbound bridge. 
 
Figure 2.2.3 displays the proposed bridge typical section featuring a shared-use path in the 
northbound direction only. 
 

Figure 2.2.3:  Proposed Pensacola Bay Bridge Typical Section (Single Shared-use Path) 

 
Section 7.6 of this Environmental Assessment includes further discussion regarding the dual 
path versus the single path option in terms of the effect on the bicyclists and pedestrians.   
 
For the purposes of this Environmental Assessment, the larger footprint comprised of dual 
shared-use paths is used as the base typical section.  The following chapters in this document 
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contain the alternatives analysis, various impact quantifications, and evaluation matrices 
and utilize the footprint of the dual shared-use path typical section.  The supporting 
documents of the Wetland Evaluation and Biological Assessment (WEBAR), Essential Fish 
Habitat Assessment Report (EFH), and the Preliminary Engineering Report (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. 
 
2.2.2 Corridors Considered 
Three corridors were considered for locating a replacement bridge relative to the current 
bridge:  East, West, and Central.   The corridors begin and end approximately 2,000 feet to 
3,000 feet from each existing bridge abutment.  On the Pensacola approach to the bridge, the 
corridors begin in the vicinity of the 17th Avenue intersection, while on the Gulf Breeze 
approach, the corridors end near the Baybridge Drive intersection.  Figure 2.2.4 depicts the 
three corridors examined. 
  

 Environmental Assessment 
 SR 30 (US 98) Pensacola Bay Bridge    2-6 



0

Feet

N

500100

WEST CORRIDOR

EAST CORRIDOR

CENTRAL CORRIDOR

2-7
CORRIDORS CONSIDERED

FIGURE 2.2.4 NO.

SHEET

AND ENVIRONMENT STUDY

PROJECT DEVELOPMENT 

PENSACOLA BAY BRIDGE

1
7
th
 A

v
e

Grego
ry St

Bayfr
ont P

kwy

Heinb
erg St

Baybridge Dr

3
0

9
8

DIVE CENTER
BAYBREEZE

INN RESORT
BAYBEACH

WAYSIDE PARK (EAST)

CITY OF GULF BREEZE

3
0

9
8

PARK
PROFESSIONAL

BAYBRIDGE

BOAT LAUNCH

WELCOME CENTER

WAYSIDE PARK

PENSACOLA BAY 

WAYSIDE PARK (WEST)

 CITY OF GULF BREEZE

LANDFALL A
PPROACHES S

HOWN H
EREIN

.

PENSACOLA B
AY S

EPARATES T
HE 2

AN A
PPROXIM

ATE 3
-MI

LE C
ROSSIN

G O
F 

FFWCC

THAI 54

HIGH POINT DBR
STAND UP PADDLE BOARDS

FLOWERS BY YOKO
THE BRIDGE BAR

LaBRISA

& SUITES
HAMPTON INN

FISHING BRIDGE

ESCAMBIA COUNTY



 

In a prior PD&E Study for the bridge replacement, several alternative corridors evaluated 
new landfall locations.  However, the alternatives were dismissed from further consideration 
due to adverse impacts on residences, businesses, community facilities, potential 
contamination sites and sensitive natural areas.  As the regional demographics and land use 
characteristics have only marginally changed since the prior study, the current bridge 
replacement study is focused on landfall locations that are in close proximity to the existing 
SR 30 (US 98) roadway approaches, thereby eliminating those corridors that were 
encumbered by the previously mentioned adverse impacts.  In addition, the Florida-Alabama 
TPO’s LRTP was amended in November 2011 to include a replacement six-lane Pensacola 
Bay Bridge. As a totally separate project, a four-lane toll bridge on new alignment is included 
in the Cost-Feasible Plan as a “Toll-Feasible Project.” 
 
The avoidance of other landfall locations does not preclude the development of alternative 
corridors, and, although the corridors developed for this study are in close proximity to one 
another, there are distinct differences between them. Due to the correlation between the 
recreational amenities adjacent to the existing bridge and the need to maintain the existing 
bridge during the construction of the new bridge, three alternative corridors were developed 
in order to evaluate the difference in potential impacts that each may have on the adjacent 
recreational facilities, natural environment, and adjacent businesses. This approach provides 
the opportunity to compare the alternative corridors on an equal basis and dismiss those 
corridors that have substantially greater impacts to the recreational facilities, natural 
environment, emergency service providers, residences, and businesses.  Thus, only the 
corridor(s) that clearly had the least impact would be carried forward and developed in more 
detail.  
 
In order to accomplish this analysis, three corridors were identified: (1) an east corridor in 
which the bridge replacement remained totally east of the existing bridge footprint; (2) a west 
corridor in which the bridge replacement remained totally west of the existing bridge 
footprint; and (3) a central corridor in which the existing bridge footprint would be used in 
the development of the replacement bridge alternatives. To analyze the three corridors, four 
representative alternatives were developed and analyzed: East Alternative; West 
Alternative; Central East Alternative; and Central West Alternative.  
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In both the prior PD&E Study and in the early phases of this study, sentiment had been 
expressed by some members of the fishing community to retain the existing bridge (less the 
main channel spans) as a potential fishing pier and amenity. However, no government agency 
or special interest group has surfaced that would take ownership of and be willing to 
maintain the existing bridge once the FDOT constructs the new bridge.  
 
Having been constructed in 1961, the existing bridge is now more than 50 years old and must 
be evaluated with respect to historical significance.  A recent assessment conducted by a 
qualified historian has evaluated the Pensacola Bay Bridge with respect to its potential 
significance as a historic site.  The results of the Cultural Resource Probability Assessment 
state that the bridge is not likely eligible for National Register of Historic Site consideration 
as it is a commonly occurring bridge type.  A Cultural Resources Assessment Survey was 
subsequently prepared and is discussed in Chapter 4. The Florida State Historical 
Preservation Officer ultimately concurred with the findings. Therefore, the existing bridge 
will be demolished, regardless of the corridor that is selected for continued development.    
 
The Pensacola Bay Bridge Corridor Report, which is available under separate cover, 
describes the corridor evaluation in detail.  In addition to quantifying the impacts to public 
recreational areas, the natural environment, community facilities, residences and businesses 
and emergency service facilities, the Pensacola Bay Bridge Corridor Report documents the 
public involvement process that has occurred during the corridor study phase of this project. 
 
The four representative alternatives are summarized in Figures 2.2.4 to 2.2.7.  These figures 
display the representative alternatives and highlight the Section 4(f) features and the 
potential impacts.  Chapter 5 contains the Individual Section 4(f) Evaluation, which 
addresses the Section 4(f) issues in detail.  Note that the Section 4(f) content cited on Figures 
2.2.4 to 2.2.7 is refined in the Chapter 5 analysis. 
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2.2.3 Summary of Public Comments Regarding the Corridors  
A private development is proposed on the western side of the Gulf Breeze approach.  The 
developer of the property has expressed a desire to improve upon the existing development 
and in the past has preferred the East Corridor to maximize the area for improving the 
properties.  The developer has proposed a new mixed use development for the past several 
years in conjunction with the master plan for the City of Gulf Breeze. 
 
Representatives of the Baybridge Homeowners Association on the eastern side of the Gulf 
Breeze approach have expressed their support for the Central West Alternative in the 
Central Corridor or the West Corridor, as these corridors minimize potential impacts to their 
residential neighborhood. 
 
The City of Gulf Breeze has expressed concerns regarding impacts to existing businesses and 
potentially reducing the city tax base. 

A Project Advisory Group composed of private citizens and local government agency staff has 
provided significant local input regarding community values and interests.  This group 
recognized the greater potential impact that the East and West Corridors would have on 
adjacent land uses as compared to the Central Corridor potential impacts. 

A total of 65 opinion surveys were completed at the Corridor Alternatives Meeting held on 
October 18, 2011 at the Pensacola Civic Center.  The results indicate more respondents favor 
the Central East and Central West Alternatives (both in the Central Corridor) in comparison 
to the East or West Alternatives. 

2.2.4 Corridors Eliminated vs. Carried Forward 
The representative alignments that have been developed for each of the three corridors have 
been evaluated with respect to their potential impacts to the natural features, the 
constructed environment, recreational areas and historic sites, and significant marine 
related emergency service facilities. The evaluation matrix summary in Table 2.2.1 
highlights the impacts for each alternative in a qualitative manner.  Table 2.2.2 contains the 
Corridor Evaluation Matrix as a detailed comparison.  A recommendation to carry an 
alternative forward for further study or eliminate it from the analysis follows the two 
matrices.  
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Table 2.2.1:  Corridor Evaluation Matrix (Summary) 

 Representative Alternatives Evaluated 

    West 
Central-

West 
Central-

East East 

Section 4(f) Properties     
  Pensacola Wayside Park None None Moderate Major 
  Escambia County Fishing Pier None None Major Major 
  Gulf Breeze Wayside Park East None None Moderate Major 
  Gulf Breeze Wayside Park West Major Minor None None 
Emergency Services (Boat Launch) Major Minor None None 
Potential Cultural Resources Impacts Moderate Minor Minor None 
Potential Natural Environment 
Impacts Major Minor Minor Moderate 

Business Impacts Major Moderate None None 
Residential Impacts None None Minor Moderate 

OVERALL RECOMMENDATION ELIMINATE CARRY 
FORWARD 

CARRY 
FORWARD ELIMINATE 
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Table 2.2.2:  Corridor Evaluation Matrix (Detailed) 

Corridor Evaluation Matrix 

  East Corridor West 
Corridor Central Corridor 

Evaluation Criteria Alternative 
East 

Alternative 
West 

Central 
East 

Central 
West 

Social Impacts         
Business Parcels Impacted 0 4 0 3 
Business Relocations 0 4 0 0 - 4 
Residential Relocation Potential 0 0 0 0 
Cultural & Community Impacts         
Emergency Services Ingress/Egress Eliminated 
(1) no  YES no  no  
Section 4(f) Resources         
Usable Park Land Used (out of 16.17 ac total) 48% 16% 33% 8% 
Acreage Used (acres) 7.83 2.54 5.36 1.35 
Gulf Breeze Wayside Park (East Side) Used (3.77 
ac total) 3.09 0 1.38 0 
Gulf Breeze Wayside Park (West Side) Used 
(2.70 ac total) 0 2.54 0.33 1.35 
City of Pensacola Wayside Park Used (8.29 ac 
total) 3.33 0 2.24 0 
Escambia County Fishing Bridge Used (1.41 ac 
total) 1.41 0 1.41 0 
Escambia County Fishing Bridge Eliminated YES no  YES no  
Gulf Breeze Fishing Pier Eliminated YES no  no  no  
Picnic Pavilions Eliminated 12 0 2 0 
Gulf Breeze Boat Launch Eliminated no  YES no  no  
Parking Spaces Eliminated 138 36 108 18 
Shoreline Removed From Park Areas (feet) 1,000 700 0 230 
Archaeological (Known Sites)         
Terrestrial Sites Potentially Impacted 0 0 0 0 
Marine Sites Potentially Impacted (2) 0 3 0 2 
Natural Environment         
Wetlands (acres) (3) 0.06 - 0.14   1.06 - 1.13 0 - 0.11  1.01 
Shoreline Reconstruction with Seawall / Riprap 
(feet) (4) 800 1,900 0 1,000 
Shoreline Removed From Public Access (feet) 1,000 2,200 0 1,000 
Public Comments / Local Government Preference         
Comments in Favor of Alternative (Pensacola 
Approach)(5) 16% 21% 9% 36% 
Comments in Favor of Alternative (Gulf Breeze 
Approach)(5) 13% 25% 25% 21% 
Public Opinion Against Removal of Escambia Co. 
Fishing Bridge 70% - - - 
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Corridor Evaluation Matrix 

  East Corridor West 
Corridor Central Corridor 

Evaluation Criteria Alternative 
East 

Alternative 
West 

Central 
East 

Central 
West 

Public Opinion Against Removal of Gulf Breeze 
Boat Launch (8) - 28% - - 
Approximate Costs (millions)         
Construction 450 450 450 450 
Demolition 36 (6) 34 (7) 36 (6) 34 (7) 
Mitigation Cost - Replacement of Escambia Co. 
Fishing Bridge 10 - 10 - 
Mitigation Cost - Extended Bridge for 
Replacement Parking 6 6 6 6 
Additional Cost of Flyover  7 7 7 7 
Total Estimated Costs 509 497 509 497 
Recommendation Based on Matrix 
Evaluation Eliminated Eliminated Carried 

Forward 
Carried 
Forward 

(1) No suitable site identified for relocation of Emergency Services boat launch in community of Gulf 
Breeze.  
(2) Based on offsets from 2004 Marine Remote Sensing Survey. 
(3) Range of wetland impacts with and without Flyover. 
(4) Assumes flyover on Pensacola Approach.     
(5) Not all survey respondents answered, therefore percentages do not add 
up to 100%    
(6) Includes complete demolition of existing Pensacola Bay Bridge and Escambia County 
fishing pier.   
(7) Includes complete demolition of existing Pensacola 
Bay Bridge.     
(8) No sites are readily available for the replacement of the existing boat launch. 
(8) No sites are readily available for the replacement of the existing boat launch. 

 

As shown in the above summary of the four alternatives examined, the West and East 
Alternatives have the most significant impacts to the adjacent facilities while the Central 
East and Central West Alternatives have the least impact. Therefore, conclusions of the 
Corridor Report are as follows: 

The West Corridor is dropped for the following primary reasons: 

1. Very substantial Section 4(f) use with displacement of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park West 
boat launch and parking; 

2. Highest potential for impacts to marine cultural resources; 
3. Highest impacts to the natural environment (highest acreage of wetland impacts and 

closest proximity to Project Greenshores); and 
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4. Displaces four businesses and significantly impacts driveways and parking for two 
others; eliminates the future potential for development of the commercial property. 

 
The East Corridor is dropped for the following primary reasons: 

1. Very substantial Section 4(f) use with displacement of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park 
East, including all existing parking, picnic pavilions, and fishing pier; 

2. Highest impacts to Pensacola Wayside Park, with the removal of a substantial amount 
of parking and several pavilions, as well as restricting access to the Welcome Center; 
and 

3. Requires demolition of Escambia County Fishing Bridge (recently opened in 2010). 
 
The Central Corridor is carried forward as the sole corridor (containing the Central East and 
Central West Alternatives) for the following primary reasons: 

1. Fewest uses of Section 4(f) lands;  
2. Central Corridor contains two alternatives that allow Gulf Breeze boat launch to 

remain; 
3. Provides an alignment that preserves the Escambia County Fishing Bridge; 
4. Provides two alignments that preserve the existing shoreline and opportunities for 

public access to that shoreline and provides opportunity for connectivity between the 
east and west sides of each approach; and 

5. Provides alignments that have minimal encroachment into the natural marine 
environment and proximity to marine cultural resources; and 

6. Maximizes use of the existing FDOT right of way for the replacement bridge. 
 
By carrying the Central Corridor forward, the two Build Alternatives, Central East and 
Central West, are also carried forward for further analysis.  The next section describes the 
Central East and Central West Alternatives in detail, where the impact values in Table 2.2.2 
are updated and refined.  The other alternatives carried forward for comparison include the 
No-Build Alternative, Bridge Rehabilitation or Repair Alternative, Transportation Systems 
Management and Operations (TSMO) Alternative, and the consideration of multi-modal 
facilities.  
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2.3 Alternatives Considered and Carried Forward for Detailed Study 

2.3.1 No-Build Alternative 
The No Build Alternative retains the existing roadway and bridge.  Under this scenario, the 
existing Pensacola Bay Bridge and the approaches would not be improved, but both would be 
maintained.  The No-Build Alternative has certain advantages and disadvantages.  The 
advantages of the No-Build Alternative include:  

• No new expenditures for roadway and bridge design, utility relocations, right of way 
acquisition, or construction costs; 

• No inconveniences to the motoring public during construction; 

• No business or residential damages or displacements; 

• No impacts to the natural environment; and, 

• No use of adjacent Section 4(f) properties. 
 

The disadvantages of the No Build Alternative include: 

• No traffic relief for the 17th Avenue / Bayfront Parkway intersection; 

• No relief from long traffic queues on the bridge during peak hours; 

• Continued degradation of the Pensacola Bay Bridge; 

• High likelihood for a reduction in load carrying capacity, resulting in the posting of a 
load limit on the bridge; 

• Continued risk from catastrophic storm damage; 

• No improvements to the existing safety problems on the bridge; 

• Inadequate shoulder width for disabled vehicles; 

• Existing bridge will not meet the future capacity requirements of this location; 

• No connectivity across the bay to adjacent pedestrian facilities; 

• No provisions for bicyclists across the bay; and, 

• Restricted navigation clearance compared to upstream I-10 bridges. 
 
Due to the deteriorating condition of the existing structure and the need for a functional 
bridge at this location, the No-Build Alternative is considered neither a viable nor a practical 
alternative. However, the No-Build Alternative will be fully considered through the public 
hearing phase for this project.  The No-Build Alternative is not a prudent and feasible 
alternative because it does not meet the Purpose and Need. 
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2.3.2 Bridge Rehabilitation or Repair Alternative 
Repairing or upgrading the existing bridge was considered as an alternative to the No-Build 
and Build alternatives.  The following are characteristics of the existing bridge maintenance: 

• Weight restrictions or limitations - The bridge operating rating is 608 tons. There are 
no restrictions or limitations in place at this time. 

• Maintenance schedule - The bridge was last inspected in November of 2012 and is on 
an annual inspection schedule due to the fracture critical nature of the channel span 
superstructure. Between 2010 and 2012, the Bridge Sufficiency Rating dropped from 
57.0 to 37.7. 

• Maintenance cost - Prior to 2012, the 5-year work program had $3.8 million 
programmed for Bridge-Repair / Rehabilitation. The current 5-year work program has 
less than $20,000 remaining for Bridge-Repair / Rehabilitation. The bridge has 
received approximately $1.9 million-worth of repairs over the previous 5 years. 

• Based on the age of the bridge and the corrosion-related problems that are observed 
during routine inspections, the Department performed an 80-year Life Cycle Cost 
Analysis (LCCA) to determine if a bridge replacement would be a viable option when 
compared to continuing maintenance costs.  To maintain the bridge, various repairs 
were examined during outer years of the life cycle cost period and computed as a 
present day value to compare to a bridge replacement.  In the analysis, the entire 
superstructure of the existing bridge would have to be replaced by year ten, followed 
by the addition of crutch bents at year 30.  This scenario was compared to a service 
life of 80 years for a new bridge replacement.  The LCCA demonstrated that the two 
options were similar in cost, with the replacement option costing approximately 2.25% 
more than the rehabilitation option.   

 
The existing superstructure was constructed with 1 inch of cover at the beam webs and 
flanges.  The approach spans are approximately 10 to 12 feet above the water.  This low chord 
elevation combined with the small amount of concrete cover in the superstructure has 
combined to allow chlorides to migrate through the concrete and corrode the prestressing 
strands and reinforcement. Current efforts have been aimed at slowing the rate of corrosion 
but new areas continue to be discovered.   
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As described in Section 2.3.6.6 (Bridge Analysis), the maximum wave crest elevation 
projected from the 100-year storm event is 17.4 feet.  The low member is required to be one 
foot above the maximum wave crest elevation, placing the minimum low chord elevation at 
18.4 feet.  The existing deck elevation of the viaduct portions of the bridge approaching the 
main span is approximately 16 feet, while the beam height and deck thickness comprise 
approximately 4.5 feet.  The existing low member elevation is therefore approximately 11.5 
feet, a distance of nearly 7 feet below the required low chord elevation. 

The bridge is currently not posted for legal loads; however, multi-trip permits are restricted 
from this bridge.  At the current rate of corrosion, posting of this bridge will likely be required 
in the near future.   

Rehabilitating the existing bridge is not considered feasible because the structure is nearing 
the end of its design life. The continued major capital investment required to rehabilitate and 
repair the bridge provides limited return and will not provide the public with a facility that 
meets current and future requirements.  Raising the existing bridge to meet the required 65 
feet of vertical clearance above the main channel is not feasible. Similarly, raising the bridge 
to meet hydraulic requirements and provide adequate surge protection is not feasible.  All of 
the items listed as disadvantages of the No-Build alternate would remain. The sole practical 
alternative is to replace the structure in its entirety.  Therefore, the Bridge Rehabilitation or 
Repair Alternative is not deemed to be a reasonable alternative. 
 
2.3.3 Transportation Systems Management and Operations (TSMO) Alternative 
Transportation System Management (TSM) activities include improvements such as 
separate turn lanes, traffic signal timing optimization, and pavement marking improvements 
to enhance traffic safety and mobility.  Projected traffic volumes on the Pensacola Bay Bridge 
support the justification of additional lanes on the mainline.  The implementation of TSM 
strategies will aid in local intersection safety and will be utilized in the proposed concepts.  
However, TSM improvements to the Pensacola Bay Bridge do not sufficiently address the 
capacity problems or improve overall network efficiency, and the disadvantages (associated 
with the bridge itself) of the No-Build alternative will remain.  The TSM alternative is not 
considered a viable option and no further evaluation of the TSM alternative is conducted in 
this study. 
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2.3.4 Multimodal Facilities 
Currently, no transit service links the cities of Pensacola and Gulf Breeze.  Escambia County 
Area Transit does not provide service to this area of Santa Rosa County. Correspondence 
from the local transit operators indicates that there are no future plans to provide transit 
across Pensacola Bay.  There are several park-and-ride lots and other car pool programs that 
are expected to exist in future years. The replacement of the existing bridge will make car-
pooling a safer experience.  Due to the condition of the existing structure and need for 
replacement, utilizing multimodal facilities as an alternative is not practical, and this option 
is dropped from further consideration. 
 
2.3.5 Build Alternatives:  Central East and Central West Alternatives 
After considering the representative alternatives based on the above typical sections and 
their resultant impacts, the Central Corridor was recommended to be carried forward for the 
replacement of the Pensacola Bay Bridge, thereby eliminating the East and West Corridors 
from further study.  Details of the corridor analysis and recommendations are summarized 
in the Corridor Report (September 2012), which was approved by the FHWA on October 9, 
2012. 
 
The Central Corridor is represented by two alignment alternatives, Central East and Central 
West which are recommended for further consideration and assessment of potential impacts.  
These alternatives require the existing bridge to be removed in its entirety in order to provide 
space for one of the new twin bridges, for either the northbound or southbound directions 
depending which side of the existing structure is used.  The Central Corridor is 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 approximate footprint of the demolished bridge.  
 

 17th Avenue Intersection 
The intersection with 17th Avenue is the most significant intersection within the project 
limits.  Both at-grade and flyover scenarios were examined at this intersection.  The flyover 
configuration eliminates the need for the high volume left-turn movement from the 
intersection proper and improves the design year level of service from C to A. The Central 
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East and Central West Alternatives with the flyover configurations were favorably received 
at the October 18, 2012 Public Alternatives Meeting and are carried forward for further 
evaluation in this document.   
 
Although the flyover is included as the ultimate build configuration in the Central East and 
Central West Alternatives, consideration is being given to the initial construction of an at-
grade intersection.  Construction of the flyover would occur at a future date when the traffic 
volumes increase sufficiently to cause a significant degradation of the intersection level of 
service and when funds become available.  
  
The elevated approach to the 17th Avenue flyover impacts roughly half of the existing parking 
area for the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FFWCC) building.  The 
remaining parking area is not sufficient to accommodate parking for the building. 
Replacement parking could be constructed across Gregory Street.  Conversely, the FFWCC 
may choose to relocate its operations.   
 
The Preliminary Engineering Report describes the Central East and Central West 
Alternatives in detail.  The following sections summarize the design criteria, describe the 
alternatives in detail, and display the various impacts.  The subsequent chapters address the 
various social, cultural, and environmental issues associated with the two alternatives.   
 
2.3.6 Design Controls 

 Functional Classification 
SR 30 (US 98) is currently and will continue to remain an Urban Principal Arterial.  This 
classification includes the portions of Gregory Street and Bayfront Parkway designated as 
SR 30 (US 98).  The City of Pensacola has jurisdiction over 17th Avenue, which is designated 
as an Urban Collector.    
 

 Design Speed 
The existing posted speed is 35 mph on the Pensacola and Gulf Breeze landfalls as well as on 
the Pensacola Bay Bridge near the north and south ends approaching landfall.  The posted 
speed increases to 45 mph on the bridge. For continuity, the mainline design speed is 45 mph 
for the entire project. However, certain elements, such as the length of vertical curves on the 
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bridge, may exceed this design speed in order to maximize driver comfort. The design speed 
of the 17th Avenue Flyover is 40 mph. 
 

 Proposed Level of Service, Travel Lanes, and Design Traffic Volumes 
A detailed traffic analysis is contained in the Pensacola Bay Bridge Final Design Traffic 
Technical Memorandum.  A summary of the traffic analysis is also contained in Chapter 3 of 
the Preliminary Engineering Report.  The following traffic-related elements are noted for 
each of the two build alternatives considered (also see Tables 2.3.1, 2.3.2, 2.3.3 below): 

• Design Year:  2040; 

• 2040-Year Level of Service:  Peak – D; Off-Peak – C; 

• Future Number of Travel Lanes:  3 (each direction); and 

• Design Traffic Volumes:  Pensacola Bay Bridge 71,500 AADT; 3,745 Peak DDHV. 
 

Table 2.3.1 shows the future AADTs using the Build 6-lane growth rate.   The future AADTs 
were converted to directional design hour volumes (DDHVs) by applying the traffic factors 
described in the Final Design Traffic Technical Memorandum. 

Table 2.3.1:  Build 6-lane Project Forecasted AADT 

Location 
AADT 

2011 Existing 2020 Open 2030 Interim 2040 Design 

Pensacola Bay Bridge 55,500 60,000 65,500 71,500 
17th Avenue 18,000 19,500 21,000 23,000 
Gregory Street (WB only after split) 16,500 18,000 19,500 21,500 
Bayfront Parkway 26,000 28,000 30,500 33,000 

 
The results of the future bridge level of service analysis are summarized in Table 2.3.2. The 
Peak Volume is the calculated DDHV and is used in determining design requirements.  
Pensacola Bay Bridge operates adequately by maintaining the established LOS standards 
through 2040 for the Peak direction. 
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Table 2.3.2:  Build 6-lane LOS Analysis Summary 

Multi-Lane 
Highway 
Segment 

Analysis 
Year 

# of 
Lanes 

Peak (DDHV) Off Peak 

Volume Density1 LOS Volume Density LOS 

Pensacola 
Bay Bridge 2020 3 3,140 23.2 C 2,560 18.9 C 

Pensacola 
Bay Bridge 2030 3 3,430 25.3 C 2,795 20.6 C 

Pensacola 
Bay Bridge 2040 3 3,745 27.6 D 3,050 22.5 C 

1. Density = passenger cars per mile per lane 
 
The future 17th Avenue intersection analysis is summarized in Table 2.3.3. By 2040, the 17th 
Avenue intersection will operate at LOS F, not consistent with established LOS standards.  
Following the interim 2030 year, additional improvements will be needed at the 17th Avenue 
intersection.   

Table 2.3.3:  Build 6-lane Intersection Analysis Summary 

Intersection Analysis Year 
AM Peak PM Peak 

Delay1 LOS Delay LOS 

17th Avenue 2020 28.5 C 34.5 C 

17th Avenue 2030 37.0 D 49.6 D 

17th Avenue2 2040 29.9 C2 20.0 B2 

1. Delay = seconds/vehicle 
2. Results Include Improvements 

 
In the Design Year, the study intersection at 17th Avenue is expected to fail (LOS F) in both 
peak hours without additional improvements. The following at-grade improvements are 
necessary to achieve acceptable LOS in the design year: 
 

• Add second eastbound left turn lane (dual lefts); 

• Add second southbound right turn lane (dual rights); and, 

• Add third southbound left turn lane (triple lefts). 
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 Pedestrian and Bicycle Requirements 
Both the Pensacola and Gulf Breeze approaches contain meandering sidewalk in conjunction 
with the park facilities.  Other than a short segment of bicycle lane on the northbound 
(westbound) lanes of the Pensacola approach, bicyclists must currently share the road with 
vehicular traffic.  The enhancement of bicycle and pedestrian accommodations and safety is 
an integral part of this PD&E Study.  Section 7.6 discusses the proposed bicycle and 
pedestrian accommodations in detail.   
 
Based on the Plans Preparation Manual (PPM), sidewalks with a minimum width of 5 feet 
should be provided along both sides of roadways within one mile of an urban area.  If 
sidewalks are constructed on the approaches to bridges, they should be continued across the 
structure.  Grades on sidewalks should not exceed 5% when not adjacent to a travel way 
(PPM Chapter 8.3.1).  Bicycle lanes are required on reconstruction projects when the project 
is located in or within one mile of an urban area and on curb and gutter facilities beyond a 
one mile radius (PPM Table 8.1.1).     
 
To accommodate the passage of bicycles and pedestrians across Pensacola Bay, a 10-foot-wide 
shared-use path is being considered on the outside of the northbound and southbound 
structures.  The minimum width of a two-directional shared-use path is 10 feet, according to 
Section 8.6.2 of the PPM.  In all four bridge quadrants, the 10-foot path is carried through 
the roadway approach and ultimately terminates at a logical point or transitions to an 
existing 5-foot sidewalk.  This additional 10-foot width is also beneficial for temporarily 
accommodating four lanes of traffic and temporary barrier walls during removal and 
replacement of the existing structure, when traffic must be accommodated on a single 
northbound or southbound bridge. 
 
This project will be designed and constructed in compliance with the applicable Americans 
with Disabilities Act (ADA) standards. 
 

 Right-of-Way Constraints 
Section 2.1 of the Preliminary Engineering Report describes the existing right-of-way in 
detail.  As mentioned in this section, the effective right-of-way is reduced to 310 feet on the 
Pensacola approach and 124.5 feet on the Gulf Breeze approach due to the presence of the 
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park parcels.  Section 3.1.3 describes the extent of the right-of-way impacts for the Central 
East and Central West Alternatives.  Refer to Chapter 5 for a detailed discussion regarding 
impacts to the adjacent parks.   
 

 Bridge Analysis 
A detailed analysis of the proposed Pensacola Bay Bridge can be found in the Bridge 
Development Report and Bridge Hydraulic Report.  Both reports are available under 
separate cover.  This section summarizes the pertinent elements regarding the proposed 
structure. 
 
Navigational Requirements 
Based on US Coast Guard requirements, the vertical and horizontal clearances at the main 
channel will be 65 feet and 150 feet, respectively. 
 
Design High Water 
From the Bridge Hydraulic Report, Table 2.3.4 displays the hydraulic model results for the 
Pensacola Bay Bridge. 

Table 2.3.4:  Hydraulic Model Results at Pensacola Bay Bridge 1 

Flood Data Design (50-year) 
Flood 

Base (100-year) 
Flood 

Greatest (500-year) 
Flood 

Water Surface 
Elevation (feet 

NAVD) 
+6.0 (at Pier 2) +7.4 (at Pier 2) +10.8 (at Pier 2) 

Discharge (cubic feet 
per second) 1,217,178 1,586,114 2,445,603 

Maximum Velocity 
(feet/second) 3.2 (at Pier 40) 3.8 (at Pier 35) 5.3 (at Pier 35) 

Exceedance 
Probability (%) 2 1 0.2 

Frequency 50 100 500 
1 From Table 3.5 of Pensacola Bay Bridge Hydraulic Report 

Design Wave Heights for Coastal Bridges 
Maximum water surface elevations and maximum wave heights may occur at different times.  
As described in the Bridge Hydraulic Report, the worst-case maximum wave crest elevation 
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corresponding to the maximum water surface elevation for the 100-year storm event is 17.4 
feet, which occurs approximately ½-mile south of the Pensacola approach.  To avoid wave 
forces on the superstructure, the 2008 AASHTO publication entitled Guide Specifications for 
Bridges Vulnerable to Coastal Storms recommends that the minimum low chord elevation lie 
above the 100-year wave crest elevation plus one foot.  The complete maximum water surface 
profile can be found in the Bridge Hydraulic Report.   
 
While the maximum water surface elevation along the Pensacola Bay Bridge alignment 
varies depending on the location within the bay, a nominal elevation of 28 feet has been 
assumed for the bridge elevation on the approaches to the main span.  This elevation was 
achieved by adding the maximum water surface elevation (17.4 feet) to one foot of freeboard 
and an assumed structure depth of 9 feet.  A total elevation of 27.4 feet is achieved with this 
computation.  For the purposes of this PD&E Study, the elevation has been rounded to 28 
feet, which assists with achieving the desired clearance for under-bridge parking and access 
roads on both approaches. 
 

Ship Impact Data 
Specific vessel information was taken from the report Synthesizing Commercial Shipping 
(Barge/Tug Trains) from Available Date for Vessel Collision Design (1999).  The vessel 
criterion for this waterway location is taken from Pass Point #25. This bridge site is given an 
Importance Classification of “Critical”, corresponding to an Annual Frequency of Collapse of 
0.0001, or a Return Period of 10,000 years.  The alternatives under evaluation include two 
parallel bridges without a shared foundation. If one bridge were damaged by vessel impact, 
vehicles could be diverted to the parallel structure for two-way traffic during repair.  
Therefore, Guidance from the Structures Design Offices (telephone conversation, J. Van 
Hook, November 9, 2012) has stated that each bridge can be designed for an Annual 
Frequency of Collapse of 0.001, or a Return Period of 1,000 years.  

The following Impact forces will be used for the design of the bridge piers based on analysis 
from the Department’s Mathcad program “Vessel Impact Risk Analysis” (with distances 
measured from the centerline of the channel). 

• 0 to  500 feet:  2500 kips 
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• 500 to 1000 feet:  2000 kips 

• 1000 to 1500 feet:  1500 kips 

• 1500 to 2000 feet: 1000 kips 

• Remaining piers:   300 kips 

Superstructure Considerations 
Various superstructure alternatives were considered for the replacement structure.  Steel 
girders were eliminated from consideration due to the Extremely Aggressive environment 
classification and the need for intensive maintenance throughout the life of the structure.  
Also, segmental concrete was eliminated from consideration due to ongoing maintenance 
issues of several similar segmental bridges within the District. 

The bridge consists of approach spans and a main channel crossing. Six (6) concrete beam – 
slab superstructure alternatives were considered, analyzed and compared for costs and 
constructability.  Three (3) Florida I-Beams, with two (2) span lengths each, were analyzed 
for the approach spans.  All alternatives utilize haunched FIB 78-inch, post-tensioned beams 
creating a 3-span continuous unit (185 feet – 230 feet – 185 feet) for the main channel 
crossing.  Each alternative also utilizes several smaller, shallower spans at the bridge ends.  
By using 36-inch FIBs at these locations, vertical clearance will be increased over the parking 
lot under the Gulf Breeze approach as well providing access for emergency vehicles under the 
Pensacola Approach.  
 
Foundation Considerations 
There are basically two practical foundation options available for this project.  These options 
include either a drilled shaft foundation system or a driven pile foundation, consisting of 
either prestressed concrete piles or precast concrete segmental cylinder piles. The purpose of 
a deep foundation option would be to distribute the structural loads below the very soft or 
scourable soils and found the bridge structure on the underlying dense sands. 
 
Drilled shafts are used when high axial loads and/or lateral capacities are needed or the 
subsurface materials make pile installation difficult or expensive. A drilled shaft can be 
installed through the subsurface materials to rest, or be “socketed,” into competent material 
that generally consists of limestone. Though a limestone bearing stratum was not 
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encountered within 160 feet of the existing bay bottom, a suitably dense sand bearing 
stratum was encountered at depths ranging from approximately 50 feet to 160 feet below the 
bay bottom. 
 
For a bridge structure of this magnitude, the axial and lateral loads are expected to be 
sufficiently high to warrant the additional costs associated with a drilled shaft.  However, 
due to the cohesionless nature of soils within the strata viable for “socketing” the shafts, “post 
grouting” will likely be required to ensure that sufficient bearing capacity can be realized. 
Typically, drilled shaft construction methods in cohesionless soils cause disturbance of in situ 
soils at the shaft tip; therefore, “post grouting” by injecting high pressure grout beneath the 
shaft tip is required to improve the bearing strength and reduce settlement of the shaft. 
 

Two types of driven piles are generally considered for supporting a structure of this size.  
Precast concrete piles are the most widely used foundation option by the FDOT and are 
normally more cost-effective than steel piles.  Steel piles were not considered in the Report 
of Geotechnical Investigation due to the high corrosive environment at this site and lower 
pile capacities (compared to high displacement concrete piles of comparable size). 
 
The typical prestressed concrete pile used for this type of application and load demand would 
be 30-inch or 36-inch square pile.  The length of pile required to meet the axial loading 
demands could present handling problems due to their slenderness ratio. In addition, the 
length of the piles would be sufficient that splicing of the piles would be necessary. 
 
A noteworthy point is that the displacement characteristics of prestressed concrete piles will 
make them very difficult to drive at some locations because of the very dense sands 
encountered below the very soft organic silty clay layer.  Preforming or jetting will likely be 
needed to facilitate driving of these piles to a depth sufficient to meet loading demands. Even 
with pier caps constructed at or near the water surface, the unbraced pile length will likely 
be in excess of 60 feet at most bent locations, which may create a moment too substantial for 
either a 30-inch or 36-inch square prestressed concrete piles. 
 
Another option is the use of either precast post-tensioned segmental cylinder piles or precast 
segmental cylinder piles. Typical piles reach diameters of 60-in. Research performed by 
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FDOT has established segmental cylinder piles used in substructures for these types of 
projects can be extremely resistant to the effects of corrosion.  However, due to the high 
driving stresses required to install a pile of this size and the dense substrata that exists at 
this site, damage to the pile during driving should be considered. These large piles will likely 
also require a driving aid such as preforming or jetting to reach the minimum tip elevations.  
In addition, these large piles will also likely need to include cross-bracing to stiffen the pile 
sections due to the high stress driving conditions. 
 
Based on the soil conditions encountered in this preliminary investigation, the Report on 
Geotechnical Investigation concludes that the most practical foundation type would be the 
use of either post-grouted drilled shafts or segmental cylinder piles. The cost of each option 
will likely vary greatly depending on the contractor’s experience and familiarity with the 
foundation chosen.  Additional subsurface investigations will be needed to more accurately 
model the subsurface profile and revise geotechnical design parameters for each bent/pier of 
the bridge.  In addition to cost, other factors such as structural loads, span lengths, and 
constructability should be considered prior to the selection of the foundation element.  
 
Cost Estimate Summary 
Total construction costs for the 12 structure alternatives considered in the Bridge 
Development Report range from approximately $414.8 million to $542.3 million, with a cost 
per square foot of deck that ranges from $166 to $200.  The lowest cost alternative, 3-B 
consisting of seven 78-inch FIBs per span and a span length of 155-ft, has a total construction 
cost of $414.8 million and a cost per foot of deck $166. 

In general, the medium span alternatives are of significantly lower costs than the longer span 
alternatives.  The higher cost of the longer span alternatives is primarily due to the increase 
in foundation costs associated with the relatively weak soil strength requiring significantly 
larger number of piles and footings to support the greater loads applied to the foundations.  
Note that there is not a significant cost difference between the use of 60-inch cylinder piles 
and 54-inch cylinder piles. The Bridge Development Report recommends that the contractor 
be given the option of using either size based on their partnerships with individual precast 
pile suppliers. 
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2.3.7 Vertical Alignment 
A single conceptual profile has been created and is included at the end of Appendix A of the 
Preliminary Engineering Report.  A summary of this conceptual profile is shown in Figure 
2.3.1 at the end of this section.  Due to the relatively minor differences in alignment location 
on the approaches, this conceptual profile applies to both the Central East and Central West 
Alternatives.  

The bridge elevation is set by the low beam elevation being one foot above the maximum 
wave crest.  This bridge elevation equates to a nominal 19-foot low beam elevation and 
nominal 28-foot deck elevation across the structure, with the exception of the main channel.  
A 9-foot structure depth is assumed and accounts for the bridge deck cross slope.  The final 
bridge elevation will be determined in the design phase, when the bridge type will be 
determined and the superstructure configuration finalized.  Likewise, the grade of the bridge 
approaches to the main span will be reassessed with respect to deck drainage and the 
placement of scuppers.    

The vertical clearance above the main channel will be 65 feet in accordance with 
requirements of the USCG, who is a cooperating agency.  The crest at the top of the bridge is 
a junction of two 3% grades, while the approach and departure grades are flat at 0%.  The 
proposed top of crest elevation will be nearly 75 feet in elevation compared to an existing top 
of crest elevation of 59 feet.   

At the Gulf Breeze approach, the 28-foot deck elevation is carried onto the landfall, where 
the structure is extended to accommodate under-bridge parking.  The Central West 
Alternative extends the bridge by an additional 540 feet (six spans of approximately 90 feet), 
while the Central East Alternative is one span shorter (extension of five spans at 450 feet).  
Due to the presence of commercial property immediately to the south, the proposed profile 
begins to transition downward approximately 355 feet north of the proposed abutment.  
Despite the differing bridge lengths, the proposed conceptual profile applies to the both the 
Central East and Central West alternatives. 

The proposed profile transitions downward to match the existing profile.  The profile 
“touchdown” point coincides with the beginning of the commercial properties.  Roughly 1,200 
feet south of the proposed abutment, the horizontal alignment ties into the existing roadway, 
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where the driving surface will be milled and resurfaced from this point up to a point 
approximately 300 feet south of the Baybridge Drive intersection.  The existing pavement 
cross slopes will be matched during milling and resurfacing.    

To accommodate under-bridge parking, the elevation of the existing ground must be 
excavated from a current high contour of 15 feet, which is the approximate elevation of the 
existing roadway near the abutment, to a low of approximately 6 feet.  The controlling 
elevation of the proposed parking lot is determined by the clearance at the bridge coping on 
the east side of the structure, where a 14-foot clearance above the under-bridge parking is 
proposed.  Based on the 90-foot span lengths, a 5.2-foot structure depth is assumed across 
the under-bridge parking area. Additional detail regarding the under-bridge parking 
configurations for the Central East and Central West Alternatives is provided in Sections 2.4 
and 2.5. 
 

 17th Avenue Flyover 
The profile of the proposed 17th Avenue flyover is controlled by clearance requirements above 
the intersection with Bayfront Parkway, which is proposed to be superelevated through the 
intersection area.  Above the high side of the superelevated pavement, a clearance of 16.5 
feet is required.  A structure depth of 8 feet is assumed for the 17th Avenue flyover. 

The flyover profile begins just south of the CSX bridge viaduct, where the profile elevates to 
meet the vertical clearance requirement above Bayfront Parkway.  At the crossing of East 
Gregory Street to the Pensacola Wayside Park Welcome Center, the profile is sufficiently 
high to accommodate a single span structure for ingress and egress to the Welcome Center.  
This underpass of the flyover is beneficial to the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation 
Commission in order to accommodate access to the nearby Pensacola Wayside Park boat 
launch.  By utilizing a slab design for the bridge superstructure, over the park access road, a 
minimum 14 feet of clearance can be achieved without appreciably lowering the existing 
roadway. 

Detailed profile sheets at 1 inch = 100 feet are contained in Appendix A (Alternatives 
Considered) of the Preliminary Engineering Report.  Again, this profile applies to both the 
Central East and Central West Alternatives and will be finalized in the final design phase.   
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An overview of the conceptual mainline profile is shown in Figure 2.3.1.  Profiles of the Gulf 
Breeze Wayside Park entrance roads and the at-grade portion of 17th Avenue will be 
completed for the Preferred Alternative in the next phase of this project.  
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2.3.8 Access Management  
Appendix G of the Preliminary Engineering Report contains the Access Management Report 
for this PD&E Study.  Due to the existing posted speed of 35 mph on both the Pensacola and 
Gulf Breeze approaches and the close proximity of existing median openings and entrances 
in Gulf Breeze, an access management Class 5 for posted speeds of 45 mph or less was 
evaluated for the Pensacola and Gulf Breeze approaches.  This access management class is 
consistent with the existing Class 5 condition.  The Class 5 access management criteria in 
Table 2.3.5 is based on the posted speed rather than the design speed, according to Florida 
Statute 14-97. 

Table 2.3.5:  Class 5 Criteria Based on Rule 14-97 of the Florida Administrative Code 

Access 
Class Median 

Median Opening 
Spacing Standard (feet) Signal 

Spacing 
Standard 

(feet) 

Connection Spacing 
Standard (feet) 

Full Directional 

Posted 
Speed 

Greater 
than 45 

MPH 

Posted 
Speed of 45 

MPH or 
Less 

5    Restrictive  

2,640 

660 

2,640 

440 245 

greater than 
45 MPH 

(posted speed) 

greater than 45 
MPH (posted 

speed) 
1,320 1,320 

at 45 MPH or 
less (posted 

speed) 

at 45 MPH or 
less (posted 

speed) 
 
The median opening evaluation and proposed improvements apply to both the Central East 
and Central West Alternatives, which are evaluated below.   
 
Pensacola Approach 
The Pensacola approach has two median openings, as summarized in Table 2.3.6.  Median 
Opening 1 pertains to the 17th Avenue intersection, while Median Opening 2 is a full median 
opening coinciding with the entrance to the FDOT parcel. 
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Table 2.3.6:  Existing Median Openings – Pensacola Approach 

Existing Median Openings 1-2 

 No. Station  Access Distance 
Between  

% Over/ Under 
Requirement*  Signalized  Feature 

Accessed 
1 299+70 Full     yes 17th Ave. 
      630 -52%    
2 306+00 Full     no FDOT Parcel 

*A negative number indicates the percentage below the Class 5 (< 45 mph) standard. 
 
As can be seen in Table 2.3.6, the two median openings do not meet the spacing requirements 
(1,320 feet) for a full median opening.  For this reason, the median opening for the entrance 
to the FDOT parcel proposed to be eliminated as seen in Table 2.3.7. 

Table 2.3.7:  Proposed Median Improvements – Pensacola Approach 

Proposed Improvements to Median Openings 1-2 

No. Station  Access Distance 
Between  

% Over/ Under 
Requirement*  Signalized  Feature 

Accessed 
1 299+70 Directional     yes 17th Ave. 
      630 -    
2 306+00 Removed     no FDOT Parcel 

*A negative number indicates the percentage below the Class 5 (< 45 mph) standard. 
 
Gulf Breeze Approach 
The Gulf Breeze approach contains five median openings that were evaluated between the 
southern limits of the bridge to Baybridge Drive.  As can be seen in Table 2.3.8, all four 
segments between the median openings do not meet Class 5 criteria for posted speeds of 45 
mph or less. 
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Table 2.3.8:  Existing Median Openings – Gulf Breeze Approach 

Existing Median Openings 1-5 

 No. Station  Access Distance 
Between  

% Over/ Under 
Requirement*  Signalized  Feature Accessed 

1 478+36 Full     no Wayside Park 
East & West 

      364 -72%    

2 482+00 Full     no Baybreeze Dive 
Center / LaBrisa 

     300 -77%    

3 485+00 Full     no Baybeach Inn 
Resort 

      580 -56%    

4 490+80 Full     no Baybridge 
Professional Park 

      620 -53%    
5 497+00 Full     no Baybridge Drive 

*A negative number indicates the percentage below the Class 5 (< 45 mph) standard. 
 
The proposed improvement is to remove two full median openings, retain two full median 
openings, and convert one median opening to a directional opening.  The full median opening 
at Gulf Breeze Wayside Park is proposed to be removed due to its location on the downgrade 
from the Pensacola Bay Bridge.  The median guardrail will also cause sight distance problems 
for left-turning vehicles originating from the park entrances.  The provision for under-bridge 
parking and connectivity between the east and west parks allows all vehicles to enter or exit 
the park via right turns, regardless of desired travel direction.   

The second median opening in the vicinity of Baybreeze Dive Center / LaBrisa Restaurant is 
proposed to be removed due to its awkward location between two existing commercial 
entrances and close proximity to Median Opening 3, which provides full median access to 
Baybeach Inn Resort and the residential properties on the east side of SR 30 (US 98).   

Due to its close proximity to Median Openings 3 and 5, Median Opening 4 is proposed to be 
converted to a directional median opening.  Left turn lanes are proposed to facilitate turning 
into Baybridge Professional Park (in the southbound direction) and U-turns (in the 
northbound direction).   
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Median Opening 5, which facilitates access to Baybridge Professional Park, is proposed to 
remain as it exists today.  A separate report entitled A Special Purpose Access Management 
Study includes analyses of traffic and crashes on SR 30 (US 98) throughout Gulf Breeze.  The 
report details additional access management and intersection improvements from the 
southern limits of this PD&E Study (Baybridge Drive) to the Naval Live Oaks facility.  Table 
2.3.9 summarizes the proposed access management improvements in Gulf Breeze within the 
limits of this PD&E Study. 

The Access Management Report (Appendix G) includes conceptual plan sheets showing the 
existing median openings, spacing between them, and proposed disposition of each opening. 

Table 2.3.9:  Proposed Median Improvements – Gulf Breeze Approach 

Proposed Improvements to Median Openings 1-5 

 No. Station  Access Distance 
Between  

% Over/ Under 
Requirement*  Signalized  Feature 

Accessed 

1 478+36 Removed     - 
Wayside 

Park East & 
West 

      - -    

2 482+00 Removed     - 
Baybreeze 

Dive Center / 
LaBrisa   

     - -    

3 485+00 Full     no Baybeach 
Inn Resort 

      580 -12%    

4 490+80 Directional     no 
Baybridge 

Professional 
Park 

      620 -6%    

5 497+00 Full     no Baybridge 
Drive 

*A negative number indicates the percentage below the Class 5 (< 45 mph) standard. 
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2.3.9 Safety Features  
This study highlighted several safety challenges with regard to the existing roadway and 
bridge configuration and traffic conditions.  The Central East and Central West Alternatives 
will be constructed to modern standards.  Several safety-related elements of the proposed 
design are highlighted below: 
 

1. The 17th Avenue flyover eliminates the opportunity for angle and turning crashes 
caused by left-turning vehicles originating from 17th Avenue; 

2. The Pensacola Bay Bridge will be constructed as two separate northbound and 
southbound structures, thereby minimizing the chance for head-on collisions; 

3. Modern lighting will be included as part of the project; 
4. The proposed bridge typical section includes 10-foot inside and outside shoulders as 

well as a concrete parapet wall separating bicyclists and pedestrians from the 
mainline roadway; 

5. Although the design speed is 45 mph, the vertical geometry will exceed minimum 
requirements to improve stopping sight distance and achieve a more comfortable ride; 

6. On the bridge approaches, guardrail will be provided at a distance of approximately 8 
feet behind the curb and gutter to protect wayward vehicles from the drop-off.  This 
guardrail configuration is based on Chapter 8 of the PPM has the added benefit of 
providing a more comfortable experience for bicyclists and pedestrians, particularly 
children.  In lieu of guardrail behind the curb and gutter, crashworthy concrete barrier 
wall may be considered atop the retaining walls in association with the proper end 
terminals; and, 

7. As discussed in the previous section, proposed median opening configuration will 
improve traffic flow, driver expectancy, and safety of turning vehicles. 

 

2.3.10 Intersection Layouts 
The intersection with 17th Avenue is the most significant intersection within the project 
limits.  Both at-grade and flyover scenarios were examined at this intersection.  The proposed 
2040 lane configuration for an at-grade intersection at this location requires triple left-turn 
lanes and dual right-turn lanes on 17th Avenue.  With this at-grade configuration, the 
projected level of service is C in the AM peak hour and B in the PM peak hour.  However, a 
flyover at this location improves the level of service to A in both peak hours.  The Central 
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East and Central West Alternatives with the flyover configurations were favorably received 
at the October 18, 2012 Public Alternatives Meeting and are carried forward for further 
evaluation in this document.   
 
The Central East and Central West Alternatives have identical intersection configurations 
at 17th Avenue and Bayfront Parkway.  This intersection layout consists of the following: 

• Two through lanes in the southbound (eastbound) direction; 

• Three through lanes in the northbound (westbound) direction; 

• Dual left turn lanes in the southbound (eastbound) to northbound direction (onto 17th 
Avenue); 

• Dual right-turn lanes emanating from 17th Avenue; and, 

• Flyover carrying a single lane of southbound 17th Avenue traffic to southbound 
Pensacola Bay Bridge. 

 
Although the flyover is included as the ultimate build configuration in the Central East and 
Central West Alternatives, consideration is being given to the initial construction of an at-
grade intersection.  Construction of the flyover would occur at a future date when the traffic 
volumes increase sufficiently to cause a significant degradation of the intersection level of 
service.  For the ultimate build condition, however, the flyover is included for both the Central 
East and Central West Alternatives.   
 
The elevated approach to the 17th Avenue flyover impacts roughly half of the existing parking 
area for the FFWCC building.  The remaining parking area is not sufficient to accommodate 
parking for the building.  Replacement parking could be constructed across Gregory Street.  
Conversely, the FFWCC may choose to relocate its operations.   
 
2.3.11 Preliminary Drainage 
Due to the difficulty of capturing and treating stormwater runoff on the Pensacola Bay Bridge 
and the lack of suitable pond sites on the approaches, compensatory treatment is 
recommended as the preferred option for meeting Northwest Florida Water Management 
District requirements.   
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Pond alternatives were compared to the treatment volume requirements for proposed 
alternatives.  The only stormwater treatment provided for the existing bridge is a street 
sweeping program performed twice a month along with retrofit Best Management Practice 
(BMP) sediment basins at some outfalls.  This street sweeping program is reportedly 
administered by the City of Pensacola but funded by the FDOT.  The proposed stormwater 
collection system will utilize curb and gutter and pipes on the approach sections to convey 
runoff through various BMPs and scuppers along the bridge to directly convey runoff to the 
bay. Due to lack of adequate available property near the project limits, compensatory 
treatment options in areas that drain to Pensacola Bay were assessed on both the City of 
Pensacola and the City of Gulf Breeze side. 
 
Three viable compensatory stormwater treatment sites were identified for the Pensacola side 
and one potentially viable pond site. Two septic tank abatement areas were identified for the 
Gulf Breeze side.   Treatment volume requirements were determined by calculating 1 inch of 
runoff from the proposed impervious area and that volume is approximately 6.3 acre feet. 
Additionally, NRCS, TR-55 curve number methods were reviewed. Each proposed pond 
alternative was investigated to determine if the area would be sufficient to treat the drainage 
basin in accordance with FDOT and Chapter 62-346 Florida Administrative Cost (FAC) 
requirements.  Note that no site specific survey or geotechnical investigations were conducted 
on the alternative sites.  
 
Pond site alternatives were evaluated based on the items listed in the FDOT Stormwater 
Management Facilities Handbook.  However, the compensatory treatment alternatives 
considered for this bridge replacement project do not necessarily lend themselves to a direct 
comparison.  
 
The ponds were analyzed with consideration of minimizing land acquisition, employing 
suitable pond access, and minimizing impacts to floodplains, wetlands, and utilities. Cost, 
the use of joint use facilities, and coordination with property owners was also evaluated.  The 
potential sites evaluated are listed along with characteristics below:  
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• Carpenter Creek Pond site on N. Davis Highway. 1.2 acres owned by FDOT (not 
viable);   
Size and adjacent wetlands are the chief concerns; 

• Airport Pit Pond Site; 33 acres owned by the Airport Authority;  
Not recommended as the City of Pensacola is under contract with others for a study 
on use of this site;  

• Langley Road; “Gaberrone Swamp” Pond Site. 20+/- acres owned by the Pensacola 
Regional Airport (No major issues); 

• Long Hollow Pond Site. 13+ acres owned by the City of Pensacola (with Memorandum 
of Understanding with FDOT). Chief concern is that the permit documents indicate 
“FDOT will not pursue additional compensatory treatment for other projects”;  

• Taco Bell Pond site; 0.5 acres; privately owned (not viable - too small with habitat 
issues);  

• Soundview Pond Site; 0.3 acres; privately owned; (not viable - small with wetlands); 
and, 

• Gulf Breeze Septic Tank abatement program (not viable); Complex permitting 
concerns. 

This section contains a brief description of the preferred alternative compensatory treatment 
options and the supporting reasons.   
 
Basin 1 – Station 294+00 to Station 391+00 
The preferred alternative for Basin 1 (and the entire project) is the Gaberrone Swamp Pond 
(Langley and Scenic Highway).  This site has ample capacity to provide the calculated water 
quality volume of 6.3 acre-feet. Due to the hilly terrain and difference in elevation across the 
site, two terraced ponds are proposed. This pond site is feasible as a “smart box” or diversion 
structure may be placed in line with the existing storm sewer outfall diverting a portion (or 
all) of the discharge through the two ponds. The upper level pond could be dry while the lower 
pond could be either wet or dry. This treatment train approach is very effective in removing 
pollutants from a direct discharge to the bay.  The property Owner is the City of Pensacola; 
the Publics Works Director has expressed an interest for a possible joint project utilizing the 
Gaberrone Swamp Pond. Therefore, it is the preferred alternate.  
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Basin 2 – Station 391+00 to Station 488+00 
The preferred alternative for Basin 2 is the compensatory treatment in the Gaberrone Swamp 
pond site combined with BMP retro-fits of the existing SR 30 (US 98) project vicinity outfalls 
to the bay. This is due to the lack of suitable treatment sites in the Gulf Breeze area and the 
difficulty of permitting an “out of the box” septic tank abatement program. The Taco Bell site 
has only about 0.5 acre of usable land within the floodplain and potentially contains wetlands 
with habitat for protected species of wading birds.  
 
2.3.12 100-Year Storm Surge Protection 
Per the Bridge Hydraulic Report, the projected 100-year storm surge on the Pensacola and 
Gulf Breeze approaches is 7.5-feet and 6.3-feet, respectively.  After Hurricane Ivan, the 
bridge was closed for six days to repair the approaches.  To ensure that the roadway 
approaches are properly protected from the 100-year storm event, the following design 
elements are proposed for both approaches: 
 

• Cast-in-place retaining walls and abutments in lieu of mechanically stabilized earth 
walls; 

• Riprap protection at the base of the west-side roadway approach retaining walls on 
the Pensacola approach and both sides of the Gulf Breeze approach.  The protection 
consists of a 10-foot berm of riprap approximately 4-feet high with a 1:1 slope 
transition to existing ground; 

• Abutment protection consisting of a 3-foot berm width, a 1:2 slope for the height of the 
abutment, and a 10-foot flat riprap toe; and   

• Protection for sea walls consisting of a 14-foot berm followed by a 1:2 slope transition 
to the bay bottom.  A minimum 5-foot splash zone is proposed on the inside of the sea 
wall in order to reduce scour behind the structure.  The sea wall will require tie-backs 
and is estimated to be twice as deep below grade as it is above grade. 

 
Both the Central East and Central West Alternatives apply riprap protection measures as 
illustrated in Figures 2.3.4A & B and 2.3.5A & B.  Due to the proximity of the mainline 
alignment to the east side of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park, the riprap toe is proposed to be 
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buried beneath the park access road.  A permanent easement is proposed to accommodate 
this feature. 
 
Both alternatives require removal and 
replacement of the existing sea wall along 
the west and south sides of the FDOT parcel 
on the Pensacola approach.  This existing 
sea wall is in poor condition (see Figure 
2.3.2) and will be replaced with a new sea 
wall and corresponding riprap envelope.  
Due to the slight bay encroachment with 
the Central West Alternative (see Figure 
2.3.3), additional sea wall is required to 
support and protect the roadway 
embankment.  These sea walls will be encompassed by riprap.  The shoreline will also receive 
new riprap consisting of “bank and shore” gradation.  By contrast, the Central East 
Alternative does not require these additional sea wall segments or additional shoreline 
riprap, since the alignment is sufficiently far inland.  
 

 

Figure 2.3.3:  Location of Sea Wall / Riprap for Central West Alternative 

  

Figure 2.3.2:  Existing Sea Wall on FDOT Parcel 
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2.4 Central East Alternative 

Sections 2.4 and 2.5 explain the unique design features between the Central East and Central 
West Alternatives.  Due to the varying median widths on the Pensacola approach, curves of 
the proposed alignments are referenced via the inside edge of pavement, which is also the 
profile grade line.  Superelevation rates are based on this radius, as opposed to the radius of 
the roadway centerline. 

2.4.1 Horizontal Alignment 
Beginning with the existing Bayfront Parkway curve, the Central East Alternative begins by 
utilizing compound curvature to transition from the existing alignment to a tangent section 
across Pensacola Bay.  To set the location of this tangent section, the western parapet wall 
of the proposed northbound lanes is set 30 feet from the existing parapet wall.  The 
northbound lanes would be constructed first while traffic uses the existing bridge.  Once the 
northbound bridge is constructed, all four lanes of traffic would be shifted to the new bridge 
while the existing bridge is removed and the new southbound bridge is constructed in its 
place. 
 
The alignment location requires removal of two picnic pavilions and at least 80 parking 
spaces as well as removal of the recently reconstructed Escambia County Fishing Bridge.  A 
replacement fishing bridge is proposed to be located 41 feet east of the new bridge.  An access 
road emanating from the fishing bridge and connecting to the existing parking lot and 
Welcome Center / pavilion area is proposed.  Connectivity between Pensacola Wayside Park 
and the FDOT parcel on the west side of the peninsula is accommodated by a proposed access 
road for maintenance and law enforcement vehicles.  Pedestrians and cyclists are 
accommodated beneath the bridge via sidewalk.  

Because the alignment of the Central East Alternative is shifted eastward compared to the 
existing alignment, this alternative requires minimal new shoreline protection on the 
Pensacola approach.  The existing seawall on the west side of the Pensacola approach is 
proposed to be removed and replaced because of its poor condition.  In addition to displacing 
the existing fishing bridge, the Central East Alternative requires a permanent use of the 
existing Pensacola Wayside Park parking areas but avoids the Welcome Center building.  
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The 17th Avenue flyover begins just south of the existing CSX Railroad viaduct, where the 
flyover begins to transition above the peninsula’s west side before matching into the elevated 
roadway approach just prior to the new bridge.  The Central East Alternative flyover 
encroaches approximately 12 feet into the bay at a point where the existing sea wall begins.  
Since the existing sea wall on the west side of the Pensacola approach is proposed to be 
removed and replaced with a new seawall and riprap, the extent of additional shoreline 
protection to protect the flyover piers is considered minimal.  Section 2.3.11 describes the 
shoreline configuration in detail, while Section 6.1 details the wetland impacts.   

Approaching the Gulf Breeze landfall, the Central East Alternative transitions slightly 
westward (approximately 1,000 north of the shoreline) via a normal crown curve in order to 
minimize impacts to the east side of the roadway approach.  At the southern bridge abutment, 
the offset between the eastern proposed parapet wall and the existing structure is reduced to 
approximately 15 feet.  While this distance is less than the 30-foot offset used elsewhere to 
accommodate a construction barge, the transition to a 12-foot offset occurs where the water 
depth is relatively shallow and cannot accommodate a barge.   
 
This alternative requires a permanent use of the east side of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park but 
provides sufficient space to relocate the access road where the existing parking spaces 
currently reside.  To mitigate for the displaced 28 parking spaces along the picnic pavilions, 
parking and access road connectivity is provided beneath an extended bridge.  An 
approximate 7-foot elevation difference exists between the center of the parking lot and the 
grass area between the existing SR 30 (US 98).  If the bridge is extended southward so that 
the proposed abutment is located near the end of the boat ramp parking, by projecting the 
nominal center elevation of the parking lot eastward, sufficient clearance exists to provide 
under-bridge parking.  At least 14 feet of clearance would be provided.  Although the boat 
launch access road and existing parking lot will be reconstructed, no permanent use of the 
west side of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park is experienced.  On the residential side, the edge of 
pavement for the outer northbound through lane is approximately 20 feet closer to the 
nearest residential parcel compared to the existing pavement.  The Central East Alternative 
does not permanently impact any business or residence, although one vacant commercial 
parcel requires acquisition to accommodate the reconstructed access road to Gulf Breeze 
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Wayside Park.  Chapter 5 addresses the Section 4(f) impacts and associated mitigation in 
more detail. 
 
Figures 2.4.1A and B display the Central East Alternative.  Detailed concept plan sheets at 
1”=100’ scale are included in Appendix A of the Preliminary Engineering Report for the 
Central East Alternative.  As explained in Section 2.3.9, the flyover may be constructed at a 
future date.  In this case, an at-grade intersection may be constructed with the Pensacola 
Bay Bridge.  Figure 2.4.1C displays this at-grade scenario. 
 
A discussion of constructability and phasing is included in Section 7.3. 
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2.4.2 Bicycle and Pedestrian Accommodations 
The accommodation of bicyclists and pedestrians is a major consideration in this PD&E 
study.  As can be seen from the typical sections in Figures 2.2.1 and 2.2.2, the Pensacola Bay 
Bridge features a 10-foot shared-use path on both the northbound and southbound 
structures.  This shared-use path continues on the Pensacola and Gulf Breeze landfalls 
through the existing park areas before transitioning to the existing 5-foot sidewalk.  Adjacent 
to the park land on each approach, the mainline typical section also features bicycle lanes 
adjacent to the northbound and southbound sides of the mainline pavement.  The bicycle 
lanes terminate west of the 17th Avenue intersection on the Pensacola approach and at the 
park entrances on the Gulf Breeze approach. 
 
The Central East and Central West Alternatives have very similar bicycle and pedestrian 
accommodations as seen in Figures 2.4.1 and 2.4.2.  On the FDOT parcel, the Central East 
Alternative retains the existing 5-foot sidewalk, which ties into the 10-foot shared-use path 
emanating from the proposed bridge.  On the Pensacola Wayside Park side of the roadway, 
the 10-foot shared-use path continues along the park frontage terminating near the park 
entrance on 17th Avenue.  The Central East and Central West Alternatives feature alternate 
treatments for terminating the shared-use path within Pensacola Wayside Park.  The actual 
point of tie-in of the 10-foot shared-use path will be negotiated with the City of Pensacola 
once a preferred alternative has been selected.  A 5-foot sidewalk spur is proposed to convey 
pedestrians westward along the north side of Bayfront Parkway across 17th Avenue.  Both 
the Central East and Central West Alternatives show the north-side sidewalk terminating 
at the project limits at Gregory Street.  While this sidewalk does not tie into any existing 
feature, the sidewalk could be extended by the City of Pensacola in the future. 
 
Because the 17th Avenue intersection does not accommodate a pedestrian crossing of Bayfront 
Parkway, northbound bicyclists and pedestrians wishing to access the sidewalk on the south 
side of Bayfront Parkway must pass through Pensacola Wayside Park, travel beneath the 
mainline structure, and access the shoreline sidewalk on the FDOT parcel. 
 
The Central East Alternative on the Gulf Breeze approach continues both 10-foot shared-use 
paths up to the entrances on each side of Gulf Breeze Wayside, where the paths transition to 
a 5-foot sidewalk on each side of the roadway.  On the west side of the roadway, the 5-foot 
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sidewalk continues along both sides of the boat launch access road, passing beneath the last 
span of the mainline structure and tying into the park access road on the east side of Gulf 
Breeze Wayside Park.   
 

2.5 Central West Alternative 

2.5.1 Horizontal Alignment 
The second alignment considered in the Central Corridor is the Central West Alternative.  
This alternative begins by utilizing compound curvature to transition from the existing 
alignment to the tangent section across the bay.  As with the Central East Alternative, the 
outer parapet wall of the new bridge is located 30 feet from the existing parapet wall.  In this 
case, the 30-foot offset is applied to the west side of the existing bridge.  The southbound 
lanes would be constructed first while traffic uses the existing bridge.  Once the southbound 
bridge is constructed, all four lanes of traffic would be shifted to the new bridge while the 
existing bridge is removed and the new northbound bridge is constructed in its place. 
 
The Central West Alternative avoids the need for permanent right-of-way acquisition from 
Pensacola Wayside Park.  The existing Escambia County Fishing Bridge is also avoided.   
This alternative has a slight encroachment into the bay and features a terraced wall 
configuration consisting of a retaining wall supporting the roadway adjacent to the shared-
use path, a sea wall located 13 feet from the roadway retaining wall, and a varying swath of 
shoreline riprap.  As with the Central East Alternative, the existing seawall on the west side 
of the Pensacola approach is proposed to be removed and replaced because of its poor 
condition.  Refer to Section 2.3.11 for details regarding the 100-year storm surge protection 
and associated shoreline treatment.  The encroachment into the bay may increase the risk of 
damage to the roadside or roadway during storm events.  Although the encroachment is 
limited to a length of approximately 300 feet, the presence of sea wall could compound wave 
action and increase the risk for undermining of the sea wall, roadway retaining wall, and 
roadway embankment.  To mitigate for this risk, a tiered wall system in conjunction with 
appropriately sized riprap is proposed.  The Central West Alternative provides connectivity 
between Pensacola Wayside Park and the FDOT right-of-way on the west side of the 
peninsula via an access road for maintenance and law enforcement vehicles and a sidewalk 
for bicyclists and pedestrians. 
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Along 17th Avenue, the Central West Alternative flyover has a similar configuration to the 
Central East flyover alternative.  As with the Central East Alternative, the flyover forms the 
outer third lane in the Gulf Breeze direction of traffic just prior to the bridge.  Because the 
17th Avenue intersection would be a free-flow condition in the southbound direction, the 
Bayfront Parkway southbound direction only requires two lanes for a level of service of A in 
the design year. The flyover will span approximately 300 feet of water and will likely require 
at least one pier location within the water just beyond the shoreline.  
 
After crossing the bay on a tangent alignment and approaching the Gulf Breeze landfall, the 
alignment transitions slightly eastward to reduce impacts and assist in matching into the 
existing alignment.  On the Gulf Breeze approach, the Central West Alternative was 
examined with two alternate bridge abutment locations.  First, locating the proposed 
abutments in the vicinity of the existing abutment would require the removal of 18 boat / 
trailer parking spaces with no provision for replacement. Second, as with the Central East 
Alternative, an extended bridge is proposed to accommodate a continuous access road and 
under-bridge parking.  The Central West Alternative incorporates 18 replacement parking 
spaces for boats and trailers beneath the bridge in addition to 28 regular parking spaces.  
Chapter 5 addresses the Section 4(f) impacts and associated mitigation in more detail.  As 
the alignment continues south/east, approximately 34 commercial parking spaces adjacent 
to the roadside are displaced.   

The Central West Alternative does not permanently impact the east side of Gulf Breeze 
Wayside Park, although temporary impacts will be required for reconstruction of the 
entrance road.  Specifically, impacts to the existing east side parking, picnic pavilions, and 
fishing pier are avoided with the Central West Alternative.  On the residential side, the edge 
of pavement for the outer northbound through lane is approximately 2 feet closer to the 
nearest residential parcel when compared to the existing pavement.  Figures 2.5.2A and B 
display the Central West Alternative on the Pensacola and Gulf Breeze approaches, 
respectively. 
 
The Central West Alternative avoids a permanent use to Pensacola Wayside Park. Unlike 
the Central East Alternative, impacts to the existing Escambia Bay Fishing Bridge are 
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avoided.  The Central West Alternative requires three temporary construction easements: 
the first to construct the connection to the under-bridge tie-in connection, the second to 
construct a connection from the Welcome Center to the shared-use path along the northbound 
lanes, and the third to reconstruct the park entrance on 17th Avenue.   
 
The existing gravity wall along the west side of the Pensacola Wayside Park parking area 
was considered for removal due to its age condition.  Figure 2.5.1 displays a photograph of 
the retaining wall and landscaping.  Removal would require short-term closure of portions of 
the parking lot and would necessitate the removal of the existing embankment west of the 
wall.  Removal of the earth embankment would lower the existing roadside by as much as six 
feet and require relocation of the buried gas, fiber optic cable, and water.   
 
The existing trees behind the northbound guardrail would also require removal.  While the 
trees are within the state right-of-way and not on park property, their removal would 
significantly change the aesthetics of the roadside and park.  Instead of removing this 
existing gravity wall, the proposed typical section in this area consists of placing the footing 
for the cast-in-place retaining wall supporting the proposed roadway embankment at an 
elevation below the existing parking lot.  With this wall configuration, any failure of the 
existing gravity wall or its associated embankment due to storm surge or wave action would 
not affect the integrity of the roadway, since the new retaining wall will be located west of 
the existing edge of pavement with a footing below the elevation of the parking lot.  In 
essence, the existing gravity wall and its associated embankment could be sacrificed without 
impacting the proposed cast-in-place retaining wall or its embankment. 
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The Central West Alternative has a slight encroachment into Pensacola Bay and the 
wetlands and sea grass associated with Project GreenShores.  Two locations along the 
shoreline are anticipated to require a terraced wall configuration consisting of a retaining 
wall supporting the roadway adjacent to the shared-use path, a sea wall located 13 feet from 
the roadway retaining wall, and a swath of shoreline riprap.  Elsewhere, the riprap is 
proposed to be stacked adjacent to the cast-in-place roadway retaining wall (see Section 
2.3.11).  While the encroachment into the bay may increase the risk of damage to the roadway 
during storm events, risk is minimized by the use of generous riprap protection and cast-in-
place retaining walls in lieu of mechanically stabilized earth walls.  As with the Central East 
Alternative, the Central West Alternative provides connectivity between Pensacola Wayside 
Park and the open space within the FDOT right-of-way on the west side of the peninsula. 
 
The 17th Avenue flyover associated with the Central West Alternative transitions onto the 
southbound (eastbound) lanes of the new bridge.  As with the other alternatives, the flyover 
forms the outer third lane in the Gulf Breeze direction of traffic just prior to the bridge.  
Because the 17th Avenue intersection would be a free-flow condition in the southbound 
(eastbound) direction, the Bayfront Parkway southbound (eastbound) direction only requires 

Figure 2.5.1:  View of Pensacola Wayside Park Parking Area Looking South 
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two lanes for a level of service of “A” in the design year.  The flyover is particularly beneficial 
to the Central West Alternative because it reduces encroachment into the bay compared to 
the at-grade concept, where a third lane extends impacts an additional 12 feet into the bay.  
 
After crossing the bay on a tangent alignment and approaching the Gulf Breeze side, a long 
normal-crown centerline curve transitions the alignment slightly eastward to assist 
matching into the existing alignment.  At the southern bridge abutment, the offset between 
the eastern proposed parapet wall and the existing structure is reduced to approximately 12 
feet.  While this distance is less than the 30-foot offset used elsewhere to accommodate a 
construction barge, the transition to a 12-foot offset occurs where the water depth is relatively 
shallow and cannot accommodate a barge.   
 
As discussed in the Pensacola Bay Bridge Corridor Report, the Central West Alternative was 
examined with two alternate bridge abutment locations.  Locating the proposed abutments 
in the vicinity of the existing abutment would require the removal of 18 boat / trailer parking 
spaces with no provision for replacing them.  There is an approximate 7-foot elevation 
difference between the center of the parking lot and the grass area between the existing SR 
30 (US 98) roadway and the parking lot.  If the bridge is extended southward so that the 
proposed abutment is located near the end of the boat ramp parking, by projecting the 
nominal center elevation of the parking lot eastward, sufficient clearance would exist to 
provide under bridge parking as shown in Figure 2.5.2B.  Approximately 14 feet of clearance 
can be provided to accommodate an access road and parking for 18 vehicles and trailers as 
well as 28 regular parking spaces.  Compared to the Central East Alternative, the Central 
West Alternative utilizes six spans of approximately 90 feet, with the last span bridging the 
riprap cone around the bridge abutment.  The first and fifth spans on landfall accommodate 
access roads, while the second, third, and fourth spans accommodate parking space.  In 
particular, the fifth span allows vehicles to drive forward beneath the structure after 
launching a boat.  
 
Unlike the Central East Alternative, the Gulf Breeze Wayside Park east access road and 
pavilion-side parking is not anticipated to require lowering.  Sufficient distance exists 
between the 14-foot clearance point at the eastern edge of the structure and the access road 
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in the vicinity of the northern span to accommodate an adequate grade on the access road 
connection between the two parks.     
 
In both the Central East and Central West Alternatives, the northern-most commercial 
entrance requires elimination.  However, the Central West Alternative also displaces 
approximately 34 parking spaces along the western roadside.  At the third commercial parcel 
south of the boat ramp, the right-of-way acquisition is minimal and does not affect existing 
parking. 
 
The Central West Alternative does not permanently impact the east side of the park but does 
require temporary impacts in the form of reconstructing the Gulf Breeze Wayside Park 
entrance road and median.  The existing east side parking, picnic pavilions, and fishing pier 
are not permanently impacted by the Central West Alternative.  In the vicinity of the 
residential properties, the edge of the outside travel lane is effectively no closer to the nearest 
residential property compared to the existing pavement.  Compared to the existing condition, 
the southward extension of the right-turn lane for the Gulf Breeze Wayside Park entrance 
may result in a slight reduction in separation distance between the turn lane’s outer 
pavement edge and nearby residential properties, but this distance is limited to no more than 
a lane’s width. 
 
Figures 2.5.2A and B display the Central West Alternative for the Pensacola and Gulf Breeze 
approaches.  Detailed concept plan sheets at 1”=100’ scale are included in Appendix A of the 
Preliminary Engineering Report for both the Central East and Central West Alternatives.   
 
As explained in Section 2.3.9, the flyover may be constructed at a future date.  In this case, 
an at-grade intersection may be constructed with the initial phase of the Pensacola Bay 
Bridge project.  Figure 2.5.2C displays an at-grade scenario.  
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2.5.2 Bicycle and Pedestrian Accommodations 
As with the Central East Alternative, bicycle and pedestrian accommodations are an integral 
component of the concept.  Both roadway approaches include a 4-foot bicycle lane, which is 
carried through the approximate limits of the park land.  Similar to the Central East 
Alternative, a 10-foot shared-use path is located on both the southbound and northbound 
bridges as well as both sides of each approach.  In Pensacola Wayside Park, the shared-use 
path is terminated in the vicinity of the Welcome Center in order to provide a logical terminus 
for the path.  On the west side of the Pensacola peninsula, the shared-use path is carried 
westward around the curve, transitioning to a 5-foot sidewalk west of the 17th Avenue 
intersection.  This configuration differs from the Central East Alternative in that the entire 
west-side sidewalk requires relocation due to the encroachment towards Pensacola Bay.  By 
contrast, the Central East Alternative is located sufficiently eastward that the existing 
sidewalk within the FDOT parcel is not affected by construction of the alternative.  As a 
result, the 10-foot shared-use path for the Central East Alternative terminates after 
intersecting the existing shoreline sidewalk on the FDOT parcel, whereas the shared-use 
path on the Central West Alternative is carried westward as a new facility, transitioning to 
5 feet near the beginning of the project. 
 
On the Gulf Breeze approach, both sides of the roadway carry the 10-foot shared-use path 
through the limits of the park lands before transitioning them to a 5-foot sidewalk.  The cast-
in-place roadway retaining wall is located on the outside of the shared-use path, which will 
have a suitable barrier to protect pedestrians and bicyclists.  Since the retaining wall is just 
beyond the mainline clear zone distance, a guardrail is proposed to be located behind the curb 
and gutter to protect errant vehicles from traversing over the retaining wall.  Note that the 
offset from the back of curb to the face of guardrail is 8.2 feet per the requirements of PPM 
Chapter 4.3.5.  In the design phase of this project, further investigation is suggested 
regarding the placement of a crashworthy barrier atop the retaining wall in lieu of the 
placement of guardrail in conjunction with a pedestrian railing atop the retaining wall. 
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2.6 Alternatives Evaluation Matrix 

The Central East and Central West Alternatives both meet the Purpose and Need for the 
project based on the following criteria: 
 

• Replacement of the Pensacola Bay Bridge is supported by the FHWA, FDOT, the City 
of Pensacola, and the City of Gulf Breeze; 

• A new, modern structure facilitates economic development and meets the demands of 
local and regional travelers, accommodates evacuees from natural disasters, and 
facilitates transportation by emergency services and the US military; 

• The proposed 6-lane Pensacola Bay Bridge meets the traffic demand for the design 
year of 2040; 

• A new bridge significantly improves safety for the traveling public by providing full-
width lanes and shoulders, modern safety barriers, and dedicated bicycle and 
pedestrian envelopes;  

• Safety for commercial and recreational boaters is also enhanced with expanded 
vertical and horizontal clearances; 

• The Central East and Central West Alternatives require removal of the existing 
structure, which has a current bridge sufficiency rating of 37.7.  By removing the 
existing structure, further degradation of the sub- and super-structure will no longer 
occur, and future damage to the substandard structure will not be a risk during 
tropical storms or hurricanes;  

• A new structure will meet the USCG requirements for horizontal and vertical 
clearance; and, 

• A new structure will meet the hydraulic requirements for the low chord above the 
maximum 100-year wave crest elevation. 

 
By contrast, the No-Build Alternative, the Bridge Rehabilitation or Repair Alternative, 
Transportation System Management and Operations Alternative, and the consideration of 
modal alternatives do not meet the Purpose and Need for this project.  
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Chapters 3 through 7 discuss the various social, cultural, and environmental effects of the 
Central East and Central West Alternatives.  A summary of the pertinent impacts of the 
Central East and Central West Alternatives is displayed in Table 2.5.1.   

Table 2.5.1:  Alternatives Evaluation Matrix  
  Central Corridor  

Evaluation Criteria Central 
East 

Central 
West  

Social Impacts      
Requires Relocation of Florida Fish & Wildlife Conservation 
Commission Building? Possibly Possibly  
Number of Commercial Parcels Requiring R/W Acquisition 1 4  
Acres of Commercial Property Permanently Acquired 0.40 0.78  
Number of Commercial Tenants Affected by R/W Acquisition 0 9 (1)  
Number of Existing Commercial Parking Spaces Eliminated 0 34  
Distance Between Pavement Edge and Nearest Residential 
Parcel (ft) 27 46  
Cultural & Community Impacts      
Section 4(f) Resources      
 Section 4(f) Resources Impacted (3 total) (2) 3 1  
 Acres of Park Land Permanently Acquired 5.36 (3) 1.35 (3)  
 Percent of Usable Land Permanently Acquired  
(16.17 total acres) 33% 8%  
 Acres of Park Land Occupied by Temporary Construction 
Easement 6.54 3.27  
 Permanent Boat Launch Impacts None None  
 Covered Picnic Pavilions Permanently Eliminated (14 total) 2 0  
 Existing Parking Spaces Eliminated (218 total) 108 18  
 Parking Spaces Replaced Beneath Extended Bridge in Gulf 
Breeze 69 (4) 46 (5)  
 Requires Removal and Replacement of Fishing Bridge? Yes No  
 Park Buildings Impacted (3 total) (6) 2 0  
 Anticipated Duration of Temporary Closure of Pensacola 
Wayside Park 3 year None  
 Anticipated Duration of Temporary Closure of Escambia County 
Fishing Bridge 3 year None  
 Anticipated Temporary Closure of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park 
(East Side) 3 years 1 year (7)  
 Anticipated Temporary Closure of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park 
(West Side) 3 years 3 years  
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Table 2.5.1:  Alternatives Evaluation Matrix (Continued)  
  Central Corridor  

Evaluation Criteria Central 
East 

Central 
West  

Contamination      
Impact to Sites Requiring Further Investigation 0 1  
Archaeological (Known Sites)      
Terrestrial Sites Potentially Impacted 0 0  

Marine Archaeological Sites Requiring Further Investigation (8) 2 2  
Marine Archaeological Sites Directly Impacted by Alternative 
Footprint 1 0  
Natural Environment      
Saltmarsh Wetlands (acres)  <0.01 0.07  
Surface Waters (acres) 35.2 34.5  
Intertidal Shoreline (acres) 0.16 0.66  

Length of New Seawall / Shoreline / Riprap Reconstruction (feet)  1,818 2,732  
Public Comment Preference Based on October 18, 2012 Public 
Alternatives Meeting      
Comments in Favor of Alternative (9) 36% 64%  
Engineering Issues      
Construction Phasing Complexity High (10) Moderate  
Approximate Costs (millions)      

Construction 
568.99 

(11) 
558.77 

(12)  
Right-of-Way 9.06 7.33  
Utility Relocations 1.54 1.19  
Engineering & CEI Costs (13) 85.35 83.82  
Total Estimated Costs 665 651  

Recommendation  Not 
Preferred Preferred 

 
(1) The known tenants include The Bridge Bar, Flowers by Yoko, Stand Up Paddle 

Boards, High Point DBR, Thai 54, Bote, Baybreeze Dive Center, LaBrisa, and 
Baybeach Inn Resort.  

(2) Section 4(f) resources include Pensacola Wayside Park, Escambia County Fishing 
Bridge, and Gulf Breeze Wayside Park. 

(3) Section 4(f) use would be reduced by approximately 0.20 acre if a shared use path is 
constructed on the northbound structure only.  See Section 2.2.1.1 for discussion of 
alternative typical section featuring a single shared use path.    

(4) 61 regular parking spaces and 8 vehicle-trailer spaces provided beneath new bridge.  
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(5) 28 regular parking spaces and 18 vehicle-trailer spaces provided beneath new bridge. 
(6) Buildings include Welcome Center, Bait Shop, and Cinderblock Storage Building.  
(7) Pavilions and fishing bridge may remain open to public via pedestrian access only.  
(8) Based on 2012 Cultural Resources Assessment Survey (Sites M51 and S189).  
(9) Based on 47 written comments received at the Oct. 18, 2012 Public Alternatives 

meeting, 22 respondents indicated a preference for a particular alternative.  
(10) Due to complexity of staging construction of 17th Avenue intersection and flyover.  
(11) Includes complete demolition of existing Pensacola Bay Bridge and Escambia County 

fishing bridge. 
(12) Includes complete demolition of existing Pensacola Bay Bridge.   
(13) Based on 15% of Construction Costs.   
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3.0 Social and Economic Impacts 

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 Efficient Transportation Decision Making Environmental Screening 
Tool).  The future land use maps are displayed in Section 1.3 (Planning Consistency) as 
Figures 1.3.1 and 1.3.2. 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.  The FFWCC Pensacola Field Office is located to the north 
of Bayfront Parkway and west of 17th Avenue.   

The Gulf Breeze approach features publicly owned lands on both sides of the roadway.  The 
east and west components of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park represent recreational land use.  The 
west side of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park includes a two-lane boat ramp, parking, and shoreline 
sidewalk.  The east side of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park includes picnic pavilions and a fishing 
pier.  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), also known as Gulf Breeze 
Parkway.  The land uses south of the park on the west side of SR 30 (US 98) include a small 
commercial area with retail stores, restaurants, a marina, and hotel/motel facilities 
(Baybeach Inn Resort and Hampton Inn) as well as a single family residential area.   

The City of Gulf Breeze has recently adopted a master plan entitled Most Livable City Plan5, 
which includes 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 been increased to include 60-foot structures.  A new hotel (Hampton 

5 Most Livable City Plan, 2013, City of Gulf Breeze, Florida; www.cityofgulfbreeze.com 
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Inn and Suites) was recently opened at the southern end of the commercial strip on the west 
side.  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.  
 
The project will result in minimal changes to existing or future land use and is consistent 
with local government land use planning.  Both municipalities support the proposed 
replacement of the Pensacola Bay Bridge. 
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Figure 3.1.1:  Existing Land Use 
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3.2 Community Cohesion 

Because the project consists of replacing the Pensacola Bay Bridge and widening and 
reconstructing the existing approaches, the potential for adverse effects on community 
cohesion are minimal.  In fact, the project presents a significant opportunity to enhance 
community cohesion between Gulf Breeze and Pensacola.   
 
Existing residential areas are located within the northwest quadrant of the Pensacola 
approach and north of the CSX Railroad.  On the Pensacola approach, land immediately 
adjacent to the roadway is owned by the City of Pensacola or the State of Florida.  On the 
Gulf Breeze approach, commercial and residential property is located along both sides of the 
existing roadway.  The proposed project significantly improves the connection between Gulf 
Breeze and Pensacola.   Traffic flow across the bridge in addition to bicycle and pedestrian 
accommodations will be significantly improved, thereby enhancing community cohesion (see 
projected traffic volumes in Section 2.3.6.3).  A new bridge featuring six travel lanes and a 
10-foot shared-use path will be a positive factor in increasing the community cohesion 
between the City of Gulf Breeze and Pensacola. Bicycle and pedestrian connectivity is 
discussed in detail in Section 7.6. 
 
The Pensacola approach will be enhanced with bicycle and pedestrian connectivity under the 
replacement bridge.  This connection will enhance the circulation of non-motorized vehicles 
and pedestrians, whereby access will be provided without conflict to traffic on SR 30 (US 98) 
traffic.  The shared-use path will connect the park areas in the City of Gulf Breeze and 
Pensacola, providing enhanced community cohesion, recreational space, and a safe 
accommodation for non-motorized travel across Pensacola Bay.  Vehicular circulation 
patterns will be enhanced on the Gulf Breeze approach due to the extension of the bridge and 
accommodation of under bridge parking.  Motorists will be provided with a grade- separated 
crossing under SR 30 (US 98), further enhancing access to the park areas and boat launch 
facility.  Improved aesthetic features are proposed to include an aesthetically pleasing 
handrail along the outside of the shared-use path, under-bridge lighting, aesthetically 
pleasing pier and beam configurations, and park enhancements,  including landscaping, park 
benches, lighting, and additional sidewalk. 
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The existing boat launch area on the western side of the Gulf Breeze approach will be 
maintained and any impacted parking is planned to be mitigated with under-bridge parking 
facilities.  The boat launch area may require temporary closure to the general public during 
certain construction activities, but access is planned to remain open for emergency uses. 
 
Regarding emergency responses, the proposed project will expedite the ability of first 
responders to access crashes on the bridge.  Accommodations for bay access by emergency 
services during construction will also be maintained.  In particular, the Gulf Breeze Wayside 
Park boat launch will be available for law enforcement and fire rescue during construction of 
the project. 
 
With the exception of four business parcels in Gulf Breeze, all right-of-way impacts are on 
parcels owned by state or local governments.  Impacts to the four business parcels are 
addressed in the next section (Relocation and Right-of-Way).  The Central West Alternative 
has greater impacts to businesses than the Central East Alternative due to the displacement 
of 34 commercial parking spaces.  However, impacts to commercial property have been 
minimized by reducing right-of-way impacts through the use of retaining walls and the 
reduction of fill heights to minimize slope tie-ins.  While the Central West Alternative will 
have an impact on the tax base of Gulf Breeze, this impact is expected to be minimal. 
 
The Central East and Central West Alternatives require both a permanent use and 
temporary occupancy of Section 4(f) lands in Pensacola Wayside Park and Gulf Breeze 
Wayside Park.  As detailed in Chapter 5, the Central East Alternative displaces 80 parking 
spaces, two picnic pavilions, and the Escambia County Fishing Bridge, which is utilized by 
experienced anglers as well as youth and elderly people needing a place to fish.  The fishing 
bridge is also used for passive activities, such as strolling and bird watching.  The fishing 
bridge is particularly beneficial to community cohesion, as this resource serves multiple age 
groups and socio-economic groups.  By contrast, the Central West Alternative avoids a 
permanent use of Pensacola Wayside Park and the Escambia County Fishing Bridge. 
 
On the Gulf Breeze approach, the Central East Alternative displaces 28 pavilion-side parking 
spaces, while the Central West Alternative displaces 18 boat-trailer parking spaces.  For both 
alternatives, replacement parking is provided beneath an extended bridge.  Because the 
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Central East Alternative has greater Section 4(f) impacts, particularly in Pensacola Wayside 
Park and the Escambia County Fishing Bridge, this alternative impacts the community more 
than the Central West Alternative, which minimizes Section 4(f) impacts.  The Central West 
Alternative minimizes impacts to community cohesion. 
 
This project will enhance the quality of life of the Gulf Breeze and Pensacola communities. 
The new bridge will be a modern facility designed to withstand strong storms, improve traffic 
flow, and convey bicycles and pedestrians in a dedicated envelope.  Conversely, continued 
utilization of the existing structure will degrade community life and will eventually result in 
the posting of the bridge for weight limits and ultimately closure to vehicular traffic.   
 
Both the Central East and Central West Alternatives provide a modern replacement bridge 
with bicycle and pedestrian accommodations and therefore enhance the cohesion of the 
community to the greatest extent practicable.  The Central East Alternative minimizes 
commercial impacts but has significant impacts to public facilities.  The Central West 
Alternative impacts commercial property but minimizes impacts to public facilities and is 
therefore preferred with respect to community cohesion. 

 

3.3 Relocation and Right-of-Way 

The Central East and Central West Alternatives will require displacements of commercial 
businesses and public facilities located in Pensacola Wayside Park or Gulf Breeze Wayside 
Park.  A Conceptual Stage Relocation Plan has been prepared for this project and is available 
under separate cover.  The potential relocations associated with the Central East and Central 
West Alternatives can be categorized into two types of relocations: public facilities and 
businesses.  No residential displacements are incurred with either alternative. 

3.3.1 Right-of-Way Requirements - Central East Alternative 
The Central East Alternative requires permanent right-of-way acquisition from five parcels 
for a total of 4.97 acres.  On the Pensacola approach, the Central East Alternative requires a 
total of 0.62 acre from the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission parcel and 
2.24 acres from Pensacola Wayside Park.  While not considered a right-of-way acquisition, 
the Central East Alternative requires removal of the Escambia County Fishing Bridge, 
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thereby displacing 1.41 acres of usable Section 4(f) property.  Additional temporary 
construction easement consisting of 2.95 acres is estimated to facilitate the construction of 
the new northbound bridge and approach.  This temporary construction easement is 
considered a Section 4(f) impact.  Because the Escambia County Fishing Bridge is located 
within FDOT right-of-way, no right-of-way acquisition is required for the removal or 
reconstruction of the facility. 
 
On the Gulf Breeze approach, the Central East Alternative has 1.71 acres of permanent 
impacts to Gulf Breeze Wayside Park.  A permanent easement of 0.06 acre is required within 
the east side of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park to accommodate the riprap cone around the bridge 
abutment.  This cone is proposed to be buried beneath the Gulf Breeze Wayside Park access 
road.   The 1.71 acres of park impact includes a permanent acquisition of 0.33 acre from the 
west side of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park to accommodate the roadway retaining wall and 
riprap cone.  A total of 3.59 acres of temporary easement is proposed for Gulf Breeze Wayside 
Park.  Additional temporary easement area may be required and will be finalized in the next 
phase of the project, when the design is finalized and negotiations with the municipalities 
are completed.   
 
The proposed right-of-way line on the Gulf Breeze approach is set approximately 15 feet from 
the edge of the parapet wall or face of retaining wall on the roadway approaches.  This 
envelope is required to accommodate future maintenance and inspection of the bridge and 
retaining wall system on the approach roadway. 
 
Because the Central East Alternative is shifted eastward, only a single commercial parcel 
requires permanent right-of-way acquisition.  This vacant commercial parcel, owned by 
Northern Horizons, LLC, requires a permanent right-of-way acquisition of 0.40 acre to 
accommodate the relocated access road to the Gulf Breeze Wayside Park boat launch.  The 
Central East Alternative avoids permanent right-of-way acquisition from the subsequent 
commercial parcels to the south.   
 
An analysis of right-of-way impacts for the Central East Alternative yields an estimated cost 
of $9,060,600 for permanent right-of-way acquisition. The cost of temporary construction 
easements is not included in this analysis.  The Section 4(f) discussion in Chapter 5 contains 
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Figure 5.2.4, which displays the impacts to Section 4(f) lands, including both permanent use 
and temporary occupancy, for the Central East Alternative. 
 
3.3.2 Right-of-Way Requirements - Central West Alternative 
The Central West Alternative requires permanent right-of-way acquisition from six parcels 
for a total of 2.74 acres.  On the Pensacola approach, the Central West Alternative requires 
a total of 0.62 acre from the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission parcel.  No 
permanent right-of-way acquisition from Pensacola Wayside Park is proposed.  
Approximately 0.31 acre of temporary construction easement is estimated to facilitate the 
construction of a new entrance apron at 17th Avenue, a connection to the under-bridge access 
road to the FDOT parcel, and a tie-in for the shared-use path near the Welcome Center 
parking area.   
 
On the Gulf Breeze approach, the Central West Alternative has no permanent impacts to the 
east side of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park but impacts 1.35 acres of the west side, displacing the 
boat launch access road and 18 vehicle-trailer parking spaces.  Both sides of Wayside Park 
will require temporary construction easements totaling approximately 2.96 acres to facilitate 
construction of the bridge, replacement under-bridge parking, contractor staging areas, and 
park access roads.   Additional temporary easement area may be required and will be 
finalized in the next phase of the project, when the design-build team is selected, the design 
is finalized, and negotiations with the municipalities are completed.  For example, the 
existing parking lot may require additional enhancements, such as resurfacing or 
landscaping, which are not accounted for in the temporary easement shown.    
 
The proposed right-of-way line on the Gulf Breeze approach is set approximately 15 feet from 
the edge of the parapet wall or face of retaining wall on the roadway approaches.  This 
envelope is required to accommodate future maintenance and inspection of the bridge and 
retaining wall system. 
 
No permanent right-of-way impacts are proposed south of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park on the 
east side of Gulf Breeze Parkway.  On the west side of the roadway, the Central West 
Alternative impacts a vacant commercial parcel and three commercial parcels currently 
occupied with several existing businesses.  These businesses include the Bridge Bar, Flowers 
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by Yoko, Stand Up Paddle Boards, High Point DBR, Thai 54, Bote, Baybreeze Dive Center, 
LaBrisa Restaurant (formerly Unique Café), and Baybeach Inn Resort.  Besides the vacant 
parcel owned by Northern Horizons, LLC, the impacted commercial properties are comprised 
of two property owners (Wayne and Denise Wheatley and Bay Beach Hotel, LLC). The 
proposed right-of-way line in this vicinity is set 15 feet west of the back of proposed sidewalk.  
This envelope will accommodate slope tie-downs and utility relocations.  Impacts to these 
commercial parcels consist of displacement of a total of 34 roadside parking spaces.   
 
An analysis of right-of-way impacts for the Central West Alternative yields an estimated cost 
of $7,328,500 for permanent right-of-way acquisition.  The cost of temporary construction 
easements is not included in this analysis. The Section 4(f) discussion in Chapter 5 contains 
Figure 5.2.5, which displays the permanent use and temporary occupancy to Section 4(f) 
lands for the Central West Alternative. 
  

3.3.3 Relocation of Public Facilities 
Chapter 5 discusses the Section 4(f) impacts in detail.  A summary of the displaced public 
facilities in Pensacola Wayside Park and Gulf Breeze Wayside Park is as follows: 

Central East Alternative 

• A total of 5.36 acres of park land permanently acquired, including the Escambia 
County Fishing Bridge (33% of usable park land); 

• 80 parking spaces adjacent to the pavilions and fishing bridge eliminated; 

• 2 picnic pavilions eliminated; 

• Bait shop/storage building eliminated; and, 
• Escambia County Fishing Bridge eliminated. 

 
Central West Alternative 

• A total of 1.35 acres of park land permanently acquired (from Gulf Breeze Wayside 
Park only, representing 8% of usable park land); and, 

• Displacement of 18 parking spaces for vehicles and trailers. 
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The Central West Alternative has the least impacts to public facilities, since it does not 
displace the Escambia County Fishing Bridge, avoids permanent use of Pensacola Wayside 
Park, and minimizes permanent use of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park. 
 
3.3.4 Relocation of Businesses 
There are no businesses or residences impacted by either alternative on the Pensacola 
approach.  However, an office a state agency is impacted due to the configuration of the 17th 
Avenue Flyover.  Both Central East and Central West Alternatives require approximately 
0.6 acre from the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission office located just west 
of 17th Avenue.  The flyover impacts the existing boat parking area but does not impact the 
parking lot entrance or building.  Replacement parking could be created across Gregory 
Street.  However, FFWCC may choose to relocate.  This determination will be made during 
the right-of-way acquisition phase.   

Both the Central East and Central West Alternatives require acquisition of most of a vacant 
commercial lot just south of the boat launch in Gulf Breeze Wayside Park.  This commercial 
lot is used for parking by the Bridge Bar.  Other than this commercial impact, the Central 
East Alternative does not impact any other business.  By contrast, the Central West 
Alternative requires approximately 0.8 acre from four commercial parcels on the west side of 
SR 30 (US 98) in addition to the acquisition of most of this vacant commercial parcel.  As the 
Central West Alternative alignment transitions to match the existing Gulf Breeze Parkway 
alignment, additional right-of-way is required along the west side of the roadway.  The 
Central West Alternative impacts at least 34 parking spaces immediately adjacent to the 
existing right-of-way.  These parking impacts are distributed across three parcels but affect 
seven known tenants:   

• The Bridge Bar 

• Flowers by Yoko 

• Stand Up Paddle Boards 

• High Point DBR 
 

• Thai 54 

• Bote 

• Baybreeze Dive Center 

Parking impacts for these small businesses will result in right-of-way damages to commercial 
property.  Although additional right-of-way is required from the Baybeach Inn Resort 
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complex, the proposed right-of-way line is located immediately adjacent to the parking lot 
curb, and the existing parking spaces will not be displaced.  Business damages will occur and 
the need for relocating these businesses is uncertain at this time. This determination will be 
made during the land acquisition phase.  FDOT will provide its standard assistance program 
to any commercial establishments adversely affected. 

The Central East and Central West Alternatives were given a relocation impact evaluation 
of moderate, since they both have some relocation potential of public facilities and/or business 
relocations. Table 3.3.1 describes the potential relocations by alternative. 
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Table 3.3.1:  Potential Relocations by Alternative 

Potential Relocations Category Central 
East 

Central 
West 

Pensacola 
Approach 

City of Pensacola Wayside Park Facilities 
Impacted? (Potential Impacts) 

Public 
Facility 

Yes  
(Moderate) No 

Escambia County Fishing Bridge Impacted? 
(Potential Impacts) 

Public 
Facility 

Yes  
(Major) No 

Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation 
Commission Parcel Impacted? (Amount of 

Right-of-way Required) 
Parcel 

Yes  
(Minor to 
Moderate) 

Yes  
(Minor to 
Moderate) 

Acreage of Right-of-Way Permanently 
Acquired (park property / FFWCC property) Acres 2.24 / 0.62 0 / 0.62 

Gulf 
Breeze 

Approach 

City of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park (East) 
Facilities Impacted? (Potential Impacts) 

Public 
Facility 

Yes 
(Moderate) 

Yes  
(Minor) 

City of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park (West) 
Facilities Impacted? (Potential Impacts) 

Public 
Facility 

Yes 
(Moderate) 

Yes  
(Minor) 

Boat Launch/ Emergency Services Impacted? 
(Potential Impacts) 

Public 
Facility No No 

Number of Residential Parcels Potentially  
Impacted 

Residential  
Parcels 0 0 

Number of Potential Residential Relocations Residential 
Parcels 0 0 

Number of Commercial Parcels Requiring 
Right-of-Way Acquisition 

Business  
Parcels 0 4 

Number of Businesses Requiring Right-of-Way 
Damages or Potential Relocation 

Non-Resi-
dential 
Parcels 

0 7 

Acres of Right-of-Way Permanently Acquired 
(park property / commercial property) Acres 1.71 / 0.40 1.35 / 0.55 

Overall 
Project 
Area 

Relocation Impact Evaluation Moderate Moderate 
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3.4 Community Services 

The project area does not include medical facilities, educational facilities, religious facilities, 
civic centers, nor public works and service facilities.  However, recreational facilities, 
commercial businesses, and cultural resources are located within the project area.  The boat 
launch facilities associated with the Pensacola Wayside Park and Gulf Breeze Wayside Park 
are used by state and local law enforcement and emergency service providers.  Specifically, 
these launch facilities are used by the FDEP, Escambia County Health Department, local 
law enforcement / emergency response personnel, and the FFWCC.  The Pensacola Wayside 
Park Welcome Center on the east side of SR 30 (US 98) in Pensacola provides information for 
tourists in the Pensacola area.  No other substantial community services are located within 
the project limits. 

Both the Central East and Central West Alternatives avoid direct impacts to the Gulf Breeze 
Wayside Park West boat launch.  Both alternatives require reconstruction of the existing 
parking area in order to accommodate replacement parking beneath an extended structure. 

Both alternatives are considered to have an impact on community services.  On the Pensacola 
side, the Central West Alternative avoids Pensacola Wayside Park and the Escambia County 
Fishing Bridge, while the Central East Alternative requires removal of the fishing bridge and 
substantially impacts the park.  On the Gulf Breeze side, both alternatives avoid direct 
impacts to the boat launch.  The existing 28 parking spaces adjacent to the picnic pavilions 
within Gulf Breeze Wayside Park are removed with the Central East Alternative, while the 
Central West Alternative requires removal of 18 boat launch parking spaces.  Both 
alternatives accommodate displaced parking beneath an extended bridge.   

Neither the Central East nor Central West Alternative adversely affects emergency services 
utilizing the existing or proposed structures during construction of the project.  Four lanes 
will be maintained throughout the construction period. 

The Central East Alternative is considered to have a substantial impact on community 
services, while the Central West Alternative has minimal impacts. 

 Environmental Assessment 
 SR 30 (US 98) Pensacola Bay Bridge    3-13 



 

3.5 Nondiscrimination Considerations 

This project has been developed in accordance with the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended, 
and Title VIII of the Civil Rights Restoration Act of 1968, as amended and related federal 
and state nondiscrimination authorities.  No person shall, on the grounds of race, color, 
religion, sex, national origin, marital status, handicap, or family composition be excluded 
from participation in, or be denied the benefits of, or be otherwise subject to discrimination 
under any federally funded program, service, or activity. 

Neither the Central East nor Central West Alternatives will result in disproportionally high 
or adverse impacts to any low-income populations, minority populations, or distinct ethnic, 
elderly, handicapped, or other groups.      

The 2010 census, containing the most recent demographic profile by county, shows the 
population of each race for Escambia and Santa Rosa counties.  Through the Efficient 
Transportation Decision Making (ETDM) Environmental Screening Tool (EST), the census 
blocks within a one mile buffer of the project were grouped.  A percentage of each race within 
the area was calculated.  Because the offset distance between the east and west corridors are 
small, no significant change in the census data is observed between the one mile buffers of 
each corridor.  Table 3.5.1 below shows the race percentages for each county compared to that 
of the Pensacola Bay Bridge replacement area. 

The percentage of each minority race within a mile of the Pensacola Bay Bridge is less than 
the averages of the two counties.  The Santa Rosa side of the bridge is more residential than 
the Escambia side, resulting in the race percentages of the bridge area being much closer the 
Santa Rosa County values.  The demographic distribution in the vicinity of the bridge is a 
good representation of the two counties as a whole.  Similarly, the median family income 
within a one mile buffer of the project is also between the incomes of the two counties.  The 
income assessment was performed by comparing the value found from the EST to the county 
values found in the census report.  One group that has a higher percentage near the bridge 
is the population age 65 and over.  However, two retirement communities entitled Wesley 
Haven Villa and Villas at Gulf Breeze are located in Pensacola and Gulf Breeze, respectively.  
Each retirement community is located approximately one mile from the end of the bridge and 
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is likely to be within the census blocks included in the buffer.  Table 3.5.2 displays both of 
these categories. 

Table 3.5.1:  Population Percentages by Race 

Area White 
Black or 
African 

American 

American 
Indian, 

Eskimo, or 
Aleut 

Asian 

Native 
Hawaiian 
and Other 

Pacific 
Islander 

Some 
Other 
Race 

Hispanic 
or 

Latino 

Escambia 
County 68.9 22.9 0.9 2.7 0.1 1.3 4.7 

Santa 
Rosa 

County 
87.8 5.4 0.9 1.8 0.1 1.0 4.3 

Escambia/ 
Santa 
Rosa 

County 
Average 

78.4 14.2 0.9 2.3 0.1 1.2 4.5 

Census 
Blocks 

within 1 
mile of 
project 

88.3 7.3 0.6 1.6 2.9 0.5 0.1 

 

Table 3.5.2:  Median Family Income & Population age 65 and over 

Area 
Median 
Family 
Income 

Percent of 
population Age 65 

& Older 
Escambia 

County $43,573 8.2 

Santa Rosa 
County $55,129  12.9 

Census 
Blocks 

within 1 mile 
of project 

$51,886  20.3 

 
Central East and Central West Alternatives have no disproportional adverse effects on 
demographic or income groups. 
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3.6 Controversy Potential 

Transportation projects that affect residential property, commercial property and/or 
recreational opportunities or the creation of a toll road may provide elements of controversy.  
This section summarizes the controversy potential due to right-of-way and construction 
impacts and the potential for the new bridge to be funded by local tolls. 

3.6.1 Controversy Potential:  Right-of-Way Impacts and Construction 
Neither the Central East nor Central West Alternatives impact residential property.  As 
explained in Section 3.3 (Relocation and Right-of-Way), both alternatives impact a vacant 
commercial parcel north of the Bridge Bar.  The Central West Alternative impacts an 
additional three commercial parcels affecting nine tenants (seven with parking impacts).  
This impact includes the displacement of 34 parking spaces adjacent to the roadside.  To 
mitigate for these impacts, FDOT will compensate the property owners for the right-of-way 
acquisition and the associated business impact according to the FDOT protocol for land 
acquisition.  The Central West Alternative also displaces 18 boat launch parking spaces 
within Gulf Breeze Wayside Park.  However, these 18 spaces are replaced beneath the 
proposed bridge along with an additional 28 regular parking spaces.  

The Central East Alternative impacts two picnic pavilions and 80 parking spaces in 
Pensacola Wayside Park as well as 28 pavilion-side parking spaces in Gulf Breeze Wayside 
Park East.  This displacement of parking in Gulf Breeze Wayside Park will be mitigated for 
by providing under-bridge parking.  However, the displaced parking spaces and picnic 
pavilions in Pensacola Wayside Park are not proposed to be replaced due to the configuration 
of the existing park land.  The Central East Alternative also requires removal of the 
Escambia County Fishing Bridge, which would ultimately be replaced.  However, the public 
would not have access to a fishing bridge for a significant period of time while the replacement 
fishing bridge is constructed.   The existing recreational opportunities in the immediate 
vicinity of the bridge are thereby considered reduced with the Central East Alternative. 

Both alternatives may experience controversy during the construction period due to changes 
in traffic patterns and construction noise, particularly during pile driving (if that method is 
chosen).  However, these inconveniences will be mitigated to the greatest extent practicable 
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by the design-build team and the FDOT.  Both alternatives also require periods of temporary 
closure of both the east and west sides of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park during construction due 
to contractor staging, equipment, materials, and public safety. 

The potential elements of controversy for the Central East and Central West Alternatives 
can be summarized as follows: 

Central East Alternative 

1. Loss 80 parking spaces and two picnic pavilions in Pensacola Wayside Park; 
2. Temporary lack of public fishing facility due to removal and replacement of Escambia 

County Fishing Bridge during construction; 
3. Loss of public use of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park, especially the boat launch, during 

construction; and, 
4. Construction noise. 

Central West Alternative 

1. Commercial impacts along west side of SR 30 (US 98) in Gulf Breeze; 
2. Loss of use of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park, especially the boat launch, during 

construction; and, 
3. Construction noise. 

3.7 Controversy Potential:  Local Tolling 

The FDOT has recognized the need for additional funding sources to complete the 
construction of the bridge.  As federal and state gas tax revenues have diminished, states are 
investigating alternate funding sources to complete major public works projects.  A state 
policy has recently been implemented that requires an examination of tolling on all new 
capacity on interstates and expressways and widening and replacement of major water body 
crossings.  Specifically, Florida legislation (House Bill 599) authorizes the FDOT to charge 
tolls on new or replacement bridges.  The philosophy is that tolls should complement 
traditional funding in delivering the improvements as well as additional roadway capacity. 
Based on this policy, an examination of tolling a new Pensacola Bay Bridge was conducted 
by FDOT.  The results of this analysis are available in the Toll Feasibility Analysis, which is 
available as a separate document.  
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Government and business leaders from Escambia and Santa Rosa counties have expressed 
opposition to incorporating tolls on the new bridge. The main concern of toll opposition is that 
the toll will adversely affect tourism, business, and the residents of Gulf Breeze by limiting 
the inflow of vehicles into Gulf Breeze. Conversely, arguments that increasing the bridge 
capacity from four to six lanes could increase the number of visitors to Bay Breeze which 
could increase traffic congestion. However, the potential effects of these issues are the same 
for the Central East and Central West Alternatives and do not affect the selection of an 
alternative. 

After the consideration of applying tolls to a new Pensacola Bay Bridge, the FDOT 
determined that this option to cover an anticipated funding shortfall would not be pursued.  
This announcement was made public on January 31, 2013 via a press conference was held at 
Pensacola City Hall6.  As a result, the controversy potential regarding tolling has been 
minimized. 

Both the City of Gulf Breeze and the City of Pensacola support this project. 

3.8 Scenic Highways 

SR 30 (US 98) is not a scenic highway.  To date, there is no plan to impose this designation 
on the highway.  Therefore, this project has no effect on scenic highways. 

3.9 Farmlands 

An examination of the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) GIS database 
indicated that no Prime, Unique, or Locally Important Farmland soils are located within a 
100 to 500 foot buffer width within the project area.  Therefore, this project has no effect on 
farmlands. Through coordination with the Natural Resources Conservation Service, it has 
been determined that the provisions of the Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1984 do not 
apply to this project. 

6 Pensacola News Journal, January 31, 2013 
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4.0 Cultural Resource Impacts 
 

4.1 Historical & Archaeological Sites 

4.1.1 Terrestrial Sites 
A Cultural Resource Probability Assessment (CRPA) was completed in February 2012.  This 
study defined an Area of Potential Effect (APE) and identified the known terrestrial 
archaeological and historic resources within this area.  The APE extended from roughly 17th 
Avenue in Pensacola to Baybridge Drive in Gulf Breeze. The terrestrial archaeological APE 
encompasses the existing and proposed right-of-way, and the historical APE includes the 
existing and proposed right-of-way and the immediately adjacent properties at the north and 
south bridge approaches.   

The CRPA described 12 previously recorded archaeological sites located within one-half mile 
of the APE. However, none of these sites are within the APE, and the report concluded that 
there is a low probability for terrestrial archaeological resources to occur within the APE.   

The CRPA indicated that a search of the Florida Master Site File (FMSF) database revealed 
that five historic structures have been recorded within a quarter-mile of the bridge; these 
include one apartment complex and four residences.  However, the closest structure 
(ES00256) is over 1,200 feet from the APE.  There are no recorded bridges, cemeteries, or 
resource groups recorded proximate to the project APE.  A review of the Escambia and Santa 
Rosa County property appraiser’s records also indicates an absence of additional historic 
buildings (50 years of age or older) within the project APE.  Figure 4.1.1 displays the known 
historic structures within a ½ mile radius of the project.  No historic structures were within 
½-mile radius of the project on the Gulf Breeze side of the bridge. 
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Figure 4.1.1:  Previously Recorded Historic Structures with ½ mile of the Pensacola Bay 
Bridge 
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The previously recorded historic structures are identified in Table 4.1.1 below: 

Table 4.1.1:  Previously Recorded Historic Resources Within ¼-Mile of the Project 

Site No. Site Name / Address Year Built Style 

ES00249 (1) 
John Edmunds Apartment 
House, 2007 East Gasden 

Street 
1927 Mediterranean Revival 

ES00250 1924 East Jackson Street c1910 Mediterranean Revival 

ES00256 1919 East LaRua Street c1930 Tudor Revival 

ES00858 663 North 20th Avenue c1930 Mediterranean Revival 

ES03414 1800 East Jackson Street 1918 Frame Vernacular 

(1)Yellow indicates NRHP-eligible resource. 
 
The existing bridge replaced the Thomas A. Johnson Bridge, constructed in 1931.  The 1931 
bridge was converted into two fishing piers, a north and south pier, but they were heavily 
damaged in 2004 as a result of Hurricane Ivan.  In 2007, the northern pier was demolished, 
and the new replacement pier was completed in 2010. The southern pier has been recorded 
in the FMSF, but was not evaluated in terms of National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-
eligibility. The southern pier was recently removed by the City of Gulf Breeze.   
 
Potential viewshed issues are examined due to the proposed increase in the bridge elevation 
and inclusion of a flyover for 17th Avenue.  Nearby historic structures (e.g., ES00256, 
ES00858, ES00249, ES00250, ES03414 in the CRPA) may be affected.  As described in the 
CRPA, if the height of the bridge will be increased to meet current USCG standards for the 
Intracoastal Waterway, at a distance of a mile from shore, the 25-foot increase will be 
negligible within the viewshed from shore.  Therefore, viewshed issues are not anticipated 
for the proposed changes in the bridge elevation.  
 
A Cultural Resources Assessment Survey (CRAS) was also completed for this project in 
December 2012.  The report identified a single archaeological occurrence and recovered 
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artifacts with one previously recorded site within the APE.  The report recommends no 
further work within the APE regarding terrestrial resources.    
 
The proposed project has no impact on known terrestrial historical and archaeological sites, 
and there is a low probability for additional sites within the APE.   
 
The CRAS was conducted in accordance with the procedures contained in 36 CFR Part 800 
and included background research and a field survey coordinated with the State Historic 
Preservation Officer (SHPO). No archaeological or historical sites or properties were 
identified, nor are any expected to be encountered during subsequent project development. 
The Federal Highway Administration, after consultation with the SHPO, has determined 
that no resources listed or eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places would 
be impacted.  The FHWA and SHPO concurred via signature regarding the CRAS findings 
on 3/14/2013 and 4/11/2013, respectively.  Exhibit 2.2.1 of Appendix E (Comments and 
Coordination Report) contains the FHWA and SHPO approvals. 
 
4.1.2 Marine Sites 

 2012 Cultural Resources Assessment Survey (CRAS) 
A 2004 study entitled Phase I Cultural Resources Marine Remote Sensing Survey for the 
Proposed Pensacola Bay Bridge Replacement Project was conducted as part of the unfinished 
PD&E Study performed in 2002 to 2004. In 2012, a new CRAS was commissioned by the 
FDOT to study terrestrial and marine archaeological and historic sites within the project 
limits.  This updated Phase I archaeological remote-sensing survey for the Pensacola Bay 

Bridge PD&E Study identified numerous magnetic anomalies, side-scan sonar contacts, and 

sub-bottom profiler reflectors.  Processing and analysis of the remote-sensing data 

determined that the majority of these targets likely are attributed to debris items. Seven 
magnetic anomalies (M06, M11, M15, M18, M19, M20, and M51) share characteristics 
similar to verified shipwreck anomalies and therefore are recommended for additional 
archaeological investigations. Four magnetic anomalies (M01, M07, M12, and M33) and one 
acoustic contact (S189) do not share characteristics with verified shipwreck anomalies; 
however, because of area history and/or interesting acoustic signatures, additional 
archaeological investigations of these targets are recommended. The 2004 Phase I survey 
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identified a series of acoustic targets possibly related to a historic railroad pier just west of 
the western right-of-way line near the northern shoreline of Pensacola Bay.  However, the 
2012 CRAS was unable to identify these features.  If the sites were close to level with the 
seafloor in 2003, when the original survey was conducted, they may have become buried. The 
2012 CRAS recommends investigating one of these acoustic contacts to determine whether 
or not remains of this structure exist. 
 
The 2012 CRAS recommends that additional archaeological investigations include close-

order magnetic survey of the 12 anomalies followed by diver investigations of those targets 
that cannot be avoided during construction impacts. Phase II testing of targets must occur 
prior to any bottom impacts, including direct impacts within the right-of-way and indirect 

impacts within the APE, such as anchoring, mooring, or spudding of construction vessels, as 
well as soil/sediment boring or vibracoring. Close-order survey involves collecting additional 

magnetic data at closer intervals and in crossing directions. The additional data will refine 
the characteristics of each anomaly and present a more complete representation of the 
anomaly for comparison to verified sources. Close-order survey, moreover, will refine the 

positional coordinates for the source and assist with diver investigation planning during 
Phase II testing of targets. 
 
Based on the results of the sub-bottom profiler survey, select areas within the project corridor 

have potential for the occurrence of submerged prehistoric deposits. Presently, the location 
and target depth of the replacement bridge pilings are unknown. Following the finalization 
of project plans, should consultation between FDOT and the SHPO conclude that additional 
investigation is warranted, coring and diver investigation would be recommended on select 
reflectors.  
 
Of the 12 anomalies identified within the 2012 CRAS, the Central East and Central West 
Alternatives are within close proximity to marine archeological sites S189 and M51, both of 
which are located within the existing right-of-way.  Of the remaining anomalies identified, 
none of the sites are sufficiently close to the alternatives to warrant additional investigation.  
The following is a description of these two sites from the 2012 CRAS:  
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M51 
This magnetic anomaly shares characteristics with verified shipwrecks. This anomaly is 
located close to the existing bridge.  There is a high probability that the source is debris 
related to the existing structure from one of the many recreational fishing vessels that 
frequent this vicinity.  Additional archaeological investigations are recommended because of 
the similarities to verified shipwreck anomalies.    
  
S189 
This anomaly is an acoustic contact that does not share characteristics with verified 
shipwreck anomalies, and the magnetic anomaly is obscured by the bridge. However, this 
contact resembles a double-ended sailboat (40 x 15 feet). NOAA Navigation Chart 11383 
describes a wreck charted about 260 feet from this site. However, given the inherent 
inaccuracies with shipwreck locations, S189 is most likely the wreck charted. Although this 
contact is likely a modern vessel, the double-ended design warrants further investigation.  
 
The footprint of the Central East Alternative directly impacts site S189 and is 186 feet east 
of site M51.  Due to the anticipated barge activity during construction of the southbound 
structure, site M51 is sufficiently close to this alternative to warrant additional research.  
Hence, both sites require additional archeological investigation for the Central East 
Alternative.   
 
The footprint of the Central West Alternative does not impact either site directly but is 66 
feet east of site M51 and 35 feet west of site S189.  Again, due to construction activity around 
the structures, both of these sites are sufficiently close to this alternative to warrant 
additional research.  As with the Central East Alternative, the Central West Alternative 
requires both sites to be researched further.  Table 4.1.2 is a summary of the sites identified 
in the 2012 survey and potentially impacted by the Central East and Central West 
Alternatives.  Figure 4.1.2 highlights these two sites in relation to the Central East and 
Central West Alternatives.   
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Table 4.1.2:  Assessment of Marine Archaeological Resources 

Alternative 

Direct 
Impacts to 

2012 
Archaeological 

Sites 

2012 Sites 
Recommended 

for Further 
Investigation 

Potentially 
NRHP 
Eligible 

Sites 

Impact 
Potential 

Central 
East S189 S189, M51 0 Minimal 

Central 
West None S189, M51 0 Minimal 
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 2013 Diver Inspections 
The maritime remote-sensing survey identified 12 targets that are recommended for 
additional archeological investigations should any bottom impacts, including anchoring, 
spudding, or mooring of construction, be proposed in their vicinity.  A 50-meter buffer is 
recommended to be applied to the perimeter of these 12 targets.  These buffers should either 
be avoided or subjected to additional investigations should project-related impacts be 
proposed within them. 
 
Upon completion of the draft CRAS, archaeological diver investigations were conducted in 
support of the SR 30 (US 98) Pensacola Bay Bridge replacement project. Work was conducted 
between March 11 and 16, 2013 to identify the sources of five (M01, M07, M33, M51, and 
S189) of the 12 previously recorded remote-sensing targets and assess their eligibility for 
listing in the National Register of Historic Places.  These five targets are located within 50 
meters of the proposed improvements.  No submerged cultural resources at any of the remote-
sensing targets were identified.  
 
The proposed bridge replacement project will have no effect on submerged cultural resources 
within the project corridor. This assessment is based upon the Central East and Central West 
Alternatives contained in this EA and understanding of the direct construction impacts, as 
well as any indirect construction impacts related to sediment testing or vessel movement and 
mooring within the project corridor. This assessment is reliant upon current remote-sensing 
technologies, data acquisition and processing methodologies, and archaeological 
interpretation of magnetic data and acoustic imagery.  No further archaeological work will 
be recommended. 
 
Section 2.2 of Appendix E (Comments and Coordination Report) contains a letter dated 
March 11, 2013 that was sent to the FHWA by District 3 requesting concurrence on the 
Cultural Resources Assessment Report.  Page four of the letter contains concurrence 
signatures by representatives from the FHWA and SHPO.  Additional concurrence from the 
SHPO regarding the marine sites and the March 2013 diver inspection was requested on 
June 13, 2013 in a letter from FDOT to FHWA.  This subsequent letter was signed for 
concurrence by the FHWA and SHPO on 6/24/2013 and 7/2/2013, respectively, and is included 
in Appendix E.    
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4.2 Recreational Areas and Section 4(f) Properties 

The project area includes three Section 4(f) resources:  Pensacola Wayside Park, Gulf Breeze 
Wayside Park, and the Escambia County Fishing Bridge.  The City of Pensacola owns and 
operates the Welcome Center and Bait Shop associated with Pensacola Wayside Park.  The 
Welcome Center is ADA accessible with 39 parking spaces and 3 bus parking bays.  There 
are also 4 quadruplex picnic shelters and 2 boat ramps with 14 boat parking bays.  In 
addition, Escambia County owns and operates the fishing bridge on the Pensacola 
Approach.  The fishing facility is approximately 2,590 feet long and provides vehicle access 
with a turn-around area near the terminus of the bridge.  The City of Gulf Breeze owns and 
operates the east and west sides of Gulf Breeze Wayside park as public recreational facilities 
on the southern bridge approach.  Existing facilities include a total of 28 pavilion-side parking 
spaces and 36 vehicle-trailer parking spaces, a 150 foot fishing pier, 10 picnic gazebos, and a 
boat launching facility.  The three parks and fishing bridges / piers provide substantial 
opportunities on both approaches to the Pensacola Bay Bridge.   Chapter 5 contains a detailed 
description of available recreational activities and facilities and the associated impacts of the 
Central East and Central West Alternatives.   

Impacts to these recreational facilities are unavoidable because of their location along and 
adjacent to the existing bridge approaches.  The potential impacts to these recreational areas 
from each of the alternatives are not presented in this section because they are summarized 
Chapter 5 (Individual Section 4(f) Evaluation). 

The park facilities alongside SR 30 (US 98) at this location were created to take advantage 
of the existing bridge, roadway structure, and causeway locations.  These relationships, in 
turn, limit the amount of total or permanent harm to these protected properties by activities 
associated with the continuing development and operation of the roadway as long as both 
remain extant.  To that end, every effort has been made to include planning level analysis of 
all possible options to minimize harm to these parks. 
 
Previous studies identified Naval Live Oaks Reservation, Fort Pickens, and Gulf Islands 
National Seashore as nearby recreational opportunities.  However, these recreation areas are 
outside the limits of the corridor alternatives and will not be impacted by the project.   
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5.0 Individual Section 4(f) Evaluation 
 

5.1 Section 4(f) Properties Within the Project Limits 

The following is a detailed description of all Section 4(f) property within the project limits.   

The parks on the Pensacola and Gulf Breeze approaches are a result of the land and 
submerged bay bottom vacated by the original structure and the location of the current 
structure built in the early 1960’s.  Pensacola Wayside Park and Gulf Breeze Wayside Park 
are shown as unique parcels on the property appraiser’s website for Escambia and Santa 
Rosa counties.  These park properties have deeds and legal descriptions.  

To determine the limits of park land and facilities, the legal descriptions of the park parcels 
were used to delineate the boundary between the roadside right-of-way and the park.  The 
total acreage of park land includes submerged lands.  In the discussion of Section 4(f) use in 
Section 5.2, submerged lands are not included in the quantity of usable park land, which 
includes buildings, fishing piers, sidewalk, parking spaces, driveways, and landscaped areas.     

For this Individual Section 4(f) Evaluation, three Section 4(f) properties are presented.  The 
FDOT parcel on the west side of the Pensacola landfall is not designated as a park and is 
owned by the state. 

1. Pensacola Wayside Park; 
2. Escambia County Fishing Bridge; and, 
3. Gulf Breeze Wayside Park. 

While the fishing bridge on the Pensacola side is accessed by the City’s Wayside Park, the 
bridge is owned and maintained by Escambia County and is therefore considered its own 
potential Section 4(f) resource. 

The following sections describe each of the three Section 4(f) properties that occur on each 
end of the Pensacola Bay Bridge, as summarized from the correspondence received from the 
City of Pensacola, City of Gulf Breeze, and Escambia County.   
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5.1.1 Section 4(f) Determination:  Pensacola Wayside Park 
 Size and Location of Section 4(f) Property 

Pensacola Wayside Park is located just 
east of downtown Pensacola on the east 
side of the small peninsula that forms 
the north approach to the Pensacola Bay 
Bridge.  The park address is 1401 
Gregory Street, Pensacola.  The park has 
the following characteristics: 

• 8.29 acres of usable park land 
(excluding fishing pier); 

• 18.14 acres of total park land 
(including submersed land); 

• Uplands:  9.10 acres; 

• Wetlands:  0.27 acres; and, 

• Submersed:  8.77 acres. 
 

 Ownership and Type of Section 
4(f) Property 

Pensacola Wayside Park is a public park owned by 
the City of Pensacola.  According to the 2013 Certified 
Roll Assessment from the Escambia County Property 
Appraiser, the land is valued at $2,000,100 and the 
improvements at $436,959, for a total of $2,437,059.  
The park is maintained by the Public Works 
Department, Parks Division.  The deed (dated 
December 16, 1976) for Pensacola Wayside Park is 
included in Appendix C of the EA. 

 
  

Figure 5.1.1:  Pensacola Wayside Park 

Figure 5.1.2:  Pensacola Wayside 
Park Sign 
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 Function of Available Activities on the Section 4(f) Property 

The Neighborhood Services division of city government advertises the park on its website, 
www.playpensacola.com, as “Wayside Park East.”  The advertised amenities include picnic 
shelters, picnic tables, grills, and fishing.  The park also features a waterfront walkway and 
two-vehicle boat launch and visitor’s center.   The boat launch area is used by a number of 
local agencies including the Florida 
Department of Environmental 
Protection, Escambia County Health 
Department, local law enforcement / 
emergency response personnel, and the 
local Florida Fish and Wildlife 
Conservation Commission facility, 
which is adjacent to the boat launch 
facility across 17th Avenue.      

The visitors’ center is officially entitled 
the “Pensacola Area Convention & Visitors 
Center” or “Welcome Center” as noted on the 
sign.  The facility provides information to the 
visiting public regarding the Pensacola area.  
In particular, the staff at the facility assists 
with providing information for vacations, 
group tours, corporate meetings, reunions, 
conventions, or relocations.7  The facility is 
open from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. on weekdays, 9 
a.m. to 4 p.m. on Saturdays, and 10 a.m. to 4 
p.m. on Sundays.   

7 http://www.visitpensacola.com/form/contact-us 
 

Figure 5.1.3:  Picnic Pavilions 

Figure 5.1.4:  Welcome Center 
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Figure 5.1.5:  Pensacola Wayside Park Monument 

Figure 5.1.6:  Pensacola Wayside Park Parking Area 

 

 Environmental Assessment 
 SR 30 (US 98) Pensacola Bay Bridge    5-4 



 

 
Figure 5.1.7:  Pensacola Wayside Park Access Road, Welcome Center, & Green Space 

 
 Description and Location of All Existing and Planned Facilities 

The following is a detailed summary of the Pensacola Wayside Park features: 

• 2 boat ramps with 14 parking spaces for boats and trailers; 

• Pensacola Area Convention and Visitors Information Center (7,284 sq. ft. Welcome 
Center); 

• Bait shop (2,108 sq. ft.); 

• 39 Welcome Center parking spaces; 

• 3 bus parking bays; 

• 112 waterfront parking spaces; 

• 5.76 acres of landscaping with irrigation; 

• 1,200 feet of steel sheet piling with concrete cap and hand railing; 

• 3,350 feet  of concrete sidewalk; 

• 4,700 feet of concrete curbing; 

• 2.82 acres of asphalt pavement; 
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• Area and parking lot lighting systems; 

• 4 quadruplex picnic shelters; 

• Site for the Great Florida Birding Trail; 

• Provides access to 2,590-foot Escambia County Fishing Bridge; and, 

• Public utilities:   
o 30-inch sanitary sewer force main located along northern property line;  
o 8-inch natural gas main supply line (source for submerged supply line to Gulf 

Breeze; and, 
o Partially abandoned 8-inch water line. 

The City of Pensacola utilizes a one-cent sales tax to generate revenue for capital 
improvements to its parks.  This sales tax, which began in 1992 and has been renewed by 
voters, can be used only for capital improvements.8  As of October 2011, no major 
improvements to Pensacola Wayside Park are programmed. 

 Access and Usage 
The main entrance to Pensacola Wayside Park is located across from the intersection of 
Gregory Street and 17th Avenue.  Within the park, sidewalk is located at the top of the 
existing sea wall and connects to the boat launch on the north side.  No sidewalk connects 
the park to outside destinations. 

No exact records are kept regarding the frequency of visitors.  However, the City Parks and 
Recreation Department indicates that 200 to 400 people visit the Welcome Center daily 
during peak season as compared to 30 to 60 visitors on a typical day.  The parcel is used for 
bicycling, strolling, sitting, bird watching, and other passive waterfront activities.   

 Relationship to Other Similarly Used Land in the Vicinity 
The west side of the Pensacola approach features a wide gravel access road, space for parking, 
waterfront sidewalk, and landscaping.  This area is open to the public and is located on FDOT 
right-of-way but is not considered a Section 4(f) resource. 

8 http://www.playpensacola.com/ 
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 Applicable Clause Affecting Ownership 
The following is a quote from a letter received from the City of Pensacola regarding the 
ownership of Pensacola Wayside Park: 

As part of the City’s parcel, submersed lands have been included, which is very 
unusual since the State of Florida typically has controlling interest in these 
type of parcels.  In the City’s case this acquisition dates back to a waterfront 
grant issued to the City by the State of Florida back in 1905 and is the norm 
along the City’s waterfront. 

 Unusual Characteristics of the Section 4(f) Property 
According to the City of Pensacola, the park underwent $1.2 million in repairs and 
reconstruction following Hurricanes Dennis and Ivan in 2004 and 2005.   The park is also a 
site along the Great Florida Birding and Wildlife Trail, which is a program of the Florida 
Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission. The Great Florida Birding Trail is a 2,000-mile, 
self-guided highway trail connecting nearly 500 birding and wildlife viewing sites throughout 
Florida. Potential trail sites can be nominated by any person and are evaluated based on the 
following criteria: ecological significance, birding and wildlife viewing characteristics, site 
resiliency, physical and legal access, ownership, economic significance, maintenance support, 
and educational significance. Pensacola Wayside Park is listed as destination “B07” on the 
Great Florida Birding and Wildlife Trail.  The Trail’s website, www.floridabirdingtrail.com, 
provides the following description of the Wayside Park site: 

B07.  Wayside Park and Pensacola Visitor Information Center 
Site ID: P7 
Region: Panhandle 
County: Escambia  
Nearest City: Pensacola  
Phone Number: 850-434-1234 
Website:  http://www.playpensacola.com/parks.asp?parkID=13251# 
Amenities:  Some viewing is barrier free, Restrooms, Good for beginners, Birding by 
foot/hiking, Best time of day: All day, Recommended length of visit: quick stop 
Habitats:  Marine/Bay 
Worth a quick stop to view gulls and terns; the waterfront, fishing bridge and offshore 
breakwater all host a variety of ages of Herring, Ring-billed and Laughing Gulls, 
Forster’s and Royal Terns and more. Common Loons feed very close to shore, and sport 
nearly complete breeding plumage in February/March before they return north. Bring 
your spotting scope to check the bay for wintering ducks and Horned Grebes. 
Directions: From I-10 north of Pensacola, take exit 12 for I-110 and head south. Take 
exit 1B for Chase St. and head east. Continue east on Chase St. until it ends at US 
98/Bayfront Pkwy. and take a left (east). Drive approx. 0.3 mi. and turn left 
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(northeast) on N. 17th Ave. After 300 ft., turn right (southeast) on E. Gregory St. 
Parking is 350 ft. ahead.   
Open 24 hrs/day. 
 
 Statement of Significance from the Official Having Jurisdiction Over the Section 

4(f) Property 
As stated in the City of Pensacola letter (contained in Appendix C of the EA) describing 
Pensacola Wayside Park, the site is a combination of a boat launch area, visitors’ information 
center, and waterfront park area and underwent $1.2 million in repairs following hurricanes 
in 2004 and 2005.    
 

 Relationship of Alternatives to the Section 4(f) Property 
Three corridors featuring four representative alignment alternatives were analyzed during 
the corridor phase of this study.  These four alternatives and their associated Section 4(f) use 
are summarized in the next chapter of this report and are discussed in detail in the Corridor 
Report. Two of the Build Alternatives (East and Central East Alternatives) require a 
permanent use and temporary occupancy of this park.  Figure 5.1.8 highlights the features 
within Pensacola Wayside Park.    
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5.1.2 Section 4(f) Determination:  Escambia County Fishing Bridge 
 Size and Location of Section 4(f) Property 

The Escambia County Fishing Bridge is located 
south of the Pensacola bridge approach and was 
opened in January 2010 as a replacement fishing 
bridge for the pier that was destroyed by Hurricane 
Ivan in 2004.  The Escambia County Fishing 
Bridge comprises approximately 1.41 acres of 
usable recreation space.  

 Ownership and Type of Section 4(f) Property 
Escambia County owns the fishing bridge, and the Escambia County Parks and Recreation 
Department manages the operations and general maintenance at the facility.  Currently, 
there are no plans to enter into a lease agreement with any outside management group.  
   

 Function of Available Activities on the Section 4(f) Property 
• Open to the public 365 days per year for people wishing to fish, picnic, or walk;   

• General fees are $5 per vehicle (including driver) plus $2 per fishing passenger and 
$2 per walk-on angler.  Free patrons include children under age 15, non-fishing 
vehicle passengers, and non-fishing pedestrians.  Annual passes are available at the 
Parks and Recreation office; 

• The Escambia County Fishing Bridge has been used for several youth fishing clinics; 

• The distance from the beginning of the bridge to the turn-around at the end is 0.4 
mile; 

• Vehicles are permitted on the Escambia County Fishing Bridge.  This amenity is 
popular with anglers and beneficial to elderly citizens wishing to fish, that lack a boat, 
can’t walk long distances in the sand, or simply need access to a nearby vehicle; 

• A self-paid parking fee is charged for vehicles parking on the Escambia County 
Fishing Bridge.  Vehicles can also be parked at the adjacent city-owned parking lot; 
and, 

Figure 5.1.9:  Escambia County 
Fishing Bridge 
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• The uses for the Escambia County 
Fishing Bridge include fishing, 
sightseeing, and exercising.  The typical 
users of the fishing bridge include 
experienced anglers as well as youth 
and elderly people needing a location to 
fish.    

 
 
 

 
Figure 5.1.11:  Escambia County Fishing Bridge Looking South 

 
 Description and Location of All Existing and Planned Facilities 

The Escambia County Fishing Bridge has the following characteristics: 

• Approximately 2,590 feet long; 

• Approximately 22 feet of usable deck width, including an 11-foot lane for vehicular 
access. This lane is adjacent to a 7-foot parking lane and 4-foot envelope for fishing 
activities; and, 

• An approximate 46-foot x 52-foot space at the end of the bridge for vehicular turning 
and additional fishing area. 

As the Escambia County Fishing Bridge opened in January 2010, there are no planned 
major capital improvements for the facility. 

  

Figure 5.1.10:  Escambia County Fishing 
Bridge Sign 
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 Access and Usage 
The Escambia County Fishing Bridge is accessed via the Pensacola Wayside Park entrance 
on 17th Avenue.  Patrons must traverse approximately 1,500 feet along the entrance road and 
parking areas before entering the fishing bridge. There are no dedicated pedestrian 
accommodations for accessing the fishing bridge.  The park provides parking and a bait shop 
to facilitate the public usage of the park.  The letter from Michael Rhodes, Escambia County 
Parks and Recreation Director, cited the following attendance information: 

After tracking attendance for over a year, crowds peak in the spring months 
and early summer but remain at a high level even in the middle of the summer 
and in the chill of winter.  We believe allowing vehicles on the bridge makes 
this possible, as people can get warm or cool off in their car while still fishing.  

Exact records regarding usage are not kept.  According to the Parks and Recreation 
Department, the number of people fishing can range from less than 10 persons on a cold day 
to 100 when the weather is favorable. 

 Relationship to Other Similarly Used Land in the Vicinity 
The Escambia County Fishing Bridge is adjacent to and accessed via the Pensacola Wayside 
Park.  Because the bridge protrudes 0.49 miles into Pensacola Bay, the facility is unique and 
provides bay access for fishing and other passive activities, as indicated in the letter from the 
City of Gulf Breeze.  A smaller, 150-foot long fishing bridge is located on the east side of Gulf 
Breeze Wayside Park.  

 Applicable Clause Affecting Ownership 
A legal document containing an applicable clause affecting ownership is not available.  
However, the following is a quote from a letter received from Michael Rhodes, the 
Escambia County Parks and Recreation Director regarding the ownership of the 
fishing bridge: 
 

“The Escambia County Parks and Recreation holds jurisdiction over this public 
facility . . .” 
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 Unusual Characteristics of the Section 4(f) Property 
After Hurricane Ivan struck in 2004, the existing fishing bridge was destroyed, and the 
Pensacola area was left with few places to fish that did not require access to a boat or the 
ability to walk or wade to a fishing destination.  The remnants of the existing fishing bridge 
were removed, and the current Escambia County Fishing Bridge was opened to the public on 
January 29, 2010.  According to Escambia County, crowds have remained steady since the 
opening date, with attendance peaking in the spring and early summer months but 
remaining high even in the middle summer and winter months.  In the written 
correspondence contained in Appendix C of the EA, the County has stressed the importance 
of having a fishing location of this nature for citizens and visitors.  Currently, there are no 
planned major capital improvements for the fishing bridge, as it is just over three years old. 
 

 Statement of Significance from the Official Having Jurisdiction Over the Section 
4(f) Property 

The following is a quote from a letter received from Michael Rhodes, the Escambia County 
Parks and Recreation Director regarding the significance of the Escambia County Fishing 
Bridge: 

“I can’t reiterate enough the importance of having a fishing location of this 
nature for our citizens and visitors to the area . . .” 
 

 Relationship of Alternatives to the Section 4(f) Property 
Three corridors featuring four representative alignment alternatives were analyzed during 
the corridor phase of this study.  These four alternatives and their associated Section 4(f) use 
are summarized in the next chapter this report and are discussed in detail in the Corridor 
Report.  Figure 5.1.12 highlights the Escambia County Fishing Bridge.    
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5.1.3 Section 4(f) Property: Gulf Breeze Wayside Park 
Gulf Breeze Approach 
Park land on the Gulf Breeze approach is a 
single park with an east and west component 
(see Figure 5.1.13) connected by an under-bridge 
pedestrian walkway. The park is owned and 
operated by the City of Gulf Breeze.  The Santa 
Rosa Property Appraiser website demonstrates 
that the east and west components of the park 
have their own plats and legal descriptions.  The 
property is comprised of two deeds recorded in 
1982 and 1989, the latter deed featuring the 
Board of Trustees of the Internal Improvement 
Trust Fund as the Grantor and the City of Gulf 
Breeze as the Grantee.   

 

 Size and Location of Section 4(f) Property 
Park land on the Gulf Breeze approach is divided into an east and a west component 
comprising a total of 13.43 acres, according to the legal descriptions in the deeds.  However, 
as explained in Section 5.1.3.7, one of the deeds indicates that the state has retained 
sovereign ownership of the submerged lands.  The east side of the park provides 
approximately 3.77 acres of usable park land, including the fishing pier.  The west side of the 
park provides approximately 2.70 acres of usable park land.  According to the 2013 Certified 
Roll Assessment from the Santa Rosa County Property Appraiser, the Gulf Breeze Wayside 
Park is valued at $2,029,331 and the improvements at $9,500, for a total of $2,038,831.  
Figures 5.1.14 and 5.1.15 display photographs of the east and west sides of the park, 
respectively.  

Figure 5.1.13:  Gulf Breeze Wayside Park 
East & West 
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Figure 5.1.14:  Gulf Breeze Wayside Park (East Side - Looking North) 

 

 
Figure 5.1.15:  Gulf Breeze Wayside Park (West Side - Looking North)  
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 Ownership and Type of Section 4(f) Property 
Gulf Breeze Wayside Park is owned and operated by the City of Gulf Breeze.  The Santa Rosa 
Property Appraiser website indicates that each park has its own plat and legal description.  
The State of Florida conveyed four parcels to the City of Gulf Breeze via two deeds in 1982 
and 1989.  The latest deed was recorded on August 24, 1989, with the Board of Trustees of 
the Internal Improvement Trust Fund as the Grantor and the City of Gulf Breeze as the 
Grantee.  The 1982 and 1989 Quitclaim Deeds (shown in Appendix C of the Environmental 
Assessment) demonstrate that the State of Florida released these parcels to the City of Gulf 
Breeze.  

 Function of Available Activities on Section 4(f) Property 
Gulf Breeze Wayside Park provides facilities for picnicking, strolling, fishing, bird watching, 
and other passive waterfront activities. The west side of the park is used for launching boats 
and parking, and a shoreline sidewalk extends along the outer perimeter of the park and is 
connected to east side of the park via an under-bridge walkway. 

 Description and Location of All Existing and Planned Facilities 
The following is a summary of the facilities within each component of Gulf Breeze Wayside 
Park: 
 
East Side 

• Approximately 3.77 acres of usable park land (including fishing pier); 

• Approximately 36,500 sq. ft. (0.84 acre) of lighted asphalt paved area, including 28 
parking spaces; 

• Approximately 134,000 sq. ft. (3.08 ac) landscaped and irrigated area; 

• 10 covered picnic pavilions (16-foot) fronted by 1,755 feet of sidewalk; 

• 150-foot fishing pier; 

• 552 feet of boardwalk; 

• Under-bridge handicapped-accessible sidewalk connecting the boat launch area on the 
west side with the east side; 

• 972 square foot cinderblock storage building; 

• 1,434 feet of coastline protected by concrete seawall and riprap; and, 

• Municipal art project valued at $30,000. 
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West Side 

• Approximately 2.70 acres of usable park land; 

• Approximately 39,165 sq. ft. (0.90 ac) of lighted paved area; 

• Approximately 29,660 sq. ft. (0.68 ac) landscaped and irrigated area; 

• 36 parking spaces for boats and trailers; 

• 2-lane lighted boat launch with deep water access; 

• 1,036 feet of sidewalk; 

• 876 feet of coastline protected by concrete sea wall and riprap; and, 
• 24-inch water main providing service to Pensacola Beach. 

Figures 5.1.16 through 5.1.23 display the pertinent features of the east and west sides of 
Gulf Breeze Wayside Park. 

Figure 5.1.16:  Grass Area at South End of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park (East Side) 
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Figure 5.1.17:  Gulf Breeze Wayside Park Parking & Pavilions (East Side) 

 
Figure 5.1.18:  Gulf Breeze Wayside Park Fishing Pier (East Side) 

 
Figure 5.1.19:  Gulf Breeze Wayside Park Picnic Pavilion (East Side) 
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Figure 5.1.20:  Cinder Block Storage Building and Dumpster (East Side) 

 

 
Figure 5.1.21:  Shoreline Sidewalk at Gulf Breeze Wayside Park (West Side) 
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Figure 5.1.22:  Existing 2-Lane Boat Launch (West Side) 

 
Figure 5.1.23:  Existing Boat Launch Docks (West Side) 
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 Access and Usage 
The east side of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park is accessed by an entrance on the east side of Gulf 
Breeze Parkway.  The two-way entrance extends to the northern end of the peninsula and 
provides access to 28 parking places adjacent to the pavilion-side sidewalk.  Pedestrian access 
to Gulf Breeze Wayside Park is accommodated by utilizing the existing sidewalk along the 
east and west sides of Gulf Breeze Parkway.  This sidewalk runs almost continuously through 
the park, running adjacent to the picnic pavilions, beneath the bridge, and around the boat 
launch parking area before continuing southward outside of the park along the west side of 
Gulf Breeze Parkway.   

According to the Parks Director at the City of Gulf Breeze, there are no specific numbers 
regarding usage of the picnic pavilions.  Work crews empty trash receptacles every day, 
resulting in an estimate of 50 users on a typical day.  

The west side of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park is accessed via an entrance located immediately 
south of the end of the Pensacola Bay Bridge.  The boat launch is used by the public for access 
to Pensacola Bay.  Emergency service personnel also utilize the boat launch for waterborne 
operations.  According to the Parks Director at the City of Gulf Breeze, there are an estimated 
5 launches a day (365 days a year) from the Gulf Breeze Boat launch, based on income 
received.  There is a $10 per launch fee.  Typically, launch fees are paid via an honor system, 
although an attendant is present on busy weekends. 

 Relationship to Other Similarly Used Land in the Vicinity 
Gulf Breeze Wayside Park offers similar 
passive activities as Pensacola Wayside 
Park.  The east and west sides of Gulf 
Breeze Wayside Park connect via a 
walkway beneath the Pensacola Bay 
Bridge.  Other than Gulf Breeze Wayside 
Park, the only other boat launch within the 
City of Gulf Breeze is the Shoreline Boat 
Launch (see Figure 5.1.24), located on the 
south end of the Gulf Breeze Peninsula.   
 

Figure 5.1.24:  Shoreline Boat Launch 

 Environmental Assessment 
 SR 30 (US 98) Pensacola Bay Bridge    5-22 



 

The Shoreline Boat Launch consists of a two ramp boat launching facility and has ample 
parking with 42 pull through boat parking spaces.  Emergency services personnel of Gulf 
Breeze have stated that the boat launch near the approach of the Pensacola Bay Bridge is 
critical to waterborne rescue operations and other calls that emanate from the bridge.  The 
boat launch on the Gulf Breeze approach helps to ensure that the response time is minimized.  
If emergency services personnel are limited to the Shoreline Boat Launch, the vessel launch 
time would be similar, but the travel time from the boat launch to the waters in the vicinity 
of the Pensacola Bay Bridge would increase.  A 5-mile route would need to be taken around 
Gulf Breeze as opposed to the rescue personnel being placed at the foot of the bridge.  
Emergency Service personnel have stated that the additional response time would not be 
tolerated due to removal of the existing Gulf Breeze Wayside Park boat launch. 
 
Figure 5.1.25 displays the relationship of the Shoreline Boat Launch to the Gulf Breeze 
Wayside Park boat launch. 
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 Applicable Clause Affecting Ownership 
The following text is excerpted from the 1989 deed mentioned above: 

Know all men by these presents:  That the Board of Trustees of the Internal 
Improvement Trust Fund of the State of Florida, as “Grantor”, under authority 
of Chapter 89-435, Laws of Florida has remised, released, conveyed and 
quitclaimed, and by these presents does remise, release, convey and quitclaim 
unto the CITY OF GULF BREEZE, as “Grantee”, its successors, and assigns, 
forever, all the right, title, interest, claim and demand which GRANTOR may 
have in and to the following described lands in Santa Rosa county, Florida, to-
wit: . . . PARCEL 1 . . . PARCEL 2 . . .  

Less and Except from both of the parcels any lands described therein which 
are located waterward of the line of mean high water of Pensacola Bay; it being 
the express intent of the State of Florida to retain sovereign ownership in and 
to said submerged lands. 

TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the above-described premises subject to 
outstanding easements, reservations, and other interests appearing of record. 

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, the members of the BOARD OF TRUSTEES IN 
THE INTERNAL IMPROVEMENT TRUST FUND OF THE STATE OF 
FLORIDA have hereunto subscribed their names and have caused the official 
seal of said BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE INTERNAL IMPROVEMENT 
TRUST FUND OF THE STATE OF FLORIDA to be hereunto affixed in the 
City of Tallahassee, Florida, on this the 28th day of July, A.D. 1989. 

Similar text is used in the 1982 deed: 

WHEREAS, the land hereinafter described was heretofore acquired for state 
highway purposes; and 

WHEREAS, said land is no longer required for such purposes, and the Party 
of the First Part, by action of the Secretary of Transportation on July 8, 1982 
pursuant to the provisions of Section 327.25, Florida Statutes, has agreed to 
quitclaim the hereinafter described to the Party (Parties) of the Second Part; 

NOW, THEREFORE, THIS INDENTURE WITNESSETH:  That the Party of 
the First Part, for and in consideration of the premises and the sum of One 
Dollar and other valuable considerations to it paid by the Party (Parties) of 
the Second Part, the receipt of which is hereby acknowledged, does hereby 
remise, release, and quitclaim unto the Party (Parties) of the Second Part, and 
assigns, forever, all the right, title, and interest of the State of Florida and/or 
the State of Florida Department of Transportation to the property described 
on Exhibit “A” attached hereto and made a part hereof . . . 
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 Unusual Characteristics of the Section 4(f) Property 
An important historical perspective is the relationship of the bridge approaches with Gulf 
Breeze Wayside Park.  When the original two-lane bridge was constructed in the 1930’s, the 
park did not exist. With the construction of the existing bridge in the 1960’s, a wider 
embankment approach to the bridge was required for construction activities.  Upland parcels 
immediately adjacent to the approach roadway remained under FDOT ownership and were 
at times utilized during maintenance activities. In addition, portions of the 1930’s bridge 
remained in place. In 1982 and 1989 the FDOT transferred ownership of the portions of the 
property that were no longer required for maintaining the function of the existing roadway 
to the City of Gulf Breeze.  The deeds are included in Appendix C of the EA.  Each of the two 
deeds contains legal descriptions for two parcels for a total of four independent components.  
The 1989 deed contains the following statement at the end of the legal description of Parcel 
2: 
 

“Less and Except from both of the parcels any lands described therein which 
are located waterward of the line of mean high water of Pensacola Bay; it being 
the express intent of the State of Florida to retain sovereign ownership in and 
to said submerged lands.” 

 
However, a similar statement is not included in the 1982 deed.  Since the deeds do not include 
a legal description for the mean high water line, an approximation has been used to show the 
parcel boundaries.  By a strict interpretation of the deeds, the park boundary for the southern 
two parcels extends to the parcel line in the 1982 legal descriptions, while the northern two 
parcels extend to the mean high water line.  Figure 5.1.27 at the end of this section displays 
the extent of the parcel boundaries, recognizing the mean high water line for the 1989 parcels.  
A noteworthy point is that the northwestern parcel boundary in the legal description is 
virtually the same as the mean high water line. The Florida Department of Environmental 
Protection was contacted to assist in interpretation of the submerged lands ownership, and 
the recommendation was to defer to the deed language.  As a result, sovereign ownership of 
submerged lands was apparently retained in the 1989 transaction but not in the original 
1982 transaction, according to the research secured as part of this Individual Section 4(f) 
Evaluation.    
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Subsequent to the transfer of the property, improvements have been made to the parcels, and 
the current park features provide for the passive recreational activities, boat launching 
facility, and parking area that occupy the east and west sides of the park, respectively.  
 
Throughout the 1990’s and into the present (some 20 plus years), the physical relationship 
between SR 30 (US 98) and the park property have remained virtually the same.  SR 30 (US 
98) separates the two parcels, with each parcel served by independent separate driveway 
connections.  A pedestrian access connects the two parcels via a sidewalk under the bridge 
itself. The attributes that have served both the transportation and recreational needs have 
harmoniously co-existed even though their function and purposes remain distinctively 
different. In this regard, the transportation facility is not viewed as an intrusion into the 
park facilities.  More so, the landscaping, pavilions, parking facilities, and fishing pier on the 
east side of the bridge provide pleasant views of the upper reaches of Pensacola Bay, while 
the pedestrian walkway and boat launch on the west side of the roadway provide a panoramic 
view of the Pensacola shoreline and direct access for pleasure craft into the bay, respectively. 
These features have given opportunity to allow both residents of the area and visitors to enjoy 
the expanse of Pensacola Bay and its amenities. 
 
The FDOT and City of Gulf Breeze have collaborated to blend the roadway with the adjacent 
properties with generous landscaping features and ornamental signage within the approach 
roadway right-of-way, with the City of Gulf Breeze recently (April 2012) dedicating a 17-foot-
tall public art sculpture entitled “Fuego” at the grassed area in the southern end of Gulf 
Breeze Wayside Park (see Figure 5.1.26).  According to the Gulf Breeze News, the dedication 
ceremony and sculpture unveiling was a part of the city’s continuing 50th anniversary 
celebration.9 
 
According to the City of Gulf Breeze, the east side of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park underwent 
$699,750 in repairs and reconstruction following hurricanes Dennis and Ivan, while the west 
side of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park received $513,200 in repairs.  The boat launches provide 

9 Gulf Breeze News:  “Sculpture to be Unveiled Tuesday Evening; Trolley Service Planned”, 
April 19, 2012 
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important mid and upper bay access for emergency responders.  According to the City, the 
potential loss of this facility is a significant concern for these professionals. 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 

 Statement of Significance from Official Having Jurisdiction over the Property 
The letter solicited from the City of Gulf Breeze includes the following paragraphs: 

During the last quarter of 2011, the City plans to dedicate a permanent 
municipal art project on the lawn at Wayside Park East.  Current estimate for 
the cost of this project is $30,000.  

Within the next two years, plans call for the building of public restrooms at 
Wayside Park East at an estimated cost of $285,000. 
 
In addition to the obvious boating, fishing, and picnicking activities provided 
by these facilities, the boat launches at Wayside Park West provide important 
mid and upper bay access for emergency responders.  The potential loss of this 
launch facility causes grave concern within the ranks of these professionals. 
 

  

Figure 5.1.26:  “Fuego” Statue 
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 Relationship of Alternatives to the Section 4(f) Property 
Three corridors featuring four representative alignment alternatives were analyzed during 
the corridor phase of this study.  These four alternatives and their associated Section 4(f) use 
are summarized in the next chapter this report and are discussed in detail in the Corridor 
Report.   

Figure 5.1.27 summarizes the features contained within Gulf Breeze Wayside Park.   
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5.1.4 Summary of Section 4(f) Properties within the Project Limits 
Figure 5.1.28 summarizes all three of the Section 4(f) properties contained within the project 
limits.  The next chapter discusses the Section 4(f) use from the four alternatives examined 
in the Corridor Report and culminates with an evaluation matrix comparing these uses. 
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5.2 Alternatives Evaluated / Use of Section 4(f) Property 

From the outset of the project, potential use of the Section 4(f) properties were important 
considerations during the development of the three corridors (East, West, and Central) 
described in the Corridor Report, which was approved by the FHWA in September 2012 and 
is available under separate cover.  The alternative corridors were evaluated with regard to 
their overall environmental, social, and engineering impacts.  The corridor evaluation process 
included an extensive public involvement initiative.  Early kick-off presentations were made 
to the Alabama-Florida Transportation Planning Organization, Santa Rosa County, and the 
cities of Gulf Breeze and Pensacola. An advertised open house Public Information Meeting 
was held at the Pensacola Convention Center, and a presentation was made to the Peninsula 
Homeowners Association of Santa Rosa County.  All of these initial efforts were completed 
prior to the development of alternatives.  A Project Advisory Group consisting of local public 
agency representatives and community leaders was formed with a purpose to bring local 
issues to the forefront, provide a method to secure local input, and freely exchange ideas 
between design team and local community.  
 
Subsequent to the development of alternatives, meetings with the above groups and two 
major advertised public workshops were conducted to secure information into the decision 
making process. Public opinion surveys were conducted at both the initial round of meetings 
and during the alternative corridor evaluation workshops.  After full consideration of the 
potential impacts of the alternative corridors and the public concerns, a final Corridor Report 
was prepared with recommendations to eliminate the East and West Corridors from further 
consideration and to continue with the further development of the alternatives within the 
Central Corridor. The Central Corridor has been carried forward, along with its two 
representative alignments, the Central East and Central West Alternatives.  These two 
alternatives have been further developed and include features to not only minimize the use 
of and impacts to Section 4(f) properties but also provide enhancements for them.   
 
This section describes the use of usable Section 4(f) land in Gulf Breeze Wayside Park and 
the associated recreational facilities available to the public.  Although the East and West 
Corridors and their representative alternatives were dropped from further analysis, figures 
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displaying Section 4(f) use of the East and West Alternatives are included in this section.  
These alternatives are also included in the evaluation matrix at the end of this chapter. 
 
The evaluation of Section 4(f) resources is a primary focus of the alternatives evaluation.  
This corridor analysis considers the use of Section 4(f) usable land and the corresponding 
recreational facilities available to the public.  For example, the legal description for Pensacola 
Wayside Park includes nearly 10 acres of submerged lands.  For the purpose of computing 
surface areas, the analysis in this chapter focuses on land usable by the public, including 
parking areas, access roadways, and fishing piers.  This usable land is identified by a 
prominent yellow dashed line on the figures.  The inside parcel boundary (based on the legal 
descriptions) is utilized as the existing right-of-way line, and all surface area computations 
are based on this boundary.  This approach may create the appearance that a larger percent 
of the property in question is being used by a particular alternative than is actually the case.  
However, in terms of the functional impact on these Section 4(f) resources, the distinction 
between usable and non-usable land is worth noting in the appropriate analysis. 
 
Figures 2.2.4 to 2.2.7 in Chapter 2 of the EA contain 1 inch=200 foot scale drawings of the 
four concepts discussed in this chapter.  These EA figures display the concepts on both the 
Pensacola and Gulf Breeze approaches.  The following figures in this section focus on the 
Section 4(f) use of each alternative.  Refer to Chapter 2 of the EA for a thorough discussion 
of each concept and the evaluation of other impacts, such as costs, right-of-way impacts, and 
environmental issues.  
 

5.2.1 Justification for Project 
The Purpose and Need for replacement of the Pensacola Bay Bridge is contained in Chapter 
1.0 of this EA.  The No-Build Alternative and Bridge Rehabilitation or Repair Alternative 
are discussed in Sections 2.3.1 and 2.3.2, respectively.  These sections are reiterated in this 
document to highlight the need for replacement of the existing bridge as well as the rationale 
used to analyze these alternatives. 
 

5.2.2 No-Build Alternative 
The No Build Alternative retains the existing roadway and bridge.  Under this scenario, the 
existing Pensacola Bay Bridge and the approaches would not be improved, but both would be 
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maintained.  The No-Build Alternative has certain advantages and disadvantages.  The 
advantages of the No-Build Alternative include:  
 

• No new expenditures for roadway and bridge design, utility relocations, right of way 
acquisition, or construction costs; 

• No inconveniences to the motoring public during construction; 

• No business or residential damages or displacements; 

• No impacts to the natural environment; and, 

• No use of adjacent Section 4(f) properties. 
 

The disadvantages of the No-Build Alternative include: 

• No traffic relief for the 17th Avenue / Bayfront Parkway intersection; 

• No relief from long traffic queues on the bridge during peak hours; 

• Continued degradation of the Pensacola Bay Bridge; 

• High likelihood for a reduction in load carrying capacity, resulting in the posting of a 
load limit on the bridge; 

• Continued risk from catastrophic storm damage; 

• No improvements to the existing safety problems on the bridge; 

• Inadequate shoulder width for disabled vehicles; 

• Existing bridge will not meet the future capacity requirements of this location; 

• No connectivity across the bay to adjacent pedestrian facilities; 

• No provisions for bicyclists across the bay; and, 

• Restricted navigation clearance compared to upstream I-10 bridges. 
 
Due to the deteriorating condition of the existing structure and the need for a functional 
bridge at this location, the No-Build Alternative is considered neither a viable nor a practical 
alternative. However, the No-Build Alternative will be fully considered through the public 
hearing phase for this project. 

5.2.3 Bridge Rehabilitation or Repair Alternative 
Repairing or upgrading the existing bridge was considered as an alternative to the No-Build 
and Build alternatives.  The following are characteristics of the existing bridge maintenance: 
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• Weight restrictions or limitations - The bridge operating rating is 608 tons. There are 
no restrictions or limitations in place at this time. 

• Maintenance schedule - The bridge was last inspected in November of 2012 and is on 
an annual inspection schedule due to the fracture critical nature of the channel span 
superstructure. Between 2010 and 2012, the Bridge Sufficiency Rating dropped from 
57.0 to 37.7. 

• Maintenance cost - Prior to 2012, the 5-year work program had $3.8 million 
programmed for Bridge-Repair / Rehabilitation. The current 5-year work program has 
less than $20,000 remaining for Bridge-Repair / Rehabilitation. The bridge has 
received approximately $1.9 million-worth of repairs over the previous 5 years. 

• Based on the age of the bridge and the corrosion-related problems that are observed 
during routine inspections, the Department performed an 80-year Life Cycle Cost 
Analysis (LCCA) to determine if a bridge replacement would be a viable option when 
compared to continuing maintenance costs.  To maintain the bridge, various repairs 
were examined during outer years of the life cycle cost period and computed as a 
present day value to compare to a bridge replacement.  In the analysis, the entire 
superstructure of the existing bridge would have to be replaced by year ten, followed 
by the addition of crutch bents at year 30.  This scenario was compared to a service 
life of 80 years for a new bridge replacement.  The LCCA demonstrated that the two 
options were similar in cost, with the replacement option costing approximately 2.25% 
more than the rehabilitation option.   

 
The existing superstructure was constructed with 1 inch of cover at the beam webs and 
flanges.  The approach spans are approximately 10 to 12 feet above the water.  This low chord 
elevation combined with the small amount of concrete cover in the superstructure has 
combined to allow chlorides to migrate through the concrete and corrode the prestressing 
strands and reinforcement. Current efforts have been aimed at slowing the rate of corrosion 
but new areas continue to be discovered.   

As described in Section 2.3.6.6 (Bridge Analysis), the maximum wave crest elevation 
projected from the 100-year storm event is 17.4 feet.  The low member is required to be one 
foot above the maximum wave crest elevation, placing the minimum low chord elevation at 
18.4 feet.  The existing deck elevation of the viaduct portions of the bridge approaching the 
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main span is approximately 16 feet, while the beam height and deck thickness comprise 
approximately 4.5 feet.  The existing low member elevation is therefore approximately 11.5 
feet, a distance of nearly 7 feet below the required low chord elevation. 

Rehabilitating the existing bridge is not considered feasible because the structure is nearing 
the end of its design life. The continued major capital investment required to rehabilitate and 
repair the bridge provides limited return and will not provide the public with a facility that 
meets current and future requirements.  Raising the existing bridge to meet the required 65 
feet of vertical clearance above the main channel is not feasible. Similarly, raising the bridge 
to meet hydraulic requirements and provide adequate surge protection is not feasible.  All of 
the items listed as disadvantages of the No- Build alternate would remain. The sole practical 
alternative is to replace the structure in its entirety.  Therefore, the Bridge Rehabilitation or 
Repair Alternative is not deemed to be a reasonable alternative. 
 
5.2.4 Section 4(f) Use:  East Alternative 

 Permanent Use 
The East Alternative arose from the analysis completed for the East Corridor and is located 
primarily east of the existing roadway and bridge and requires the highest use of park land 
and facilities in both Pensacola and Gulf Breeze.  The use of Pensacola Bay Wayside Park 
and Escambia County Fishing Bridge is summarized as follows: 

• 3.33 acres (40%) of usable park land used out of an available 8.29 acres in Pensacola 
Wayside Park; 

• Minimum of 110 parking spaces eliminated; 

• Two picnic pavilions eliminated; 

• Bait shop eliminated; and, 

• 2,590-foot Escambia County Fishing Bridge eliminated (1.41 acres). 
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On the Gulf Breeze approach, the use of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park is summarized as follows: 

• 3.09 acres (48%) of usable park land used out of an available 6.47 acres (including east 
and west sides of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park and fishing pier); 

• Internal access road eliminated; 

• 10 picnic pavilions eliminated; 

• 28 parking spaces eliminated;  

• 150 foot fishing pier eliminated;  

• Cinder block storage building eliminated; and  

• Approximately 800 feet of shoreline removed from public access; and, 

• Municipal statue (Fuego) installed in 2012. 
 
The approximate total area of usable Section 4(f) land required for the construction of the 
East Alternative is 7.83 acres, or 48% of the total usable acreage available on the project, 
including Pensacola Wayside Park, the Escambia County Fishing Bridge, and Gulf Breeze 
Wayside Park.  The East Alternative requires no use of the existing boat launch along the 
west side of the Gulf Breeze approach.  The East Alternative effectively eliminates the 
eastern component of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park.  Only a small remnant of grassed area 
would remain in the southeast portion of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park. 
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 Temporary Occupancy 
The East Alternative requires a temporary occupancy of Pensacola Wayside Park and Gulf 
Breeze Wayside Park based on the extent of the new roadway and bridge construction.  The 
Escambia County Fishing Bridge requires complete removal; therefore, a temporary 
occupancy is not applicable.  Because of the extensive permanent impacts to the two parks, 
determining the limits and acreage of temporary occupancy beyond the permanent use is not 
practical.  Due to the extensive permanent use from all three recreational facilities, impact 
calculations resulting from temporary occupancies of Pensacola Wayside Park, the Escambia 
County Fishing Bridge, and Gulf Breeze Wayside Park are considered unnecessary. 

Figure 5.2.1 summarizes the Section 4(f) use for the East Alternative.  The yellow dashed 
line represents the boundary of usable park land (parcel boundary on roadway side and 
shoreline on water side).   
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5.2.5 Section 4(f) Use:  West Alternative 
 Permanent Use 

The West Alternative arose from the analysis completed for the West Corridor and is located 
west of the existing roadway and bridge, thereby avoiding Pensacola Wayside Park, the 
Escambia County Fishing Bridge, and the east side of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park.  The Section 
4(f) use is limited to the west side of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park, where the boat launch is 
located.  Although the Section 4(f) use is not as severe as the acreage required for the East 
Alternative, the Gulf Breeze boat launch is eliminated in its entirety.  A suitable site for a 
replacement boat launch has not been determined and would likely require the acquisition 
of private property along the north shore of the Gulf Breeze portion of the peninsula. A 
relocation of the boat launch to the east side of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park would require 
substantial use of the existing passive park facilities.  The following is a summary of the 
overall Section 4(f) use for the West Alternative: 
 

• 2.54 acres (39%) of usable park land used out of an available 6.47 acres on the Gulf 
Breeze approach (including the fishing pier); 

• Elimination of the 2-lane, lighted boat launch with deep water access; and,  

• Elimination of 36 vehicle and trailer parking spaces. 
 
Approximately 400 feet of shoreline with riprap and sea wall protection would be removed 
from public access with the West Alternative.  However, the existing sidewalk along the sea 
wall could potentially be reconstructed and re-opened to the public, if all parties were 
agreeable.  However, the resulting narrow swath of public access between the sea wall and 
the roadway retaining wall would not be convenient for the public and may present safety 
issues, since any parking would be located only within the east side of Gulf Breeze Wayside 
Park. 
 
The approximate total area of usable Section 4(f) land required for the construction of the 
West Alternative is 2.54 acres, or 16% of the total acreage available on the project, including 
Pensacola Wayside Park, the Escambia County Fishing Bridge, and Gulf Breeze Wayside 
Park.  The entire west side of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park would be lost to recreational 
purposes, and use of the boat launch by emergency services will be eliminated. The 2.54 acres 
of lost property represents vast majority of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park’s west side. 

 Environmental Assessment 
 SR 30 (US 98) Pensacola Bay Bridge    5-41 



 

 
 Temporary Occupancy 

The West Alternative requires a temporary occupancy of Pensacola Wayside Park and Gulf 
Breeze Wayside Park based on the extent of the new roadway and bridge construction.  
Because of the extensive permanent impacts to the west side of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park, 
determining the limits and acreage of temporary occupancy beyond the permanent use is not 
practical.  Due to the extent of permanent use from Gulf Breeze Wayside Park, temporary 
occupancy is considered unnecessary. 

Figure 5.2.2 summarizes the Section 4(f) use for the West Alternative.  The yellow dashed 
line represents the boundary of usable park land (parcel boundary on roadway side and 
shoreline on water side).   
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8.29 AC OF USABLE PARK LAND

18.14 AC OF TOTAL PARK LAND 

WAYSIDE PARK

 2-LANE LIGHTED BOAT RAMP

 36 VEHICLE / TRAILER PARKING SPACES

 2.70 AC OF USABLE PARK LAND

WAYSIDE PARK (WEST SIDE)

 552' OF BOARDWALK

 972 SF CINDERBLOCK STORAGE BUILDING

 150' FISHING PIER

 28 PARKING SPACES

 10 COVERED PICNIC PAVILIONS 

 3.77 AC OF USABLE PARK LAND

WAYSIDE PARK (EAST SIDE)

PENSACOLA APPROACH

GULF BREEZE APPROACH

5-43WEST ALTERNATIVE

SECTION 4(f) USE

FIGURE 5.2.2

TOTAL PERMANENT SECTION 4(f) USE (GULF BREEZE WAYSIDE PARK) = 2.54 AC (39%)

PERMANENT SECTION 4(f) USE = 0 AC

PENSACOLA WAYSIDE PARK

PERMANENT SECTION 4(f) USE = 0 AC

GULF BREEZE WAYSIDE PARK (EAST SIDE)

PERMANENT SECTION 4(f) USE = 0 AC

ESCAMBIA COUNTY FISHING BRIDGE

PERMANENT SECTION 4(f) USE = 2.54 AC

GULF BREEZE WAYSIDE PARK (WEST SIDE)

2.54 AC (16%)

4(f) LAND (INCLUDES FISHING BRIDGE):

TOTAL PERMANENT USE OF USABLE

WEST ALTERNATIVE

SUMMARY OF SECTION 4(f) USE

SUMMARY OF SECTION 4(f) USE

36 BOAT LAUNCH PARKING SPACES

2-LANE LIGHTED BOAT LAUNCH

EAST & WEST SIDES:  2.54 AC (39%)

ESCAMBIA CO. FISHING BRIDGE:  0 AC

PENSACOLA WAYSIDE PARK:  0 AC



 

5.2.6 Central East Alternative 
The Central East Alternative is described in Section 2.4 of this EA.  The following sections 
focus on the permanent use and temporary occupancy of the Section 4(f) properties caused by 
this alternative. 
 

 Permanent Use 
The Central East Alternative shares its footprint partially with the existing bridge and 
roadway along with an eastward shift, thereby requiring additional right-of-way to the east 
and impacting a number of public facilities along the east side of the corridor.  Pensacola 
Wayside Park is substantially impacted, and the Escambia County Fishing Bridge requires 
removal.  The acreage of Section 4(f) use is based on a footprint consisting of a shared use 
path on both the southbound and northbound bridges.  Section 2.2.1.1 discusses an alternate 
typical section consisting of a shared use path on the northbound bridge only.  The final 
recommendation regarding the shared use path configuration will occur subsequent to the 
Public Hearing, when all parties are offered the opportunity to provide comments.  Compared 
to a bridge configuration with dual paths, the reduction in Section 4(f) use based on a single 
shared use path is approximately 0.20 acres.  The following is a summary of the Central East 
Alternative use to Section 4(f) property on the Pensacola approach assuming the dual shared 
use path configuration, which reflects the larger footprint. 
 

• 2.24 acres (27%) of usable park land used out of an available 8.29 acres in Pensacola 
Wayside Park; 

• 80 parking spaces adjacent to the pavilions and fishing bridge eliminated; 

• 2 picnic pavilions eliminated; and, 

• Bait shop eliminated;  
 
The Central East Alternative requires a reconfiguration of the east side of Gulf Breeze 
Wayside Park as shown in Figure 5.2.4. The Section 4(f) use resulting from the Central East 
Alternative is summarized as follows: 
 

• 1.38 acres of park land permanently used from the east side of Gulf Breeze Wayside 
Park (37% of usable park land); 
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• 0.33 acre of park land permanently used from the west side of Gulf Breeze Wayside 
Park (12% of usable park land); 

• A total of 1.71 acres (26%) of park land permanently acquired from Gulf Breeze 
Wayside Park;  

• Access road reconstructed at a lower elevation atop the footprint of the existing 28 
parking spaces; 

• Cinderblock storage building eliminated; 

• Sculpture (Fuego) displaced; and, 

• Displacement of 28 parking spaces adjacent to the picnic pavilions. 
 

To mitigate for the elimination of the 28 pavilion-side parking spaces, 61 regular parking 
spaces, and 8 vehicle-trailer spaces will be provided beneath a landward bridge extension 
consisting of five spans of approximately 90 feet each.  A continuation of the east side access 
road under the new bridge spans will accommodate vehicular activity between the east and 
west park areas. The result of the new configuration will be a net increase of 41 parking 
spaces.  
 
The Central East Alternative has no permanent use of the existing boat launch and parking 
area.  A small portion (0.33 acre) of permanent right-of-way acquisition is proposed to 
accommodate future bridge and wall maintenance and inspection.  An important point to 
note is that the reconstructed access road within the east side of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park 
will be built at an elevation of 3 to 4 feet lower than the existing pavement in order to achieve 
the desired bridge clearance while maintaining a suitable connection between the parking 
area and access road.  This change in elevation will require park visitors to use stairs to 
access the picnic pavilions and the fishing pier.  Accessibility meeting the requirements of 
the Americans with Disability Act will be provided near the southern abutment, where the 
access road profile meets the existing at-grade location. 
 

 Temporary Occupancy 
On the Pensacola approach, a temporary easement is required to reconstruct the existing 
parking lot and to construct a new roadway to a new Escambia County Fishing Bridge.  
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Approximately 2.95 acres of temporary easement is necessary in addition to the 2.24 acres of 
permanent use. 
 
On the Gulf Breeze approach, the Central East Alternative will accommodate a working area 
consisting of approximately 37 feet in width between the eastern parapet wall of the new 
bridge and the back of sidewalk along the picnic pavilions.  This confined working space may 
be problematic for semi-truck deliveries of beams and pilings, as well as dump trucks, cranes, 
backhoes, and other construction equipment.  Since this width is likely insufficient for 
contractor equipment and materials, temporary removal of several picnic pavilions is 
anticipated.  The cinder block storage building requires permanent removal.  Figure 5.2.3 
displays the existing access road and pavilion-side parking spaces.  As shown in Figure 5.2.4, 
the relocated access road would eliminate the existing parking area adjacent to the pavilions. 

 
To accommodate contractor access and reconstruction of the access road, the Central East 
Alternative requires an additional 1.31 acres of temporary construction easement from the 
east side of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park.  This temporary occupancy also requires relocation of 
the recently constructed statue and a temporary relocation of the picnic pavilions.  Because 
of the constrained working space on the east side and the need to construct under-bridge 
parking, the park is anticipated to require closure for a substantial duration of the project. 
Portions of the park, such as the fishing pier and pavilions, may be accessible for pedestrians, 
particularly when the southbound structure is being constructed.  However, the lack of 

Figure 5.2.3:  Gulf Breeze Wayside Park Parking & Pavilions 

 Environmental Assessment 
 SR 30 (US 98) Pensacola Bay Bridge    5-46 



 

suitable temporary parking will be a constraint to those who drive to the park, as the under-
bridge parking will not be accessible until the project is complete. 
 
The Central East Alternative requires 2.28 acres of temporary construction easement from 
the west side of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park in order to accommodate the reconstructed access 
road and parking area.  This portion of the park is also anticipated to require closure to the 
public for a substantial period of time.  The parking area is required in order to provide a 
suitable staging area for the contractor.  While the boat launch may be closed to the public 
for this period, provisions will be made to accommodate emergency services and law 
enforcement.  The feasibility of providing a temporary boat launch location is discussed in 
more detail in Section 5.4.6.1.  In summary, a temporary occupancy requiring a total of 3.59 
acres is required from Gulf Breeze Wayside Park for the Central East Alternative. 
 

The temporary occupancies of Pensacola Wayside Park and Gulf Breeze Wayside Park are in 
addition to the permanent use discussed in Section 5.2.6.1.  Since Section 4(f) uses of 
Pensacola Wayside Park, the Escambia County Fishing Bridge, and Gulf Breeze Wayside 
Park have already been established based on the permanent use, the temporary occupancies 
are considered additional uses that are temporary in nature. 
 

Figure 5.2.4 summarizes the permanent use and temporary occupancy to Section 4(f) 
properties for the Central East Alternative.  
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ACQUISITION

PERMANENT SECTION 4(f)
TEMPORARY CONST. EASEMENT

PROPOSED R/W

EXISTING R/W

FISHING BRIDGE

ESCAMBIA CO.

0

Feet

N

20040

5-48

 2,590' FISHING BRIDGE (1.41 AC)

ESCAMBIA COUNTY FISHING BRIDGE

 SITE ON GREAT FLORIDA BIRDING TRAIL

 4 QUADRUPLEX PICNIC SHELTERS

 112 WATERFRONT PARKING SPACES

 3 BUS PARKING BAYS

 39 WELCOME CENTER PARKING SPACES

 BAIT SHOP

 WELCOME CENTER 

 2 BOAT RAMPS WITH  14 PARKING SPACES

 8.29 AC OF USABLE PARK LAND

WAYSIDE PARK

GULF BREEZE WAYSIDE PARK

 2-LANE LIGHTED BOAT RAMP

1,036' OF SIDEWALK

 36 VEHICLE / TRAILER PARKING SPACES

 2.70 AC OF USABLE PARK LAND

WAYSIDE PARK (WEST SIDE)

 552' OF BOARDWALK

 972 SF CINDERBLOCK STORAGE BUILDING

 150' FISHING PIER

 28 PARKING SPACES

 10 COVERED PICNIC PAVILIONS 

 3.77 AC OF USABLE PARK LAND

WAYSIDE PARK (EAST SIDE)

OCCUPANCY = 1.31 AC

TEMPORARY SECTION 4(f)

GULF BREEZE WAYSIDE PARK (EAST SIDE)OCCUPANCY = 2.95 AC

TEMPORARY SECTION 4(f)

PENSACOLA WAYSIDE PARK

OCCUPANCY = 2.28 AC

TEMPORARY SECTION 4(f)

GULF BREEZE WAYSIDE PARK (WEST SIDE)

OCCUPANCY

TEMPORARY SECTION 4(f)

 

SECTION 4(f) USE

CENTRAL EAST ALTERNATIVE

FIGURE 5.2.4

WAYSIDE PARK

PERMANENT SECTION 4(f) USE = 1.38 AC

GULF BREEZE WAYSIDE PARK (EAST SIDE)

PERMANENT SECTION 4(f) USE = 2.24 AC (27%)

PENSACOLA WAYSIDE PARK

PERMANENT SECTION 4(f) USE = 1.41 AC (100%)

ESCAMBIA COUNTY FISHING BRIDGE

TOTAL PERMANENT SECTION 4(f) USE (GULF BREEZE WAYSIDE PARK) = 1.71 AC (26%)

TEMPORARY OCCUPANCY:  2.28 AC

PERMANENT USE:  0.33 AC (12%)

WAYSIDE PARK (WEST SIDE)

28 PAVILION-SIDE PARKING SPACES

SCULPTURE

CINDERBLOCK STORAGE BUILDING

RELOCATION OF EAST SIDE ACCESS ROAD

TEMPORARY OCCUPANCY:  1.31 AC

PERMANENT USE:  1.38 AC (37%)

WAYSIDE PARK (EAST SIDE)

5.36 AC (33%)

4(f) LAND (INCLUDES FISHING BRIDGE)

TOTAL PERMANENT USE OF USABLE

 CENTRAL EAST ALTERNATIVE
TOTAL TEMPORARY SECTION 4(f) OCCUPANCY (GULF BREEZE WAYSIDE PARK) = 3.59 AC

PERMANENT SECTION 4(f) USE = 0.33 AC

GULF BREEZE WAYSIDE PARK (WEST SIDE)
SUMMARY OF SECTION 4(f) USE

SUMMARY OF SECTION 4(f) USE

ESCAMBIA CO. FISHING BR.:  1.41 AC (100%)

BAIT SHOP

TWO PICNIC PAVILIONS

MINIMUM 80 PARKING SPACES

TEMPORARY OCCUPANCY:  2.95 AC

PENSACOLA WAYSIDE PARK:  2.24 AC (27%)



 

5.2.7 Central West Alternative  
 Permanent Use 

The Central West Alternative requires no permanent acquisition of any portion of the 
Pensacola Wayside Park or the Escambia County Fishing Bridge. 
 
On the Gulf Breeze approach, the Central West Alternative shares its footprint partially with 
the existing bridge and roadway but is shifted westward, thereby requiring additional right-
of-way to the west.  The Central West Alternative avoids the need for permanent right-of-
way acquisition on the east side of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park.  Of the three Section 4(f) 
properties on this project, the Central West Alternative requires a permanent right-of-way 
acquisition from only one Section 4(f) resource, the west side of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park, 
where a portion of the boat launch parking area is directly impacted. This use can be seen on 
Figure 5.2.5.  As with the Central East Alternative, the acreage of Section 4(f) use is based 
on a footprint consisting of a shared use path on both the southbound and northbound 
bridges.  Section 2.2.1.1 discusses an alternate typical section consisting of a shared use path 
on the northbound bridge only.  The final recommendation regarding the shared use path 
configuration will occur subsequent to the Public Hearing, when all parties are offered the 
opportunity to provide comments.  Compared to a bridge configuration with dual paths, the 
reduction in Section 4(f) use based on a single shared use path is approximately 0.20 acres.  
The following is a summary of the Central West Alternative use to Section 4(f) property on 
the Pensacola approach assuming the dual shared use path configuration, which reflects the 
larger footprint. 
 

• 1.35 acres of park land permanently used from the west side of Gulf Breeze Wayside 
Park (50% of usable park land on the west side); 

• No permanent use of park land on the east side of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park; 

• A total of 1.35 acres (21%) of park land permanently acquired from Gulf Breeze 
Wayside Park;  and, 

• Displacement of 18 parking spaces for vehicles and trailers. 
 
Replacement parking for the 18 displaced boat launch parking spaces can be accommodated 
by reconstructing the existing parking lot at a lower elevation and extending the bridge 
southward by six spans of approximately 90 feet each. The reconfigured parking beneath the 
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bridge includes a pull-through driveway for boat-launching vehicles, 18 vehicle-trailer 
parking spaces, and 28 regular parking spaces. The 18 vehicular trailer parking spaces 
replace those that are impacted by the Central West alignment, while the 28 regular parking 
spaces will be additional parking for the more passive recreational facilities, namely, the 
picnic pavilion area and the fishing pier.  The net result of the parking mitigation is therefore 
an increase of 28 regular parking spaces. 
 
In summary, the Central West Alternative requires no permanent use of the east side of Gulf 
Breeze Wayside Park but requires a permanent acquisition of 1.35 acres of the west side of 
Gulf Breeze Wayside Park. 
 

 Temporary Occupancy 
On the Pensacola approach, the Central West Alternative requires a temporary occupancy of 
land associated with the Pensacola Wayside Park. During construction there are three 
locations that require minimal adjustments, all of which will be for a minimal duration. These 
occur at the driveway connection to 17th Avenue, a tie-in to the shared-use path, and a tie-in 
to the under-bridge access road.   There is no temporary occupancy associated with the 
Escambia County Fishing Bridge as the replacement bridge is no closer to the Fishing Bridge, 
nor will construction activities require use of a portion of the Fishing Bridge. The following 
is a discussion of the applicability of constructive use and temporary occupancy for 
construction of these tie-ins. 
 

 Constructive Use (Pensacola Wayside Park) 
“Constructive use” of a Section 4(f) site occurs when a transportation project does not 
incorporate land from a Section 4(f) resource, but due to the proximity impacts of the project, 
the activities, features, or attributes of the site’s vital functions are “substantially impaired”.   
 
The Central West Alternative is located immediately adjacent to Pensacola Wayside Park, 
as it requires the use of existing SR 30 (US 98) and 17th Avenue right-of-way, both of which 
are immediately adjacent to the park. Due to this proximity, the potential exists for a possible 
constructive or indirect use.  Evaluation of impacts to existing and future park activities has 
been made, and the Central West Alternative will have no “substantial impairment” to the 
function, integrity, use, access, value or setting of the resource. In summary, the Central 
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West Alternative does not impact the current access to the park and does not restrict or alter 
any of the uses within the park, as there is no permanent use of any park property.  

The Central West Alternative does not have direct impacts to the Escambia County Fishing 
Bridge and will be no closer to the fishing bridge than the existing Pensacola Bay Bridge. In 
fact, the closest edge of the replacement bridge will be some 30 feet farther to the west. There 
are only two minor aspects of the replacement bridge project that have an interface with the 
fishing bridge. The first is the access to the fishing bridge via Pensacola Wayside Park and 
the driveway connection to 17th Avenue. As mentioned previously, there will be an extremely 
brief period when minor revisions to the driveway access will require motorists to drive 
cautiously.  The access point is some 2,000 feet from the fishing bridge and will have no 
impact to circulation patterns or parking arrangements for the fishing bridge. Full access to 
the bridge will be maintained.  The second location is near the fishing bridge itself, where a 
connection will be made to the new under bridge driveway that will be constructed as part of 
the connectivity enhancement plan for both pedestrians and motorists. Again, this connection 
will be a simple driveway-type connection that will not prohibit access to the fishing bridge. 
The actual connection will likely be performed within a couple of days. Based upon this 
minimalistic involvement with the driveway access, it can be concluded that the Central West 
Alternative has no substantial impairment to the Escambia County Fishing Bridge activities, 
features, or attributes. 

A noise analysis has been performed, and the Central West Alternative will not increase 
noise by any perceptible level. Construction activities will not cause any substantial 
impairment to the resource. Lastly, while the new structure and immediate approach to the 
bridge will be higher in elevation, it will not have an impact on the aesthetics of the area nor 
will it interfere with the views of park users as their primary viewsheds are toward the areas 
of the bay that are opposite both the existing and new bridge. Based upon the above 
discussion, the Central West Alternative has no constructive use impacts to Pensacola 
Wayside Park or the Escambia County Fishing Bridge. 

 Temporary Occupancy (Pensacola Wayside Park) 
Enhancements to the park occur as a result of providing shared-use path and sidewalk 
connections to the park from the new bridge as well as access to and from the park to the 
west side of the bridge via an under bridge connection that has been requested by park users.  
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A minor negative aspect is that a temporary construction easement will be required to make 
these new connections.  The construction time to provide these improvements is anticipated 
to be less than two weeks overall, and no park activities would be curtailed during this 
construction sequence.  Active park use is the access connection that is provided to the 
Escambia County Fishing Bridge and to the Welcome Center. There will be no disturbance 
to this access during construction.  Passive park activities are centered within the pavilion 
areas of the park. These activities are farthest removed from the existing roadway and bridge 
and are oriented opposite to the new construction activity and new bridge approaches. Again, 
there will be no change to these activities during or after construction.  The total surface area 
of the temporary easements within Pensacola Wayside Park is approximately 0.31 acres.   

These three temporary easements required for construction of the 17th Avenue entrance, 
shared-use path tie-in, and under-bridge connection tie-in do not constitute a Section 4(f) use.  
According to Section 23 CFR 774.13(d), a temporary occupancy does not constitute a Section 
4(f) use when all of the following conditions are satisfied: 

1. Duration must be temporary, i.e., less than the time needed for construction of the 
project, and there should be no change in ownership of the land; 

2. Scope of the work must be minor, i.e., both the nature and the magnitude of the 
changes to the Section 4(f) property are minimal; 

3. There are no anticipated permanent adverse physical impacts, nor will there be 
interference with the protected activities, features, or attributes of the property, on 
either a temporary or permanent basis; 

4. The land being used must be fully restored, i.e., the property must be returned to a 
condition which is at least as good as that which existed prior to the project; and, 

5. There must be documented agreement of the official(s) with jurisdiction over the 
Section 4(f) resource regarding the above conditions. 

Based on the criteria from Section 23 CFR 774.13(d), points 1 through 4 are satisfied.  Point 
5 regarding a letter from the official with jurisdiction will be obtained prior to the FONSI. 

5.2.8 Temporary Occupancy (Gulf Breeze Wayside Park) 
The Central West Alternative requires temporary occupancy of Section 4(f) lands that exceed 
the footprint of permanent impacts on the Gulf Breeze approach.  The new Pensacola Bay 

 Environmental Assessment 
 SR 30 (US 98) Pensacola Bay Bridge    5-52 



 

Bridge will be constructed in phases and will require a staging area for equipment and 
materials.  Compared to the Central East Alternative, the Central West Alternative affords 
more space for equipment and materials on the east side of a new bridge on the Gulf Breeze 
approach.  An approximate 70-foot wide envelope will exist between the eastern parapet wall 
of the new northbound structure and the eastern edge of the existing two-way entrance road. 
Additional space could be accommodated by utilizing the grass median and pavilion side 
parking lot, as this area will most likely require closure to the public during construction of 
the northbound structure.  Due to construction of the under-bridge parking and new park 
entrances as well as accommodation of suitable contractor staging area, the Central West 
Alternative requires temporary construction easements of approximately 1.5 acres and 1.46 
acres within the east and west sides of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park, respectively.   
 

This temporary occupancy of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park is in addition to the permanent use 
discussed in Section 5.2.7.1.  Since a Section 4(f) use of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park has already 
been established based on the permanent usage, the temporary occupancy is considered as 
additional use that is temporary in nature.  Figure 5.2.5 summarizes the permanent use and 
temporary occupancy to Section 4(f) properties for the Central East Alternative.  
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ACQUISITION

PERMANENT SECTION 4(f)
TEMPORARY CONST. EASEMENT

PROPOSED R/W
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 2-LANE LIGHTED BOAT RAMP

1,036' OF SIDEWALK

 36 VEHICLE / TRAILER PARKING SPACES

 2.70 AC OF USABLE PARK LAND

WAYSIDE PARK WEST

 552' OF BOARDWALK

 972 SF CINDERBLOCK STORAGE BUILDING

 150' FISHING PIER

 28 PARKING SPACES

 10 COVERED PICNIC PAVILIONS 

 3.77 AC OF USABLE PARK LAND

WAYSIDE PARK EAST

 2,590' FISHING BRIDGE (1.41 AC)

ESCAMBIA COUNTY FISHING BRIDGE

 SITE ON GREAT FLORIDA BIRDING TRAIL

 4 QUADRUPLEX PICNIC SHELTERS

 112 WATERFRONT PARKING SPACES

 3 BUS PARKING BAYS

 39 WELCOME CENTER PARKING SPACES

 BAIT SHOP

 WELCOME CENTER 

 2 BOAT RAMPS WITH  14 PARKING SPACES

 8.29 AC OF USABLE PARK LAND

WAYSIDE PARK

GULF BREEZE WAYSIDE PARK

OCCUPANCY = 1.50 AC

TEMPORARY SECTION 4(f)

GULF BREEZE WAYSIDE PARK (EAST SIDE)

OCCUPANCY = 0.31 AC

TEMPORARY SECTION 4(f)

PENSACOLA WAYSIDE PARK

OCCUPANCY = 1.46 AC

TEMPORARY SECTION 4(f)

GULF BREEZE WAYSIDE PARK (WEST SIDE)

 

CENTRAL WEST ALTERNATIVE

SECTION 4(f) USE

FIGURE 5.2.5

PERMANENT SECTION 4(f) USE = 1.35 AC

GULF BREEZE WAYSIDE PARK (WEST SIDE)

PERMANENT SECTION 4(f) USE = 0 AC

PENSACOLA WAYSIDE PARK

PERMANENT SECTION 4(f) USE = 0 AC

GULF BREEZE WAYSIDE PARK (EAST SIDE)

TOTAL TEMPORARY SECTION 4(f) OCCUPANCY (GULF BREEZE WAYSIDE PARK) = 2.96 AC

TOTAL PERMANENT SECTION 4(f) USE (GULF BREEZE WAYSIDE PARK) = 1.35 AC (21%)

ESCAMBIA CO. FISHING BRIDGE:  0 AC

TEMP. CONST. EASEMENT: 0.31 AC

PENSACOLA WAYSIDE PARK:  0 AC

SUMMARY OF SECTION 4(f) USE

SUMMARY OF SECTION 4(f) USE

18 BOAT LAUNCH PARKING SPACES

TEMPORARY OCCUPANCY: 1.46 AC

PERMANENT USE:  1.35 AC (50%)

WAYSIDE PARK WEST

TEMPORARY OCCUPANCY: 1.50 AC

PERMANENT USE:  0 AC

WAYSIDE PARK EAST

1.35 AC (8%)

4(f) LAND (INCLUDES FISHING BRIDGE):

TOTAL PERMANENT USE OF USABLE

 CENTRAL WEST ALTERNATIVE



 

5.2.9 Section 4(f) Comparison of Alternatives 
A Section 4(f) comparison matrix of the four alternatives is displayed in Table 5.2.1.  The 
West and East Alternatives have the most impacts to the park facilities, while the Central 
East and Central West Alternatives have the least impact. As previously stated the West and 
East corridors were dropped from further consideration, not only due to their impacts to the 
park properties, but also due to their impacts on the marine environment, residences, 
businesses, and emergency service operations, and their lack of support from  government 
agencies or the community.  A full explanation of the corridor evaluation can be found in the 
Corridor Report, which is summarized in Section 2.2 of the EA.  Table 5.2.1 focuses on the 
Section 4(f) aspect of the alternatives comparison. 

Table 5.2.1:  Section 4(f) Alternatives Evaluation Matrix 

Section 4(f) Alternatives Evaluation Matrix 

  East Corridor West 
Corridor Central Corridor 

Evaluation Criteria Alternative 
East 

Alternative 
West 

Central 
East 

Central 
West 

Section 4(f) Resources         
Percentage of Permanent Use of Usable 
Section 4(f) Land (out of 16.17 ac total)(1) 48% 16% 33% 8% 
Permanent Use of Section 4(f) Land (acres) 7.83 2.54 5.36 (4) 1.35 (4) 

Gulf Breeze Wayside Park (out of 6.47 ac     
total) 3.09 2.54 1.71 1.35 
City of Pensacola Wayside Park (out of 
8.29 ac total) 3.33 0 2.24 0 
Escambia County Fishing Bridge 
Eliminated (1.41 ac total) 1.41 0 1.41 0 

Temporary Occupancy (total acres)  (2) (2) 6.54 3.27 
Escambia County Fishing Bridge  (2) (2) 0 0 
Gulf Breeze Wayside Park  (2) (2) 3.59 2.96 
Pensacola Wayside Park  (2) (2) 2.95 0.31 

Gulf Breeze Fishing Pier Eliminated YES no  no  no  
Picnic Pavilions Eliminated (14 total) 12 0 2 0 
Gulf Breeze Boat Launch Eliminated no  YES no  no  
Parking Spaces Eliminated (218 total) 138 36 108 18 
Shoreline Removed From Park Areas (feet) 1,000 700 0 0 
Emergency Services Ingress/Egress to Bay 
Eliminated (3) no  YES no  no  
Recommendation Based on Matrix 
Evaluation Eliminated Eliminated Carried 

Forward 
Carried 
Forward 
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(1) Usable land defined as 8.29 acres of Pensacola Wayside Park, 1.41 acres of 
Escambia County Fishing Bridge, and 6.47 acres of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park. 

(2) Temporary occupancy acreage not computed due to extent of permanent use. 
(3) No suitable site identified for relocation of Emergency Services boat launch in 

community of Gulf Breeze. 
(4) Section 4(f) use would be reduced by approximately 0.20 acre if a shared use 

path is constructed on the northbound structure only.  See Section 2.2.1.1 for 
discussion of alternative typical section featuring a single shared use path.   

 

 

Table 5.2.1 includes the approximate acreage of temporary occupancy for the Central East 
and Central West Alternatives.  Temporary occupancy acreage was not computed for the East 
and West Alternatives due to the extensive permanent impacts, rendering any temporary 
occupancy moot.  The Central East and Central West Alternatives require a total of 6.54 
acres and 3.27 acres of temporary occupancy, respectively. 
 
The length of construction time for this project (and consequently the length of park closure) 
is difficult to estimate.  A number of factors, particularly the selection of the design-build 
team, contractor staffing levels, as well as the frequency of unpredictable events such as 
tropical storms, have substantial impact on the project schedule.  The Risk Analysis compiled 
during the spring of 2013 identifies seven years between the contractor receiving construction 
notice-to-proceed and the bridge fully opening to traffic.  For this reason, a specific time frame 
for temporary park closure has not been mentioned in this section.  Once the design-build 
team has completed a detailed schedule and staging plan, the FDOT will continue to work 
with the City of Gulf Breeze to minimize temporary park closure.  Again, other than the 
temporary occupancy of Pensacola Wayside Park with the Central West Alternative, all other 
temporary occupancies are in addition to the permanent impacts to each respective Section 
4(f) entity.  Table 5.2.2 provides a qualitative summary of the temporary occupancy for the 
Central East and Central West Alternatives. 
 
 (Note to reader:  As described in Chapter 9 entitled “Preferred Alternative,” after considering 
comments received at the Public Hearing held on June 10, 2014, the FDOT will carry forward 
a 10-foot wide shared use path on both the eastbound (southbound) and westbound 
(northbound) bridges.) 
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Table 5.2.2:  Summary of Temporary Occupancy to Section 4(f) Resources 

Section 4(f) 
Resource 

Alternative 

Central East Central West 

Pensacola 

Wayside Park 

Closure of park during 
demolition of existing bridge 
and construction of northbound 
bridge; 
Use of existing parking lot for 
contractor activity (2.92 ac); 

Minor temporary occupancy for 
construction of tie-ins for main 

entrance apron, shared-use path, 
and under-bridge access road.  
Park to remain open during 

demolition of existing bridge and 
construction of northbound 

bridge; (0.31 ac) 

Escambia County 
Fishing Bridge 

Closure of fishing bridge during 
demolition of existing bridge, 
construction of northbound 
bridge, and construction of new 
fishing bridge; 

Fishing bridge to remain open 
during demolition of existing 

bridge and construction of 
northbound bridge; 

Gulf Breeze 

Wayside Park 
(East Side) 

Closure of park for majority of 
construction due to lack of 
public parking and safety 
Temporary removal of pavilions 
anticipated; (1.31 ac) 

Closure of park for construction 
of northbound structure and park 

access road; (1.50 ac) 

Wayside Park 
(West Side) 

Boat launch to be closed to 
public for majority of 
construction; (2.28 ac) 

Boat launch to be closed to public 
for majority of construction;     

(1.46 ac) 
 
5.2.10 Corridors Eliminated vs. Carried Forward 
The West and East Alternatives have the most significant impacts to the adjacent facilities 
while the Central East and Central West Alternatives have the least impact. Therefore, 
conclusions of the FHWA-approved Corridor Report are as follows: 

The West Corridor is dropped for the following primary reasons: 

5. Very substantial Section 4(f) use with displacement of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park West 
boat launch and parking; 

6. Highest potential for impacts to marine cultural resources; 
7. Highest impacts to the natural environment (highest acreage of wetland impacts and 

closest proximity to Project Greenshores); and, 
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8. Displaces four businesses and significantly impacts driveways and parking for two 
others; eliminates the future potential for development of the commercial property. 

 
The East Corridor is dropped for the following primary reasons: 

4. Very substantial Section 4(f) use with displacement of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park 
East, including all existing parking, picnic pavilions, and fishing pier; 

5. Highest impacts to Pensacola Wayside Park, with the removal of a substantial amount 
of parking and several pavilions, as well as restricting access to the Welcome Center; 
and, 

6. Requires demolition of Escambia County Fishing Bridge (recently opened in 2010). 
 
The Central Corridor is carried forward as the sole corridor (containing the Central East and 
Central West Alternatives) for the following primary reasons: 

7. Fewest uses of Section 4(f) lands;  
8. Central Corridor contains two alternatives that allow Gulf Breeze boat launch to 

remain; 
9. Provides an alignment that preserves the Escambia County Fishing Bridge; 
10. Provides two alignments that preserve the existing shoreline and opportunities for 

public access to that shoreline and provides opportunity for connectivity between the 
east and west sides of each approach; and 

11. Provides alignments that have minimal encroachment into the natural marine 
environment and proximity to marine cultural resources; and, 

12. Maximizes use of the existing FDOT right of way for the replacement bridge. 
 
By carrying the Central Corridor forward, the two Build Alternatives, Central East and 
Central West, are also carried forward for further analysis.   
 
The next section, Section 5.3, describes the Avoidance Alternatives developed as part of this 
Individual Section 4(f) Evaluation.  
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5.3 Avoidance Alternatives 

Section 4(f) of the USDOT Act of 1966 and FDOT regulations require that avoidance 
alternatives be considered when evaluating an impact to a Section 4(f) resource.  In order to 
justify impacts to a Section 4(f) resource, the “supporting information must demonstrate that 
there are unique problems or unusual factors involved in the use of alternatives that avoid 
these properties or that the cost, social, economic, and environmental impacts, or community 
disruption resulting from such alternatives reach extraordinary magnitudes” [23, CFR 
771.135(a)(2)].   
 
Since Pensacola Wayside Park, the Escambia County Fishing Bridge, and Gulf Breeze 
Wayside Park occupy land immediately adjacent to the existing roadway approaches to the 
bay crossing, there are three potential build scenarios for developing an avoidance of the 
park:  (1) remain within the FDOT existing right-of-way; (2) develop an alternative that stays 
east of the park boundary; or (3) develop an alternative that stays west of the park boundary.  
The following sections evaluate these three scenarios.  
 
Figure 5.3.1 displays the Section 4(f) properties within the project limits and the proximity 
to the existing right-of-way.   
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5.3.1 Bridge Replacement on Existing Alignment (Central Avoidance Alternative) 
In order to determine the feasibility of avoiding Section 4(f) properties, an analysis of the 
existing right-of-way on the Pensacola and Gulf Breeze approaches is necessary.  On the 
Pensacola approach, since the FDOT already owns property immediately west of the current 
roadway approach to the bridge, a Central West or West Alternative can avoid Pensacola 
Wayside Park and the Escambia County Fishing Bridge. Therefore, the avoidance of parks 
by remaining inside FDOT’s existing right of way becomes a function of the conditions in Gulf 
Breeze where park land abuts both sides of the existing roadway. Currently, the existing 
roadway approach to the bridge is on earth embankment with a right-of-way width of 
approximately 124.5 feet.  By comparison, the width of the proposed Pensacola Bay Bridge is 
154 feet between the outer edges of the parapet walls, thereby requiring an approximate 
additional 30 feet of property through the park. Figure 5.3.2 displays a concept by which the 
proposed bridge typical section is extended over Gulf Breeze Wayside Park.   
 
This concept, called the Central Avoidance Alternative, utilizes a bridge with approximate 
90-foot spans to minimize impacts to the park.  In this configuration, the southern bridge 
abutment is located approximately 80 feet south of the park limits.  As can be seen by the 
proposed footprint in Figure 5.3.2, the existing right-of-way is not sufficiently wide to 
accommodate the proposed typical section.  However, impacts to the park can be minimized 
to the greatest extent practicable by bridging the park and providing a vertical clearance of 
14 feet. Applying the full 154-foot typical section to the existing alignment, the outer edge of 
the parapet wall would be located approximately 27 feet and 2.5 feet beyond the existing 
right-of-way on the west and east sides, respectively.  If the 10-foot gap between the two 
structures were eliminated, then the encroachment above the park could be reduced to 22 
feet on the west side.  Some permanent acquisition would likely be required to accommodate 
the piers and foundations.    
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The primary issue with this alternative is that the existing bridge must be removed from 
service in order to provide room for the replacement bridge.  In order to accommodate the 
traveling public, either a temporary bridge would need to be constructed prior to the 
demolition of the existing bridge, or traffic would need to be detoured to another bridge 
existing location until the new bridge is placed into service.   A 3-mile temporary structure 
presents a number of negative consequences, including: 

1. Increased cost in the amount of $200 million due to the need for construction of a 
temporary 3-mile structure with at least four lanes, center barrier, and shoulders; 

2. Double the impacts to marine and aquatic habitat, especially the Gulf Sturgeon (twice 
as many piles to be driven); 

3. Potential involvement with marine artifacts that will require analysis for both Section 
106  and Section 4(f)  requirements; 

4. Temporary approaches requiring retaining walls; 
5. Temporary bridge landfall on the west side of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park, requiring 

closure of the boat launch for recreational use; and 
6. Public reaction to the expenditure of a huge dollar amount for a temporary bridge that 

will be removed after the opening of the new bridge; and, 
7. Substantial impacts to businesses regarding providing suitable temporary entrances, 

loss of parking, and loss of function of the business during construction. 
 
Item 4 above does not avoid a temporary occupancy of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park for the vast 
majority of time required to complete the project (approximately 5 to 7 years). This temporary 
occupancy would not meet the requirements of Section 23 CFR 774.13(d) and would therefore 
constitute a Section 4(f) use.  Therefore, the Central Avoidance Alternative can be a true 
“avoidance” alternative only if the typical section is reduced and the traffic routed to the 
Garcon Point Bridge, as explained in the next section. 
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5.3.2 Typical Section Reduction and Detour to Garcon Point Bridge 
The proposed 154-foot typical section could be reduced by employing the following changes: 

1. Elimination of the shared-use path in both directions (savings:  26 feet); 
2. Reduction of outside shoulders to 8 feet and inside shoulders to 6 feet (savings:  12 

feet);  (note:  requires design exceptions); 
3. Elimination of 10-foot envelope between the eastbound and westbound structures 

(savings:  10 feet);   
4. Revised typical section width:  106 feet (Total savings:  26+12+10 = 48 feet); 

 
Figure 5.3.3 displays the plan view of this concept.  This typical section reduction to 106 feet 
would continue to provide six travel lanes, which is required to provide an acceptable level of 
service in the design year, and would fit within the existing 124.5-foot right-of-way.  Through 
the Gulf Breeze Wayside Park area, this typical section would essentially occupy the space 
that currently occupied by the roadway and supporting embankments.  However, in this case, 
the earth embankment would be contained between vertical walls rather than a sloped 
embankment.   The retaining walls would end near the southern limits of the park boundary.  
An extension of the bridge (as depicted in the Central East and Central West Alternatives) 
would not be necessary as there will be no permanent removal of the parking facilities for the 
boat launch area or the diagonal parking for the pavilion area.  A buffer of approximately 9 
feet would exist between the existing right-of-way line and the outer parapet walls provided 
that the alternative is shifted by approximately 12 feet eastward in order to center it within 
the existing right-of-way (see Figure 5.3.3).  While this typical section would theoretically fit 
within the existing right-of-way, the bridge would require top-down construction in order to 
avoid temporary occupancy of any portion of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park.  This construction 
technique would complicate construction of the bridge and extend the construction time 
frame.   
 
The complete elimination of the shared-use path is not desirable from the standpoint of public 
perception and acceptance.  Shared-use paths have been shown at the three public meetings 
held to date, and the public has strongly supported this component.  The FDOT is also 
committed to constructing at least one the shared-use path on one of the structures.  
However, as explained in Section 2.2.1, the FDOT is considering constructing a shared-use 
path on the northbound structure only.  For either the Central East or Central West 
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Alternatives, this option would have the effect of further reducing the Section 4(f) use of Gulf 
Breeze Wayside Park by approximately 0.20 acres.   
 
The need for a design exception on the shoulder widths is a negative aspect, as the new bridge 
would have substandard shoulder widths as soon as it opens to traffic.  The existing right-of-
way would not be sufficient to accommodate the protective riprap cone around the abutment 
on the Gulf Breeze landfall, and alternative hydraulic protection measures would be 
required.  Furthermore, the single bridge deck would complicate future bridge inspection over 
water, since the 10-foot envelope between eastbound and westbound structures has been 
removed.   
 
Additional negative aspects of this concept include the elimination of the right-turn lanes for 
the east and west entrances to Gulf Breeze Wayside Park.  Both the entrance to the picnic 
pavilion area on the east side and the boat launch area have existing right-turn lanes which 
cannot be replaced without requiring a Section 4(f) use.   
 
The FDOT has determined that the elimination of bicycle and pedestrian accommodations 
and the inclusion of substandard shoulders on both sides of the roadway and bridge are not 
commensurate with the Department policy, particularly regarding bicycle and pedestrian 
accommodations.  Furthermore, the lack of consideration for bicycles and pedestrians is also 
not commensurate with the FHWA policy found in 23 USC 109(n), as implemented in the 
FHWA Technical Advisory T6640.8A (see Section 7.6).  
 
The most substantial negative aspect of this scenario, however, is that SR 30 (US 98) would 
be closed for up to seven years, which is the projected construction time frame in the Risk 
Analysis.  The next section explores the implications of a seven-year detour to the Garcon 
Point Bridge.   
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5.3.3 Detour to Garcon Point Bridge 
The nearest bridge alternative to the Pensacola Bay Bridge is the Garcon Point Bridge, 
located approximately six miles east of the Pensacola Bay Bridge.  The Garcon Point Bridge 
is a two-lane, 3.5-mile long, north-south bridge conveying SR 281 across Pensacola Bay.  A 
toll plaza is located approximately 1 mile north of the northern landfall of the bridge.  The 
toll schedule is $3.75 for two axles and an extra $3.75 for each additional axle.  As an example, 
a round trip for a passenger vehicle would cost $7.50. 
 
For a sample detour length, a person from Baybridge Professional Park traveling to 
downtown Pensacola in the vicinity of the Pensacola Civic Center would experience a one-
way trip of approximately 35 miles or a 70-mile round trip.  Compared to the three-mile 
length of the Pensacola Bay Bridge, a driver would experience a net increase of 64 miles per 
round trip.  If all 55,500 trips per day were to utilize this detour, a net increase of nearly 3.6 
million vehicle-miles would be experienced per day.  If each of the 55,500 vehicles per day 
crossed the Garcon Point Bridge, the cost to motorists would be $412,250 per day, which 
equates to $151.9 million per year, or over $1 billion for the duration of a seven-year contract 
schedule.  The time delay caused by an additional 55,500 vehicles being placed on a 2-lane, 
tolled bridge would be substantial, as would the expenditure of fuel, degradation of air 
quality, and the cost to society in terms of time wasted. 
 
This detour route would be a grave inconvenience to daily commuters, and the potential 
evacuation of the entire Peninsula in an emergency storm condition would be severely 
compromised and an almost impossibility.  Daily emergency services would be severely 
curtailed as well.  
 
See Figure 5.3.4 to view the extent of the Garcon Point Bridge detour (shown in yellow). 
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Figure 5.3.4:  Detour Using Garcon Point Bridge 

The extensive negative aspects of the detour coupled with the undesirable reductions in 
typical section widths described in Section 5.3.2 cause the Central Avoidance Alternative to 
be deemed not prudent or feasible.  Since the reduced typical section with detour scenario is 
not prudent or feasible and the reduced typical section with a temporary bridge scenario does 
not remove the Section 4(f) condition with Gulf  Breeze Wayside Park, there remains for 
consideration only two other possible avoidance alternatives for the Gulf Breeze Wayside 
Park system. The two alternatives are described in the following sections.   
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5.3.4 East Avoidance Alternative  
Due to the location of the Pensacola Wayside Park and the Escambia County Fishing Bridge, 
an East Avoidance Alternative must, in effect, avoid all three park facilities, even though 
they are separated by the 3-mile crossing of Pensacola Bay.  In developing an alternative that 
avoids the park facilities on the east side, one must take particular note of the configuration 
of the Pensacola Wayside Park and Escambia County Fishing Bridge, both of which qualify 
for protection under the Section 4(f) statute. 
 
As stated earlier in the document, in order to develop an alternative that avoids the Gulf 
Breeze Wayside Park system to the east of its present location, an understanding of the 
effects upon the Pensacola approach to the bridge is an essential requirement.  The left image 
on Figure 5.3.5 depicts the East Avoidance Alternative and its relationship to the park 
facilities and the surrounding neighborhood.  The alignment tie-in to Bayfront Parkway 
would occur west of the 14th Avenue intersection, at which point Bayfront Parkway would 
be relocated to a northeasterly direction and move farther away from its intended direction.  
The “fishhook” alignment would then continue northeastwardly crossing Gregory Street and 
Heinberg Street before over passing the CSX railroad and curving a full 180 degrees to loop 
across 17th Avenue, Bayou Texar, a second CSX railroad crossing, then continuing south to 
cross Pensacola Bay and avoid Pensacola Wayside Park and the Escambia County Fishing 
Bridge.  
 
The East Avoidance Alternative extends southward across Pensacola Bay paralleling the 
existing bridge some 600 feet upstream and connecting to the Gulf Breeze landfall, where the 
centerline is located 100 feet east of the eastern parcel boundary of Gulf Breeze Wayside 
Park. The right image on Figure 5.3.5 depicts the alignment as it approaches and connects 
to SR 30 (US 98) in Gulf Breeze.  As with Pensacola Wayside Park, the actual park boundary 
extends into Pensacola Bay.  The East Avoidance Alternative ties into an existing tangent 
section on Gulf Breeze Parkway at a location approximately six-hundred feet west of the 
Fairpoint Drive signalized intersection.    
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While this alignment avoids the three major recreational properties that are east of the 
existing bridge, there are major business impacts, disruption to adjacent neighborhoods, and 
extensive impacts to the marine environment due to the creation of a new 3-mile crossing of 
Pensacola Bay.  On the Pensacola side of the bay, impacts to Pensacola Wayside Park are 
avoided, but the East Avoidance Alternative has the following issues: 

• Requires two bridge crossings of the CSX railroad; 

• Causes severe community disruption to several neighborhoods; 

• Impacts the continuity of 17th Avenue, 16th Avenue, 14th Avenue, Belmont Street, 
Heinberg Street, and Gregory Street local roadway system; 

• Encroaches to within 145 feet of the historic Amtrak station complex; 

• Severely impacts two acres of the shoreline parcels adjacent to the CSX railroad; 

• Impacts 13 residential parcels resulting in at least 3.6 acres of acquisition and seven 
residential displacements; 

• Impacts eight commercial parcels resulting in at least 2.5 acres of acquisition and at 
least two business displacements; 

• Causes vertical alignment problems at the 17th Avenue and Gregory Street 
intersections due to the high clearance requirement at the railroad crossing.  The 
vertical elevations result in severe aesthetic impacts to the neighborhoods that are 
currently at least 800 feet to 1,200 feet away from the primary travel corridors; and, 

• Introduces the potential for boating accidents due to boat launch facility that will 
require navigation through piers in order to access Pensacola Bay. 

 
The East Avoidance Alternative also avoids use of the east side of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park 
but with the following impacts on landfall: 

• Severance of Baybridge Drive and the required relocation of its intersection with SR 
30 (US 98); 

• Severed access to the tennis courts and community clubhouse; 

• Impacts to five residential condominium buildings resulting in 1.5 acres of acquisition 
and the displacement of a number of units; 

• Impacts to at least six commercial condominium buildings resulting in over two acres 
of acquisition and the displacement of at least eight units; 

• Impacts to five vacant parcels designated for commercial condominiums; 
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• Direct impacts to the community clubhouse building adjacent to the tennis court; 

• Impacts to the private 20-slip boat dock and private 4-slip boat dock; 

• Extensive community disruption and degradation of aesthetics, particularly for the 
remaining waterfront residents; 

• Requires a crossing of an additional 1,900 feet of Pensacola Bay. 

• Creates an entirely new three-mile linear encroachment across Pensacola Bay. 
 

In addition to the economic, social and environmental effects to the communities on both 
sides of Pensacola Bay, the new 3-mile corridor crossing of Pensacola Bay will be extremely 
disruptive to the marine environment with both direct and indirect impacts to aquatic 
habitat, involvement with marine artifacts that may be protected by Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act,  and will have a higher degree of risk associated with  
impacts to endangered species and species of special concern. 

 
Based upon the environmental, social, and economic impacts and the engineering issues 
associated with East Avoidance Alternative, it is not considered a reasonable and prudent 
avoidance alternative.  

 

5.3.5 West Avoidance Alternative 
On the Pensacola approach, the West Avoidance Alternative is virtually identical to the 
Central West Alternative, except that a very slight alignment skew is introduced in order to 
transition to a more southwesterly direction across the bay and avoid the west side of Gulf 
Breeze Wayside Park.  On the Pensacola landfall, the Central West / West Avoidance 
Alternative (henceforth known as the West Avoidance Alternative) includes three small 
temporary construction easements in the Pensacola Wayside Park property. These 
temporary occupancies are required in order to construct tie-ins for the 17th Avenue entrance 
to the park, the shared-use path at the Welcome Center, and an under-bridge connection at 
the foot of the fishing bridge.  These connections are identical to the connections provided in 
the Central West alternative.  While these temporary construction easements do not 
technically constitute a complete avoidance of Pensacola Wayside Park, the Pensacola Bay 
Bridge replacement could be constructed without them.  The temporary construction 
easements will provide permanent enhancements by improving the pedestrian and bicycle 
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facility connections to Pensacola Wayside Park and are not critical to the construction of the 
bridge replacement.  Therefore, the Central West Alternative with the very minor angle 
adjustment to cross the bay is considered the “avoidance” alternative on the Pensacola 
landfall and is a component of the comprehensive West Avoidance Alternative.  The left side 
image on Figure 5.3.6 depicts the West Avoidance Alterative on the Pensacola side of the bay.  
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Approaching the Gulf Breeze landfall, the alignment of the West Avoidance Alternative is 
located on a tangent that roughly follows the western boundary of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park.  
A 2,546-foot radius transitions the alignment towards Gulf Breeze Parkway.  The control 
point for setting this alignment is the southeastern-most corner of the Gulf Breeze Wayside 
Park parcel.  At this location, the eastern edge the bridge parapet wall is located 36 feet from 
the southeastern corner of the park, thereby avoiding Gulf Breeze Wayside Park in its 
entirety.  A 686-foot tangent connects the 2,546-foot radius curve with the existing 1,736-foot 
radius curve on Gulf Breeze Parkway.  The limit of reconstruction on Gulf Breeze Parkway 
is just south of the Baybridge Drive intersection. The right image on Figure 5.3.6 depicts the 
West Avoidance alternative to Gulf Breeze Wayside Park.  
 
The West Avoidance Alternative requires that a connection be made to accommodate access 
to the existing businesses and Gulf Breeze Wayside Park.  The existing Gulf Breeze Parkway 
can be modified to provide a two-lane access road while retaining the existing center median.  
At the southern end of the access road, a minor adjustment to the existing roadway is 
required to provide an intersection with Gulf Breeze Parkway, where a left turn and right / 
through lanes would be provided.  Figure 5.3.7 provides a detailed concept of the proposed 
West Avoidance Alternative on the Gulf Breeze approach.  
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The West Avoidance Alternative meets the Gulf Breeze landfall near the existing Baybeach 
Inn Resort.  The existing marina located behind the Thai 54 and Bote businesses would be 
displaced.  Three commercial parcels are impacted, requiring the displacement of LaBrisa 
Restaurant (formerly Unique Café), Baybeach Inn Resort, and Hampton Inn and Suites.  The 
western portion the Baybreeze Dive Center parcel would also be impacted. 
 
The Hampton Inn and Suites is a new 90-room hotel which opened for business on May 3, 
2013.  According to the Pensacola News Journal, Gulf Breeze city officials have said that “it 
is much-needed for business and the youth sports market.”10  According to the article, the 
hotel, which created 30 jobs, is especially needed by people who utilize prominent businesses 
in Gulf Breeze, including the Andrews Institute for Orthopaedics and Sports Medicine and 
Gulf Breeze Hospital. The City deemed it an essential element to serve the family related 
youth sports tournaments hosted at the City’s nearby Shoreline Park.  The hotel is considered 
a mid-price property, with rooms priced between $139 and $300, depending on the season. 
 

The West Avoidance Alternative has a number of impacts to the Chanteclaire community on 
the west side of Gulf Breeze Parkway.  One residence likely requires relocation, while three 
parcels are directly impacted by this alternative.  Chanteclaire Circle is an oval-shaped 
neighborhood street that provides access to homes on the inside and outside of the oval.  The 
east side of the oval, which roughly parallels Gulf Breeze Parkway, requires elimination or 
relocation due to the location of the West Avoidance Alternative.  For five residences, access 
to the neighborhood street could be accommodated with either direct access to Gulf Breeze 
Parkway or a replacement of the east leg of Chanteclaire Circle.  Although a reconstruction 
of Chanteclaire Circle requires additional residential right-of-way, replacing this local street 
is preferable in order to provide route continuity for neighborhood residents and 
accommodate emergency and service vehicles within the neighborhood. Retaining the 
Chanteclaire Circle connectivity also maintains the current private access pattern that this 
neighborhood enjoys.   
 

10 Pensacola News Journal, May 14, 2013:  “Open for Business:  Gulf Breeze Hampton is 4th 
in Pensacola Area”; www.pnj.com/apps/pbcs.dll/article?AID=2013305150019 
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Although the West Avoidance Alternative avoids impacts to Gulf Breeze Wayside Park, the 
alternative has severe impacts on residences and businesses on the west side of Gulf Breeze 
Parkway, as summarized below: 
 

• Requires acquisition of 2.2 acres of residential or neighborhood property; 

• Impacts seven Chanteclaire residences, including one likely relocation; 

• Requires relocation of five residential entrances; 

• Requires relocation of east leg of Chanteclaire Circle; 

• Requires acquisition of 6.7 acres of commercial property; 

• Requires relocation of three business (two hotels and a restaurant); 

• Requires partial acquisition of parcel containing Baybreeze Dive Center; and, 

• Eliminates private dock featuring 28 wet slips; 
 

Similar to the East Avoidance Alternative, approximately 2,000 more feet of structure in the 
Pensacola Bay will be required, thereby creating additional impacts on the marine 
environment. In order to accommodate the boating community and not adversely impact the 
Gulf Breeze boat launch operation, the new bridge will likely be elevated at least 30 feet 
above mean high water to provide the vertical clearance necessary for smaller mast sailboats. 
The placement of piers can accommodate the lateral clearances that will be required in boat 
launching and docking activities. In addition to the direct impacts to the Chanteclaire 
neighborhood, the height of the new bridge due to the boat launch clearance will be a negative 
aesthetic impact. The proposed bridge elevation will also impact many of the businesses that 
remain along SR 30 (US 98) and Gulf Breeze Wayside Park users, as well.    
 
In addition to the above impacts and similar to the East Avoidance Alternative, the West 
Avoidance Alternative essentially establishes a new three-mile crossing of Pensacola Bay, 
thereby potentially impacting the marine environment in a much more substantial manner 
than the utilization of the present corridor, where one-half of the replacement bridge will 
occupy the location of the present bridge, which will be removed.  
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5.3.6 Build Alternatives vs. Avoidance Alternatives Comparison  
Table 5.3.1 displays an evaluation matrix comparing the two alternatives carried forward in 
Section 5.2 of this report (Central East and Central West Alternatives) with the three 
avoidance alternatives (Central Avoidance Alternative, East Avoidance Alternative, and 
West Avoidance Alternative).  Chapter 2 of the EA includes a detailed discussion of the 
Central East and Central West Alternatives.   

Table 5.3.1:  Build vs. Avoidance Alternatives Evaluation Matrix 

 Build Alternatives 
Carried Forward Avoidance Alternative 

Evaluation Criteria Central 
East 

Central 
West 

Central 
Avoidance 

East 
Avoidance 

West 
Avoidance 

Social Impacts      
Business Parcels Requiring an 
Acquisition 0 4 0 14 3 

Acreage of Business Parcels Impacted 0 2.1 0 4.5 6.7 
Business Relocations 0 0 0 2 3 
Private Dock Displacement 0 0 0 0 1 
Residential Parcels Requiring an 
Acquisition 0 0 0 18 7 

Acreage of Residential Parcels Impacted 0 0 0 5.1 2.2 
Residential Relocations 0 0 0 7 1 
Residential Streets Requiring Relocation 
or Closure 0 0 0 6 1 

Residential Entrances Requiring 
Relocation 0 0 0 1 5 

Approximate Construction Costs ($ 
millions) 569 559 456 (1) 691  585 

Approximate Right-of-Way Cost ($ 
millions) 9.1 7.3 0 Not 

Computed (2) 29.6 

Cost to Society for Tolls over 7 years 0 0 $1 billion 0 0 
Controversy Potential  Moderate Moderate Very High Very High High 
Section 4(f) Resources      
 Pensacola Wayside Park        
City of Pensacola Wayside Park 
Impacted? Yes Yes No No No 

Acres of Park Land Permanently 
Acquired 2.24 0 0 0 0 

Percent of Usable Park Land 
Permanently Acquired (8.29 acres total) 27% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Acres of Park Land Required for 
Temporary Occupancy 2.95 0.31 0 0 0 

Boat Launch Impacted No No No No No 
Welcome Center Impacted No No No No No 
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 Build Alternatives 
Carried Forward Avoidance Alternative 

Evaluation Criteria Central 
East 

Central 
West 

Central 
Avoidance 

East 
Avoidance 

West 
Avoidance 

Anticipated Duration of Temporary 
Closure of Pensacola Wayside Park 3 years None None None None 

 Parking Spaces Eliminated (154 total) (3) 80 0 0 0 0 
 Covered Picnic Pavilions Eliminated (4 
total) 2 0 No No No 

 Bait Shop Eliminated? Yes No No No No 
 Internal Access Road Affected? Yes No No No No 
 Shoreline Removed From Public Access 0 0 0 0 0 
 Escambia County Fishing Bridge        
Requires Removal and Replacement of 
Fishing Bridge? Yes No No No No 

Anticipated Duration of Closure of 
Fishing Bridge Prior to Opening New 
Relocated Fishing Bridge 

3 years None None None None 

 Gulf Breeze Wayside Park (East Side)      
Gulf Breeze Wayside Park (East Side) 
Impacted? Yes Yes No No No 

Anticipated Duration of Temporary 
Closure of Wayside Park (East Side) 3 years 1 year None None None 

Acres of Park Land Permanently 
Acquired (3.77 acres total) 1.38 (4) 0 0 0 0 

Percent of Usable Park Land Permanently 
Acquired  37% 0 0% 0 0 

Acres of Park Land Required for 
Temporary Occupancy 1.31 1.50 0 0 0 

Covered Picnic Pavilions Permanently 
Eliminated (10 total) 0 (5) 0 0 0 0 

Existing Pavilion-Side Parking Spaces 
Eliminated (28 total) 28 (6) 0 0 0 0 

150 Foot Fishing Pier Eliminated? No No No No No 
Internal Access Road Relocated? Yes No No No No 
Cinderblock Storage Building 
Eliminated? Yes No No No No 

Sculpture Relocation Required? Yes No No No No 
 Gulf Breeze Wayside Park (West Side)      
Gulf Breeze Wayside Park (West Side) 
Impacted? Yes Yes No No No 

Anticipated Duration of Temporary 
Closure of Wayside Park (West Side) (7) 3 years 3 years None None None 

Acres of Park Land Permanently 
Acquired 0.33 (10) 1.35 (10) 0 0 0 

Percent of Usable Park Land 
Permanently Acquired (2.70 acres total) 12% 50% 0% 0% 0% 

Acres of Park Land Required for 
Temporary Occupancy 2.28 1.46 0 0 0 
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 Build Alternatives 
Carried Forward Avoidance Alternative 

Evaluation Criteria Central 
East 

Central 
West 

Central 
Avoidance 

East 
Avoidance 

West 
Avoidance 

Existing Boat Launch Parking Spaces 
Eliminated (36 total) 0 18 (8) 0 0 0 

Total Impacts to Section 4(f) Lands      

Permanent Use of Section 4(f) Properties 
(3 total) (9) 3 1 0 0 0 

Acres of Park Land Permanently Used 5.36 (10) 1.35 (10) 0 0 0 

Percent of Usable Land Acquired  (out of 
16.17 acres total) 33% 8% 0% 0% 0% 

Acres of Park Land Requiring 
Temporary Occupancy 6.54 3.27 0 0 0 

Permanent Boat Launch Impacts None None None None None 

Covered Picnic Pavilions Eliminated (14 
total) 2 0 0 0 0 

Existing Parking Spaces Eliminated (218 
total) 108 18 0 0 0 

Parking spaces replaced under bridge / 
net increase 69 / 41 46 / 28 0 0 0 

 Requires Removal and Replacement of 
Fishing Bridge? Yes No No No No 

150-foot Fishing Pier Eliminated? No No No No No 

Buildings Impacted (3 total) (11) 2 0 0 0 0 

Overall Section 4(f) Use Summary Moderate Minor None None None 

Recommendation Based on Matrix 
Evaluation 

Not 
Preferred Preferred 

Does Not 
Appear to 

be Prudent 
or Feasible 

Does Not 
Appear to be 
Prudent or 

Feasible 

Does Not 
Appear to 

be Prudent 
or Feasible 

 
(1) See discussion on Central Avoidance Alternative costs below this table. 
(2) A detailed right-of-way cost estimate was not prepared due to the extensive impacts and 

non-feasibility of the alternative. 
 (3) Total number of parking spaces does not include separate 14 boat / trailer spaces at north 
end of park. 
(4) Total permanent acquisition includes 0.062 acre permanent easement. 
(5) Temporary removal of picnic pavilions is likely needed to facilitate contractor access and 

bridge construction. 
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(6) 48 regular parking spaces and 8 vehicle-trailer spaces will be provided beneath new bridge. 
(7) Boat launch will be available for emergency services and law enforcement only. 
(8) 28 regular parking spaces and 18 vehicle-trailer spaces will be provided beneath new 
bridge. 
(9) Section 4(f) properties include Pensacola Wayside Park, Escambia County Fishing Bridge, 
Gulf Breeze Wayside Park. 
(10) Section 4(f) use would be reduced by approximately 0.20 acre if a shared use path is 

constructed on the northbound structure only.  See Section 2.2.1.1 for discussion of 
alternative typical section featuring a single shared use path.   

(11) Buildings include Welcome Center, Bait Shop, and Cinderblock Storage Building. 
 

Regarding the Central Avoidance Alternative, a temporary 4-lane bridge over Pensacola Bay 
with approaches would cost approximately $200 million and requires a multi-year temporary 
occupancy of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park (see Section 5.3.1).  Therefore, this version of the 
Central Avoidance Alternative does not constitute an avoidance of the Section 4(f) resource 
and is not shown in the matrix.  The construction cost for Central Avoidance Alternative 
assumes that traffic is detoured via the Garcon Point Bridge.  The cost to society of seven 
years of tolls for 55,000 vehicles per day is over $1 billion.  Additional costs such as fuel 
wasted and loss of productivity were not computed.   
 
In order for an avoidance alternative to not be feasible, the alternative must demonstrate 
unique problems, unusual factors, or extraordinary magnitudes regarding cost, social, 
economic, environmental impacts, or community disruption.  Of the three Avoidance 
Alternatives, the West Avoidance Alternative would likely have the least amount of public 
controversy, which would still be substantial. However, the West Avoidance Alternative is 
expected to cause community disruption for the following reasons: 
 

1. The City of Gulf Breeze endorsed the Central East Alternative via a letter (contained 
in Appendix E to the EA) in part because of concern with commercial impacts from 
the Central West Alternative, which requires the removal of 34 commercial parking 
spaces.  By contrast, the West Avoidance Alternative removes 6.7 acres of commercial 
tax base from the City of Gulf Breeze. 

2. One of the hotels requiring removal is the 90-room Hampton Inn and Suites, which 
opened for business on May 3, 2013. 
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3. Private mooring space is a valuable resource along the Gulf coast.  The removal of the 
private marina dock is a notable commercial loss. 

4. The West Avoidance Alternative requires the relocation of the east leg of Chanteclaire 
Circle.  The loss of this portion of the neighborhood roadway would have extraordinary 
impact on the integrity of the neighborhood, traffic circulation, and quality of life for 
residents.  The Chanteclaire neighborhood currently does not have direct access to 
Gulf Breeze Parkway. To cure this access issue, additional property is required from 
seven home sites with the roadway shifting much closer to fronts of the houses.    

5. The Chanteclaire neighborhood would experience an increase in noise levels, as the 
western edge of pavement is moved up to 121 feet closer to the neighborhood. 

6. The West Avoidance Alternative costs approximately $27 million more to construct 
than the Central West Alternative.   

7. The cost of right-of-way acquisition will be $30 million, which is more than triple the 
right-of-way costs for the Central East and Central West Alternatives.   

8. At least six utilities are impacted, including an existing sanitary sewer line on the 
west side of Gulf Breeze Parkway. 

9. Potential for high level of community opposition; 
10. Visual intrusion into west-side view shed of Gulf Breeze landfall. 
11. Substantial impact to aquatic habitat due to a new 3-mile crossing of the bay 
12. Potential involvement with marine artifacts that are protected by Section 106 of the 

National Historic Preservation Act. 
13. Higher potential for impacts to endangered and protected species 

 
As a result of the magnitude of the residential and commercial impacts, the high level of 
community disruption, the long term aesthetic barrier to the panoramic viewshed of the park 
users and the remaining neighborhood, and the additional impacts to the aquatic 
environment the West Avoidance Alternative, it is not preferred because it does not constitute 
a prudent and feasible alternative.  The Central East Alternative is also not preferred 
because of its negative impacts to Pensacola Wayside Park and its elimination of the existing 
Escambia County Fishing Bridge.  Therefore, of the two alternatives carried forward for 
additional study, from the FDOT’s current perspective, the most prudent action with respect 
to Section 4(f) impacts is the currently preferred Central West Alternative, which avoids 
Section 4(f) impacts on the Pensacola approach and minimizes to the greatest extent the 
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impacts on the Gulf Breeze approach.  The next section highlights the features incorporated 
in the Central West Alternative to minimize harm to the Gulf Breeze Wayside Park.  Because 
the Central East Alternative is also being carried forward to the Public Hearing, measures 
to minimize harm for this alternative are also mentioned. 
 

5.4 Measures to Minimize Harm 

5.4.1 Permanent Section 4(f) Impacts 
As established in the previous section, the three avoidance alternatives examined do not 
appear to be prudent or feasible.  Since Section 4(f) use is an inevitable result of the two Build 
alternatives carried forward, measures are proposed to minimize harm to the Section 4(f) 
properties within the project limits.  Of the two alternatives carried forward, the Central 
East Alternative has the highest level of Section 4(f) use, while the Central West Alternative 
minimizes use to the greatest extent practicable.  Below are the salient features for 
minimizing the use of Section 4(f) lands for each alternative. 
 
5.4.2 Central East Alternative:  Minimization of Section 4(f) Use 
The Central East Alternative requires a permanent right-of-way acquisition from Pensacola 
Wayside Park, the Escambia County Fishing Bridge, and Gulf Breeze Wayside Park as well 
as additional temporary occupancy of Pensacola Wayside Park and Gulf Breeze Wayside 
Park, as seen in Table 5.3.1.  The following techniques are employed to reduce the limits of 
the permanent acquisition: 
 
Pensacola Wayside Park:   

• Use of retaining walls to eliminate side slopes and additional earth embankment; 

• Use of curb and gutter in lieu of swales; and, 

• FDOT would coordinate with the City of Pensacola to mitigate for the loss of 80 
parking spaces and two picnic pavilions. 
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Escambia County Fishing Bridge 
Since the fishing bridge requires removal, a new fishing bridge located east of the existing 
fishing bridge is proposed.  However, to ensure the safety of the public, the new fishing bridge 
would not be open to the public until the westbound (northbound) bridge and approach are 
fully constructed.  The public would be without this Section 4(f) resource for approximately 
three years.  

 
Gulf Breeze Wayside Park: 

• Five-span bridge extension to span park land encroachment and provide under-bridge 
parking; 

• Replacement parking beneath structure, including 48 regular parking spaces, and 8 
vehicle-trailer spaces, resulting in a net increase of 28 spaces; 

• Reconstruction of the park access road; 

• Use of retaining walls to eliminate side slopes and additional earth embankment; 

• Use of curb and gutter in lieu of swales; 

• New sidewalk and landscaping; and, 

• Two under-bridge sidewalk connections, including one at the waterfront and a second 
near the southern-most span. 

 
Over Pensacola Bay, the Central East Alternative is positioned such that the distance 
between the parapet walls of the existing and proposed structures is approximately 30 feet 
to allow for safe bridge demolition and barge activity.  Near the Gulf Breeze landfall, the 
alignment is transitioned closer to the existing structure (up to 16 feet) in order to reduce the 
permanent use of the east side of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park. 
 
The use of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park could not be avoided through the employment of 
easements and the use of aerial rights.  The piers and substructure components would 
constitute a permanent use, as would the riprap cone around the bridge abutment.  Both the 
Central East and Central West Alternative could not be configured to avoid a permanent use 
of Section 4(f) property through the use of aerial rights alone. 
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5.4.3 Central West Alternative:  Minimization of Section 4(f) Use 
Compared to the Central East Alternative, the Central West Alternative minimizes use of 
Section 4(f) property.  As seen in Table 5.3.1, the Central West Alternative requires a use 
and temporary occupancy from only one Section 4(f) resource, Gulf Breeze Wayside Park.  
The Section 4(f) impacts for the Central West Alternative can be summarized as follows: 

• 1.35 acres of park land permanently acquired from the west side of Gulf Breeze 
Wayside Park; 

• Displacement of 18 parking spaces for vehicles and trailers; and, 

• Temporary occupancy consisting of approximately 2.96 acres. 
 
Replacement parking for the 18 displaced boat launch parking spaces will be accommodated 
by reconstructing the existing parking lot at a lower elevation and extending the bridge 
southward by six spans of approximately 90 feet.  The reconfigured parking beneath the 
bridge includes the following, as mentioned in Section 5.2.7: 

• A pull-through driveway for boat-launching vehicles; 

• 18 vehicle-trailer parking spaces; and, 

• 28 regular parking spaces (net increase in spaces). 
 
Extending the bridge also reduces right-of-way impacts through the park land.  As with the 
Central East Alternative, retaining walls are proposed on the bridge approach in lieu of 
earthen embankment.  The use of retaining walls also reduces the amount of right-of-way 
required.  As with the Central East Alternative, the Central West Alternative also utilizes 
an alignment transition to reduce the 30-foot envelope between the existing and proposed 
structures to as close as 11 feet at the southern bridge abutment on the Gulf Breeze landfall.  
This alignment transition limits the required permanent use to the displacement of 18 
vehicle-trailer parking spaces and a driving lane within the parking lot.  Throughout the 
further development of design, FDOT will examine refinements that have the potential to 
further reduce the additional land required from the park. 

 
Although the 1.35 acres of acquisition is permanent, mitigation for this acquisition is 
provided via the proposed under-bridge parking.  Eighteen boat-trailer spaces require 
removal, and 18 boat-trailer spaces are replaced beneath the bridge.  In addition, 28 regular 
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parking spaces will be constructed as a park enhancement.  All parking spaces will have a 
minimum 14 feet of clearance beneath the proposed structure.  A third element for park 
enhancement is the inclusion of two under-bridge sidewalk connections, the first along the 
north shoreline and the second beneath the southern-most span.  The existing under-bridge 
connection is narrow, has low clearance for pedestrians, and does not meet ADA 
requirements.  The new sidewalk connections will have ample clearance for bicyclists and 
pedestrians and will meet the current ADA requirements.  
 
5.4.4 Feasibility of Typical Section Reduction to Minimize Impacts 
Section 5.3, which evaluates a potential Central Avoidance Alternative, explores the 
possibility of reducing the typical section to avoid direct use of park property.  While a similar 
typical section reduction for the Central East and Central West Alternatives would reduce 
the amount of park land acquired, it will not eliminate Section 4(f) use.  There are two 
controlling elements that affect the amount of right-of-way required for the bridge 
replacement project, and both elements require a specific amount of space. The first 
controlling element is the type of facility that will be constructed and its related components. 
The second is the amount of right-of-way required for safely maintaining traffic movement 
across the bay during the construction period.  Earlier sections of this document address the 
detour of traffic to the Garcon Pointe Bridge and its drawbacks.  The detour is not an 
acceptable alternative for the period of time required to construct the replacement bridge. 
Therefore, traffic across the bay must be maintained throughout the construction of the new 
facility.  
 
The replacement facility across the bay will consist of two separate twin bridges separated 
by a small open space. During the construction of the initial twin bridge, traffic will continue 
to use the existing bridge, regardless of which alternative is selected. Therefore, the initial 
construction of either the Central West or the Central East Alternative must occur outside 
the envelope of the existing bridge.  In addition, due to the volume of traffic (55,000 vehicles 
per day) that crosses the bridge, four lanes of traffic must be provided throughout the 
duration of the construction. To provide safety for the traveling public and the construction 
workers, a width of approximately 70 feet is required. The current typical section for each of 
the twin bridges accommodates sufficient space for a temporary scenario of four lanes of two-
way traffic, a center barrier, and shoulders for a multi-year period.  This width exceeds the 
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area available within the FDOT existing right of way, whether it be to the east or west of the 
existing facility. Therefore, minor reductions in the width of the travel lanes and shoulders 
of the replacement bridge are not sufficient to eliminate the need for use of park property 
and will not eliminate the Section 4(f) use. 
 
Because of the location of the alignment of the Central East and Central West Alternatives, 
such techniques as eliminating the shared-use path and reducing the shoulder width would 
not avoid Section 4(f) use. 
 
Another important point to note is that a reduction in the typical section would not affect the 
proposed under-bridge parking plan for either alternative.  While an elimination of the 
shared-use path or shoulder or lane width reduction would reduce the bridge footprint, both 
alternatives would continue to displace parking spaces and parking lot ingress / egress.  
Because the alignment locations for the Central East and Central West Alternatives are set 
by the location of the existing structure, a typical section reduction will not translate into an 
alignment shift that could potentially reduce the amount park land required.    
 
This interim phase with four lanes of traffic on a single bridge must also function as a 
hurricane evacuation route in case of a tropical storm event.  Eliminating the shared-use 
path, reducing or eliminating shoulders, or reducing the width of the through lanes affects 
roadway capacity and safety and would require design variations and exceptions, since the 
proposed design would not meet minimum state and federal criteria. The typical section 
currently proposed in the EA meets the level of service standard, provides the minimum lane 
and shoulder widths per the FDOT standard, accommodates bicycles and pedestrians, 
facilitates future bridge inspections, and safely accommodates four lanes of traffic on a single 
bridge during the interim construction phases. 
 
While a minor reduction in the width of the roadway elements can slightly reduce the amount 
of park property that would be used, there would be no perceptible or measurable reduction 
on the effectiveness of the functions within the park. 
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5.4.5 Summary - Minimization of Harm to Section 4(f) Property  
During the course of the development of each alternative, the FDOT has coordinated with 
the government officials responsible for the park operations and taken into account the 
information provided through the Project Advisory Group and the public meetings.  As 
previously stated, city officials are concerned not only with the impacts to the parks but also 
to the commercial institutions and residences. The FDOT will continue to coordinate with 
the city staff to facilitate the long range concept plan that the City of Gulf Breeze has adopted 
for the corridor and the properties immediately adjacent to the park.  
 
In summary, the Central West Alternative will have a minimal permanent impact on 
properties subject to the requirements of Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation 
Act of 1966.  Even if the minor permanent acquisition from the Gulf Breeze Wayside Park 
could be avoided, the Section 4(f) use of this park resulting from the temporary occupancy 
could not be avoided.  The availability of locations for the staging and storing of equipment 
as well as for its operation during construction on the overland portions of this project is 
limited to the lands of the causeways.  This situation arises from the development of these 
long causeways during the original bridge construction activity.  As a result, the geometry of 
the causeways matches the geometry needed for construction activities related to building a 
bridge at this location.   
 
The Central West Alternative, which avoids direct impacts to Pensacola Wayside Park and 
the Escambia County Fishing Bridge, appears to be the most logical option for a “preferred 
alternative” for the Pensacola Bay Bridge replacement.  Since the Central West Alternative 
has no involvement with either Section 4(f) resource on the Pensacola approach, measures to 
minimize harm for these entities are not necessary. 
 
Since the Central East Alternative eliminates the Escambia County Fishing Bridge and has 
substantial impacts to Pensacola Wayside Park, it is not considered the most reasonable 
alternative. 
 

5.4.6 Temporary Section 4(f) Impacts  
The temporary impacts described in Table 5.3.1 of this report are short-term, and the park 
will be improved to a condition superior to its existing condition.  Should the Central West 
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Alternative be selected, the feasibility of constructing a temporary boat launch will be 
evaluated in more detail as discussed in Section 5.4.6.1.  Although the Gulf Breeze Wayside 
Park boat launch will be temporarily closed to the general public with the Central West 
Alternative, accommodations will be maintained for emergency services.  
  
Regarding the minimization of temporary occupancy, the length of time required is a function 
of the contractor’s schedule.  To minimize the amount of time the contractor is temporarily 
utilizing park property, the FDOT may consider incentives to complete the construction in 
an accelerated time frame.  This option will be explored during the design-build phase of the 
project. 
 
Coordination with the City of Pensacola, the City of Gulf Breeze, and Escambia County will 
be ongoing through the remainder of this PD&E Study, the design-build process, and 
construction of the new bridge. 
 

 Gulf Breeze Wayside Park Boat Launch Evaluation 
As mentioned in Table 5.2.2, both the Central East and Central West Alternatives require 
closure of the boat launch for a substantial length of time.  The boat launch parking will be 
removed and the elevation lowered to accommodate under-bridge parking.  In addition, the 
parking area will be a critical staging area for the bridge and roadway construction.  As part 
of the mitigation for this closure, an investigation of providing alternative boat launching 
options has been considered.  Developing a temporary boat launch is dependent upon such 
factors as available space, input from the City of Gulf Breeze, cooperation from property 
owners, permits from state agencies, etc.  
 
Since the Gulf Breeze Wayside Park boat launch ramp and docks are not directly affected by 
the proposed construction, temporary access will be maintained for the sole use of emergency 
services.  Since the existing parking area will be removed, lowered, and reconstructed, public 
parking for patrons of the boat launch cannot be accommodated, and the ongoing construction 
zone would create a hazardous environment for the public. 
 
The closest and most logical location for a possible temporary boat launch is the grassy area 
in the southeast corner of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park.  This space provides approximately ¾ 
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of an acre south of the sculpture.  By comparison, the existing boat launch and parking area 
on the west side of the park is approximately 1.25 acres.   According to the bay bottom 
contours, the water depth is considerably shallow (around 2 feet) and may require dredging 
for at least 450 feet to the deeper water.  A temporary boat launch and dredging would require 
a substantial permitting effort, the success of which cannot be assured at this stage of the 
project.  However, a boat launch featuring 22 vehicle trailer parking spaces could be 
physically accommodated in this space, even if no dredging were proposed.  Although the 
sculpture can be avoided with a temporary boat launch, the proximity may affect the passive 
recreational activities around the sculpture.  Figure 5.4.1 displays a sketch of a possible 
temporary boat launch. 

Figure 5.4.1:  Possible Temporary Boat Launch 
 

 
The shoreline of Gulf Breeze is fully developed, and no other public lands are readily available 
to accommodate a 1.25-acre temporary boat launch with parking in Gulf Breeze.  An 
alternative option for mitigating the temporary closure of the Gulf Breeze Wayside Park boat 
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launch would be to upgrade or enhance the Shoreline Park boat launch located 2.3 miles 
south of the existing boat launch.  This launch provides two slots for launching boats and 43 
vehicle-trailer parking spaces.   
 
The FDOT will continue to collaborate with the City of Gulf Breeze to find a mutually 
agreeable resolution to the temporary closure of the Gulf Breeze Wayside Park boat launch. 
 

5.5 Coordination 

As seen in Appendix E of the EA (Comments and Coordination Report), coordination with the 
three entities having jurisdiction over the Section 4(f) property has occurred.  One of the 
requirements of 23 CFR 774 is that, in evaluating the degree of harm to the Section 4(f) 
properties, the FHWA is required by the regulations to consider the views (if any) expressed 
by the official(s) having jurisdiction over each Section 4(f) property.     
 
Coordination with the City of Pensacola has been ongoing through the duration of this 
project.  As noted in the Comments and Coordination Report in Appendix E, the Mayor of 
Pensacola has been working with a group called Vision Pensacola to provide an enhanced 
entryway into and out of the City via the Pensacola Bay Bridge.  The Vision Pensacola 
concepts are contained within Appendix E and include a concept whereby the mainline SR 
30 (US 98) lanes overpass a roundabout located at the junction of the mainline and 17th 
Avenue.   
 
The FDOT has agreed to continue dialoging with the City through the duration of this project.  
A letter to the City of Pensacola regarding three proposed temporary construction easements 
within Pensacola Wayside Park was sent by the FDOT on September 22, 2014.  Written 
concurrence by the Mayor was provided on September 24, 2014 and is included in Appendix 
E. 
 
Escambia County has been contacted regarding the fishing bridge.  The correspondence 
received from the parks department expressed substantial concern regarding the loss of this 
amenity to the community.  Based on the opinion of the county, a concerted effort has been 
made to provide a prudent and feasible alternative to avoid displacement of the fishing 
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bridge.  The Central West Alternative is the lone alternative that avoids demolition and 
replacement of this community resource.   
 
Coordination with the City of Gulf Breeze has occurred and will continue throughout the 
duration of this project.  Pertinent correspondence is included in Appendix E of the EA.  The 
letter from the City of Gulf Breeze provided to District 3 on October 18, 2012 (contained in 
Appendix E) mentions the preference for the Central East Alternative and contains the 
following statement: 
 

We believe the area available under the bridge should be utilized to mitigate 
the negative socio-economic and cultural aspects of the expanded bridge.  We 
have included a pedestrian underpass and parking under the new bridge along 
with a vehicular underpass at the north end.   

In September 2013, the City of Gulf Breeze adopted a Master Plan titled “Most Livable City 
Plan” (MLCP), a portion of which focuses on the Pensacola Bay Bridge Replacement project 
and the landfall interface in the vicinity of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park. Of particular note is 
that the MLCP recognizes the bay bridge landing as a catalyst site for new mixed use 
development and addresses the vehicular and pedestrian facilities that are being 
incorporated into the bridge replacement project.  

FDOT officials subsequently met with City officials and the consultant that prepared the 
MLCP to discuss aspects related to the bridge landfall location. While City officials preferred 
that the landfall occur slightly more east of the present Central East alternative, both parties 
understood the importance that all the recreational facilities provide to the region. It was 
agreed the continued coordination and cooperation will be pursued with a goal to secure a 
landfall location that meets the needs of both parties. 

Subsequent to the Public Hearing, two letters were received from the City of Gulf Breeze.  
The first letter, dated June 16, 2014, concurs with the Central West Alternative as the 
Preferred Alternative and the need for a six-lane bridge.  The second letter, dated June 17, 
2014, expresses the City’s desire for shared use paths on both sides of the Pensacola Bay 
Bridge.  These letters are included as Exhibits 3.2.6 and 3.2.7, respectively, in Appendix E. 
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The FDOT provided a letter (contained in Appendix E) to the City of Gulf Breeze on 
September 9, 2014.  The letter requests the city manager’s concurrence and signature 
regarding permanent use and temporary occupancy of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park as required 
for construction of the Central West Alternative.  The proposed project was discussed by city 
officials on October 29, 2014, and a subsequent letter dated November 19, 2014 was sent by 
Gulf Breeze to the FDOT, which sent follow-up correspondence on January 26, 2015 
articulating its response to the points mentioned in the November 19, 2014 letter. 
Discussions continued through February 2015, when Gulf Breeze sent a follow-up letter 
dated February 9, 2015.  The November 19, January 26, and February 9 letters are included 
in Appendix E along with excerpts from the City Council meeting minutes. 
 
Based on the February 9, 2015 letter (Exhibit 3.2.14 of Appendix E), the City of Gulf Breeze 
is interested in construction of a new boat ramp to be funded and permitted by the City and 
constructed by the FDOT.  The City mentioned the loss of public access to 230 feet of shoreline 
on commercial property immediately south of the boat ramp.  The City discussed 
compensation for the 1.35 acres of land acquisition and expressed interest in the maintenance 
of traffic scheme and the opportunity to provide comments via the City’s consultant.  A follow-
up meeting was requested prior to July 2015.  

The Department has committed to a number of substantive improvements to Gulf Breeze 
Wayside Park and recognizes that the City of Gulf Breeze is requesting enhancements to the 
Wayside Park that involve elements of the park that are not directly or indirectly impacted 
by the Pensacola Bay Bridge Replacement project. Throughout the design and right-of-way 
acquisition process, the Department will continue to coordinate with City of Gulf Breeze 
representatives to reach agreement on the items that arise. 
 
The Draft EA was submitted to the Department of Interior on March 19, 2014.  No comments 
from this agency were received, and the document was delegated to the USFWS, which 
responded to the FDOT via a letter dated May 2, 2014.  On March 20, 2015, a compact disk 
containing an updated Draft EA was sent to the Washington D.C. office of the Department 
of Interior.  No comments were received.  The three letters dated March 19, 2014, May 2, 
2014, and March 20, 2015 are included in Section 2.6 of Appendix E.    
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5.6 Conclusion 

This Individual Section 4(f) Evaluation supports the conclusions identified in the 
Environmental Assessment pursuant to 23 CFR 774 entitled Parks, Recreation Areas, 
Wildlife, and Waterfowl Refuges, and Historic Sites.  Seven alternatives are examined in this 
document for permanent Section 4(f) use and temporary occupancy relative to the 
replacement of the Pensacola Bay Bridge.  The seven alternatives are identified as follows: 

1. East Alternative (removed from further consideration in Corridor Report); 
2. West Alternative (removed from further consideration in Corridor Report); 
3. Central East Alternative (carried forward as a Build Alternative); 
4. Central West Alternative (carried forward as a Build Alternative); 
5. Central Avoidance Alternative (considered not prudent or feasible); 
6. East Avoidance Alternative (considered not prudent or feasible); and, 
7. West Avoidance Alternative (considered not prudent or feasible). 

Section 5.6.1 below summarizes why the three avoidance alternatives are deemed to be not 
prudent or feasible, and Section 5.6.2 summarizes which one of the Build Alternatives causes 
the least overall harm. 
 
5.6.1 Prudence Determination 
According to 23 CFR 774.17, the definition of a “feasible and prudent alternative” is one that 
avoids using Section 4(f) property and does not cause other severe problems of a magnitude 
that substantially outweighs the importance of protecting the Section 4(f) property.  
According to this statute, a potential avoidance alternative is not feasible if it cannot be built 
as a matter of sound engineering judgment.   

As reiterated in the FHWA Section 4(f) Policy Paper, the third and final part of the feasible 
and prudent avoidance alternative definition sets out standards for determining if a 
potential avoidance alternative is prudent. An alternative is not prudent if:  

1. It compromises the project to a degree that it is unreasonable to proceed in light of 
the project’s stated purpose and need (i.e., the alternative doesn’t address the 
purpose and need of the project); 

2. It results in unacceptable safety or operational problems; 
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3. After reasonable mitigation, it still causes severe social, economic, or environmental 
impacts; severe disruption to established communities; severe or disproportionate 
impacts to minority or low-income populations; or severe impacts to environmental 
resources protected under other Federal statutes; 

4. It results in additional construction, maintenance, or operational costs of 
extraordinary magnitude;  

5. It causes other unique problems or unusual factors; or  
6. It involves multiple factors as outlined above that, while individually, minor, 

cumulatively cause unique problems or impacts of extraordinary magnitude. 

Table 5.6.1 summarizes the three avoidance alternatives considered relative to the six factors 
of prudence determination criteria mentioned above. 
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Table 5.6.1:  Summary of Prudence Determination of Avoidance Alternatives 

Prudence Criteria Central Avoidance 
Alternative 

East Avoidance 
Alternative 

West Avoidance 
Alternative 

It compromises the project to a degree that it 
is unreasonable to proceed in light of the 
project’s stated purpose and need (i.e., the 
alternative doesn’t address the purpose and 
need of the project); 

Yes.  Resulting 
typical section 
does not meet 
FDOT criteria or 
accommodate 
pedestrians and 
bicyclists. 

No.  East 
Alternative does 
address Purpose 
and Need. 

No.  West 
Alternative does 
address Purpose 
and Need. 

It results in unacceptable safety or operational 
problems; 

Yes. Delays on 
Garcon Point 
Bridge would be 
unacceptable.  
Hurricane 
evacuation would 
be severely 
compromised. 

Yes.  “Fishhook” 
geometry is 
unconventional 
and undesirable. 

No.  Geometry is 
acceptable. 

After reasonable mitigation, it still causes 
severe social, economic, or environmental 
impacts; severe disruption to established 
communities; severe or disproportionate 
impacts to minority or low-income 
populations; or severe impacts to 
environmental resources protected under 
other Federal statutes; 

Yes.  Detour to 
Garcon Point 
results in 
unacceptable costs 
to society. 

Yes.  Has major 
impacts to 
neighborhood 
north of RR 
tracks, a Section 
106 historic site, 
and Baybridge 
Professional 
Park; has major 
additional 
environmental 
impacts of  new 3-
mile bay crossing. 

Yes.  Requires 
displacement of 
two hotels and 
one residence.  
Requires 
acquisition of 6.7 
acres of 
commercial 
property; has 
additional 
environmental 
impacts of new 
bay crossing; 
aesthetic impact 
to Gulf Breeze 
Park. 

  

It results in additional construction, 
maintenance, or operational costs of 
extraordinary magnitude;  

Yes. Seven-year 
bridge closure is 
unacceptable and 
would be public 
safety hazard. 

Yes.  Right-of-
way and 
construction costs 
would be very 
high;  

Yes.  Right-of-
way cost is $30 
million; 
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Prudence Criteria Central Avoidance 
Alternative 

East Avoidance 
Alternative 

West Avoidance 
Alternative 

It causes other unique problems or unusual 
factors; or  

Yes. 70-mile 
round trip detour 
is unacceptable, 
as is over $1 
billion cost in toll 
fees over 7 years 
to traveling 
public.  

Yes.  Requires 
substantial 
disruption to 
residential and 
commercial 
condominiums in 
Gulf Breeze  and 
established 
residential 
neighborhood in 
Pensacola   

Yes.  Causes 
unacceptable 
degradation to 
Chanteclaire 
neighborhood and 
requires 
relocation of 
internal loop road 
within 
neighborhood. 

It involves multiple factors as outlined above 
that, while individually, minor, cumulatively 
cause unique problems or impacts of 
extraordinary magnitude. 

Yes.  
Extraordinary 
Cost and 
inconvenience to 
society is deemed 
unacceptable. 
Hurricane 
evacuation of 
Santa Rosa island 
is severely 
compromised for 7 
years of 
construction  

Causes 
extraordinary 
neighborhood 
disruption on 
both landfalls 
and requires 2 
railroad crossings 
impacts a Section 
106 resource; 
potential 
significant effects 
to aquatic 
environment due 
to 3-mile bay 
crossing; 
extremely 
inefficient travel 
patterns 

Yes.  
Substantially 
compromises 
aesthetics and 
viewshed of 
parcels on west 
side of Gulf 
Breeze peninsula, 
inconsistent with 
the Gulf Breeze 
Master plans; 
severely impacts 
the potential 
mixed-used 
development 
proposed by the 
City; creates 
additional 
environmental 
impact across the 
3-mile bay; 
impacts an 
established 
residential 
neighborhood. 
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5.6.2 Alternative with Least Overall Harm 
If the evaluation of avoidance alternatives produces no prudent and feasible alternative to 
the use of park land, then the FHWA may approve, from the remaining alternatives, the 
alternative(s) that causes the least overall harm.  To achieve this determination, the FHWA 
must compare seven factors prescribed in 23 CFR 774.3(c).  The first four factors relate to the 
net harm that each alternative would cause to the Section 4(f) property.  The remaining three 
factors enable the FHWA to take into account any substantial problem with any of the 
alternatives beyond the Section 4(f) issues.  This comparison is known as a “least harm 
analysis” as identified by the following: 
 

1. The ability to mitigate adverse impacts to each Section 4(f) property (including any 
measures that result in benefits to the property); 

2. The relative severity of the remaining harm, after mitigation, to the protected 
activities, attributes, or features that qualify each Section 4(f) property for 
protection; 

3. The relative significance of each Section 4(f) property;  
4. The views of the officials with jurisdiction over each Section 4(f) property. 
5. The degree to which each alternative meets the purpose and need for the project; 
6. After reasonable mitigation, the magnitude of any adverse impacts to resources not 

protected by Section 4(f); and 
7. Substantial differences in costs among the alternatives.  

 
By balancing the seven factors, four of which concern the degree of harm to Section 4(f) 
properties, the FHWA will be able to consider all relevant concerns to determine which 
alternative would cause the least overall harm in light of the statute’s preservation purpose. 
 
Table 5.6.2 summarizes the two Build Alternatives carried forward relative to the seven 
factors of the least harm analysis. 
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Table 5.6.2:  Least Harm Analysis 

Least Harm Criteria Central East Alternative Central West Alternative 

The ability to mitigate adverse 
impacts to each Section 4(f) 
property (including any measures 
that result in benefits to the 
property); 

On the Pensacola approach, the 
80 parking spaces and 2 picnic 
pavilions are difficult to replace 
due to a lack of space.  
Currently, no provision for 
replacement is proposed.  The 
Escambia County Fishing 
Bridge can be replaced but is 
costly and will cause a lengthy 
delay in the availability of the 
fishing amenities within the 
community.  On the Gulf Breeze 
approach, the displaced parking 
and access road can be replaced, 
but is less effective. 

Full mitigation for the loss of 
vehicle-trailer spaces can be 
provided and additional under 
bridge parking is proposed; 
Improved pedestrian access 
between the east and west 
sides of the park is provided; a 
new internal connection for 
vehicles improves mobility and 
provides safer external 
intersection connections to US 
98; shared-use path 
connections across the bay 
bridge provide multi-modal 
access direct connections 
between the parks on each side 
of the bay. 

The relative severity of the 
remaining harm, after mitigation, 
to the protected activities, 
attributes, or features that qualify 
each Section 4(f) property for 
protection; 

This alternative reduces the 
usable park land within 
Pensacola Wayside Park by 
2.24 acres.  The roadway is 
permanently located closer to 
the remaining picnic pavilions 
and shoreline walkway, thereby 
reducing the quality of the 
passive environment. The direct 
interface between the Escambia 
Fishing Bridge is less 
convenient. 

There is likely no perceptible 
harm to the remaining 
facilities. Upon completion of 
the project, the under-bridge 
parking within Gulf Breeze 
Wayside Park will replace the 
displaced 18 spaces and will be 
shaded, which is an 
improvement.  An additional 
28 regular spaces will be 
added.  The new boat launch 
entrance has superior 
geometry compared to the 
existing configuration. 

The relative significance of each 
Section 4(f) property;  

 

All three Section 4(f) entities 
are considered significant based 
on correspondence received 
from the officials having 
jurisdiction.  However, the 
demolition and reconstruction 

The City of Gulf Breeze has 
indicated its preference for 
parking to be installed beneath 
a proposed structure. The 
City’s new Master Plan 
identifies Gulf Breeze Wayside 
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Least Harm Criteria Central East Alternative Central West Alternative 

of the 4-year-old Escambia 
County Fishing Bridge is 
particularly detrimental to the 
patrons of this facility. The 
replacement of this facility will 
likely result in a poorer 
relationship with the Wayside 
park activities. The Gulf Breeze 
Most Livable City Plan 
identifies Gulf Breeze Wayside 
Park and surrounding area as a 
major catalyst location and 
gateway to the city. 

Park and surrounding area as 
a major catalyst location and 
gateway to the city. 

The views of the officials with 
jurisdiction over each Section 4(f) 
property. 

 

City of Gulf Breeze has 
indicated a preference for the 
Central East Alternative in 
order to preserve, enhance, and 
expand the commercial 
property on the west side of the 
peninsula.  The City’s approved 
Master Plan is organized 
around a Central East 
Alternative. The Master Plan 
recognizes the proposed 
extension of the bay bridge 
across the park property with 
the additional parking 
provisions that the FDOT is 
willing to incorporate into the 
project.   

The City of Gulf Breeze is 
currently on record as not 
preferring the Central West 
Alternative.  The October 18, 
2012 letter mentions that the 
available area under the 
bridge should be utilized to 
mitigate for the negative socio-
economic and cultural aspects 
of the expanded bridge and 
mentions underpasses for 
pedestrians and vehicles as 
well as under-bridge parking. 
A September 10, 2013 meeting 
with City officials resulted in 
the City re-assessing the 
Central West interface with 
the Master Plan. 

The degree to which each 
alternative meets the purpose and 
need for the project; 

 

The Central East Alternative 
meets the Purpose and Need for 
the project. 

The Central West Alternative 
meets the Purpose and Need 
for the project. 
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After reasonable mitigation, the 
magnitude of any adverse impacts 
to resources not protected by 
Section 4(f);  

 

The Central East Alternative 
has less than 0.01 acres of 
impact to salt water marsh and 
impacts a single vacant 
commercial parcel but disturbs 
no tenants or parking spaces in 
Gulf Breeze. 

The Central West Alternative 
has 0.07 acres of impacts to 
salt water marsh and impacts 
4 commercial parcels featuring 
9 tenants; 34 commercial 
parking spaces are eliminated. 
The owner of the commercial 
properties that are impacted 
has developed a major shared-
use improvement plan that 
accommodates a Central West 
alignment and has shared the 
plan with the FDOT. 

Substantial differences in costs 
among the alternatives.  

 

Approximate total  cost:   

$665 mil 

The Central East Alternative is 
approximately $15 million more 
costly than the Central West 
Alternative when considering 
construction, right-of-way, 
utility, and engineering costs.   

Approximate total cost:   

$651 mil 
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5.6.3 Central West Alternative Recommendation 
The Central West Alternative appears to be the most logical option for a “preferred 
alternative” to be carried forward as the proposed action, as it meets the Purpose and Need 
of the PD&E study (as described in Chapter 1 of the EA) while minimizing Section 4(f) 
impacts to the greatest extent practicable.  The Central West Alternative, shown in Figures 
2.5.2A and B and Figure 5.2.5, appears to be the most feasible and prudent alternative with 
the least harm on Section 4(f) resources.  The avoidance alternatives to Gulf Breeze Wayside 
Park do not appear to be prudent or feasible per Chapter 13-2.4.1 of the FDOT Project Design 
and Environment Manual and federal Section 4(f) regulations [23 CFR Part 774.3 (a) and 
(c)].   

There appears to be a prudent and feasible alternative (the Central West Alternative) to 
avoid a Section 4(f) use of Pensacola Wayside Park and the Escambia County Fishing Bridge.  
Based upon the above considerations, there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use 
of land from Gulf Breeze Wayside Park, and the proposed action includes all possible 
planning to minimize harm to Gulf Breeze Wayside Park resulting from such use. 
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6.0 Natural Resources Impacts 
 

6.1 Wetlands 

The Wetland Evaluation and Biological Assessment Report (WEBAR) compiled for this 
PD&E Study contains a detailed assessment of the surface waters, wetlands, and seagrasses 
within the study area.  A summary of this report is included below. 

There are three vegetated wetland areas located within and adjacent to the study area.  
Figures 6.1.1 and 6.1.2 display the locations of the wetland systems and surface waters 
within the project area.  

All of the wetland systems found within the project corridor are tidally influenced salt 
marshes with smooth cordgrass (Spartina alterniflora) as the dominant vegetation.  All of 
the wetlands have been 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.  Wetland Area A is a narrow zone of tidal marsh 
located just south of the Gulf Breeze boat ramp.  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.  Project GreenShores is a restoration effort 
being conducted by the 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 U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (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.  One artificially created surface water feature, a vegetated drainage 
ditch, exists at the Pensacola side of the bridge approach.    
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Figure 6.1.1:  Wetland Area (A) South of Gulf Breeze Boat Ramp 
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Figure 6.1.2:  Project GreenShores Wetland Area (B) and Wetlands (C) & (D) 
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This project area was surveyed for seagrass in June 2011 with negative results and again in 
June 2012 with negative results other than seagrasses planted for the Project GreenShores 
Site. The field review in June 2011 revealed that seagrass areas previously photo-interpreted 
by the FDEP in 2010 are actually rock-rubble deposits.  Figure 6.1.3 displays the location of 
Project GreenShores and the FDEP mapped seagrass areas. 

Figure 6.1.3:  Sea Grass Areas Mapped By the FDEP 
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Impacts to wetlands have been avoided and minimized to the maximum extent practicable. 
The avoidance options are “no build”, rehabilitation, or TSM. These options do not satisfy the 
purpose and need for the project as described in Section 1.2. 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), which is summarized in Section 2.2. 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;  

• Minimizing design standards to establish the smallest possible footprint. 

Wetland impacts for the two alternatives considered are caused by shoreline reconstruction 
and the relocation of the Gulf Breeze Wayside Park (west) access road.  Neither the Central 
East nor Central West Alternative will have a significant impact on the wetland resource.  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.  

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.  A summary of wetland, surface water, and shoreline impacts is provided in Table 
6.1.1.  Impacts to Wetland B take place only in the estuarine seagrass portion of the wetland 
impacts associated with the Central West Alternative.  Table 6.1.2 shows the UMAM 
evaluation of the wetland systems with the potential to be impacted by the project.  Wetlands 
C and D will not be impacted by the project.  Figures 6.1.3A and B and Figures 6.1.4A and B 
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display the wetland impacts for the Central East and Central West Alternatives, 
respectively. 

Table 6.1.1:  Assessment of Wetland and Surface Water Impacts 

Corridor  
Wetland 
Impacts 
(Yes/No) 

Wetland 
Impact 

Description 

Wetland 
Impacts 
(~Acres) 

Potential 
Seagrass 

Impacts*** 
(Yes/No) 

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  No Yes Pensacola 

Bay 35.20 0.16 

Central 
West  Yes 

Saltmarsh 
of Wetland 

A and 
Wetland B 

0.07 Yes Yes Pensacola 
Bay 34.50 0.66 

 
  

*Estuarine Habitat  
** Areas of shoreline with existing riprap  
***Stabilization requirements estimated  

 

Table 6.1.2:  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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Permits will be acquired in the design-build phase.  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 at this time.  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 indicated 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 E (Comments 
and Coordination Report) 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 the National 
Marine Fisheries Service (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.  The ETDM Summary Report is available under separate cover.  However, a 
summary of the ETDM comments concerning wetlands and Essential Fish Habitat is listed 
below: 
 
USACE 
The initial USACE response was received on December 8, 2011 and is contained in the ETDM 
Summary Report, which is available as an appendix to the WEBAR. 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 USCG 
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with regard to the bridge structure design.  A federal dredge and fill permit will be required 
from the USACE prior to construction.  
 
USEPA 
The initial USEPA response was received on September 1, 2011 and is contained in the 
ETDM Summary Report, which is available as an appendix to the WEBAR. 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. 
 
USFWS 

The USFWS response was received on August 18, 2011 and is contained in the ETDM 
Summary Report, which is available as an appendix to the WEBAR. 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 and is contained in the ETDM Summary 
Report, which is available as an appendix to the WEBAR. 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.  
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NWFWMD 
The NWFWMD response was received on August 18, 2011 and is contained in the ETDM 
Summary Report, which is available as an appendix to the WEBAR. 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 and is contained in the ETDM 
Summary Report, which is available as an appendix to the WEBAR. 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 likely need to secure a 
sovereign submerged land lease from the Board of Trustees of the Internal Improvement 
Trust Fund (Governor and Cabinet). 
 

6.2 Aquatic Preserves 

No Outstanding Florida Waters (OFWs) or aquatic preserves are 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 6.2.1).  
Waters in aquatic preserves and state parks require additional water quality treatment 
considerations.  Neither aquatic preserve would be directly impacted by the proposed 
replacement of the Pensacola bay Bridge. Therefore, this project will have no impacts to 
OFWs, designated wild and scenic rivers, or aquatic preserves.  
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Figure 6.2.1:  Aquatic Preserves 
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6.3 Water Quality 

Water quality is a major issue in the Pensacola Bay watershed which covers an area of about 
7,000 square miles. About one third of the watershed is in Florida. The majority of the 
watershed lies to the north in Alabama.  Urbanization over time has adversely impacted 
wetlands and aquatic habitats leading to point source and non-point source pollutant 
discharges to the bay.  The Northwest Florida Water Management District (NWFWMD) has 
designated Pensacola Bay as a Surface Water Improvement and Management (SWIM) 
priority as specified in Florida Statues, Section 373.453.  The NWFWMD originally adopted 
the SWIM priority list in 1988 with subsequent updates and revisions in 1993, 1996, and 
2001. This priority list ranks water bodies of regional, statewide significance with regards to 
condition, functional value and public interest.  

Pensacola Bay is identified as an impaired water body by the FDEP. Currently this 
impairment is due to excess levels of coliform. Future investigations may lead to 
identification of impairment due to nutrients.  At present, only Total Maximum Daily Loads 
(TMDL’s) have been developed for coliform.  

Impacts to water quality are the same between the alternatives.  Regardless of the 
alternative, the bridge and roadway design will be required to meet the latest water quality 
standards of the NWFWMD.  Due to the difficulty of capturing and treating storm water 
runoff on the new Pensacola Bay Bridge and given the limited amount of vacant land 
available for retention ponds on both approaches, the preferred stormwater treatment 
method consists of utilizing compensatory treatment.  The Pond Siting Report (December 
2012) describes these preferred off-site pond locations in detail.  Coordination is ongoing with 
the public works staff of Pensacola and Gulf Breeze.  The preferred compensatory treatment 
consists of the Gaberonne Swamp Pond, owned by the City of Pensacola, in conjunction with 
Best-Management-Practice retrofits of existing SR 30 (US 98) outfalls into the bay.  Refer to 
the Pond Siting Report (December 2012) for a detailed description of the site and desired 
retrofits. 

A Water Quality Impact Evaluation (WQIE) has been completed for this project and is 
included in Appendix B. 
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6.3.1 Surface Waters 
The Clean Water Act requires that the surface waters of each state be classified according 
to designated uses. Florida has six classes with associated designated uses, which are 
arranged in order of degree of protection required: 

Class I - Potable Water Supplies 
Fourteen general areas throughout the state including: impoundments and associated 
tributaries, certain lakes, rivers, or portions of rivers, used as a source of potable water.  

Class II - Shellfish Propagation or Harvesting 
Generally coastal waters where shellfish harvesting occurs.  

Class III - Fish Consumption, Recreation, Propagation and Maintenance of a Healthy, Well-
Balanced Population of Fish and Wildlife 
The surface waters of the state are Class III unless described in rule 62-302.400, F.A.C.  

Class III-Limited – Fish Consumption; Recreation or Limited Recreation; and/or 
Propagation and Maintenance of a Limited Population of Fish and Wildlife  
This classification is restricted to waters with human-induced physical or habitat 
conditions that, because of those conditions, have limited aquatic life support and habitat 
that prevent attainment of Class III uses. 

Class IV - Agricultural Water Supplies 
Generally located in agriculture areas around Lake Okeechobee.  

Class V - Navigation, Utility and Industrial Use. 
Currently, there are no designated Class V bodies of water within the state of Florida. 

According to 62.302.400, F.A.C., the majority of the project occurs within Class III waters 
with a small portion located within Class II waters (Figure 6.3.1). The Class II waters are 
located east of a line drawn from Emanuel Point in the north to the south end of the Pensacola 
Bay Bridge.  The Central East and Central West Alternatives will not have adverse effects 
on Class II and III water bodies. 
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Figure 6.3.1:  Surface Waters 
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6.4 Outstanding Florida Waters 

There are no Outstanding Florida Waters (OFWs), designated wild and scenic rivers, or 
aquatic preserves located within or adjacent to the project area.  Rule 62.302.700 designates 
waters in National Preserves and State Parks as OFWs.  These waters require additional 
water quality treatment considerations.  Pensacola Bay and its tributaries are not designated 
as OFWs.  Consequently, there will be no impacts to OFWs. 
 

6.5 Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Pensacola Bay and its tributaries are not designated by the National Park Service as part of 
the Wild and Scenic Rivers system.  Therefore, coordination with the requirements of the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act is not applicable to this project.  
 

6.6 Floodplains 

Floodplains are analyzed in the Location Hydraulic Report (December 2012) prepared for this 
study as a separate technical document.  This section summarizes the results of this analysis. 

FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM’s) were referenced for the bridge replacement 
corridor. According to FIRM panel number 12033C02090G, revised September 29, 2006, the 
west approach lies in Zone VE with base flood elevation 10 feet. VE designates coastal flood 
zones with velocity hazards (wave action).  The inland area to the northwest is Zone AE with 
elevation 9 feet. AE designates flood zones with flood elevations determined.  

FEMA FIRM panel number 12113C0606G, effective December 19, 2006 indicates the east 
approach on the Gulf side as Zone AE (base flood elevation 9 feet). The Bay side lies in Zone 
AE (elevation 5 feet).  The project crosses no regulatory floodways.  

6.6.1 History of Flooding 
The Pensacola Bay Bridge’s location on Gulf of Mexico in the panhandle of Florida makes it 
vulnerable to hurricanes. Numerous major hurricanes have made landfall at or near 
Pensacola and Gulf Breeze including Eloise (1975), Frederic (1979), Juan (1985), Erin (1995), 
Opal (1995), Georges (1998), Ivan (2004), and Dennis (2005). 
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Pensacola and the surrounding area were devastated by Hurricane Ivan in 2004.  The eastern 
side of the eyewall sent a large storm surge into Escambia Bay that eventually destroyed 
much of the I-10 Escambia Bay Bridge to the north.  The storm heavily damaged the I-10 
crossing over Escambia Bay, shifting numerous spans from the eastbound and westbound 
bridges and misaligning other spans, causing the bridge to close to traffic in both directions.  
The hurricane destroyed the fishing bridge that spanned Pensacola Bay alongside the 
Pensacola Bay Bridge.  Over six billion dollars in damage occurred in the metro area and 
more than 10,000 homes were destroyed, with another 27,000 heavily damaged.  In July 
2005, Hurricane Dennis made landfall just east of Pensacola, sparing the city similar 
devastation received from Ivan just the year before. However, hurricane and near-hurricane 
force winds were recorded in downtown, causing moderate damage. 

In August 2005, the Pensacola Bay area received a glancing impact from Hurricane Katrina. 
Light to moderate damage was reported, although the storm undermined a large percentage 
of the Pensacola Bay area’s tourist base. 

6.6.2 Results of Floodplain Analysis 
The project will be a minimal transverse encroachment.  No existing cross drains are located 
within the project limits.  Therefore, no additional analyses were performed for this project.   

This project will not involve the replacement or modification of any existing cross drains, or 
the addition of any new cross drains.  As a result, this project will not affect flood heights or 
base floodplain limits.  This project will not result in any significant increase or new adverse 
environmental impacts and will not increase flood risks or damage.  This project will not 
cause significant change in the potential for interruption of termination of emergency 
services or emergency evacuation routes.  

Because this project consists of replacement of an existing bridge and no cross drains are 
located within the project limits, no adverse impacts are anticipated due to encroachments 
created by roadway widening. No additional floodplain study or risk analysis is necessary. 
 
The modifications to drainage structures included in this project will result in an 
insignificant change in their capacity to carry floodwater. This change will cause minimal 
increases in flood heights and flood limits. These minimal increases will not result in any 
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significant adverse impacts on the natural and beneficial floodplain values or any significant 
change in flood risks or damage. There will not be a significant change in the potential for 
interruption or termination of emergency service or emergency evacuation routes. Therefore, 
this encroachment has been determined to be not significant. 
 
6.6.3 Type of Stormwater Facilities 
The Pond Siting Report details the stormwater facilities considered for this project.  Due to 
the lack of suitable parcels for potential pond sites, the recommendation for this project is to 
utilize compensatory treatment.  The northbound and southbound bridges are anticipated to 
utilize bridge scuppers for drainage, while the roadway approaches will employ curb and 
gutter, inlets, and storm sewer commensurate with an urban area. 
 
6.6.4 Design High Water 
From the Bridge Hydraulic Report, Table 6.6.1 displays the hydraulic model results for the 
Pensacola Bay Bridge. 

Table 6.6.1:  Hydraulic Model Results at Pensacola Bay Bridge 1 

Flood Data Design (50-year) 
Flood 

Base (100-year) 
Flood 

Greatest (500-year) 
Flood 

Water Surface 
Elevation (feet 

NAVD) 
+6.0 (at Pier 2) +7.4 (at Pier 2) +10.8 (at Pier 2) 

Discharge (cubic feet 
per second) 1,217,178 1,586,114 2,445,603 

Maximum Velocity 
(feet/second) 3.2 (at Pier 40) 3.8 (at Pier 35) 5.3 (at Pier 35) 

Exceedance 
Probability (%) 2 1 0.2 

Frequency 50 100 500 
1 Adapted from Table 3.5 of Pensacola Bay Bridge Hydraulic Report 

6.6.5 Design Wave Heights for Coastal Bridges 
Maximum water surface elevations and maximum wave heights may occur at different times.  
As described in the Bridge Hydraulic Report, the worst-case maximum wave crest elevation 
corresponding to the maximum water surface elevation for the 100-year storm event is 17.4 
feet, which occurs approximately ½-mile south of the Pensacola approach.  To avoid wave 
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forces on the superstructure, the 2008 AASHTO publication entitled Guide Specifications for 
Bridges Vulnerable to Coastal Storms recommends that the minimum low chord elevation lie 
above the 100-year wave crest elevation plus one foot.  The complete maximum water surface 
profile can be found in the Bridge Hydraulic Report.   
 
While the maximum water surface elevation along the Pensacola Bay Bridge alignment 
varies depending on the location within the bay, a nominal elevation of 28 feet has been 
assumed for the bridge elevation on the approaches to the main span.  This elevation was 
achieved by adding the maximum water surface elevation (17.4 feet) to one foot of freeboard 
and an assumed structure depth of 9 feet.  A total elevation of 27.4 feet is achieved with this 
computation.  For the purposes of this PD&E Study, the elevation has been rounded to 28 
feet, which assists with achieving the desired clearance for under-bridge parking and access. 
 

6.7 Coastal Zone Consistency 

The project is located in a coastal area that may be regulated by the federal Coastal Zone 
Management Act (CZMA) of 1972 and the Florida Coastal Management Act of 1978.  The 
CZMA defines coastal zones wherein development must be managed to protect areas of 
natural resources unique to coastal regions.  In addition, the CZMA requires federal agency 
activities to be fully consistent with a state’s approved coastal management program. The 
Florida Coastal Management Program is based on a network of agencies implementing 24 
statutes that protect and enhance the state's natural, cultural and economic coastal 
resources. The goal of the program is to coordinate local, state and federal agency activities 
using existing laws to ensure that Florida's coast is as valuable to future generations as it is 
today. The FDEP is responsible for directing the implementation of the state-wide coastal 
management program.   

The Final Programming Screen Report (2/24/2012) did not specifically address Coastal Zone 
Consistency. The State of Florida has determined that this project is consistent with the 
Florida Coastal Zone Management Plan (see Federal Consistency Determination in the Final 
Programming Screen Report).  Based on the review of the FDEP mapping data and 
coordination with FDEP staff, the Coastal Construction Control Line (CCCL) is on Santa 
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Rosa Island.  Santa Rosa Island (and therefore the project location) is landward of the CCCL 
and required setbacks.  As a result, the project location is exempt from these requirements.  
 
The replacement of the Pensacola Bay Bridge is not anticipated to directly impact any 
designated coastal zones.  A review of the FEMA Flood Insurance Study (FIS) Map Number 
12113C0606G, dated December 19, 2006 indicates the existing bridge corridors under 
consideration are not in a designated coastal zone.  The nearest designated coastal area is 
located approximately 2,000 feet south of the project’s southern limits.   Also, the project area 
is not located on a barrier island.  The Pensacola Bay Bridge does, however, provide access 
to the City of Gulf Breeze and a barrier island, Santa Rosa Island, is accessible from the City 
of Gulf Breeze.  

Although no direct impacts are anticipated, indirect impacts may occur due to the proximity 
of the project to a designated coastal zone.  Therefore, regardless of the alternative selected, 
the project will require a determination of whether the project is consistent with the CZMA.  
The CZMA indicates that consistency is based on effects rather than a geographic boundary, 
meaning any federal activity or federally-funded activity that will have an effect on a state's 
coastal zone will be subject to a consistency review.  Effects are determined by looking at 
reasonably foreseeable direct and indirect effects on any coastal use or resource.   
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6.8 Coastal Barrier Resources 

The Federal Coastal Barrier Resources Act of 1982 (CBRA), the Coastal Barrier Improvement 
Act of 1990 (CBIA), and the Florida Coastal Zone Management Act, Part II, Chapter 380 F.S. 
may affect federal and state funding for particular projects.  The USFWS issues maps 
identifying the boundaries of the Coastal Barrier Resources (CBRs) and Otherwise Protected 
Areas (OPAs), which are undeveloped coastal barriers within the boundaries of lands 
reserved as wildlife refuges, parks, or for other conservation purposes.  Federal funding is 
prohibited for new expenditures within the boundaries of a designated coastal barrier unit 
except for OPAs identified on maps of the Coastal Barrier Resource System as established by 
the U.S. Department of Interior.  Exceptions to the prohibition of financial assistance include 
“maintenance, replacement, reconstruction, or repair, but not the expansion . . . of publicly 
owned or publicly operated roads, structures, or facilities that are essential links to a larger 
network or system (FDOT PD&E Manual, Chapter 26, p. 26-3). 

The north shoreline of Gulf Breeze is listed as “FL-100” on the Coastal Barrier Resources 
System map for Florida.  The project area is closest to Coastal Barrier Resource FL-100 but 
is located east of this resource.  Site FL-98P is the Naval Live Oaks area and is not affected 
by this project.  A request was sent to the USFWS’s Panama City Field Office requesting 
confirmation that the project is outside the boundaries of the Coastal Barrier Resources Act. 
A USFWS letter dated January 14, 2015 confirmed that this project is not located within a 
CBRs unit or OPA. 
 
Figure 6.8.1 displays the location of site FL-100 and other nearby CBRs. 
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Figure 6.8.1:  Coastal Barrier Resources System Map:  Site FL-100 
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6.9 Wildlife and Habitat 

6.9.1 Threatened and Endangered Species 
A Wetland Evaluation and Biological Assessment Report (July 2013) and Essential Fish 
Habitat Assessment Report (July 2013), and Biological Assessment (November 2014) have 
been completed for this project and are available under separate cover.  In addition to 
containing the wetland evaluation, these documents detail the potential impacts to 
threatened and endangered state and federal species.   

Table 6.9.1 contains a compilation of state and federally listed species potentially occurring 
within the project area and includes an assessment of the likelihood of occurrence of each 
species. 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 site is located within an area 
designated by the USFWS as Critical Habitat for the Gulf sturgeon.  The project site is also 
located within a USFWS-designated Consultation Area for the West Indian manatee. A 
discussion of the individual impacts to federally-listed species follows Table 6.9.1, which lists 
the protected species with a potential to occur within the project area.  

The USFWS ETDM 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 Best 
Management Practices was also recommended to minimize adverse impacts to the West 
Indian manatee and Gulf sturgeon. 
 
The FFWCC ETDM 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.  
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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 
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.   
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Table 6.9.1:  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 

Eretmochelys imbricata Hawksbill 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 FT T 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, January 
2013; U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, County Federally Listed Species; Florida 
Natural Areas Inventory database; RS&H, 2014 

(1) Pacific coast populations only 
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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 mouth.  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. The construction activities associated with this project have a potential to 
impact this species. No Gulf sturgeon were observed during the May 2012 site survey or 
during seagrass surveys.  
 
Due to the potential impacts to the Gulf sturgeon and its designated Critical Habitat, a 
Biological Assessment was prepared as part of the Section 7 Consultation.  A Final Biological 
Opinion (BO) dated April 8, 2015 was provided by the USFWS (see Appendix E for cover 
letter and summary).  The Final BO is available under separate cover.  USFWS analysis 
indicates that the proposed project would have a negative, but not appreciable, effect on the 
survival and recovery of Gulf sturgeon. Most direct and indirect effects will occur within the 
radius of underwater noise that will be created by pile driving; however, the effects are 
considered small, temporary, and reversible. Given that the subpopulation of Gulf sturgeon 
in the Escambia and Yellow Rivers are stable, the probability of species extinction is low. In 
addition, the proposed project is not likely to appreciably diminish the critical habitat’s 
capability to provide the intended conservation role for the Gulf sturgeon. The nature of 
effects to critical habitat is relatively small, dynamic, and would not produce permanent 
alterations to any Primary Constituent Element (PCE).  
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After reviewing the current status of the Gulf sturgeon, the environmental baseline for the 
action area, the effects of the action, and the cumulative effects, the USFWS’s biological 
opinion is that the demolition of the existing SR 30 (US 98) Pensacola Bay Bridge and 
construction of twin replacement bridges is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence 
of the Gulf sturgeon or destroy or adversely modify its designated critical habitat. This 
opinion will apply as long as the construction let date occurs within five years of this BO, 
otherwise reinitiation of formal consultation will be required. Best Management Practices 
will be required during construction to minimize impacts to the species.  The conservation 
measures and reasonable and prudent measures to be employed are listed in Section 6.9.2 
and Chapter 10, the commitments section of this report.   
 
The conservation measures and reasonable and prudent measures and their accompanying 
terms and conditions will avoid and reduce the potential for injury, harm, and harassment 
from the proposed construction activities.  The USFWS has determined that with the 
implementation of these measures, the action will not jeopardize the Gulf sturgeon or result 
in the destruction or adverse modification of its critical habitat.  Incidental to the 
construction activities, one Gulf sturgeon per year but no more than five sturgeons total may 
be injured or killed.  In addition, all fish within 1,037 feet of pile driving are expected to 
experience harm and harassment, although the exact number of these fish is indeterminable. 
 
In order to monitor the impact of incidental take, the FHWA / FDOT must report the progress 
of the action and its impact on the species to the USFWS as specified in the incidental take 
statement [50 CFR 402.14(I)(3)]. 
 
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 (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 
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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. Due to the possibility of this species 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 23, 2013.  No smalltooth sawfish 
were observed during the May 2012 site survey or during seagrass surveys. As a result of the 
previously described actions, FDOT anticipates that the proposed project “may affect, but is 
not likely to adversely affect” the smalltooth sawfish.  Best Management Practices will be 
employed during construction to minimize impacts to the species. The protection measures 
to be employed are listed in Section 6.9.2 and Chapter 10, the commitments section of this 
report.   
 
At this time, the NMFS could not provide concurrence or non-concurrence with this 
determination because sufficiently detailed project information is not yet available (refer to 
NMFS letter response to FDOT’s January 8, 2015 letter). Once measures are adopted to 
minimize construction impacts, the NMFS believes it can provide reasonable assurance that 
the Section 7 consultation can be completed as an informal consultation.  Consequently, due 
to the lack of detailed project specific information, the FDOT cannot complete informal 
Section 7 consultation for this species during this phase of the project.  However, based on 
the response from NMFS, the project is not anticipated to require formal Section 7 
consultation for the smalltooth sawfish and will likely receive a determination of “Not Likely 
to Adversely Affect” when sufficient design details are available.  The FDOT commits to 
reinitiate consultation with the NMFS and provide additional information necessary to allow 
the NMFS to complete their analysis of the project’s effects to the smalltooth sawfish and 
complete consultation on the project prior to advancing the project to construction to comply 
with the Endangered Species Act and provide reasonable assurance per 23 CFR 771.133.” 
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Nesting Sea Turtles 
Five sea turtle species have the potential to nest within the project area. Each of these species 
are described below. The USFWS concurred with FDOT’s NLAA findings for nesting sea 
turtles in a letter dated April 8, 2015 that accompanied the Final BO. Per the Final BO 
provided by the FDOT has committed to design a sea-turtle friendly lighting plan that will 
reduce the cumulative sky glow that is potentially harmful to sea turtles on nearby nesting 
beaches. During design, the lighting plan will be coordinated with USFWS for review and 
approval prior to finalizing the design.  In addition, FDOT is committed to implementing 
NMFS’s Sea Turtle and Smalltooth Sawfish Construction Conditions. 
 
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 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. 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 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.   
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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. 
 
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. 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 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 
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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 adverse 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.  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 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. 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 Kemp’s ridley sea turtle. 
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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 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.   
 
Swimming Sea Turtles 
For the five swimming sea turtles, including the loggerhead sea turtle, green sea turtle, 
leatherback sea turtle, Kemp’s ridley sea turtle, and hawksbill sea turtle, the project is “may 
affect, but is not likely to adversely affect” these species.  At this time, the NMFS could not 
provide concurrence or non-concurrence with this determination because sufficiently detailed 
project information is not yet available (refer to NMFS letter response to FDOT’s January 8, 
2015 letter). Once measures are adopted to minimize construction impacts, the NMFS 
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believes it can provide reasonable assurance that the Section 7 consultation can be completed 
as an informal consultation.  Consequently, due to the lack of detailed project specific 
information, the FDOT cannot complete informal Section 7 consultation with the NMFS 
during this phase of the project.  However, based on the response from NMFS, the project is 
not anticipated to require formal Section 7 consultation for these swimming sea turtles and 
will likely receive a determination of “Not Likely to Adversely Affect” when sufficient design 
details are available. The FDOT commits to reinitiate consultation with the NMFS and 
provide additional information necessary to allow the NMFS to complete their analysis of the 
project’s effects to swimming sea turtles and complete consultation on the project prior to 
advancing the project to construction to comply with the Endangered Species Act and provide 
reasonable assurance per 23 CFR 771.133.” 
 
American Oystercatcher, Black Skimmer, Least Tern, Piping Plover, and Southeastern 
Snowy Plover 
All of these species are shorebirds that are associated with estuaries, beaches and dunes. 
Foraging is generally along tidal creeks, mud flats, sand bars and beaches. These 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).  The least tern, piping plover, and snowy plover are listed as Threatened (ST). 
The piping plover is listed by USFWS as Threatened (FT). The other four species (American 
oystercatcher, black skimmer, snowy plover, and least tern) 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 
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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 E).   
 

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 USFWS classification of the wood stork recently 
changed (August 2014) from Endangered to Threatened. The FFWCC still lists the species 
as Federally-designated Endangered, but it is assumed that it will be reclassified to 
Federally-designated Threatened in the near future.  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 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 
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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 E).  

 
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. Best 
Management Practices 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 

 Environmental Assessment 
 SR 30 (US 98) Pensacola Bay Bridge    6-37 



 

August 30, 2013 (see Appendix E) provided that the Standard Manatee Construction 
Conditions are incorporated. 
 
6.9.2 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.  In order to minimize adverse impacts 
to the protected species within the vicinity of the project corridor, FDOT is committed to 
implementing conservation measures. The following describes the conservation measures 
that will be implemented for these species, except for the piping plover. The USFWS does not 
have any standard protection measures for the piping plover.  FDOT will have its Contractor 
abide by the commitments in the following sections and Chapter 10, the Commitments 
section of this report.   
  
Gulf Sturgeon - USFWS and FFWCC-approved protection guidelines will be followed during 
construction to minimize potential impacts to the species. Coordination with the regulatory 
agencies will occur throughout the design and construction process.   

 
Per the Final BO dated April 8, 2015, FDOT is committed to the following conservation 
measures. 
 

1. The FDOT will require the contractor to comply with the Construction Special 
Provisions Gulf Sturgeon Protection Guidelines that include prescribed measures and 
protocols to avoid direct physical injury or harm during in-water construction. 

 
2. The FDOT will restrict nocturnal pile driving activities by the contractor and the 

mooring of work barges and vessels from October through May which represents the 
peak period that the Gulf sturgeon are migrating through this area. A nightly period 
without noise-inducing activities will provide fish with a daily opportunity to 
move/migrate through the project area without disturbance and minimize the effects 
to habitats used for winter feeding. Nighttime is defined as 30-minutes after sunset 
to 30-minutes before sunrise. 
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3. The FDOT will require the contractor to minimize the potential impacts of multiple 
pile driving operations by maintaining 5,000 feet over the length of the project as a 
low-noise travel corridor. This corridor should be continuous to the extent feasible, 
but no individual component will be less than 1,500 feet. Low noise corridors are 
defined as areas where noise levels are below injury and behavioral disturbance 
thresholds. This restriction will provide the Gulf sturgeon and other aquatic fauna a 
sufficiently wide low-noise travel corridor or corridors through the project area 
without injury or disturbance. 

 
4. Pile-driving operations in shoreline waters on the eastern terminus of the bridge (Gulf 

Breeze s de) will be conducted during the summer months (June 1 through August 31) 
when sturgeons are at their lowest seasonal abundance. This will minimize impacts 
to sturgeons which are known to concentrate in these shallow waters during the fall 
and winter. The goal is to establish and maintain a low noise corridor of no less than 
1,500 feet prior to the time period when sturgeons are most abundant in this 
important area. 

 
5. The contractor will develop a noise monitoring plan to collect hydroacoustical data 

from a representative set of test piles. The noise monitoring plan is anticipated to be 
similar to the one prepared for the SR 83/US 331 Choctawhatchee Bay Bridge Design 
Build Project which involved the test pile driving associated with installation of 
concrete piles in Walton County, Florida. The site-specific hydroacoustical data 
collected could be used to verify the extent of potential noise impacts and if necessary, 
refine the previously recommended conservation measures being proposed to 
minimize potential impacts to listed species of this project. 

 
6. The contractor will be required to implement noise attenuation techniques, 

specifically bubble curtains, year-round for all pile driving operations. Based on 
previous pile-driving noise impact studies, such as SR 83/US 331 Choctawhatchee Bay 
Additional Two-Lane Bridge Project, this project is expected to exceed the threshold 
for behavioral disturbance to the Gulf sturgeon, without noise attenuation. The use of 
bubble curtains will reduce the size of the impact and/or disturbance zones around 
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pile driving operations, and therefore reduce the potential to injure or kill Gulf 
sturgeon, or behaviorally disturb them. 

 
7. The contractor will be required to use a ramp-up procedure during the installation of 

piles. This procedure allows for a gradual increase in noise level in order to give 
sensitive species ample time to flee prior to initiation of full noise levels. This approach 
can also reduce the likelihood of any secondary or sub-lethal effects from sound 
impulses associated with pile driving. 

 
8. The contractor will be required to use Best Management Practices (BMPs) for any 

construction activities over and in water. In addition, the contractor will be required 
to adhere to all water quality standards as defined in the project’s Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan. 

 
9. The FDOT will purchase 20 Vemco tags to be used for studies that contribute to our 

scientific understanding of the Gulf sturgeon. 
 
In addition to these conservation measures, the USFWS believes that several reasonable and 
prudent measures (RPMs) are necessary and appropriate to minimize the incidental take of 
Gulf Sturgeon and reduce effects to its habitat as a result of this projects. FHWA, as the lead 
federal agency, shall be responsible for following the reasonable and prudent measures, with 
their associated term and conditions. Details, terms and conditions of the reasonable and 
prudent measures are listed in Section 7 of the Final BO. The reasonable and prudent 
measures include: 
 

1. Coordinate with the USFWS to ensure that completed project plans and updated 
specific to erosion control and off-site storm water compensation are implemented and 
include comprehensive monitoring and reporting. 

2. Reduce and monitor the effect of take associated with underwater noise.   
3. Ensure that the terms and conditions are completed as detailed in this incidental take 

statement including completion of reporting requirements 
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In order to be exempt from the prohibition of Section 9 of the Act, FHWA must ensure that 
the FDOT and their contractors comply with the following terms and conditions, which 
implement the preceding reasonable and prudent measures. 

 
RPM 1 
1.1 An erosion and sediment control plan will be submitted and approved by the USFWS 

prior to the start of construction to assure that potential impacts to Gulf sturgeon 
habitat from sedimentation and turbidity are avoided and minimized to the extent 
practicable. 

 
1.2 The off-site stormwater compensatory treatment area will be coordinated with the 

USFWS for review and approval as plans becomes available. 
 
RPM 2 
2.1 The zone of impacts from elevated underwater sound levels that cause behavioral 

disturbance (150 dB RMS) will not extend greater than 1,037 feet from pile driving 
operations. If the zone of impacts is exceeded, then formal consultation should be 
reinitiated. The underwater sound management plan and in-situ hydroacoustic 
monitoring of test piles (2.2 and 2.3 below) will be required to verify the zone of impacts 
that is the basis for this BO. 

 
2.2 The underwater sound management plan will be submitted to the USFWS for review 

prior to the onset of construction. The plan will provide the final design for pile size, 
installation method, and timing for pile installation. This will include the measures 
proposed to mitigate underwater noise such as bubble curtains, temporary noise 
attenuation piles, air filled fabric barriers, isolated piles or cofferdams, or double-walled 
piles. 

 
2.3 In-situ hydroacoustic monitoring of pile driving will be done during test piling to 

accurately determine sound levels based on materials, equipment, substrate, and 
method of pile installation. This assessment will be done on a representative sample of 
test piles located proximate to the project site, in an area most conducive to sound 
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production, and at 10 meters from the pile. Any change in pile materials and/or 
installation methodology will require a re-assessment of sound levels. The acoustic 
monitoring results will be provided to the USFWS for review. 

 
2.4 The project area will be routinely monitored for the presence of stunned, injured, or 

dead sturgeons (indicators of take). A plan will be developed to establish the methods, 
frequency, and reporting requirements for monitoring. The monitoring plan will be 
coordinated and approved by the Service prior to construction. 

 
2.5 When engineering limits do not require impact driving, piles shall be advanced by 

vibration, oscillation, rotation, or pressing. 
 
2.6 New technologies to better mitigate underwater sound levels from pile driving will be 

considered during the design. Specifically, consideration should be given to 
breakthrough approaches, such as double-walled piles or mandrel-driven double-walled 
piles, as an alternative to using less-effective bubble curtains (see WSDOT 2015 in the 
Final BO). 

 
RPM 3 
3.1 Upon locating a dead, injured, or sick individual of an endangered or threatened species, 

notification must be made to the Fish and Wildlife Service Law Enforcement Office, 
Groveland, Florida at (352) 429-1037 within 24 hours. FDOT will provide additional 
notification to the Fish and Wildlife Service’s Field Office at Panama City, Florida at 
(850) 769-0552 within 48 hours. Care should be taken in handling sick or injured 
individuals and in the preservation of specimens in the best possible state for later 
analysis of cause of death or injury. 

 
3.2 A report describing the actions taken to implement the terms and conditions of this 

incidental take statement shall be submitted to the Project Leader, U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, 1601 Balboa Avenue, Panama City, Florida, 32405, within 60 days of 
the completion of construction. This report shall include the dates of work, assessment 
and actions taken to address impacts to the Gulf sturgeon, if they occurred. 
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Section 9 of the Act and Federal regulations pursuant to section 4(d) of the Act prohibit the 
take of endangered and threatened species, respectively, without special exemption. Take is 
defined as to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture or collect, or to 
attempt to engage in any such conduct. Harm is defined by the Service as “an act which 
actually kills or injures wildlife”. Such acts may include significant habitat modification or 
degradation when it actually kills or injures wildlife by significantly impairing essential 
behavioral patterns, including breeding, feeding, or sheltering. Harass is defined by the 
USFWS as “an intentional or negligent act or omission which creates the likelihood of injury 
to wildlife by annoying it to such an extent as to significantly disrupt normal behavior 
patterns which include, but are not limited to, breeding, feeding or sheltering” [50 CFS §17.3]. 
Incidental take is defined as take that is incidental to, and not the purpose of, an otherwise 
lawful activity. Under the terms of section 7(b)(4) and section 7(o)(2), taking that is incidental 
to and not intended as part of the agency action is not considered prohibited taking under 
the Act provided that such taking is in compliance with the terms and conditions of this 
Incidental Take Statement. 
 
The terms and conditions along with the reasonable and prudent measures are non-
discretionary and must be undertaken by FHWA/FDOT so that they become binding 
conditions of any contract, grant or permit issued by FHWA/FDOT, as appropriate, for the 
exemption in section 7(o)(2) to apply. FHWA/FDOT has a continuing duty to regulate the 
activity covered by this incidental take statement. If FHWA/FDOT: (1) fail to assume and 
implement the terms and conditions or, (2) fail to require any contracted group to adhere to 
the terms and conditions of the incidental take statement through enforceable terms that are 
added to the permit or grant document, the protective coverage of section 7(o)(2) may lapse.  
In order to monitor the impact of incidental take, FHWA/FDOT must report the progress of 
the action and its impact on the species to the USFWS as specified in the incidental take 
statement [50 CFR §402.14(I)(3)]. 
 
Incidental take is expected to be in the form of temporary direct and indirect impacts 
resulting from construction activities, elevated noise levels, impaired water quality, and 
habitat degradation. While injury or mortality of individuals is possible, the risk will be 
reduced by the use of environmentally-sensitive bridge construction techniques, and 
conservation measures that minimize impacts of pile driving noise, erosion, and ground 
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disturbance. As described above (Effects of the Action), the USFWS cannot fully quantify the 
total number of individuals that may be directly or indirectly affected by the proposed action 
because it depends on the number of individuals in the area of impact, which varies widely 
based on time of year and habitat condition. Therefore, take cannot be solely quantified as 
the number of individual Gulf sturgeon that are reasonably certain to be harassed, injured 
or killed by construction activities (other than boat strikes), or indirectly impacted through 
habitat degradation. The USFWS considers take both in terms of habitat and from boat 
strikes as follows: 
 

1. Pile Driving: Take in the form of harassment will occur in the area affected by the 
radius of underwater noise that will be created by impact pile driving, which extends 
approximately 1,037 feet out from the outermost bridge pilings. The width of the two 
bridges is approximately 142 feet. Thus, the zone for potential take from pile driving 
is a width of 2,216 feet for the 3-mile length of the bridge, or 806 acres. This includes 
behavioral disturbance, or auditory effects due to impulse sound from impact driving 

when the dBRMS sound pressure level exceeds 150 re 1 μPa2 but is below the 

threshold for physical injury. 
 

2. Vessel and Equipment Strikes: We do not anticipate take of more than one fish 
mortality per year over the five-year duration of the project as a result of boat or 
equipment strikes associated with in-water construction. Take is limited to five fish 
over the duration of construction.  

 
Thus, combining the extent of take from the two categories above, Gulf sturgeon take in the 
form of physical harm, mortality, or harassment is expected to include the following 
measurement of habitat in Pensacola Bay: 806 acres. The USFWS concludes that the 
incidental take of Gulf sturgeon will be considered to be exceeded if: 
 

1. There is more than one fish mortality per year, or greater than five fish total over the 
duration of construction where death is attributable to construction activities; or 

 
2. The geographic extent of noise impacts exceeds the 1,037-foot distance for disturbance 
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(“worst case scenario”) considered in the Analysis for Effects of the Action (Section 4.2 
of the Final BO). 

 
The USFWS determined that this level of anticipated take will not result in jeopardy to the 
species or destruction or adverse modification of designated critical habitat. Measures to 
reduce potential impacts to the Gulf sturgeon and its critical habitat will be incorporated into 
the plans for this bridge construction project. 
 
West Indian Manatee – The most current USFWS guidelines “Standard Manatee Conditions 
for In-Water Work” will be followed by the construction contractor per commitments by 
FDOT. The guidelines include restrictions on blasting, monitoring of turbidity barriers, 
exclusionary grating on culverts, and presence of manatee observers during in-water work.   
The current guidelines are included in Appendix D.  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 appropriate lighting that meets the needs of traffic safety as well as provides for 
the enhanced viability of sea turtle hatchlings. A sea-turtle friendly lighting plan will be 
developed that will reduce the cumulative sky glow that is potentially harmful to sea turtles 
on nearby nesting beaches. During design, the lighting plan will be coordinated with the 
USFWS for approval prior to finalizing the design.  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. In addition, the most current NMFS 
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guidelines entitled “Sea Turtle and Smalltooth Sawfish Construction Conditions” will be 
followed by the construction contractor per commitments by FDOT. 
 
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 E with the NMFS 
correspondence.  
 
6.9.3 Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) 
The Magnuson-Stevens Act defines EFH as those waters and substrate necessary to fish for 
spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity.  The rules promulgated by the NMFS in 
1997 further clarify EFH with the following definitions:  waters - aquatic areas and their 
associated physical, chemical, and biological properties that are used by fish and may include 
aquatic areas historically used by fish where appropriate; substrate - sediment, hard bottom, 
structures underlying the waters, and associated biological communities; necessary - the 
habitat required to support a sustainable fishery and the managed species’ contribution to a 
healthy ecosystem; and spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity - stages 
representing a species’ full life cycle.  The EFH may be a subset of all areas occupied by a 
species.  
 
EFH is based on areas where various life stages of 26 representative managed species and 
the coral complex commonly occur. These species were selected because they are considered 
to be ecologically representative of the remaining species within their respective Fishery 
Management Units (FMUs).  Six of the 26 managed species have the potential to occur within 
the project which is in the jurisdiction of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council 
(Gulf Council). The six species identified fall within four Management Units as shown in 
Table 6.9.2. 
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Table 6.9.2:  Species and Management Unit 

Common Name Scientific Name Management Unit 
Brown shrimp Penaeus aztecus Peneaid Shrimp 

Red drum Sciaenops ocellatus Red Drum 
Gray snapper Lutjanus griseus Snapper-Grouper Complex 
King Mackerel Scomberomorus cavalla Coastal Migratory Pelagics 

Spanish Mackerel Scomberomorus maculatus Coastal Migratory Pelagics 
Gag Grouper Mycteroperca microlepis Snapper-Grouper Complex 

 
EFH is defined as everywhere that the 26 managed species commonly occur based on species 
distribution maps and habitat association tables. Because these six species collectively occur 
in all estuarine and marine habitats of the Gulf of Mexico, EFH is separated into estuarine 
and marine components. Pensacola Bay is classified estuarine EFH.   For the estuarine 
component, EFH is defined as all estuarine waters and substrates (mud, sand, shell, rock 
and associated biological communities), including the sub-tidal vegetation (seagrasses and 
algae) and adjacent inter-tidal vegetation (marshes and mangroves).  
 
Habitats of Particular Concern (HAPCs) are subsets of EFH that merit special 
considerations. Based on the Regional Council Approaches to the Identification and 
Protection of Habitat Areas of Particular Concern, the Gulf Council does not designate 
HAPCs for individual species. Instead they identify HAPCs as certain bays, estuaries, and 
sanctuaries. These areas consist of: 

1) Nearshore intertidal and estuarine habitats with particular substrates (including 
oyster reefs and mud flats) that provide food and shelter; 

2) Offshore areas with high-value/high-diversity substrate (e.g. coral); and 
3) Marine and estuarine habitat used for migration, spawning and rearing of fish and 

shellfish. 
 
Although Pensacola Bay is EFH for some species, it is not designated as a HAPC in the 

Regional Council Approaches to the Identification and Protection of Habitat Areas of 
Particular Concern.  
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Potential impacts to managed species and EFH associated with the Central East and Central 
West Alternatives were evaluated. The most extensive impact to EFH is due to shading of 
the open waters of Pensacola Bay from the bridge structure along with piling placement. 
Wetland and shoreline impacts with the Central East and Central West Alternatives are 
minor. As seen previously in Table 6.1.1, wetland impacts are calculated to be less than 0.01 
acre or 0.07 acre for the Central East and Central West Alternatives, respectively. 

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.  NMFS 
principle concern was the possibility of seagrass beds occurring near the bridge's approaches. 
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 recommended that stormwater treatment 
systems be designed to prevent degraded water from entering estuarine habitats within 
Pensacola Bay. NMFS also commented that an EFH assessment will need to be conducted as 
part of the project since certain estuarine habitats within the project area are designated as 
EFH. NMFS also recommended that the FDOT will apply Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) during construction.  
 
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 indirect 
impacts resulting from environmental degradation 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. Some impacts are negligible considering the 
localized effect of the actions compared to the size of the area. Therefore, environmental 
degradation from the proposed improvements would have minor impacts on designated EFH 
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or commercial fisheries. Direct loss to fish populations, if any, are likely to be negligible. 
Recovery of impacted EFH and commercial fisheries is expected to occur quickly (within one 
growing season) for the majority of the affected habitat. 

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 coastal marine 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.  

FDOT commitments with regard to the protection of federally-listed threatened and 
endangered species are outlined in Chapter 10 of this report. The NMFS was provided a copy 
of the BA for review which included a discussion of impacts to EFH. NMFS reviewed the 
information and responded “impacts to estuarine wetland and other NMFS trust resources 
comprising EFH will be relatively minor.” NMFS indicated that with appropriate 
compensatory mitigation for those unavoidable wetland impacts, the project will not have 
adverse impacts on EFH.  Appendix E contains the January 2015 letter from NMFS citing 
the agency’s disposition of the BA review.  
 
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 were coordinated with 
FHWA and NMFS to provide reasonable assurance that appropriate evaluation, 
consultation, and determination was made for EFH species. 
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6.9.4 Invasive Species 
A single invasive species was observed at the project site.  The common reed (Phragmites 
australis) has colonized the upland/wetland interface at the Project GreenShores site on the 
Pensacola approach.    
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7.0 Physical 
 

7.1 Noise 

In accordance with the Title 23 Code of Federal Regulations Part 772, “Procedures for 
Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise,” and the procedures outlined 
in the FDOT PD&E Manual (Part 2, Chapter 17 dated May 24, 2011), a study was conducted 
to assess the potential noise impacts associated with the proposed project.  A separate Noise 
Study Report (NSR), which contains the detailed methodologies and results of the study, has 
been prepared and is available for review at FDOT’s District 3 Office, in Chipley, Florida.  
The following summarizes the methodology and results of this study.   
 
The project area includes the Pensacola Bay and the upland areas on both ends of the 
Pensacola Bay Bridge.  The existing land uses and natural features along the project corridor 
are depicted in Figure 3.1.1 and on the noise analysis location maps (see Figures 7.1.1A and 
B, 7.1.2A and B).  The land uses on both ends of the bridge include a mix of commercial, 
residential, and recreational uses.   
 
The FHWA has established noise abatement criteria for seven land use activity categories.  
The NAC levels are presented in Table 7.1.1.  Noise abatement measures must be considered 
when predicted noise levels approach or exceed the NAC levels or when a substantial noise 
increase occurs.  A substantial noise increase occurs when the design year build noise level 
is predicted to exceed the existing noise level by 15 dB(A).  The FDOT defines “approach” as 
within 1.0 dB(A) of the FHWA criteria. 
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 Table 7.1.1:  Noise Abatement Criteria (Hourly A-Weighted Sound Level-decibels) 

Activity 
Category 

Activity Leq(h)1 Evaluation 
Location Description of Activity Category 

FHWA FDOT 

A 57 56 Exterior 

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

B2 67 66 Exterior Residential 

C2 67 66 Exterior 

Active sports areas, amphitheaters, auditoriums, 
campgrounds, cemeteries, day care centers, 
hospitals, libraries, medical facilities, parks, picnic 
areas, places of worship, playgrounds, public 
meeting rooms, public or nonprofit institutional 
structures, radio studios, recording studios, 
recreational areas, Section 4(f) sites, schools, 
television studios, trails, and trail crossings. 

D 52 51 Interior 

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

E2 72 71 Exterior 
Hotels, motels, offices, restaurants/bars, and other 
developed lands, properties or activities not 
included in A-D or F. 

F _ _ _ 

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

G _ _ _ Undeveloped lands that are not permitted. 

(Based on Table 1 of 23 CFR Part 772) 
1 The Leq(h) Activity Criteria values are for impact determination only, and are not a design standard 
for noise abatement measures.   
2 Includes undeveloped lands permitted for this activity category. 
 
Note: FDOT defines that a substantial noise increase occurs when the existing noise level is predicted 
to be exceeded by 15 decibels or more as a result of the transportation improvement project. When 
this occurs, the requirement for abatement consideration will be followed. 
 
Land uses within the study limits were evaluated to identify the noise sensitive receptor sites 
that may be impacted by traffic noise associated with the Central East and Central West 
Alternatives to replace the Pensacola Bay Bridge.  Noise sensitive receptor sites represent 
any property where frequent exterior human use occurs.  This includes residential land use 
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(Noise Abatement Criteria Activity Category B); a variety of nonresidential land uses not 
specifically covered in Category A or B including parks and recreational areas, medical 
facilities, schools, and places of worship (Category C); and 
commercial/developed properties with exterior areas of use (Category E).  Noise sensitive 
sites also include interior use areas where no exterior activities occur for facilities such as 
auditoriums, day care centers, hospitals, libraries, medical facilities, places of worship, public 
meeting rooms, recording studios, schools, and television studios (Category D).  Categories F 
and G do not have noise abatement criteria levels.  Category F includes land uses such as 
airports and retail facilities that are not considered noise sensitive.  Category G includes 
undeveloped lands.   
 
The noise sensitive sites identified along the project corridor potentially affected by the 
project include: 

• Pensacola Wayside Park - Four Picnic Pavilions (Activity Category C); 

• Escambia County Fishing Pier (Activity Category C); 

• City of Pensacola Wayside Park - 10 Picnic Pavilions and areas used for fishing 
including a fishing pier and boat dock (Activity Category C);  

• Single and multi-family residences (i.e., Baybridge Villas) in the City of Gulf Breeze 
(Activity Category B) 

• A tennis court associated with Baybridge Villas residential community (Activity 
Category C); and 

• Three restaurants with outdoor eating areas (Activity Category E). 
 
The Visitor Center, the Hampton Inn, the businesses and offices in the Baybridge 
Professional Park, and the FFWCC building in the northwest corner of the 17th Avenue / SR 
30 (US 98) intersection are not considered noise sensitive.  These building do not have any 
exterior areas of use that would be affected by traffic noise.  Activity Category E applies only 
to commercial/developed buildings with exterior of use potentially impacted by the project.  
The Baybeach Inn Resort does have exterior areas of use (i.e., a swimming pool and 
surrounding deck).  However, these exterior areas are at least 200 feet from SR 30 (US 98) 
and are not potentially impacted by the project traffic noise so they were not specifically 
evaluated.  
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To facilitate the analysis of traffic noise impacts, representative receptor sites were used.  
Representative sites were chosen based on noise sensitivity, roadway proximity, anticipated 
impacts from the proposed project, and homogeneity (i.e., representative of other similar 
areas in the project study area).  For single family residences, traffic noise levels were 
predicted at the edge of the dwelling or the area of frequent human use closest to the travel 
lanes.  For multi-family residences, traffic noise levels were predicted at the edge of the patio 
or balcony closest to the travel lanes.  For the other non-residential noise sensitive sites that 
may be impacted, traffic noise levels were predicted where the exterior activity occurs.  The 
first floor receptor sites were modeled 5 feet above ground and the second story receptor sites 
were modeled at 15 feet above ground. 

The general locations of each of the representative receptor sites are shown in Figures 7.1.1A 
and B for the Central East Alternative and in Figures 7.1.2A and B for the Central West 
Alternative.  The number of sites represented does not apply to the non-residential noise 
sensitive sites since they represent Special Land Uses.  Table 7.1.2 lists the representative 
noise receptor sites by area, approximate location (Station Number), number of noise 
sensitive sites represented, and their approximate distance to the nearest existing and 
proposed SR 30 (US 98) travel lane.  The number of representative sites used for the Central 
West Alternative was 28 and 26 were used for the Central East Alternative.  With the Central 
East Alternative, several of the pavilions in Pensacola Wayside Park and the Escambia 
County Fishing Bridge will be removed reducing the number of representative sites.   
 
FHWA’s Traffic Noise Model (TNM) Version 2.5 (February 2004) was used to predict existing 
and future traffic noise levels at each of the representative receptor sites.  The predicted noise 
levels for the existing/No Build conditions and the future design year (2040) conditions for 
the Central West and Central East Alternatives at each of the representative noise receptor 
sites are summarized in Table 7.1.2.  Noise levels documented in this report represent the 
hourly equivalent sound level [Leq(h)].  Leq(h) is the steady-state sound level, which contains 
the same amount of acoustic energy as the actual time-varying sound level over a 1-hour 
period.  
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Table 7.1.2:  Representative Noise Sensitive Receptor Sites and TNM Predicted Levels    
 

PWP-P1 304+80 Special Land Use North Pavilion (C) 66.0 208 220 180 57.8 58.9 60.7 1.1 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)] 2.9 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)]

PWP-P2 306+30 Special Land Use North Central Pavilion (C) 66.0 182 198 145 58.7 59.8 61.0 1.1 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)] 2.3 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)]

PWP-P3 308+15 Special Land Use South Central Pavilion (C) 66.0 122 140 --- 60.9 59.7 --- -1.2 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)] --- Pavilion to be Relocated

PWP-P4 310+15 Special Land Use South Pavilion (C) 66.0 144 165 --- 60.2 58.6 --- -1.6 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)] --- Pavilion to be Relocated

PFP-E1 319+50 Special Land Use Fishing Pier (C) 66.0 68 94 --- 66.8 63.6 --- -3.2 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)] --- Pavilion to be Relocated

PFP-R1 319+50 Special Land Use Replacement Fishing Pier (C) 66.0 166 --- 72 --- --- 62.4 --- --- --- Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)]

SR 30 (US 98) - Gulf Breeze Approach

GBWP-P1 470+60 Special Land Use North Pavilion (C) 66.0 135 145 64 61.5 58.7 59.9 -2.8 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)] -1.6 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)]

GBWP-P2 470+40 Special Land Use Fishing Peir (C) 66.0 175 185 106 58.8 57.0 58.3 -1.8 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)] -0.5 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)]

GBWP-P3 476+20 Special Land Use South Pavillion (C) 66.0 118 125 76 61.8 60.4 62.5 -1.4 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)] 0.7 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)]

GBWP-P4 476+20 Special Land Use Fishing Area along Seawall (C) 66.0 158 165 115 59.5 58.6 60.2 -0.9 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)] 0.7 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)]

West of SR 30 
(US 98) 

GBWP-P5 473+90 Special Land Use Dock/Fishing Area (C) 66.0 200 140 200 59.3 57.9 58.6 -1.4 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)] -0.7 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)]

BB-SF1 482+00 1 Single Family Residence (B) 66.0 112 115 97 61.2 63.9 64.7 2.7 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)] 3.5 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)]

BB-SF2 484+30 1 Single Family Residence (B) 66.0 93 85 82 62.0 64.7 65.1 2.7 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)] 3.1 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)]

BB-SF3 485+60 1 Single Family Residence (B) 66.0 86 82 80 62.3 64.7 64.8 2.4 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)] 2.5 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)]

BB-M1 487+10 1 Patio - Multi-Family Residence (B) 66.0 66 66 66 63.0 65.1 65.1 2.1 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)] 2.1 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)]

BB-M2 487+20 1 Patio - Multi-Family Residence (B) 66.0 88 88 88 61.1 63.0 63.0 1.9 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)] 1.9 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)]

BB-M3 487+20 1 Balcony - Multi-Family Residence (B) 66.0 88 88 88 64.3 65.8 65.8 1.5 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)] 1.5 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)]

BB-M4 487+20 1 Patio - Multi-Family Residence (B) 66.0 110 110 110 58.6 60.4 60.3 1.8 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)] 1.7 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)]

BB-M5 489+15 1 Patio - Multi-Family Residence (B) 66.0 62 62 62 63.1 64.9 64.7 1.8 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)] 1.6 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)]

BB-M6 489+10 1 Patio - Multi-Family Residence (B) 66.0 84 84 84 61.1 62.8 62.7 1.7 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)] 1.6 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)]

BB-M7 489+10 1 Balcony - Multi-Family Residence (B) 66.0 84 84 84 64.2 65.6 65.5 1.4 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)] 1.3 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)]

BB-M8 489+25 1 Patio - Multi-Family Residence (B) 66.0 105 105 105 55.0 57.0 56.6 2.0 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)] 1.6 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)]

BB-T1 487+85 Special Land Use Tennis Court - North End (C) 66.0 72 72 72 63.4 65.1 65.0 1.7 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)] 1.6 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)]

BB-T2 488+60 Special Land Use Tennis Court - South End (C) 66.0 70 70 70 63.7 65.1 65.0 1.4 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)] 1.3 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)]

GBC-R1 478+60 1 The Bridge Bar - Outdoor Seating (E) 71.0 198 144 180 55.4 59.6 56.0 4.2 Below NAC [i.e., <71.0 dB(A)] 0.6 Below NAC [i.e., <71.0 dB(A)]

GBC-R2 479+90 1 Thai 54 Restaurant - Outdoor Seating (E) 71.0 162 136 160 53.0 58.8 54.7 5.8 Below NAC [i.e., <71.0 dB(A)] 1.7 Below NAC [i.e., <71.0 dB(A)]

GBC-R3 482+90 1 Unique Cafe Restaurant - Outdoor Seating 
(E)

71.0 195 170 195 54.1 59.1 58.2 5.0 Below NAC [i.e., <71.0 dB(A)] 4.1 Below NAC [i.e., <71.0 dB(A)]

GBR-SF1 490+00 1 First Row Single Family Residence (B) 66.0 135 135 135 61.5 62.9 63.0 1.4 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)] 1.5 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)]

GBR-SF2 495+50 1 First Row Single Family Residence (B) 66.0 110 110 110 62.3 63.7 63.9 1.4 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)] 1.6 Below NAC [i.e., <66.0 dB(A)]

62 62 62 53.0 57.0 54.7 -3.2 --- -1.6 ---

208 220 200 66.8 65.8 65.8 5.8 --- 4.1 ---

124 121 109 60.5 61.6 61.8 1.1 --- 1.5 ---

--- --- --- 1 0 0 --- --- --- ---

Minimum

Maximum

Average

Total Number of Sites Equal to or Greater than 66 dB(A)

Noise Sensitive 
Site/Area

General 
Location 
(Station 
Range)

Representative Noise 
Receptor Site 
Designation

Station 
Number 

Representative Noise Receptor Sites

Noise 
Abatement 

Criteria 
dB(A)

Distance 
from the 
Nearest 

Existing SR 
30 (US 98) 

Travel Lane 
(Feet)

Central West 
Distance 
from the 
Nearest 

Proposed 
SR 30 (US 
98) Travel 

Lane (Feet) 

Difference 
Between 

Existing and 
Central West 

Build 
Alternative 

dB(A)

Noise Abatement Criteria 
Status for Build AlternativeNumber of Sites 

Represented 

Difference 
Between 

Existing and 
Central East 

Build 
Alternative 

dB(A)

Single Family 
Residential Area

West of SR 30 
(US 98) 

SR 30 (US 98) - Pensacola Approach

East of SR 30 
(US 98)

Escambia County 
Fishing Pier

Pensacola Wayside 
Park

East of SR 30 
(US 98)

Gulf Breeze 
Wayside Park

Commerical Area
West of SR 30 

(US 98) 

Noise Abatement Criteria 
Status for Build Alternative

East of SR 30 
(US 98)

Baybridge 
Residential 
Community 

East of SR 30 
(US 98)

TNM Predicted Noise Levels dB(A)

Central East 
Build Alt. 

(Design Yr 
2040)

Central East 
Distance 
from the 
Nearest 

Proposed 
SR 30 (US 
98) Travel 

Lane (Feet) 

Central West 
Build Alt. 

(Design Yr 
2040)

Description (Noise Abatement Activity 
Category)

Existing/ 
No Build

 Environmental Assessment 
 SR 30 (US 98) Pensacola Bay Bridge           7-9 



 

The predicted noise levels for the existing conditions/No Build Alternative range from 53.0 
dB(A) (Site GBC-R2) to 66.8  dB(A) (Site PFP-E1).  Receptor Site PFP-E1 was the only 
representative noise sensitive site with a predicted noise level above 66 dB(A).  The predicted 
noise levels for the existing conditions are also representative of the No Build Alternative 
because both are based on LOS C traffic volumes.   
 
For the Central West Alternative, the predicted design year (2040) noise levels range from 
57.0 dB(A) (Receptor Site BB-M8) to 65.8 (A) (Receptor Site BB-M3).  On the average, noise 
levels for this Build Alternative are 1.1 dB(A) higher than existing conditions which is 
attributed to future increases in traffic volumes and to the new travel lanes which will bring 
traffic closer to some noise sensitive receptor sites.  With the Central West Alternative, the 
average predicted design year noise level at the 28 representative receptor sites was 61.6 
dB(A).  With the Central West Alternative, design year noise levels will not approach or 
exceed the NAC at any of the 28 representative noise sensitive receptor sites.   
 
For the Central East Alternative, the predicted design year (2040) noise levels range from 
54.7 dB(A) (Receptor Site GBC-R2) to 65.8 (A) (Receptor Site BB-M3).  On the average, noise 
levels for this Build Alternative are 1.5 dB(A) higher than existing conditions which is 
attributed to future increases in traffic volumes and to the new travel lanes which will bring 
traffic closer to some noise sensitive receptor sites.  With the Central East  Alternative, the 
average predicted design year noise level at the 26 representative receptor sites was 61.8 
dB(A).  None of the design year noise levels predicted at these sites will approach or exceed 
the NAC with this Build Alternative.  With this Build Alternative, two of the pavilions in the 
City of Pensacola Wayside Park represented by Receptor Sites PWP-P3 and PWP-P4 and the 
Escambia County Fishing Pier (Receptor Site PFP-E1) will be relocated.   
 
Predicted design year 2040 noise levels for the Central West and Central East Alternatives 
were compared to the NAC and to existing conditions predicted levels to assess potential 
noise impacts associated with the proposed project (see Table 7.1.2).  The predicted design 
year traffic noise levels for the 28 representative receptor sites for the Central West 
Alternative and the 26 representative sites for the Central East Alternative do not approach 
or exceed the NAC nor does a substantial increase in noise levels [i.e., 15 dB(A)] occur.  
Although traffic noise levels will slightly increase along portions of the project corridor, the 
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predicted future noise levels with the Build Alternatives are below FDOT’s NAC levels that 
represent a noise impact (i.e., design year noise levels that approach or exceed FDOT’s NAC 
of 67 dB(A) or represent a 15 dB(A) increase over existing noise levels).  Therefore, neither of 
the project Build Alternatives are predicted to result in traffic noise impacts or require the 
consideration of noise abatement measures.  In accordance with 23 CFR Part 772, only when 
traffic noise associated with a proposed project is predicted to approach or exceed the NAC 
at a noise sensitive site, does noise abatement in the form of a noise barrier must be 
considered and evaluated for feasibility and reasonableness.  With either the Central East or 
Central West Alternative, the potential for traffic noise impacts are considered minimal.   
 
The lack of noise impacts associated with the Central West and Central East Alternatives is 
attributed to several factors including: 

• A relatively low posted speed limit of 45 mph on the Pensacola Bay Bridge and 35 mph 
on each of the bridge approaches; 

• The proposed 2-foot 8-inch tall concrete barrier walls located along the outside travel 
lanes and within the median (see Figure 2.2.1).  These barrier walls create an acoustic 
shadow zone with lower than normal noise levels in the surrounding areas; and,  

• Relatively low percent of trucks in the peak hour (i.e., 2.2 percent). 
 
Residential and commercial areas adjacent to the project limits may be affected by noise and 
vibration associated with construction activities.  Construction noise and vibration impacts 
to these sites will be minimized by adherence to the controls listed in the FDOT Standard 
Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction.  Furthermore, to aid the City of Pensacola 
and Gulf Breeze in promoting land use compatibility, FDOT will provide them a copy of the 
NSR which provides information that can be used to protect future land development from 
becoming incompatible with anticipated high traffic noise levels.   
 

7.2 Air Quality 

The project alternatives were subjected to a carbon monoxide (CO) screening model that 
makes various conservative worst-case assumptions related to site conditions, meteorology 
and traffic. The FDOT’s screening model, CO Florida 2012 uses the latest United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)-approved software (Motor Vehicle Emissions 
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Simulator and CAL3QHC) to produce estimates of one-hour and eight-hour CO 
concentrations at default air quality receptor locations. The one-hour and eight-hour 
estimates can be directly compared to the one and eight-hour National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS) for CO that are 35 parts per million (ppm) and 9 parts per million (ppm), 
respectively.  
 
The roadway intersection forecast to have the highest total approach traffic volume was 17th 
Avenue and SR 30 (US 98).  The Build and No-Build scenarios for both the opening year 2020 
and the design year 2040 were evaluated.  
 
Estimates of CO were predicted for the default receptors which are located 10 feet to 150 feet 
from the edge of the roadway.  Based on the results from the screening model, the highest 
project-related CO one-hour and eight-hour levels are not predicted to meet or exceed the one 
or eight-hour NAAQS  for this pollutant with either the No-Build or Build Alternatives.  As 
such, the project “passes” the screening model. The results of the screening model are 
included in the Air Quality Technical Memorandum (May 2013).    
 
The project is located in an area which is designated attainment for all of the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards under the criteria provided in the Clean Air Act. Therefore, 
the Clean Air Act conformity requirements do not apply to the project. 
 
Construction activities will cause short-term air quality impacts in the form of dust from 
earthwork and unpaved roads.  These impacts will be minimized by adherence to all 
applicable State and local regulations and to the FDOT Standard Specifications for Road and 
Bridge Construction. 

7.2.1 Mobile Source Air Toxics 
In addition to the criteria air pollutants for which NAAQS have been promulgated, the EPA 
also regulates air toxics. Most air toxics originate from human-made sources, including on-
road mobile sources, non-road mobile sources (e.g., airplanes), area sources (e.g., dry cleaners) 
and stationary sources (e.g., factories or refineries).  Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSATs) are a 
subset of the 188 air toxics defined by the Clean Air Act.  The MSATs are compounds emitted 
from highway vehicles and non-road equipment.  Some toxic compounds are present in fuel 
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and are emitted to the air when the fuel evaporates or passes through the engine unburned.  
Other toxics are emitted from the incomplete combustion of fuels or as secondary combustion 
products.  Metal air toxics also result from engine wear or from impurities in oil or gasoline. 

The EPA is the lead Federal Agency for administering the Clean Air Act and has certain 
responsibilities regarding the health effects of MSATs.  The EPA issued a Final Rule on 
Controlling Emissions of Hazardous Air Pollutants from Mobile Sources (see 66 FR 17229, 
March 29, 2001). This rule was issued under the authority in Section 202 of the Clean Air 
Act.  In its rule, EPA examined the impacts of existing and newly promulgated mobile source 
control programs, including its reformulated gasoline (RFG) program, its national low 
emission vehicle (NLEV) standards, its Tier 2 motor vehicle emissions standards and 
gasoline sulfur control requirements, and its proposed heavy duty engine and vehicle 
standards and on-highway diesel fuel sulfur control requirements.  Between 2000 and 2020, 
even with a predicted 64 percent increase in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) on FHWA projects, 
on-highway emissions of benzene, formaldehyde, 1, 3-butadiene, and acetaldehyde are 
expected to be reduced by 57 to 65 percent. In addition, on-highway diesel PM emissions are 
expected to be reduced by 87 percent.  As a result, EPA concluded that no additional motor 
vehicle emissions standards or fuel standards were necessary to further control MSATs. The 
agency is preparing another rule under authority of CAA Section 202(1) that will address 
these issues and could make adjustments to the full 21 and/or the six primary MSATs. 

Based on the traffic data presented in the Final Design Technical Traffic Memorandum, the 
projected levels of service for the Central East and Central West Alternatives, particularly 
at the 17th Avenue intersection, are expected to improve relative to the No-Build levels of 
service (see Section 2.3.6.3).  Therefore, the project is expected to result in reduced congestion 
levels. 

For the alternatives presented in this EA, the amount of MSATs emitted would be 
proportional to the VMT, assuming that other variables such as fleet mix are the same for 
each alternative. The VMT of the Build Alternatives is expected to be only slightly higher 
than that for the No-Build Alternative, because the additional capacity increases the 
efficiency of the roadway, reduces congestion, and increases vehicle speeds.  This increase in 
VMT would normally lead to higher overall Build Alternative MSAT emissions along the 
highway corridor.  However, this overall increase is expected to be somewhat offset by lower 
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MSAT emission rates due to increased vehicle speeds, since emissions of all of the priority 
MSATs except for diesel particulate matter decrease as speed increases according to the 
EPA’s MOBILE 6.2 model.  The extent to which these speed-related emissions decreases will 
offset increases related to higher VMTs cannot be reliably projected due to the inherent 
deficiencies of available technical models.  Because the estimated VMT of the No-Build and 
Build Alternatives are nearly the same, varying by less than approximately seven percent, 
no appreciable difference in overall MSAT emissions is expected between the two 
alternatives.  Regardless of the alternative chosen, emissions will likely be lower than present 
levels in the design year as a result of EPA's national control programs that are projected to 
reduce annual MSAT emissions by 72 percent between 1999 and 2050.  Local conditions may 
differ from these national projections in terms of fleet mix and turnover, VMT growth rates, 
and local control measures. However, the magnitude of the EPA-projected reductions is so 
great (even after accounting for VMT growth) that MSAT emissions in the study area are 
likely to be lower in the future in nearly all cases. 

The additional travel lanes considered as part of the project alternatives will have the effect 
of moving some traffic closer to nearby air quality receptors. Therefore, under each 
alternative, there may be localized areas where ambient concentrations of MSAT could be 
higher with the Build Alternative than the No-Build Alternative.  The localized increases in 
MSAT concentrations would likely be most pronounced at receiver sites such as Pensacola 
Wayside Park and Gulf Breeze Wayside Park East with the Central East Alternative and the 
west side of Gulf Breeze Parkway with the Central West Alternative. However, the 
magnitude and the duration of these potential increases compared to the No-Build 
alternative cannot be reliably quantified due to incomplete or unavailable information in 
forecasting project-specific MSAT health impacts.  In summary, when a highway is widened, 
the localized level of MSAT emissions for the Build Alternative could be higher relative to 
the No-Build Alternative, but this difference could be offset due to increases in speeds and 
reductions in congestion (which are associated with lower MSAT emissions). MSAT levels 
will be lower in other locations due to the shifting of traffic away from them.  However, on a 
regional basis, EPA’s vehicle and fuel regulations, coupled with fleet turnover, will over time 
cause substantial reductions that, in almost all cases, will cause region- wide MSAT levels to 
be significantly lower than today. 
 

 Environmental Assessment 
 SR 30 (US 98) Pensacola Bay Bridge    7-14 



 

7.2.2 Unavailable Information for Project Specific MSAT Impact Analysis 
The overall lack of available technical tools to enable prediction of the project-specific  health 
impacts of the emission changes associated with the Build alternatives in this EA limit the 
assessment of the potential for MSAT emission impacts due to this project to the basic 
analysis presented above.  Due to these limitations, the following discussion is included in 
accordance with CEQ regulations (40 CFR l 502.22(b)) regarding incomplete or unavailable 
information: 

Evaluating the environmental and health impacts from MSATs on a proposed highway 
project would involve several key elements, including emissions modeling, dispersion 
modeling in order to estimate ambient concentrations resulting from the estimated 
emissions, exposure modeling in order to estimate human exposure to the estimated 
concentrations, and then final determination of health impacts based on the estimated 
exposure.  Each of these steps is encumbered by technical shortcomings or uncertain science 
that prevents a more complete determination of the MSAT health impacts of this project. 

Emissions 
The EPA tools to estimate MSAT emissions from motor vehicles are not sensitive to key 
variables determining emissions of MSATs in the context of highway projects.  While 
MOBILE 6.2 has been used to predict emissions at a regional level, it has limited applicability 
at the project level. MOBILE 6.2 is a trip-based model -emission factors are projected based 
on a typical trip of 7.5 miles, and on average speeds for this typical trip. This assumption 
means that MOBILE 6.2 does not have the ability to predict emission factors for a specific 
vehicle operating condition at a specific location at a specific time.  Because of this limitation, 
MOBILE 6.2 can only approximate the operating speeds and levels of congestion likely to be 
present on the largest-scale projects and cannot adequately capture emissions effects of 
shorter length, smaller scale projects such as the Pensacola Bay Bridge replacement. For 
particulate matter, the model results are not sensitive to average trip speed, although the 
other MSAT emission rates do change with changes in trip speed.  Also, the emissions rates 
used in MOBILE 6.2 for both particulate matter and MSATs are based on a limited number 
of tests of mostly older-technology vehicles. Lastly, in its discussions of PM under the 
conformity rule, EPA has identified problems with MOBILE 6.2 as an obstacle to quantitative 
analysis. 
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These deficiencies compromise the capability of MOBILE 6.2 to estimate MSAT emissions.  
MOBILE 6.2 is an adequate tool for projecting emissions trends, and performing relative 
analyses between alternatives for very large projects, but it is not sensitive enough to capture 
the effects of travel changes tied to smaller projects or to predict emissions near specific 
roadside locations. The EPA's Office of Transportation and Air Quality (OTAQ) has recently 
developed and released the Motor Vehicle Emission Simulator (MOVES) software model to 
estimate emissions for on-road and non-road mobile sources.  When fully implemented, 
MOVES will provide a far better solution for developing projected emissions inventories 
applicable to MSAT analyses.  

Dispersion 
The tools to predict the dispersion of MSATs are also limited.  The EPA's current regulatory 
models, CALINE3 and CAL3QHC, were developed and validated more than a decade ago for 
the purpose of predicting episodic concentrations of carbon monoxide to determine 
compliance with the NAAQS.  The performance of dispersion models is more accurate for 
predicting maximum concentrations that can occur at some time at some location within a 
geographic area.  This limitation makes it difficult to predict accurate exposure patterns at 
specific times at specific highway project locations across an urban area to assess potential 
health risk.  The National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) is conducting 
research on best practices in applying models and other technical methods in the analysis of 
MSATs. This work also will focus on identifying appropriate methods of documenting and 
communicating MSAT impacts in the NEPA process and to the general public. Along with 
these general limitations of dispersion models, FHWA is also faced with a lack of monitoring 
data in most areas for use in establishing project-specific MSAT background concentrations. 
 
Exposure Levels and Health Effects 
Finally, even if emission levels and concentrations of MSATs could be accurately predicted, 
shortcomings in current techniques for exposure assessment and risk analysis preclude the 
opportunity to determine meaningful conclusions regarding project-specific health impacts. 
Exposure assessments are difficult to assess because of the challenge of accurately 
calculating annual concentrations of MSATs near roadways and determining the portion of 
a year that people are actually exposed to those concentrations at a specific location. These 
difficulties are magnified for 70-year cancer assessments, particularly because unsupportable 
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assumptions would have to be made regarding changes in travel patterns and vehicle 
technology (which affects emissions rates) over a 70-year period.  There are also considerable 
uncertainties associated with the existing estimates of toxicity of the various MSATs due to 
of factors such as low-dose extrapolation and translation of occupational exposure data to the 
general population. Because of these shortcomings, any calculated difference in health 
impacts between alternatives is likely to be much smaller 
than the uncertainties associated with calculating the impacts. Consequently, the results of 
such assessments would not be useful to decision makers, who would need to weigh this 
information against other project impacts that are better suited for quantitative analysis. 

7.2.3 Summary of Existing Credible Scientific Evidence Relevant to Evaluating the Impacts 
of MSATs. 

Research into the health impacts of MSATs is ongoing. For different emission types, there 
are a variety of studies that show that some either are statistically associated with adverse 
health outcomes through epidemiological studies (frequently based on emissions levels found 
in occupational settings) or that animals demonstrate adverse health outcomes when exposed 
to large doses. Exposure to toxics has been a focus of a number of EPA efforts. Most notably, 
the agency conducted the National Air Toxics Assessment (NATA) in 1996 to evaluate 
modeled estimates of human exposure applicable to the county level.  While not intended for 
use as a measure of or benchmark for local exposure, the modeled estimates in the NATA 
database best illustrate the levels of various toxics when aggregated to a national or State 
level. 

The EPA is in the process of assessing the risks of various kinds of exposures to these 
pollutants. The EPA Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) is a database of human 
health effects that may result from exposure to various substances found in the environment. 
The IRIS database is located at www.epa.gov/iris. The following toxicity information for the 
six prioritized MSATs was taken from the IRIS database Weight of Evidence 
Characterization summaries.  This information is taken verbatim from EPA's IRIS database 
and represents the Agency's most current evaluations of the potential hazards and toxicology 
of these chemicals or mixtures. 

• Benzene is characterized as a known human carcinogen. 
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• The potential carcinogenicity of acrolein cannot be determined because the existing 
data are inadequate for an assessment of human carcinogenic potential for either the 
oral or inhalation route of exposure.  

• Formaldehyde is a probable human carcinogen, based on limited evidence in humans, 
and sufficient evidence in animals. 

• 1, 3-butadiene is characterized as carcinogenic to humans by inhalation.   

• Acetaldehyde is a probable human carcinogen based on increased incidence of nasal 
tumors in male and female rats and laryngeal tumors in male and female hamsters 
after inhalation exposure. 

• Diesel exhaust (DE) is likely to be carcinogenic to humans by inhalation from 
environmental exposures. Diesel exhaust as reviewed in this document is the 
combination of diesel particulate matter and diesel exhaust organic gases. 

• Diesel exhaust also represents chronic respiratory effects, possibly the primary non-
cancer hazard from MSATs. Prolonged exposures may impair pulmonary function and 
could produce symptoms, such as cough, phlegm, and chronic bronchitis. Exposure 
relationships have not been developed from these studies. 

There have been other studies that address MSAT health impacts in proximity to roadways. 
The Health Effects Institute, a non-profit organization funded by EPA, FHWA, and industry, 
has undertaken a major series of studies to research near-roadway MSAT hot spots, the 
health implications of the entire mix of mobile source pollutants, and other topics. The final 
summary of the series is not expected for several years. 

Some recent studies have reported that proximity to roadways is related to adverse health 
outcomes - particularly respiratory problems. These studies include: the South Coast Air 
Quality Management District's Multiple Air Toxic Exposure Study-II (2000); the Sierra 
Club's Highway Health Hazards (2004) that summarized 24 studies on the relationship 
between health and air quality; and, the Environmental Law Institute's NEPA's Uncertainty 
in the Federal Legal Scheme Controlling Air Pollution from Motor Vehicles - 35 ELR 10273 
(2005) including health studies cited therein.  Much of this research is not specific to MSATs, 
instead surveying the full spectrum of both criteria and other pollutants. 

The FHWA cannot evaluate the validity of these studies, but more importantly, they do not 
provide information that would be useful to alleviate the uncertainties listed above and 
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enable us to perform a more comprehensive evaluation of the health impacts specific to this 
project. 

Relevance of Unavailable or Incomplete Information to Evaluating Reasonably Foreseeable 
Significant Adverse Impacts on the Environment, and Evaluation of impacts based upon 
theoretical approaches or research methods generally accepted in the scientific community. 

Because of the uncertainties outlined above, a quantitative assessment of the effects of air 
toxic emissions impacts on human health cannot be made at the project level.  While available 
tools do allow a reasonable prediction of relative emissions changes between alternatives for 
larger projects, the amount of MSAT emissions from each of the project alternatives and 
MSAT concentrations or exposures created by each of the project alternatives cannot be 
predicted with enough accuracy to be useful in estimating health impacts.  Therefore, the 
unavailability of information or incomplete nature of the data means that making a 
determination of whether any of the alternatives would have "significant adverse impacts on 
the human environment" is not possible. 
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7.3 Construction 

The construction of a new Pensacola Bay Bridge will have substantial short-term impacts to 
travel patterns and land use on both approaches.  The entire construction period is 
anticipated to last between 4 to 6 years.  A summary of the conceptual staging / phasing plan 
consists of four basic phases: 

1. Phase 1 – Install temporary widening and relocate utilities; shift traffic; 
2. Phase 2 – Construct northbound structure; 
3. Phase 3 – Shift traffic to northbound structure and new approach; construct 

southbound structure; and, 
4. Phase 4 – Complete center median areas. 

The basic phasing plan for the Central East and Central West Alternatives involves 
constructing one of the new bridges 30 feet outside of the existing bridge, moving traffic to 
the new bridge, demolishing the existing bridge, and constructing the parallel structure atop 
the partial footprint of the existing bridge.  This shifting of traffic requires a similar shift on 
each landfall.  While both alternatives utilize similar bridge construction phases, the key 
constructability differences between the Central East and Central West Alternatives are seen 
in the construction of the bridge approaches. 

The staging of the 17th Avenue intersection is particularly challenging.  The Preliminary 
Engineering Report (January 2013) contains more detail regarding the staging / phasing of 
the Central East and Central West Alternatives.  A summary for each alternative is 
contained below. 

7.3.1 Construction Phasing – Central East Alternative 
The construction phasing plan for the Central East Alternative consists of four basic phases, 
which apply to the Pensacola Bay Bridge as well as both landfalls.  Figures 7.3.1A through 
D display these conceptual phases, indicating the contractor work area in blue and the new 
traffic zones in red.  While the actual construction phasing will be determined by the design-
build team, these figures and discussion are offered to describe a possible phasing plan and 
to illustrate the challenges associated with reconstructing the bridge approaches while 
retaining four lanes open to traffic at all times. 
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Phase 1 
The Central East Alternative requires the first of the two parallel structures to be 
constructed east of the existing bridge.  The northbound portions of the Pensacola and Gulf 
Breeze approaches are also associated with construction of the northbound structure.  The 
first phase consists of constructing temporary pavement to shift traffic westward on the 
Pensacola and Gulf Breeze approaches.  Temporary pavement for 17th Avenue will also be 
constructed immediately west of the existing pavement.  The following tasks are completed 
in the first phase, as illustrated in Figure 7.3.1A: 

• Remove existing median barrier wall and guardrail on the Gulf Breeze approach; 

• Temporarily widen pavement to the west side of the existing roadway; and 

• Remove portions of existing median and replace with pavement to accommodate shift 
in northbound traffic on Gulf Breeze approach. 

 
On the Pensacola approach, the Bayfront Parkway / 17th Avenue intersection will be 
temporarily relocated to the west of the existing intersection.  This effort may require short-
term roadway detours at night or on Sunday mornings, as the traffic signal system is 
deactivated and relocated.   
 
On the Gulf Breeze approach, there are three key control points determining the 
configuration of temporary traffic patterns: 

• The location of the proposed abutment; 

• The location of the profile touchdown point (limits of pavement reconstruction); 

• The location of the horizontal alignment tie-in point (limits of widening, milling, 
overbuild); and, 

• The location of the milling and resurfacing limits. 
 
The temporary traffic pattern is configured such that the northbound bridge and pavement 
reconstruction segments can be built in their entirety. This temporary pavement and 
westward shift of traffic will accommodate the second phase, when the northbound bridge 
and approach work will commence.  While most of the segment consisting of the widening 
and overbuild can be constructed, a portion of this segment at the pavement crossover must 
be constructed in the last phase.  The intent of this phasing configuration is to allow the 
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contractor to construct the outside curb and gutter, storm sewer, sidewalk, and outside 
retaining wall in addition to the southbound pavement.   
 
A significant portion of utility relocation is required in Phase 1.  Due to the ambiguous nature 
of the utility relocations, the length of this first phase is anticipated to be three to six months. 
 

Phase 2 
Once the temporary traffic pattern is established, the construction of the northbound 
structure and approaches can begin. Figure 7.3.1B shows the contractor work zone shaded in 
blue and the traffic pattern illustrated with red shading and directional arrows.  Phase 2 
consists of constructing the northbound structure in its entirety, with the exception of the 
inside parapet wall separating the shoulder from the shared-use path.  On both approaches, 
the outer roadside features will be constructed in addition to most of the new northbound 
pavement.  The inside curb and gutter along with the final surface course will not be 
constructed at this time.   
 
On the Pensacola approach, construction of the permanent northbound bridge approach will 
be terminated just east of the 17th Avenue intersection.  The remainder of the new 
intersection and tie-ins to Gregory Street and Bayfront Parkway will be constructed in 
various segments during the subsequent phases.  Prior to shifting traffic to the new 
northbound structure, temporary connections to Gregory Street and Bayfront Parkway are 
required.  Temporary transitions from the new pavement to the existing lane configuration 
will also be necessary on the Gulf Breeze approach.   
 
The Central East Alternative requires removal and replacement of the Escambia County 
Fishing Bridge.  If the bridge is reconstructed east of its current location as shown in the 
concept plans, the facility could be constructed in this phase, as the contractor will have 
equipment and materials located on the east side of the peninsula.  Most of Pensacola 
Wayside Park is anticipated to be closed during this phase of construction due to contractor 
activity and the need for public safety.   
 
On the Gulf Breeze approach, reconstruction of the park entrance road and the installation 
of the eastern portion of the under-bridge parking area will be constructed in this phase.  The 
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recently constructed “Fuego” sculpture requires removal and relocation in this phase.  
Likewise, the existing cinder block storage building at the north end of the park requires 
permanent removal.  A replacement location has not been determined.  An approximate 37-
foot wide envelope exists between the eastern parapet wall of the new northbound structure 
and the eastern edge of the existing two-way entrance road.  The Central East Alternative 
does not appear to accommodate a sufficient contractor staging area in Gulf Breeze Wayside 
Park East without removing various existing features.  In particular, equipment and 
materials on the east side of the northbound bridge requires additional space than what is 
provided with the pavilion-side parking area.  Both Gulf Breeze Wayside Park East and West 
are anticipated to require closure in this phase to accommodate contractor staging areas on 
each side of the bridge and the installation of under-bridge parking.  For this reason, 
temporary removal of several picnic pavilions is anticipated. A commitment will be made to 
the City of Gulf Breeze to accommodate the existing boat launch for emergency services 
vehicles but not the general public.  
 
Phase 2 is anticipated to be completed in one year or more. 
 
Phase 3 
Once the new northbound structure and approaches are established, traffic is shifted from 
the existing pavement and structure to the new structure and partially constructed 
northbound approaches.  Note that in Figure 7.3.1C, the northbound connection to Bayfront 
Parkway has been eliminated in favor of routing traffic along Gregory Street.  The existing 
footprint of the northbound / westbound lanes is now occupied by the southbound / eastbound 
movement, which is diverted across the existing median.  
 
The new northbound bridge will accommodate four lanes of traffic and a temporary center 
concrete barrier wall along with outside shoulders.  In the 1960’s, a permanent concrete 
barrier wall was added to the existing structure after three fatalities were experienced due 
to head-on collisions on the bridge.  While a double-yellow line may suffice in a construction 
work zone, a temporary concrete barrier is preferred to emulate the existing bridge condition.   
 
On both landfalls, traffic is shifted to the newly constructed northbound lanes.  Since the 
final pavement width consists of three 12-foot lanes and a 4-foot bicycle lane, this distance of 
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40 feet is not sufficient to accommodate four lanes of traffic and center barrier.  As a result, 
additional temporary pavement must be incorporated within the footprint of the eventual 
median.  The shift in the traffic lanes from the northbound bridge to the northbound 
pavement can be seen in Figure 7.3.1C. 
 
Construction in Phase 3 consists of demolishing the existing bridge, constructing the new 
southbound bridge, and constructing the southbound approaches.  As with Phase 2, the outer 
roadside features, curb and gutter, and most of the new mainline southbound pavement can 
be constructed in this phase.  The median curb and gutter will be completed in the next phase.  
Construction of under-bridge parking and the associated park access roads will also be 
implemented in phases as the northbound and southbound bridges are built.  The west side 
of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park is anticipated to be utilized by the contractor for most of the 
duration of the project. 
 
17th Avenue Intersection 
On 17th Avenue, traffic is shifted onto the newly constructed pavement built in Phase 2.  A 
second modification to the temporary intersection with Bayfront Parkway is required, as seen 
in Figure 7.3.1C.  With traffic shifted eastward, construction of the 17th Avenue flyover 
approaches and flyover can be constructed.  The construction of the new 17th Avenue 
intersection will likely require short-term closure of the intersection as bridge beams are 
erected.   
 
Construction of the center median pier presents a particular challenge in this phase.  Due to 
the location the flyover pier within the proposed median, traffic must be shifted north of its 
current location.  The results of this traffic shift causes northbound (westbound) mainline 
traffic to be diverted onto Gregory Street.  With the northbound (westbound) traffic relocated, 
the southbound (eastbound) traffic on Bayfront Parkway can be transitioned across the 
median to the northbound (westbound) side, thereby providing a work zone for the median 
pier to the south.  Construction of the tie-in on 17th Avenue just south of the railroad viaduct 
may require night-time construction, temporary detours, or construction during non-
standard hours.   
 
Phase 3 is anticipated to last at least one year. 
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Phase 4 
The final conceptual phase consists of separating the northbound and southbound traffic on 
to their respective structures, closing the inside lanes, constructing the median curb and 
gutter, and completing the median.  Certain sections of the outside curb and gutter line may 
also require completion, such as the segments immediately adjacent to the bridge on the 
northbound structure.  Construction of the 17th Avenue flyover will also be finalized.  
Alternating closures of the southbound and northbound lanes of Bayfront Parkway and 
Gregory Street may be required as pavement is replaced or as beams are installed for the 
flyover.  
 
An important point to note is that the flyover may be constructed at a future date and not 
with the construction of the Pensacola Bay Bridge and approaches.  Whether or not the 
ultimate build condition is constructed at one time or in phases is dependent upon available 
funding and the intersection level of service.  Phases 3 and 4 depict the flyover being 
constructed with the overall project. 
 
Phase 4 also includes removal and replacement of the median cross-overs at the south end of 
the project as well as the median opening adjustments south of the horizontal alignment tie-
in point.  The southern-most segment of pavement requiring milling and resurfacing will also 
be completed in this phase.  Figure 7.3.1D summarizes the Phase 4 concept.  
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7.3.2 Construction Phasing – Central West Alternative 
As with the Central East Alternative, the construction phasing plan for the Central West 
Alternative consists of four basic phases, which apply to the Pensacola Bay Bridge as well as 
both landfalls.  Figures 7.3.3A through D located at the end of this section display these 
conceptual phases, indicating the contractor work area in blue and the new traffic zones in 
red.   
 
Phase 1 
The Central West Alternative includes a new bridge to the west of the existing structure.  In 
order to prepare a suitable work area, traffic must be located sufficiently east of the work 
zone prior to commencing the new construction.  On the Pensacola approach, no eastward 
shift of traffic is necessary.  On the Gulf Breeze approach, the following must be 
accomplished, as illustrated in Figure 7.3.3A: 

• Remove existing median barrier wall and guardrail; 

• Temporarily widen pavement to the east side of the existing roadway; and, 

• Remove portions of existing median and fill in with pavement to accommodate shift 
in southbound traffic. 

 
On the Gulf Breeze approach, there are four key control points determining the configuration 
of temporary traffic patterns: 

• The location of the proposed abutment; 

• The location of the profile touchdown point (limits of pavement reconstruction); 

• The location of the horizontal alignment tie-in point (limits of widening, milling, 
overbuild); and, 

• The location of the milling and resurfacing limits. 
 
As can be seen in Figure 7.3.3A, the temporary traffic pattern is configured such that the 
southbound bridge and pavement reconstruction segments can be built in their entirety.  
While most of the segment consisting of the widening and overbuild can be constructed, a 
portion of this segment at the pavement crossover must be constructed in the last phase.   
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The intent of this phasing configuration is to allow the contractor to construct the outside 
curb and gutter, storm sewer, sidewalk, and outside retaining wall in addition to the 
southbound pavement.   
 
On 17th Avenue, temporary pavement is proposed to the west of the existing pavement.  Most 
of this temporary pavement can be constructed in Phase 1 and continued in Phase 2.  A 
significant portion of utility relocation is required in Phase 1.  Due to the ambiguous nature 
of the utility relocations, the length of this first phase is anticipated to be three to six months. 
 

Phase 2 
Once the temporary traffic pattern is established, the construction of the southbound 
structure and approaches can begin. Figure 7.3.3B shows the contractor work zone shaded in 
blue and the traffic pattern illustrated with arrows.  The red shading represents the shifted 
traffic pattern on the Gulf Breeze approach.  Phase 2 consists of constructing the southbound 
structure in its entirety, with the exception of the inside parapet wall separating the shoulder 
from the shared-use path.  As mentioned in Phase 1, the outer roadside features will be 
constructed in addition to most of the new southbound pavement.  The median curb and 
gutter along with the final surface course will not be constructed at this time.  Temporary 
transitions from the new pavement to the existing lane configuration will be necessary.  
Phase 2 is anticipated to take approximately one year to complete. 
 
Phase 3 
Once the new southbound structure and approaches are established, traffic is shifted from 
the existing pavement and structure to the new structure and southbound approaches.  The 
new southbound bridge will accommodate four lanes of traffic and a temporary center 
concrete barrier wall along with outside shoulders.  While a double-yellow line may suffice in 
a construction work zone, a temporary concrete barrier is preferred to emulate the existing 
bridge condition.   
 
Section 2.2.1 summarizes the results of an internal value engineering analysis performed by 
the FDOT on the bridge typical section.  The resulting typical section being considered for 
implementation includes a shared-use path on the northbound structure only.  The original 
bridge typical section included shared-use paths on both structures.  The southbound shared-
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use path was originally proposed to provide additional deck width to facilitate staging on the 
southbound structure.  This additional width is particularly beneficial for accommodating 
traffic for the Central West Alternative.  However, as mentioned in Section 2.2.1.1, four lanes 
of traffic and a center concrete barrier can be accommodated with an ultimate typical section 
consisting of three lanes of 12 feet each and two 10-foot shoulders (56 feet from face-to-face 
of parapet wall).  Figure 7.3.2 displays how traffic can be accommodated with this typical 
section.  Note that the bridge deck provides 4-foot outside shoulders, four 11-foot lanes, a 2-
foot center concrete barrier wall, and a 1-foot offset from the yellow stripe to the face of the 
center barrier.   
 

Figure 7.3.2:  Temporary Traffic Configuration for Southbound Bridge (No Path) 
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On both landfalls, traffic is shifted to the newly constructed southbound lanes.  Since the 
final pavement width consists of three 12-foot lanes and a 4-foot bicycle lane, this distance of 
40 feet is not sufficient to accommodate four lanes of traffic and center barrier.  As a result, 
additional temporary pavement must be incorporated within the footprint of the eventual 
median.   
 
In the southbound direction, the 17th Avenue flyover forms the third lane just prior to 
intersecting the bridge.  As can be seen in Figure 7.3.3C, traffic utilizes the two newly 
constructed southbound lanes plus median side widening and is shifted westward to align 
with the full southbound bridge typical section.  
 
Unlike the Central East Alternative, the Central West Alternative affords ample room for 
equipment and materials on the east side of a new bridge on the Gulf Breeze approach.  An 
approximate 70-foot wide envelope will exist between the eastern parapet wall of the new 
northbound structure and the eastern edge of the existing two-way entrance road.  Additional 
space could be accommodated by utilizing the grass median and pavilion side parking lot, as 
this area will most likely require closure to the public during construction of the northbound 
structure.   
 
Construction in Phase 3 consists of demolishing the existing bridge, constructing the new 
northbound bridge, and constructing the northbound approaches.  As seen in Phase 2, the 
outer roadside components curb and gutter, and most of the new northbound pavement can 
be constructed in this phase.  The median curb and gutter will be completed in the next phase. 
 
17th Avenue Intersection 
On 17th Avenue, traffic is shifted onto the temporary pavement located west of the existing 
pavement.  A temporary intersection is established, as seen in Figure 7.3.3C.  The 
construction of the new 17th Avenue intersection presents several challenges, as the 
reconstructed pavement is located within the footprint of the existing roadway.  For example, 
to reconstruct the curb and gutter and pavement along Bayfront Parkway, traffic may require 
diversion along Gregory Street.  Likewise, construction of the tie-in on 17th Avenue just south 
of the railroad viaduct may require night-time construction, temporary detours, or 
construction during non-standard hours.   
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As mentioned with the Central East Alternative phasing, the flyover may be constructed at 
a future date and not with the construction of the Pensacola Bay Bridge and approaches.  
Whether or not the ultimate build condition is constructed at one time or in phases is 
dependent upon available funding and the intersection level of service.  Phases 3 and 4 depict 
the flyover being constructed with the overall project. 
 
Phase 3 is anticipated to last at least one year. 
 

Phase 4 
The last conceptual phase consists of separating the northbound and southbound traffic on 
their respective structures, closing the inside lanes, constructing the median curb and gutter, 
and completing the median.  A major component of Phase 3 includes completing the 17th 
Avenue flyover.  The closure of the Bayfront Parkway median allows construction of the 
median pier supporting the flyover.  Again, alternating closures of the southbound and 
northbound lanes of Bayfront Parkway and Gregory Street may be required as pavement is 
replaced or as beams are installed for the flyover.  
 
Phase 4 also includes removal of the temporary median cross-overs at the south end of the 
project as well as the permanent median opening adjustments south of the horizontal 
alignment tie-in point.  The southern-most segment of pavement requiring milling and 
resurfacing will also be completed in this phase. 
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7.3.3 Special Considerations for Bridge 
Construction 

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 7.3.4.  
Constructing a trestle from the adjacent landfall requires a staging area in advance of the 
trestle in order to stockpile equipment and materials. Once sufficient water depth is achieved, 
bridge construction by barge may be employed.   
 
The west side of the Pensacola and Gulf Breeze approaches will accommodate a trestle and 
staging area with no additional Section 4(f) use.  The FDOT parcel on the Pensacola approach 
has been utilized for bridge maintenance and construction in the past.  The boat launch area 
on the Gulf Breeze approach is proposed to be removed and replaced at a lower elevation, 
thereby resulting in short-term closure of the boat launch for a period.  Therefore, the 
physical limits of temporary Section 4(f) occupancy are not expected to exceed the limits of 
permanent use of the Central East and Central West Alternatives on the west side of the 
existing structure.    
  

Figure 7.3.4:  Typical Temporary Trestle 
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7.4 Contamination 

A Contamination Screening Evaluation Report (CSER, October 2011) was prepared for this 
PD&E Study.  The evaluation includes the following: 

• Review of current and historical aerial photographs, maps, and other available data 
to evaluate land uses; 

• Review of available maps for description of groundwater characteristics, 
environmental features, and general topography to estimate the direction of 
contaminant migration; 

• Review of reasonably obtainable federal, state, and local environmental databases of 
existing and potentially contaminated sites within and/or adjacent to the project 
corridor boundaries; 

• Conducting a visual inspection of the potential sites to evaluate the likely presence of 
significant contamination to the soil or groundwater; and, 

• Evaluating the likely impact to the project that these identified sites might have.   

The rating system used to assess the potential effect of the contamination on the project is 
based on Chapter 22 of the FDOT PD&E Manual. The system ranks potential contamination 
from “No” potential to “High” potential and includes the type, severity of contamination, and 
proximity of the potential source to the alternatives considered. 

The rating system is outlined as follows: 

No There is no indication of any contamination problems associated with the 
property; however, contaminates may exist on this parcel.  Additional 
assessment activities are not recommended. 

Low There may be contamination associated with this parcel; however, is not 
believed to have an impact to the project.  Additional assessment activities are 
not recommended. 

Medium There may be or is known contamination associated with this parcel, which 
may impact one (1) or more of the corridor alternatives.  Additional assessment 
activities should be considered. 
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High Contamination is known to exist on the parcel and will likely impact one (1) or 
more of the corridor alternatives.  Additional activities are recommended. 

A total of eight sites were identified for potential environmental impact within and/or 
adjacent to the SR 30 (US 98) project limits.  Four of the sites were assigned a ranking of 
“low”, indicating that there may be or is known contamination at the site but likely no impact 
to the corridor alternatives.  The rating system used for this report indicates that additional 
assessment activities are not recommended for sites ranking “low”.  These sites include the 
following: 

• Site 2: Eastport Manufacturing; 

• Site 3: Kettenring Property (EPA Brownfield); 

• Site 5: American Lube Fast; and 

• Site 6: Breeze Mart Intl of Gulf Breeze. 

Of the four remaining locations identified as potential sources of contamination within and/or 
adjacent to the corridor limits, three sites were assigned a ranking of “medium” for the 
potential of contamination impact.  These sites include the following: 

• Site 1:  Landry’s Seafood (formerly Cap’N Jim’s Restaurant); 

• Site 4:  Bay Breeze Dive Center (formerly BP); and 

• Site 7:  Texaco Food Store #7444. 

One site was assigned a ranking of “high” for the potential of contamination impact: 

• Site 8:  Taco Bell (formerly General Dolphin’s Crispy Chicken). 

When considering the location of these four sites, only one site (Bay Breeze Dive Center) is 
affected by construction of either one of the alternatives.  The Central West Alternative 
requires a strip of additional right-of-way between 12 to 16 feet wide (approximately 0.049 
acre) from the Bay Breeze Dive Center parcel.  The site previously held a BP gas station, 
which had a discharge report filed in March 1990.  Cleanup action was required.  A Site 
Rehabilitation Completion Order was issued by the FDEP to the property owner in June 
2008, releasing the owner of any further obligation to conduct site rehabilitation. 
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According to the CSER, additional assessment activities are recommended for this site or any 
other sites ranked “high” or “medium”, where acquisition of right-of-way or construction of 
the roadway is located within and/or adjacent to any.  Refer to the CSER for detailed 
recommendations regarding additional testing.  Graphics showing the potential 
contamination sites are shown in Figures 7.4.1A and B. 

In summary, this project’s overall risk factor regarding contamination is minimal.  The state 
of Florida has evaluated the proposed right-of-way and has identified potentially 
contaminated sites for the various proposed alternatives. Results of this evaluation will be 
utilized in the section of a preferred alternative. When a specific alternative is selected for 
implementation, a site assessment will be performed to the degree necessary to determine 
levels of contamination and, if necessary, evaluate the options to remediate along with the 
associated costs.  Resolution of problems associated with contamination will be coordinated 
with appropriate regulatory agencies and, prior to right-of-way acquisition, appropriate 
action will be taken, where applicable. 
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Figure 7.4.1A:  Potential Contamination Sites:  Pensacola Approach 

 

 

Figure 7.4.1B:  Potential Contamination Sites:  Gulf Breeze Approach  
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7.5 Aesthetic Effects 

A number of public comments received during the course of this study address the aesthetics 
of the proposed bridge.  Several individuals in the community expressed their opinion that 
the bridge is a gateway to two coastal communities and should have prominent aesthetic 
features.  The main channel spans do not require a bridge with significant engineering or 
architectural elements, such as a cable-stayed bridge.  However, attention has been given to 
incorporating the following architectural features: 

• Aesthetically pleasing handrail along the outside of the shared-use path along both 
sides of the bridge; 

• Aesthetically pleasing pier and beam configurations; 

• Under-bridge lighting; and, 

• Enhancements to the adjacent parks, including landscaping, park benches, lighting, 
and additional sidewalk. 

A noteworthy point is that the driver on the flyover emanating from 17th Avenue would 
experience an aesthetically pleasing view as the vehicle rises above the intersection and 
curves outward over the bay before joining the new bridge.  
 
Aesthetic bridge treatments and park enhancements will be finalized after the Public 
Hearing, when a preferred alternative will be recommended.  The existing Pensacola Bay 
Bridge does not have any unique features. The topographic conditions and the horizontal and 
vertical geometric requirements of the crossing do not require the use of a signature bridge, 
such as a cable-stayed or suspension bridge. 

Comments regarding aesthetics have been received at the three public meetings held to date.  
A summary of each public meeting is included in Chapter 5.  Any aesthetic treatments to the 
bridge would apply to both the Central East or Central West Alternatives and do not 
influence the recommendation regarding which alternative to carry forward.  After the Public 
Hearing, the proposed aesthetic treatments will be finalized and included as commitments 
in the final environmental document and PER. 
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Figures 7.5.1 to 7.5.3 display three-dimensional concepts incorporating possible aesthetic 
features.  The Central East and Central West Alternatives require removal of a substantial 
quantity of existing landscaping, such as the existing mature trees lining the roadway behind 
the northbound guardrail adjacent to Pensacola Wayside Park.  Once a preferred alternative 
is selected, the aesthetic features, including mitigation for park impacts and landscaping, 
will be finalized.  Consultation with the City of Pensacola and the City of Gulf Breeze 
regarding Section 4(f) mitigation and the proposed aesthetic features will be on-going through 
this PD&E Study and will continue into the next phase of this project.  
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Figure 7.5.1:  Pensacola Approach:  Conceptual Renderings  
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Figure 7.5.2:  Gulf Breeze Approach:  Conceptual Renderings   
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Figure 7.5.3:  Pensacola Bay Bridge:  Conceptual Renderings   
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7.6 Bicycles and Pedestrians 

The FHWA policy on bicycles on federally funded projects is as follows: 
 

Under 23 USC Section 109(n), the U.S. Secretary of Transportation shall not 
approve any project under this title that will result in the severance or 
destruction of an existing major route for non-motorized transportation traffic 
and light motorcycles, unless such project provides a reasonable alternate 
route or such a route exists." 
 
Where appropriate, the EA and EIS should consider pedestrian and bicycle use 
as an integral feature of the project and include a discussion of the relationship 
of the proposed project to local plans for bicycles and pedestrian facilities and 
evidence that the project is consistent with 23 USC 109(n)." Implementation of 
this policy is found in FHWA's Technical Advisory T6640.8A. 

 
Similarly, the Florida state policy on bicycles and pedestrians is as follows: 
 

Bicycle and pedestrian ways along state roads and transportation facilities. 
(1) (a) Bicycle and pedestrian ways shall be given full consideration in the 
planning and development of transportation facilities, including the 
incorporation of such ways into state, regional and local transportation plans 
and programs. Bicycle and pedestrian ways shall be established in conjunction 
with the construction reconstruction, or other change of any state 
transportation facility, and special emphasis shall be given to projects in or 
within 1 mile (1.6 kilometers) of an urban area (b) Notwithstanding the 
provisions of paragraph (a), bicycle and pedestrian ways are not required to be 
established: 
(1) Where their establishment would be contrary to public safety; 
(2) When the cost would be excessively disproportionate to the need or probable 
use; 
(3) Where other available means or factors indicate an absence of need. 
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Existing Pedestrian Accommodations 
The Pensacola approach features sidewalk on 
both sides of the roadway west of 17th Avenue.  
At the 17th Avenue intersection, the sidewalk 
moves away from the east side of the roadway 
and continues as a meandering sidewalk along 
the waterfront within Wayside Park. 
   
On the Gulf Breeze approach, sidewalks are 
present within Gulf Breeze Wayside Park along the picnic pavilions and along the waterfront 
on the west side.  A sidewalk linking the two parks is present beneath the existing structure.  
The pavilion-side sidewalk transitions out of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park and is established 
behind the existing edge of pavement, where a grass strip containing buried and overhead 
utilities separates the roadway and sidewalk.  The waterfront sidewalk on the west side of 
Gulf Breeze Wayside Park follows the boat launch access road out of the park, transitioning 
to just outside of the edge of pavement, where a similar grass-utility strip separates the 
roadway from the sidewalk.  
 
Existing Bicycle Accommodations 
Bayfront Parkway and 17th Avenue do not have dedicated bicycle lanes.  The northbound 
(westbound) lanes of the Pensacola approach feature a 4-foot keyhole slot transitioning to an 
approximate 6-foot wide flush shoulder, which continues onto the bridge.  At the termination 
of the southbound (eastbound) curb and gutter at 17th Avenue, a 4-foot to 5-foot wide shoulder 
is formed and continues onto the bridge.   
 
On the Gulf Breeze approach, the 6-foot shoulder continues along the northbound lanes 
before terminating just north of the entrance on the east side of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park.  
A “Share the Road” bicycle sign is located near the beginning of the guardrail of the 
northbound approach.  The 6-foot shoulder along the southbound lanes continues south of 
the bridge but terminates along the right turn lane for the boat launch access before 
reforming and continuing for another 420 feet southward.  Ultimately, the both sides of the 
existing roadway transition to a curb and gutter section near the Baybridge Drive 

Figure 7.6.1:  Waterfront Walkway 
Pensacola Wayside Park 
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intersection, where no bicycle accommodations are present.  In summary, the existing bicycle 
accommodations can be characterized as sporadic and unsafe for cyclists. 
 
Future Pedestrian and Bicycle Accommodations 
Bicycle and pedestrian accommodations are an integral part of the Central East and Central 
West Alternatives.  A number of public comments have been received regarding cyclists and 
pedestrians.  As seen in Figures 2.4.1 and 2.5.2 in Section 2.0, one option considered in this 
study is to accommodate pedestrians via 10-foot shared-use paths on the northbound and 
southbound structures.  This path is separated from the mainline shoulder by a concrete 
parapet wall.  In all four quadrants of the approaches, the 10-foot shared-use path would 
continue to a logical terminus, where it transitions to a 5-foot sidewalk.  At Pensacola 
Wayside Park, the 10-foot shared-use path is proposed to continue to the Welcome Center.   
 
As discussed in Section 2.2.1.1, FDOT conducted an internal value engineering review of the 
proposed bridge and roadway typical sections.  This review was commensurate with the 
decision to avoid tolls on the new bridge.  The FDOT is evaluating the elimination of the 
bicycle and pedestrian accommodations on the southbound structure.  As explained in the 
typical section discussion in Section 2.2.1, the additional deck width associated with a 
permanent shared-use path on the southbound structure was originally deemed to be 
beneficial for facilitating four lanes of traffic during removal of the existing bridge rather 
than from a specific request from a public entity to include a southbound shared-use path.   
   
Providing a shared-use path on the northbound structure is considered desirable due to the 
logical termini of Pensacola Wayside Park and Gulf Breeze Wayside Park.  At both landfalls, 
the proposed bridge remains elevated and easily accommodates an under-bridge connection 
for bicycles and pedestrians.  Hence, there is minimal inconvenience to the bicyclist or 
pedestrian wishing to cross SR 30 (US 98).       
 
Although SR 30 (US 98) lacks continuous bicycle lanes, a 4-foot bicycle lane is proposed for a 
short portion of the approach roadways.  The bicycle lane is added and terminated near the 
17th Avenue intersection on the Pensacola approach and at the proposed park entrances on 
the Gulf Breeze approach.  
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This project proposes significant enhancements to the existing bicycle and pedestrian 
configurations.  Public comments regarding the inclusion of a shared-use path connecting the 
Pensacola and Gulf Breeze Wayside Parks have been favorable.  The proposed bicycle lanes 
and sidewalks will be designed in accordance with Chapter 8 of the FDOT Plans Preparation 
Manual, Volume 1.  Section 2.3.6 (Design Controls) of this EA summarizes the design criteria 
for shared-use paths and sidewalks that be utilized in the design of these facilities. 
 
The bicycle and pedestrian accommodations proposed as part of this project are also 
consistent with the Florida-Alabama TPO Bicycle Pedestrian Master Plan shown in Figure 
7.6.2.  Providing bicycle and pedestrian access along 17th Avenue and along Gregory Street 
are Tier 1 and Tier 2 priorities, respectively. 
 
Figures 7.6.3A and B and 7.6.4A and B highlight the termini of the bicycle and pedestrian 
accommodations for the Central East and Central West Alternatives based on a shared-use 
path on both the northbound and southbound structures.  Figures 7.6.5A and B and 7.6.6A 
and B display the bicycle and pedestrian features based on a shared-use path on the 
northbound structure only. 
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Figure 7.6.2:  Florida-Alabama TPO Bicycle Pedestrian MasterPlan 
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7.7 Utilities and Railroads 

7.7.1 Utilities 
This project is expected to require relocation of most of the utilities within the project 
corridor.  As a part of the PD&E Study, a utility coordination effort was completed with 
assistance from the FDOT District 3 Utility Coordinator.  An inquiry to Sunshine One-Call 
was completed on November 7, 2011 for approximately 2,800 feet on both sides of Gulf Breeze 
Parkway SR 30 (US 98) on the Gulf Breeze side of the bridge, from the water's edge to Bay 
Bridge Drive.  The area for the Pensacola approach incorporated 1,400 feet on each side from 
Bayfront Parkway at 17th Avenue to the water's edge.  The companies, utility types, and 
contact information obtained from the Sunshine One-Call ticket are listed in Table 7.7.1. 
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Table 7.7.1:  Utility Owners 

Company Utility 
Type 

Contact Address City State, Zip Phone 

City of Gulf 
Breeze 

Water and 
Gas 

Thomas 
Lambert P.O Box 640 Gulf 

Breeze FL, 32562 850-934-4094 

Cox 
Communications 

Bridge-
Mounted & 
Buried 
Fiber-Optic 
Cable 

Troy 
Young 

3405 McLemore 
Drive Pensacola FL, 32514 850-232-5044 

Emerald Coast 
Utility 
Authority 
(ECUA) 

Water Mike 
Hamlin 

9300 Sturdevant 
Street Pensacola FL, 32514 850-969-6501 

Pensacola 
Energy Gas Glenn 

Bailey 
1625 Atwood 
Drive Pensacola FL, 32514 850-474-5319 

Gulf Power Overhead 
Electric 

Chad 
Swails 

5120 Dogwood 
Drive Milton FL, 32570 850-429-2446 

City of 
Pensacola – 
Public Works 
Department 

Buried 
Electric 

Derrick 
Owens 

2757 N. Palafox 
Street Pensacola FL, 32501 850-435-1755 

AT&T 
Distribution 

Overhead & 
Buried 
Fiber-Optic 
and Copper 
Cable 

Stan 
Wright 

605 W. Garden 
Street Pensacola FL, 32501 850-436-1488 

Transcore, Inc. ITS Jeff 
Messer 

580 E. Burgess 
Road, B-1 Pensacola  FL, 32504 850-462-6030 

ext. 6032 

MediaCOM  
Overhead 
Fiber Optic-
Cable 

Tommy 
Green 

1613 Nantahala 
Beach Road 

Gulf 
Breeze FL, 32563 850-934-2564 

Southern Light 
LLC 

Overhead 
Fiber Optic 
Cable 

D.J. 
McAuley 

156 ST. Anthony 
Street Mobile AL, 36603 251-662-1170 

 

The District Utility Coordinator mailed letters to the area utility owners on September 23, 
2011 requesting information on existing utilities.  Copies of the letters are included in Utility 
Impact Assessment Report (UIAR), which is included as Appendix H to the Preliminary 
Engineering Report (January 2013).  Information from the utility companies along with 
MicroStation files of existing utility surveys from recent roadway projects on the Pensacola 
and Gulf Breeze approaches were used to compile the locations of the existing utility features.  
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Existing utility sheets at 1” = 50’ scale are included in the UIAR and are summarized in 
Figures 7.7.1A and B at 1”= 200’.  

 Environmental Assessment 
 SR 30 (US 98) Pensacola Bay Bridge    7-64 



W
A

T
E

R

W
A

T
E

R

W
A

T
E

R

W
A

T
E

R

W
A

T
E

R

W
A

T
E

R

G
A
S

S
A

N

W
A

T
E

R

W
A

T
E

R

W
A

T
E

R

W
A

T
E

R

W
A

T
E

R

W
A

T
E

R

W
A

T
E

R

W
A

T
E

R

E
L
E

C

W
A

T
E

R

W
A

T
E

R

W
A

T
E

R
W

A
T

E
R

W
A

T
E

R

W
A

T
E

R

W
A

T
E

R

W
A

T
E

R

2
9
5

30
0

305 P
T
 
S

T
A
. 

3
0
9

+
1
4
.3

3

310 315 320

1
8
0 PCC STA. 180+22.19

P
T
 S

T
A
. 1

8
4
+
3
4
.8

1

0

Feet

20040

N

NO.

SHEET

PENSACOLA APPROACH

EXISTING UTILITIES

FIGURE 7.7.1A

GAS

SANITARY SEWER

WATER

BURIED ELECTRIC

OVERHEAD ELECTRIC

BURIED FIBER OPTIC

PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRONMENT STUDY

PENSACOLA BAY BRIDGE

17th Ave

G
re

g
o
ry
 S
t

B
a
y
fr
o
n
t 
P
k
w
y

H
e
in

b
e
rg
 S
t

WELCOME CENTER

WAYSIDE PARK

PENSACOLA BAY

FFWCC

7-65

3098



W
A

T
E

R

W
A

T
E

R

W
A

T
E

R

W
A

T
E

R

W
A

T
E

R

W
A

T
E

R

W
A

T
E

R

G
A
S

W
A

T
E

R

G
A
S

W
A

T
E

R

S
A

N

W
A

T
E

R

W
A

T
E

R

E
L
E

C

W
A

T
E

R

S
S

S
S

W
A

T
E

R

S
A

N

W
A

T
E

R

S
S

W
A

T
E

R

W
A

T
E

R

S
S

W
A

T
E

R

S
S

S
S

W
A

T
E

R

S
S

W
A

T
E

R
W

A
T

E
R

W
A

T
E

R

G
A
S

W
A

T
E

R

W
A

T
E

R

W
A

T
E

R

W
A

T
E

R

W
A

T
E

R

470 P
C
 
S

T
A
. 

4
7
2

+
4
4
.4

6

475

480

485

P
C

C
 
S

T
A
. 

4
8
5
+
7
8
.3

1

49
0

4
9
5

P
T
 S

T
A
. 
4
9
6
+
1
7
.8
1

P
C
 S

T
A
. 4

9
7
+
5
1
.8
1

50
0

GULF BREEZE

0

Feet

20040

30

98

BOAT LAUNCH

UNIQUE CAFE

BAYBEACH INN RESORT

N

PROJECT DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRONMENT STUDY

PENSACOLA BAY BRIDGE NO.

SHEET

GAS

SANITARY SEWER

WATER

BURIED ELECTRIC

OVERHEAD ELECTRIC

BURIED FIBER OPTIC

GULF BREEZE APPROACH

EXISTING UTILITIES

FIGURE 7.7.1B

THAI 54 BOTE

HIGH POINT DBR
STAND UP PADDLE BOARDS

FLOWERS BY YOKO
THE BRIDGE BAR

CENTER
DIVE

BAYBREEZE

PROFESSIONAL PARK
BAYBRIDGE

7-66



 

7.7.2 Utility Locations – Pensacola Approach 
Cox Communications has buried fiber optic cable proceeding from a lockbox mounted to the 
bridge (on the north side) to an underground vault about 30 feet to the west.  The fiber optic 
line continues west towards 17th Avenue for about 310 feet to another vault.  At this location, 
one fiber optic line routes to the Visitor’s Center (mostly off of the ROW) and another runs 
under the roadway to a vault on the south side of SR 30 (US 98).  The fiber follows SR 30 (US 
98) (on the south side) into Pensacola from this vault.   
 
Emerald Coast Utility Authority (ECUA) has a 24-inch water main that runs across 
Pensacola Bay south of the Pensacola Bay Bridge.  The water main is located within the 
project limits near the Gregory Street intersection of Bayfront Parkway as a 16-inch water 
main.  It then crosses as a 24-inch water main to the south side of SR 30 (US 98) across the 
bay. 

 
Pensacola Energy takes ownership of the existing 6-inch gas main beginning at a valve on 
the north side of SR 30 (US 98) in the area of the Welcome Center and extending northward 
along Bayfront Parkway. 
 
The City of Pensacola maintains the traffic signal at Bayfront Parkway and 17th Avenue.  
Additional buried electric lines are currently located on the north and south side of SR 30 
(US 98) and continue east between the Visitor’s Center and Bayfront Parkway for the 
highway lighting.  There are also buried electric lines feeding the FDOT Intelligent 
Transportation Systems (ITS) camera pole maintained by Transcore, Inc. 

 
AT&T Distribution has buried fiber optic and copper telecommunication lines from west of 
the project limits to the Bay crossing. 
 

Transcore, Inc. operates and maintains the FDOT ITS camera pole on the westbound 
Pensacola approach of the Pensacola Bay Bridge. 
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7.7.3 Utility Locations – Gulf Breeze Approach 
The City of Gulf Breeze maintains water utilities along the Gulf Breeze approach.  Water 
service runs along the south side of SR 30 (US 98) from The Bridge Bar, located just east of 
the Pensacola Bay Bridge approach, to Baybridge Drive.  An additional water line is located 
in the median of SR 30 (US 98) from just west of Baybreeze Dive Center to Bay Bridge Drive. 
The City of Gulf Breeze also owns the gas main that crosses Pensacola Bay from Pensacola 
and runs on the north side of SR 30 (US 98) in Gulf breeze.  In the vicinity of station 490+00, 
the gas main continues in the median to east of the project limits. 
 
Cox Communications currently has utilities attached to the bridge from Pensacola to Gulf 
Breeze.  There is a box mounted on the north side of the bridge.  The utility continues 
underground on the north side of SR 30 (US 98). 
 
ECUA’s 24-inch water main, providing service to Pensacola Beach, crosses the Bay from 
Pensacola on the south side of the existing bridge. It then traverses the eastbound lanes into 
the median of SR 30 (US 98) to east of the project limits. 

 
Overhead electric is provided by Gulf Power on both sides of Gulf Breeze Parkway from the 
bridge terminus to Baybridge Drive. 
 
AT&T Distribution has existing telecommunication lines (fiber optic and copper) both 
overhead and buried.  Their fiber optic cable crosses the Bay on the south side of the existing 
bridge into Gulf Breeze. 

 
Transcore, Inc. operates and maintains the FDOT ITS camera pole on the east bound Gulf 
Breeze approach of the Pensacola Bay Bridge. 
 
The existing plans and information gathered shows that MediaCOM has existing cable 
utilities on the north side of Gulf Breeze Parkway on the Gulf Breeze approach, located on 
overhead poles.  The facilities cross Gulf Breeze Parkway at three locations: LaBrisa 
Restaurant (formerly Unique Café), American Lubefast, and Baybeach Inn Resort. 
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Southern Light, LLC, currently has overhead utilities along Gulf Breeze Parkway extending 
along the north side of SR 30 (US 98) from east of the project limits to Fairpoint Drive, as 
well as underground utilities following the north side of SR 30 (US 98) from the east to 
Baybridge Drive. There is intent by Southern Light to extend utilities across the bay, but 
details of this plan were not available at the time of this study. 

7.7.4 Utility Impacts - Central East Alternative 
The Central East Alternative has significant utility impacts, including relocations of the 
buried gas, water, fiber optic, and electric on the east side of the Pensacola approach and the 
gas and water on the Gulf Breeze approach.  Because of the proposed under-bridge parking, 
the existing 24-inch water main beneath the boat launch parking area and the existing gas 
main along the west side of the Gulf Breeze Wayside Park West access road will require 
relocation. 
 
Table 7.7.2 summarizes the utility relocation costs for the Central East Alternative. 
  

 Environmental Assessment 
 SR 30 (US 98) Pensacola Bay Bridge    7-69 



 

Table 7.7.2:  Summary of Potential Costs Central East Alternative 

Utility Central East Alternative 
City of Gulf Breeze  
  -Water/Sewer Service Lines $150,000 
  -Natural Gas Distribution Lines $150,000 
  -Gas Main(1) $400,000 
Cox Communications Unknown 
Emerald Coast Utility Authority (ECUA) $750,000 
Pensacola Energy $75,000 
Gulf Power Unknown 
City of Pensacola – Public Works 
Department $---- 

AT&T Distribution Unknown 
Transcore, Inc. $---- 
MediaCOM  $10,000 
Southern Light LLC No Impact 

TOTAL $1,535,000 

(1) If the gas main that crosses the Bay cannot be intercepted on land, the alternative would 
be to construct a new bay crossing at approximately $3 Million. 

7.7.5 Central West Alternative 
The primary difference of the Central West Alternative versus the Central East Alternative 
is that the cluster of utilities located along the east side of the Pensacola approach may not 
require as significant utility relocations as the Central East Alternative.  The Central West 
Alternative requires removal of the existing retaining wall and existing fill section but may 
be have shorter relocation segments of the existing gas and buried electric utilities.  On the 
Gulf Breeze approach, the Central West Alternative is expected to impact all of the existing 
utilities.   
 
As mentioned in the UIAR, significant concern has been expressed regarding the effort 
necessary to reconnect facilities at the existing hand hole location near the beginning of the 
bridge on the Pensacola approach for the Central West Alternative.  This connection may be 
complicated by the proposed access road beneath the proposed bridge. No impact to the 
existing subaqueous fiber optic cable that traverses the Bay to the east on the south side of 
the bridge is expected.  Most of the length of the landward facilities on both approaches is 

 Environmental Assessment 
 SR 30 (US 98) Pensacola Bay Bridge    7-70 



 

expected to be impacted by both alternatives.  Further coordination will be required to 
determine additional potential impacts and costs. 
 
Table 7.7.3 summarizes the utility relocation costs for the Central West Alternative. 

Table 7.7.3:  Summary of Potential Costs Central West Alternative 

Utility Central West Alternative 
City of Gulf Breeze  
  -Water/Sewer Service Lines $150,000 
  -Natural Gas Distribution Lines $150,000 
  -Gas Main(1) $50,000 
Cox Communications Unknown 
Emerald Coast Utility Authority (ECUA) $750,000 
Pensacola Energy $75,000 
Gulf Power Unknown 
City of Pensacola – Public Works 
Department $---- 

AT&T Distribution Unknown 
Transcore, Inc. $---- 
MediaCOM  $10,000 
Southern Light LLC No Impact 

TOTAL $1,185,000 

(2) If the gas main that crosses the Bay cannot be intercepted on land, the alternative would 
be to construct a new bay crossing at approximately $3 Million. 

Both the Central East and Central West Alternatives are expected to have major impacts to 
existing utilities and will require significant coordination with the utility companies and 
FDOT. 

7.7.6 Railroads 
A CSX Railroad is located at the northern study boundary on the Pensacola approach.  This 
rail line is comprised of a single track and conveys both passenger and freight trains.  An 
Amtrak station is located approximately ¼ mile west of 17th Avenue, which crosses beneath 
the tracks via a narrow viaduct with a 10-foot 8-inch clearance. The proposed improvements 
to 17th Avenue do not impact the existing railroad, and no rail improvements are proposed. 
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7.8 Navigation 

Pensacola is home to one of two deepwater ports in District Three, each being designated as 
Foreign Trade Zones (Pensacola - Zone 249, and Panama City - Zone 65).  The Foreign Trade 
Zones (FTZ) are designated, secured locations at select ports and airports that provide 
exempted or delayed duty payments, streamlined customs procedures, and inventory tax 
benefits. These zones help facilitate and expedite international trade, providing a competitive 
advantage and contributing to local and regional economic development and employment 
opportunities.  The existing vertical and horizontal channel clearances of the bridge do not 
meet the current USCG clearance guidelines for this portion of the Intracoastal Waterway. 
The USCG guidelines are 65 feet vertical clearance at the fenders and 150 feet horizontal 
clearance between the fenders.  
 
The existing vertical clearance is approximately 51 feet at the fenders, while the horizontal 
clearance is 125 feet between the fenders. Both the vertical and horizontal clearances are 
considered substandard with respect to USCG requirements.  The channel depth is 
approximately 32 feet.  Compared to the existing top of crest elevation of 59 feet, the profile 
of the replacement bridges will be set to provide a minimum 65-foot vertical clearance over 
the main navigation channel. This elevation will meet the requirements for the USCG, a 
cooperating agency on this project.  In addition, the 65-foot vertical clearance above the 
navigation channel will match the clearance provided by the I-10 bridges crossing Escambia 
Bay just upstream of this location.  A horizontal clearance across the main channel will be 
150 feet, which is 25 feet larger than the existing 125 feet.  The nearby Garcon Point Bridge 
to the east has a 150-foot horizontal clearance.  A permit will be required from the USCG.  
 
Based on the Bridge Hydraulic Report, available under separate cover, the maximum wave 
crest is 17.4 feet, which requires a minimum low beam elevation of 18.4 feet. Using an 
structure depth of approximately 9 feet (including pavement cross slope), the top-of-deck 
elevation of the majority of the bridge would be at a nominal elevation of 28 feet in order to 
meet hydraulic requirements for wave action and storm surge.   
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 
Two copies of the Draft EA were sent via overnight delivery to the USCG on January 14, 
2014.  Exhibit 2.1.3 of Appendix E to the EA contains an e-mail dated March 7, 2014 from 
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Mr. James R. Wetherington, Bridge Specialist, regarding the USCG’s agreement with the 
Central East and Central West Alternatives articulated in the Draft Environmental 
Assessment as well as the navigational clearances contingent upon future concurrence from 
the waterway users.   

As a cooperating agency, the FHWA-approved Draft EA was submitted to the USCG on 
March 19, 2014 in advance of Public Hearing held on June 10, 2014.  Formal comments on 
the USCG’s review of the Draft EA were received via letter to the FDOT on April 17, 2014 
(see Exhibit 2.1.5 in Appendix E).  The FDOT responded to these comments on October 24, 
2014 via e-mail. The FDOT subsequently received a letter dated December 22, 2014 from 
USCG indicating that “the information provided, in addition to the submission requirements 
for the bridge permit application to the USCG, will provide reasonable assurance that the 
environmental review and analysis meets the requirements for adoption by the USCG.”  All 
navigation-related correspondence with the USCG, including the December 22, 2014 letter 
as Exhibit 2.1.8, is included in Section 2.1 of Appendix E (Comments and Coordination 
Report).  No further correspondence regarding this EA is being sought from the USCG. 
 
The United States Navy maintains a permanent presence on the west side of Pensacola Bay 
with Naval Air Station (NAS) Pensacola.  NAS Pensacola was contacted via e-mail and asked 
to provide comments on the proposed horizontal and vertical clearances of 150 and 65 feet, 
respectively.  The response received from the Navy indicated that issues or impacts to NAS 
Pensacola are not anticipated with respect to the proposed main channel dimensions.  The e-
mail correspondence with NAS Pensacola is contained in Section 2.7 of Appendix E. 
 
As mentioned in Section 2.3.6.6, each bridge (northbound / westbound and southbound / 
eastbound) can be designed for an Annual Frequency of Collapse of 0.001, or a Return Period 
of 1,000 years, based on direction from the FDOT Structures Design Office.  Consequently, 
the proposed bridge piers will be designed to withstand varying degrees of vessel impacts 
based on the distance from the centerline of the main channel. 

A fender system delineating the shipping channel is necessary to serve as a navigational aid 
to vessel traffic, protect the bridge piers from minor collisions, and redirect errant and small 
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vessels.  Additional detail regarding the fender system and pier protection design can be 
found in the Bridge Development Report. 
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8.0 Comments and Coordination 
 
A Public Involvement Program has been developed and is being implemented as an integral 
part of this project. The purpose of the program is to establish and maintain communication 
with the public and agencies concerned with the project and its potential impacts. To ensure 
open communication and agency and public input, the Department has provided an early 
notification package to State and Federal agencies and other interested parties defining the 
project and, in cursory terms, describing anticipated issues and impacts. 

In addition, in order to expedite the project development processes, eliminate unnecessary 
work, and provide a substantial issue identification/problem solving effort, the Department 
has carried out the scoping process as required by the Council on Environmental Quality 
(CEQ) Guidelines. Finally, in an effort to resolve all issues identified, the Department has 
conducted an extensive interagency coordination and consultation effort, and public 
participation process. These efforts began during project planning through the Efficient 
Transportation Decision Making (ETDM) process. This section of the document details the 
Department's program to fully identify, address, and resolve all project-related issues 
identified through the Public Involvement Program. 

The ETDM Process affords agencies and the public the opportunity to provide early input on 
a major project’s potential impacts to the natural, cultural and social environments through 
a series of “screening” events. These screening events occur at the Long Range 
Transportation Plan development stage and just prior to a project entering the FDOT Five 
Year Work Program. For this project, the Environmental Technical Advisory Team (ETAT) 
review period began on July 18, 2011 and ended on September 1, 2011.  Results were 
published in the Final Programming Screen Summary Report on February 24, 2012. 
Comments were submitted electronically through the Environmental Screening Tool and are 
included in the Final Programming Screen Summary Report, which is available as a separate 
document.  
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8.1 Advanced Notification 

As a part of the ETDM Process, an Advanced Notification (AN) Package was distributed 
through the Florida State Clearinghouse on July 18th, 2011.  The AN Package was sent to 
the State agencies that conduct Federal consistency reviews (consistency reviewers) in 
accordance with the Coastal Zone Management Act and Presidential Executive Order 12372.  
The AN Package was also distributed to the local and Federal agencies. An asterisk (*) 
indicates those agencies that responded to the package with a comment.  A double asterisk 
(**) indicates those agencies that responded to the package, but had no comment. 

Federal 

• Federal Highway Administration* 
• Federal Emergency Management Agency 
• Federal Transit Administration** 
• National Marine Fisheries Service** 
• National Park Service** 
• Natural Resource Conservation Service** 
• US Army Corps of Engineers** 
• US Coast Guard** 
• US Environmental Protection Agency** 
• US Fish and Wildlife Service** 
• Bureau of Indian Affairs 
• Federal Aviation Administration  
• FIHS Central Office 
• US Department of Health and Human Services 
• US Department of Housing and Urban Development 
• US Department of Interior 
• US Forest Service 

State 

• Florida Department of Community Affairs** 
• Florida Department of Environmental Protection** 
• Florida Department of State** 
• Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission** 
• Northwest Florida Water Management District** 
• Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services 
• Florida Department of Transportation 
• Florida Inland Navigation District 
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Regional and Local 

• Northwest Florida Water Management District 
• Florida-Alabama Transportation Planning Organization (TPO)  
• Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida 
• Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians 
• Muscogee (Creek) Nation 
• Naval Air Station Whiting Field 
• Poarch Band of Creek Indians 
• Seminole Nation of Oklahoma 
• Seminole Tribe of Florida 
• West Florida Regional Planning Council 

 

8.2 Agency Responses in Final Programming Screen Summary Report Requiring 
Follow-Up 

The Final Programming Screen Summary Report contains the agency comments and a 
disposition by the ETDM Coordinator. If the response provided by the ETDM Coordinator 
did not resolve a particular issue, additional follow-up is necessary.  The following text is 
excerpted from the Final Programming Screen Summary Report and consists of issues that 
require additional follow-up. The categories referenced are all rated as “substantial” on the 
ETDM rating scale. 
 

8.2.1 Coastal and Marine Issues (ETDM Rating:  Substantial) 
Final Programming Screen Summary Report (Page 10 of 78)  

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. 
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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 EFH study will 
need to be conducted as part of the project since certain estuarine habitats within the project 
area are designated as EFH. 

Disposition: 
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. 
 
Regarding impacts to sea grass beds, ecological field reviews, including in-water seagrass 
surveys, were conducted June 6 and 7, 2011, and June 18 through 20, 2012.  Approximately 
20 acres of Pensacola Bay were inspected for seagrasses along the bridge approaches. Twelve 
acres of substrate were inspected on the Pensacola side of the bridge and approximately 8 
acres were surveyed on the Gulf Breeze side.  Within the four quadrants surveyed, no 
seagrasses were found along the bridge approaches. The nearest known seagrasses are within 
the vicinity of Project GreenShores.  The Central East Alternative avoids impacts to the 
seagrass beds, while the Central West Alternative impacts a total of 0.07 acres of wetlands, 
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which includes impacts to the salt marsh at Project GreenShores.  Further information on 
seagrasses, wetland impacts, and Project GreenShores is contained in the Essential Fish 
Habitat Report. 
 
8.2.2 Additional Comment (Page 10 of 78) from Northwest Florida Water Management 

District (NWFWMD) 
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. 

Disposition:   
Coordination between FDOT and FDEP is ongoing regarding the potential impacts to 
Project GreenShores and its use as a mechanism for wetland mitigation. 
 
8.2.3 Navigation Issue (ETDM Rating:  Substantial) 
Additional Comment (Page 15 of 78) from USCG: 

The USCG recommends that waterway users be consulted with details of proposed waterway 
crossing, including proposed navigational clearances, prior to completing final designs. Since 
the US Navy operates a large facility in Pensacola Bay, we recommend that the Navy be 
included in all aspects of the scoping process. 

Disposition: 
The USCG has been consulted and will continue to be a cooperating agency.  Prior to the 
application of a USCG permit, a navigation study will be performed, and recreational and 
commercial boating facilities in Pensacola and Escambia Bays will be consulted.  The vertical 
and horizontal clearances proposed for the Pensacola Bay Bridge are commensurate with the 
clearances used for the upstream Garcon Point and Escambia Bay bridges.  
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8.2.4 Water Quality and Quantity Issue (ETDM Rating:  Substantial) 
Final Programming Screen Summary Report (Page 16 of 78)  

The USEPA noted the PD&E study should include a review of water quality standards in 
surface water bodies within the project area and watershed, potential sources of water quality 
impairment, and any TMDL requirements and how these regulations and/or requirements 
may affect the proposed project and environmental resource permits. It is recommended that 
FDOT consult with the FDEP water quality program on this issue, along with stormwater 
permitting issues and other water quality issues relating to point and nonpoint source 
discharges into surface water bodies. USEPA also commented proper stormwater 
conveyance, containment, and treatment will be required in accordance with state and 
federal regulations. 
 
FDEP recommends stormwater runoff from the bridge surface may alter adjacent wetlands 
and surface waters through increased pollutant loading.  Every effort should be made to 
maximize the treatment of stormwater runoff from the proposed bridge construction project, 
as stormwater discharges directly to Pensacola Bay. 
 
NWFWMD noted that the area around the southern terminus drains directly into Pensacola 
Bay, which is a SWIM priority waterbody. It is recommended that impacts be avoided to the 
degree possible and that appropriate stormwater treatment systems and best management 
practices be employed to prevent nonpoint source pollution and other potential impacts to 
watershed resources. Project work may require state stormwater permitting under Section 
62-346, Florida Administrative Code. Compensatory stormwater mitigation and local permit 
requirements may also apply.  It is recommended that existing stormwater treatment from 
the bridge and roadway corridor be improved if possible. 

Disposition: 
FDOT will use appropriate storm water treatment systems, compensatory stormwater 
mitigation, best management practices (BMPs), and land planning to prevent no source 
pollution as suggested by the NWFWMD. As suggested by the NWFWMD, after further 
review, project work may require state stormwater permitting under Section 62-346, Florida 
Administrative Code. 
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Because of the difficulty of capturing and treating stormwater on the proposed bridge, 
compensatory treatment is proposed as discussed in the Pond Siting Report.  Best 
Management Practices will also be used for the proposed storm sewer system and for the 
erosion control plan during construction. 
 
8.2.5 Wetlands Issue (ETDM Rating:  Substantial) 
Final Programming Screen Summary Report (Page 18 of 78)  

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. 

NMFS noted that certain estuarine habitat with the project area are 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. 

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 Environmental Resource Permit (ERP) provisions of Part IV, Chapter 373, F.S., and the 
rules adopted thereunder. 

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 
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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. 

Disposition: 
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. 

A detailed analysis of wetlands and essential fish habitat are included in the Wetland 
Evaluation and Biological Assessment Report and Essential Fish Habitat Report.  By 
elimination of the West and East Alternatives, the potential for impacts to wetlands and salt 
marsh have been reduced.  Impacts to wetlands and essential fish habitat have been 
minimized to the greatest extent practicable.  The approximate wetland impacts for the 
Central East and Central West Alternatives are less than 0.01 acres and 0.07 acres, 
respectively.   
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8.2.6 Wildlife and Habitat Issue (ETDM Rating:  Substantial) 
Final Programming Screen Summary Report (Page 20 of 78)  
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. 
 
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. 

 Environmental Assessment 
 SR 30 (US 98) Pensacola Bay Bridge    8-9 



 

 
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. 
 

Disposition: 
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 Report, which would 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. 

By removing the West and East Alternatives from further consideration, retaining the 
existing bridge for use as a fishing bridge is no longer being considered.  Coordination with 
Escambia and Santa Rosa Counties will be ongoing regarding the use of the demolished 
bridge for the creation of artificial reefs.  This issue has been added as a commitment in 
Chapter 7. 

Additional commitments have been added in Chapter 7 for the protection of Gulf sturgeon, 
turtles, and manatees.  
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8.3 Public Meetings 

Public involvement for the project has been accomplished in a variety of methods targeted to 
secure the greatest degree of community involvement.  These methods have included the 
following: 

• Special interest group presentations; 

• Web site (www.pensacolabaybridge.com); 

• Direct mailings to all of the business, tenants and residents within 300 feet of the 
project limits;   

• A meeting held with the property owner concerning the redevelopment of commercial 
land on the west side of the Gulf Breeze approach;  

• Meetings with City of Gulf Breeze staff and City of Pensacola officials; 

• Presentations at Transportation Planning Organization (TPO) meetings 
o Local governments represented on the TPO: 

 Santa Rosa County 
 Escambia County 
 City of Gulf Breeze 
 City of Pensacola 
 City of Milton; 

• Advertised workshops and public open house meetings; and 

• Meeting with Peninsula Homeowners Association. 

Three open house public meetings were held at the Pensacola Civic Center.  Meeting minutes 
and individual responses to comments are available in Appendix E.  A list of meetings that 
were held for the Pensacola Bay Bridge PD&E Study is summarized in Table 8.3.1. 
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Table 8.3.1:  Summary of Public Involvement Meetings 

Meeting Date 
Initial Meetings  
FL-AL TPO Kick-off April 15, 2011 

City of Pensacola Kick-off April 18, 2011 
City of Gulf Breeze Kick-off April 27, 2011 
Santa Rosa County Kick-off April 28, 2011 

Agency / Association Meetings  
United Peninsula Association June 6, 2011 

FL-AL TPO TCC February 23, 2012 
FL-AL TPO March 14, 2012 

Project Advisory Group Meetings  
PAG Meeting #1 July 26, 2011 
PAG Meeting #2 December 6, 2011 

PAG Meeting #3 April 22, 2014 
Public Meetings  

Corridors Workshop (Open House) August 11, 2011 
Alternative Corridors (Open House) October 18, 2011 

Public Alternatives Meeting (Open 
House) October 18, 2012 

Public Hearing June 10, 2014 
 
The following sections describe each meeting and summarize the issues and comments 
received.  Appendix E contains the Comments and Coordination Report, which contains 
correspondence with state and federal agencies, local governments, local groups, PAG 
meeting minutes, comments and responses from the three public meetings, and comments 
and responses from various e-mails, letters, and the project website.  Each FDOT comment 
response reflects the agency’s reply at the time the response was written.  Several issues, 
such as tolling, have evolved, and the FDOT response may not reflect the most current 
FDOT position. For tolling comments in particular, the FDOT responses written prior to 
January 2013 state that tolling the new bridge is under study.  Since tolling the bridge is no 
longer being considered, future responses will state this point. 
 

8.3.1 Project Kick-off Meetings 
As a result of the AN process and to ensure that the local municipalities had an 
understanding of the scope of this project, kickoff meetings were held with the City of Gulf 
Breeze, the City of Pensacola, Santa Rosa County, and with the Florida-Alabama TPO. Since 
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Escambia County officials were present at the TPO presentation, Escambia County declined 
to have a separate presentation.   

The meeting information consisted of an overview of the PD&E process, project limits, 
purpose of the study, and the identification of potential Section 4(f) properties.  As a result of 
the City and County kick-off meetings, the United Peninsula Association requested the 
project team’s attendance at their June 6, 2011 meeting to provide the association members 
with an understanding of the project.  Summaries of meetings with the United Peninsula 
Association and the Florida-Alabama TPO are provided below. 

 United Peninsula Association:  Gulf Breeze, June 6, 2011 
The Project Team met with the United Peninsula Association to discuss the project limits, 
purpose of the project, and appropriate times within the study schedule to provide public 
comments, along with the proposed schedule for the project. 

Key issues brought to the attention of the study team included investigation of an elevated 
roadway from the existing Pensacola Bay Bridge to east of Naval Live Oaks.  Members 
present voiced concerns that the at-grade 6-lane roadway through Gulf Breeze was not 
advantageous to motorists and made pedestrian and bicycle travel difficult.  The option to re-
align the bridge with a landfall in the Naval Live Oaks was also recommended.  The study 
team reviewed the limits of the bridge replacement study and explained that the bridge 
replacement funds could not be applied to improving traffic operation conditions throughout 
the City of Gulf Breeze. 

 Florida-Alabama TPO – Technical Coordination Committee:  Gulf Breeze, 
February 23, 2012 

The Study Team attended the Technical Coordination Committee Meeting of the Florida-
Alabama TPO on February 23, 2012.  The purpose of the meeting was to update the Technical 
Coordination Committee on the progress of the project.  An overview of the PD&E process, 
the study limits, the status of the project within the Corridor Analysis phase, and the major 
concerns in the corridor evaluation process.  The presentation depicted possible alternatives 
within the three corridors, the need for additional capacity, i.e., 6-laning the replacement 
bridge, and an explanation of the USDOT Section 4(f) requirements.   
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Public comment forms were distributed and 23 comment forms were received as a result of 
this meeting.  Additionally, a public comment period was allowed for those who wished to 
express concerns verbally to the Technical Coordination Committee and the Study Team.  A 
brief summary of questions and concerns expressed by those affiliated with the TPO 
Technical Coordination Committee and the public comments collected is listed below.  
Responses were not provided to specific public comments at this meeting.   

• The University of West Florida has been conducting underwater studies on the 
Pensacola side of the bay and a replacement bridge may impact historic artifacts; 

• If a toll is implemented, consider a reduced amount for frequent users; 

• A toll imposed on the bridge would do great damage to the daily drivers and citizens 
of Pensacola and Gulf Breeze as these cities are so well connected.  A property tax or 
sales tax would be preferred; 

• The bridge should be tolled if additional funding is required.  If a toll is not acceptable, 
the bridge should be closed; 

• A Study should be conducted to determine the impact of a toll on Gulf Breeze and 
Pensacola Beach; 

• The Pensacola Bay Bridge is the only non-tolled north/south route between Pensacola 
and Gulf Breeze.  Due to the limited options and the minimal amount of traffic using 
the Garcon Point Bridge, this replacement bridge should not be tolled; 

• Pedestrians and bicyclists should be safely accommodated on the replacement bridge.  
The use of “BP Funds” (funds provided by British Petroleum as a result of the 2010 
Deepwater Horizon’s oil spill) should be explored to cover the shortfall. 

• A 6-lane bridge was supported; and 

• The Central Corridor was favored. 

• Regarding tolling, the study team explained that a funding shortfall has 
necessitated the exploration of alternate funding methods.  
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 Florida-Alabama TPO:  Pensacola, March 12-14, 2012 
The Study Team attended the Florida-Alabama TPO meeting, the Citizen’s Advisory 
Committee (CAC) meeting, and the Bicycle Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC) meeting, 
on three consecutive days in March of 2012.  The presentation included an overview of the 
PD&E process, the study limits, the status of the project within the Corridor Analysis phase, 
and the major concerns in the corridor evaluation process.  The presentation also depicted 
possible alternatives within the three corridors, the need for additional capacity, i.e., 6-laning 
the replacement bridge, and an explanation of the USDOT Section 4(f) requirements.   

A brief summary of questions and concerns expressed by those affiliated with the TPO is 
listed below.  Responses were not provided to specific comments at this meeting. 

• Additional funding sources, besides tolls, should be explored to fund the replacement 
bridge; 

• Additional traffic on 17th Avenue will make it even more unsafe for pedestrians; 

• Modifications to the bridge typical section should be explored as a cost savings 
measure; 

• Escambia County has recently funded $41 million in State road improvements.  This 
should be taken into consideration when funding sources are explored; 

• The money motorists pay into the Transportation Trust Fund should be used for the 
bridge replacement; 

• Is there a history of previously free bridges being tolled? 

• Additional piers in the Bay will affect water quality and the natural flushing of the 
Bay; 

• The FDOT should explore options to treat bridge runoff instead of compensatory 
treatment; 

• The bridge deck should be constructed of concrete as opposed to overlaid with asphalt 
due to the contaminants that would be discharged into the Bay; 

• Lighting on the bridge should conform with turtle lighting requirements; 
 
The TPO adopted Resolution 12-12 Opposing the Use of Toll Facilities on the Pensacola Bay 
Bridge. 
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8.3.2 Corridor Workshop:  Pensacola Civic Center, August 11, 2011 
The first public meeting was the Corridor Workshop held on August 11, 2011 at the Pensacola 
Civic Center.  Advertisements were published in the Gulf Breeze News and the Pensacola 
News Journal two weeks prior to the meeting and again on the day of the meeting.  Letter 
notification was sent to the elected officials of Escambia and Santa Rosa Counties and the 
Cities of Pensacola and Gulf Breeze. Letters to elected officials were postmarked on July 22, 
2011.  Letters were sent to stakeholders, which include those within 300 feet of the project 
limits and interested parties.  The stakeholder letters were mailed on July 29, 2011.   

The meeting was held in an open house format and included a looping voiceover presentation 
in a separate room.  The presentation described the need for the project, the project delivery 
process, the project limits and constraints on each approach, existing and proposed traffic, 
the typical sections under study, and the project schedule.  A separate room featured display 
boards of the project area and the three representative corridors:  East, West, and Central.  
FDOT and consultant staff members were on hand to explain the project process, answer 
project specific questions, and receive public comments.  There were 122 people who signed 
the attendance sheet at the Corridor Workshop.  
 

 Corridor Workshop Written Comments and Opinion Survey Summary 
Fifty-three written comments were received at the Corridor Workshop.  The comments 
generally addressed the issues listed below: 

• Possible tolling of the bridge; 

• Pedestrian / bicycle facilities; 

• Aesthetics - signature features of bridge; 

• Bridge typical section (4 versus 6 lanes). 
 

 

No comments in opposition to the project were received at the Corridor Workshop.  Appendix 
E contains the individual written comments and FDOT’s responses, which were provided via 
letter to each person commenting.  The following is a summary of FDOT responses to these 
comments.  The most significant concern was the issue of tolling. 
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General Comment:  The new bridge should be 6 lanes. 
Response: Both 4-lane and 6-lane configurations are currently under consideration for the 
new bridge. Traffic growth and land development, among other things, are being taken into 
account in determining the ultimate lane configuration.   
 
General Comment:  The new bridge should be free of tolls. 
Response: The FDOT has been directed by Governor Scott to analyze various potential 
revenue sources when building major roadways and bridges.  As part of the Pensacola Bay 
Bridge replacement project, the FDOT will conduct a toll revenue study to determine if tolling 
the bridge would be beneficial to the State.  The possibility of installing a toll on the new 
bridge and its effects on the community is being considered (see Section 3.7 - Controversy 
Potential: Local Tolling for additional discussion on this topic). 

 
General Comment:  The new bridge should be pedestrian and alternative transportation 
friendly 
Response:  Making the bridge friendly to alternative modes of transportation is important to 
the FDOT. We want to provide a safe environment for bicyclists and pedestrians. Features 
such as lighting and bike lanes are being considered in the design of the new bridge (see 
Section 2.4.2 - Bicycle and Pedestrian Accommodations for additional discussion on this 
topic). 
 
General Comment:  Under bridge access for bicyclists and pedestrians should be provided on 
the Gulf Breeze and Pensacola sides of the bridge. 
Response: Features such as lighting, bike lanes, and sidewalks are being considered in the 
design of the new bridge. 
 

General Comment:  Consider leaving the current bridge in place and converting it to a fishing 
bridge. 
Response:  A bridge design that serves the needs of the community is very important to us. 
Many different aspects of the area are playing a role in the design process, including business, 
tourism, and recreation. The FDOT is considering the possibility that some segments the 
existing bridge may remain in place for recreational use.  The participation by local 
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government agencies in maintaining the existing bridge will be important in the decision 
regarding the final disposition of the bridge. 
 
The Corridor Workshop also included an opinion survey in which 74 people participated.  The 
survey questions and the tabulated answers to each question are summarized in the Corridor 
Report (September 2012).   
 
8.3.3 Corridor Alternatives Meeting:  Pensacola Civic Center, October 18, 2011 
The Corridor Alternatives Meeting was held on October 18, 2011 at the Pensacola Civic 
Center.  Advertisements were published in the Gulf Breeze News and the Pensacola News 
Journal two weeks prior to the meeting and again on the day of the meeting.  Letter 
notifications were sent to the elected officials of Escambia and Santa Rosa Counties and the 
Cities of Pensacola and Gulf Breeze.  Letters were postmarked on October 3, 2011.  Letters 
were sent to stakeholders within 300 feet of the project limits and other interested parties.  
These letters were mailed on October 10, 2011. 
 
The format of the meeting was an open house style with a looping voiceover presentation in 
a separate room.  The presentation explained the need for the project, defined the project 
scope, summarized the project delivery process, discussed existing and future traffic, 
highlighted the crash history, and explained the typical sections and corridors under study.  
A separate room featured display boards of the project area and representative alternatives 
(East, Central East, Central West, and West) within the three corridors.  FDOT and 
consultant staff members were on hand to explain the project process, answer project specific 
questions, and receive public comments.  There were 62 people who signed the attendance 
sheet, and 14 comments were received. 
 

 Corridor Alternatives Meeting Written Comments and Opinion Survey 
The Corridor Alternatives Meeting featured an opinion survey that was completed by 65 
individuals.  Respondents expressed their opinion on ten questions related to a variety of 
topics such as the preferred corridor, the importance of adjacent parks, the Escambia County 
fishing bridge, and whether or not the existing bridge should be converted into a fishing pier.  
The survey questions and the tabulated answers to each question are summarized in the 

Corridor Report (September 2012). 
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In addition to the opinion surveys and comments received at the Public Meetings, seventy-
seven written comments were received.  The major points conveyed through the written 
comments include the following topics: 
 

• Pedestrian/Bicycle facilities; 

• Commercial Impacts, business damages; 

• Aesthetics, signature features. 
 

As with the Corridor Workshop, no written comments opposed the project.  Again, many of 
the comments pertained to opposition to tolls, aesthetics enhancements, and bicycle / 
pedestrian accommodations.  Refer to Appendix E for the individual comments and 
responses.  Below is a summary of the comments and FDOT’s responses. 

General Comment:  The Central West is the most reasonable of the Alternatives. 
Response: The Department of Transportation will take your input under consideration and 
your comment will be included in the public record.   
 
General Comment:  Provide connections for bicycles and pedestrians on and under the bridge. 
Response: Bicycle and pedestrian facilities are planned to be accommodated with a 12 foot 
shared-use path on each side of the bridge.  Connections for the paths on the bridge will be 
tied into the similar existing features outside of the study limits.  The Department will 
consider bicycle and pedestrian crossings under the approaches of the bridge where crossings 
are logical (see Section 2.4.2 - Bicycle and Pedestrian Accommodations). 
 
General Comment:  A six lane bridge is needed. 
Response: The Department has completed the future traffic analysis and has determined that 
a six lane bridge (three lanes in each direction) will be needed to provide sufficient capacity 
for the forecasted traffic in the year 2040.   
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General Comment:  Use of the boat ramp for fire rescue response and need to avoid. 
Response:  The Federal Transportation Act of 1966, Section 4(f) legislation provides unique 
protection for properties that have been designated and are being utilized as parks and 
recreational facilities.  The Federal Highway Administration must demonstrate that there is 
no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of the Section 4(f) land.  Any such proposed 
action must include all possible planning to minimize harm to the property resulting from its 
use. The Florida Department of Transportation will comply with the provisions of the Section 
4(f) legislation for the Pensacola Bay Bridge replacement project.    
 

General Comment: I oppose tolling the new bridge. 
Response: The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) has been directed by Governor 
Scott to analyze the potential revenue sources when building major roadways and bridges.  
As part of the Pensacola Bay Bridge replacement project, the FDOT will conduct a toll 
revenue study to determine if tolling the bridge would be beneficial to the State.   
 
General Comment:  Concern with business impacts in Gulf Breeze and support for East or 
Central East Alternatives. 
Response: The minimization of business impacts is a priority for the Department.  Should 
the project require any property from your business the Department will be required to 
provide compensation to you.   
 
8.3.4 Corridor Decision  
After an extensive assessment of the engineering, environmental, and social impacts of the 
various corridors, the FDOT completed the Corridor Report in July 2012 with a 
recommendation to eliminate the East and West Corridors and to continue the further 
development of alternatives in the Central Corridor. The FHWA accepted the 
recommendation in September 2012.  The Pensacola Bay Bridge Corridor Report is available 
under separate cover. 
 
8.3.5 Public Alternatives Meeting   
The Public Alternatives Meeting was held at the Pensacola Bay Center (formally the 
Pensacola Civic Center) on Thursday, October 18, 2012.  The format of the meeting included 
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a voice-over presentation that operated continuously throughout the meeting.  Display 
boards were setup in an adjoining room to facilitate the discussion of the bridge replacement 
project.  Advertisements were included in the Gulf Breeze Newspaper on October 12th and 
again on the 18th, 2012.  The Pensacola News Journal published advertisements on October 
18th.  The Project website (www.pensacolabaybridge.com) published the date and location of 
the meeting on September 26th. 

There were 126 attendees that signed in, although some parties signed one person to 
represent a group of people.  Forty-six written comments were received at the meeting and 
another 10 comments were received through the 10 day comment period. The major points 
conveyed through the written comments include the following topics: 

• Possible tolling of the bridge. 

• Aesthetics, signature features; 

• Commercial Impacts, business damages; 

• Comments for and against the 17th Avenue Flyover; 
 

No comments in opposition to the project were received at the Public Alternatives Meeting.  
The Central East and Central West Alternatives were shown in additional detail compared 
to the two previous meetings.  The continuously playing slide show mentioned that the East 
and West Alternatives had been removed from further consideration.  As with the Corridor 
Workshop and the Corridor Alternatives Meeting, the most significant comments were in 
regards to opposing a toll, business damages in Gulf Breeze, bridge aesthetics, and bicycle / 
pedestrian accommodations. Several comments both in support of and against the 17th 
Avenue Flyover were received. The primary reasons for opposition to the 17th Avenue Flyover 
were increasing traffic through the adjacent residential neighborhoods and aesthetic 
concerns.  Refer to Appendix E for the individual comments and responses.  Below is a 
summary of the comments and FDOT’s responses. 

General Comment:  Prefer an aesthetically enhanced bridge with under bridge lighting. The 
design should project the image of Pensacola and Gulf Breeze and its significant history. 
Please incorporate beautifying elements into the design.  
Response: Additional aesthetic features, such as decorative handrails and mid-span design 
elements may be incorporated as funding allows.  Concepts presented by Vision Pensacola 
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will be given consideration in the adoption of the Preferred Alternative. The Department of 
Transportation will consider your Alternative preference in the selection of the Preferred 
Alternative.  
 
General Comment:  Having safe bike/pedestrian lanes that connect effectively with the 
existing paths on both sides is a high priority.  
Response: Bicycle and pedestrian facilities are planned to be accommodated with a 12 foot 
shared-use path on each side of the bridge.  Connections for the paths on the bridge will be 
tied into similar existing features outside of the study limits.  The Department is considering 
bicycle and pedestrian crossings under the approaches to the bridge.   
 

General Comment: I oppose tolls. 
Response: The Department of Transportation is carefully considering the use of a toll to meet 
the projected shortfall in funding.  Your concerns will be taken into account when exploring 
opportunities to meet the funding shortfall.   
 
General Comment: I am in favor of the Central West Alternative and the flyover. 
Response: The Department of Transportation will consider your Alternative preference in the 
selection of the Preferred Alternative in conjunction with your preference for the 17th Avenue 
flyover. 
 
General Comment:  NO FLYOVER!  We should NOT be encouraging increased traffic flow to 
the bridge via 17th Ave/East Hill (a residential neighborhood). 
Response: Your preference for the 17th Avenue at-grade intersection will be considered in the 
final selection.   

8.3.6 Other Public Comments 
Throughout the duration of the project, FDOT received public comments through letters, e-
mails, and the project website.  These individual comments and responses are documented 
in Appendix E (Comments and Coordination Report).  Consistent with the three public 
meetings, a significant number of comments were in opposition to tolling the new bridge.  
Individuals also reiterated their desire for a modern structure with full-width shoulders, 
bicycle-pedestrian accommodations, and enhanced aesthetics.   
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An online survey on the project website offered the public an opportunity to register their 
opinions regarding tolls.  Charts summarizing the results of this survey are included in 
Appendix E.  As of April 26, 2012, 2,745 individuals had participated in the online survey, 
and 90% of the respondents opposed tolls. 
 
8.3.7 Public Hearing 
The Public Hearing was conducted on June 10, 2014 beginning at 5:30 p.m. at the Crowne 
Plaza Hotel, 200 E. Gregory Street, Pensacola.  The formal presentation and public comment 
session began at 6 p.m.  A total of 77 written, e-mail, and speaker comments were received 
(36 written, 24 e-mailed, 17 oral).  Comments were generally in favor of the project.  The 
issue receiving the highest number of comments (38) was the implementation of dual shared 
use paths, while 5 individuals favored a single path.  Regarding the 17th Avenue flyover, the 
number of individuals in favor versus against were 13 to 5.  Fourteen individuals provided 
comments regarding bridge aesthetics, while 10 individuals commented on traffic congestion 
within Gulf Breeze.  Other comments related to the following: 

• Impacts on Pensacola approach (13); 

• Impacts on Gulf Breeze approach (12); 

• Fishing pier / environment / channel (3); 

• Construction duration (2); and  

• Against project (5). 

In summary, of the 77 comments received, all but five comments were generally in support 
of the project.  As can be seen by the number of comments, attendees expressed strong 
interest in a dual shared use path as well as bridge aesthetics.   

Responses to the Public Hearing comments were mailed on 8/25/2014.  Representative 
responses are as follows: 

Comment: The 17th Avenue flyover should be included as a high priority item.  

Response:   The consideration of the 17th Avenue flyover as well as the dual multi-use 
paths is under further consideration by the Department.   
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Comment:   I think it would be very important to have a bicycle path on both bridges for 
safety of bicycle or walkers. This would be a great tourist attraction. 

Response:  The consideration of one versus two multi-use paths is under further 
consideration by the Department.  The Department understands that many 
residents of the area are in favor of the dual path option.  Cost considerations 
for individual features of the replacement bridge will be carefully considered 
based on the available funding.    

Comment: These designs are not acceptable. There needs to be a better design to 
incorporate the existing natural beauty. Please get interest of the people who 
live, work and play here. 

Response: Public input has been an integral part of this project study since its inception.  
Comments and feedback are welcomed and considered for incorporation when 
possible.   

 
Comment: I am concerned about the landing of new bridge into the City of Pensacola. I 

am hoping that this proposed plan can improve. 
Response: Thank you for your comment related to the above referenced project.  The 

Department of Transportation will take your concerns under consideration and 
your comment will be included in the public record. 

 
All of the public hearing comments and responses are contained in Appendix E along with 
the transcript and written comments. 
 

8.4 Project Advisory Group  

The Project Advisory Group (PAG) is composed of non-elected officials representing local 
government bodies and/or interest groups.  PAG group members were solicited through the 
local municipalities, the chambers of commerce, and other organizations that showed an 
interest in the replacement bridge project.  Municipalities also recommended local 
citizens/business owners as PAG members.  The PAG membership was capped at 12 
members.  The groups represented and the representative’s names are listed in Table 8.4.1. 
The purpose of the PAG is to provide information to the PD&E Team with regard to 
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community issues, environmental concerns, and any items that may require consideration 
during the study process. Additionally, PAG members are encouraged to share information 
with the general public with regard to the conduct of the study, alternatives that were 
considered and the basis for decisions that will be made. As the name indicates, the PAG is 
not a decision making entity.  PAG members are anticipated to remain active participants 
throughout the study process. 

Table 8.4.1:  Project Advisory Group Affiliation 

Group Represented Representatives Name 

City of Gulf Breeze Edwin “Buz” Eddy 

City of Pensacola Rita R. Lee 

Santa Rosa County Roger Blaylock 

Escambia County Thomas Brown, Jr. 

Gulf Breeze Area Chamber of Commerce Josie Cotti 

Pensacola Bay Area Chamber of Commerce Ashley Spikes 

West Florida Regional Planning Council Mary Bo Robinson 

United Peninsula Association Donald S. Richards 

Private Citizen – Bagelheads, Inc. Rob Mackey 

Private Citizen – Catchin’ Fish Show Michael Hoyt Williamson 

Private Citizen – Gulf Breeze News, Inc. Victoria Papajohn 

Private Citizen – Jerry Pate Turf & 
Irrigation, Inc. 

Jerry Pate 

 

The first meeting of the PAG was held on July 26, 2011 in advance of the Corridor Workshop.  
The second PAG meeting was held on December 6, 2011 after the Corridor Alternatives 
Meeting.  A third PAG meeting was held on April 22, 2014 prior to the Public Hearing.   
 
The following is a summary of the PAG discussion items at the first two meetings: 

Comment:  Recommendations to advertise meetings well in advance 
Response: Meetings will be advertised in accordance with FDOT Public Involvement 

procedures. 
 
Comment:  Add an emergency lane on the replacement bridge 
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Response:  Full shoulders that would accommodate a disabled vehicle are currently 
planned. 

 
Comment:  Explore signature features and lighting that tie the replacement bridge into 

the local community 
Response: Signature features will be considered based on available funding sources. 
 
Comment:  Continue to examine the existing structure as a fishing bridge if a maintaining 

agency is identified.   
Response:  The FDOT is willing to consider using the existing bridge as a fishing bridge if 

maintenance and upkeep is provided by a local municipality or other 
responsible party. 

 
Comment:  PAG members were in favor of providing sufficient clearance under the 

replacement bridge on each approach to enhance connectivity for pedestrians 
and bicyclists.   

Response: Clearance for bicyclists and pedestrians is currently being planned for both 
approaches.  This clearance will enhance connectivity to the existing parks in 
Gulf Breeze and allow connectivity from the Pensacola Visitor’s Center to the 
FDEP Project GreenShores area of Bayfront Parkway. 

 
The third PAG meeting focused on the Central West Alternative as the Preferred Alternative, 
associated Section 4(f) impacts, and single versus dual shared use paths.  The following are 
representative comments from the meeting. 
 
Comment: In Pensacola, many folks walk on the Greenshores side of US 98, so it would 

make sense to put the path on the southbound/eastbound bridge. 
Response: If one multi-use path is provided, you will not have to cross US 98 to access 

the path from the non-path side of the bridge.  Under-bridge connectivity is 
provided. 

 
Comment: We have a very active biking community.  Can we do one wider path if we only 

do one path?   
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Response:  It is likely that the active bikers will prefer to use the 10’ shoulder of the road.  
The multi-use path will be used for the low speed, recreation bikers and 
inexperience riders such as children. 

 
Comment: Will Wayside Park west be closed for 3 years? 
Response: Yes, but the boat launch will remain open for emergency vehicles. 
 
Comment: We are concerned about maintenance of traffic (MOT).  What will the FDOT 

do to minimize the disruption to the communities? 
Response: This will be a 5 to 7 year major construction project.  Disruptions are 

inevitable.  The FDOT will do their best to minimize the traffic shifts and 
communicate when traffic patterns will change.  They are committed to 
maintaining access to businesses and residential areas throughout the 
construction timeframe. 

 
PAG discussion items and detailed meeting minutes are contained in Appendix E.  
 

8.5 Stakeholder Preferences  

Throughout the project duration, the FDOT has maintained an ongoing dialogue with the 
major stakeholders to discuss issues and preferences regarding the alternatives.  The FDOT 
is continuing to work toward resolving the concerns of the major stakeholders (Pensacola, 
Gulf Breeze, Escambia County, Gulf Breeze businesses) in order to select a preferred 
alternative. 
 
The proposed Wheatley development is located on the west side of SR 30 (US 98) at the Gulf 
Breeze approach.  A meeting was held on January 20, 2012 with the property owner to discuss 
the corridors being considered.  The property owner has expressed his desire to improve upon 
the existing development and prefers the East Corridor to maximize the area for improving 
his properties.  
 
Representatives of the Baybridge Homeowners Association on the east side of the Gulf Breeze 
approach have expressed their support for the Central West Alternative in the Central 
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Corridor or the West Corridor, as these corridors minimize potential impacts to their 
residential neighborhood.  These recommendations were received through email comment 
correspondence. 

The City of Gulf Breeze has expressed concerns regarding impacts to existing businesses and 
potentially reducing the city tax base. Meetings with the City of Gulf Breeze officials were 
held on February 2, 2011, January 26, 2012, and April 24, 2013. 

In a letter dated October 18, 2012, the City of Gulf Breeze explained that they are developing 
a master plan for the City.  As part of the master plan, the City has a set of concepts 
concerning the bridge landing prepared for FDOT consideration.  Additional key points in 
the letter, which is contained in Appendix E, includes the following text: 

1. We prefer the east central alignment. 

2. We believe the area available under the bridge should be utilized to mitigate the 
negative socio-economic and cultural aspects of the expanded bridge.  We have 
included a pedestrian underpass and parking under the new bridge along with a 
vehicular underpass at the north end.   

3. The median which is shown at 33 feet in width at immediate landfall should taper 
down to a width of 22 feet at the point the retained area returns to grade. 

4. We request a transfer of ownership of any existing property outside the new bridge 
footprint for mitigation of storm water and negative impacts of the new facility on 
Section 4(f) facilities. 

Vision Pensacola, on behalf of the City of Pensacola, has expressed the desire to incorporate 
an elevated roadway from the bridge terminus to Gregory Street.  This concept would require 
an approximate 1,000 foot extension of the bridge. In addition, the City has explored options 
to incorporate a roundabout at the 17th Avenue intersection.  The City of Pensacola has 
expressed the desire to have the 17th Avenue intersection and any related structures north of 
the existing intersection location.  The City would like to keep the Bay viewshed unobstructed 
and allow for pedestrian and park-like activities south of US 98 adjacent to the 17th Avenue 
intersection. 
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8.6 Agency Coordination 

A substantial amount of agency coordination has occurred through the ETDM process, 
meetings, and communication. Follow-up coordination with state and federal agencies is 
ongoing.  Correspondence from USCG, SHPO, FDEP, FFWCC, NMFS, and USFWS is 
included in Appendix E.  Concurrence from the USCG is being sought, although a letter is 
not available at this time.  A resolution of all outstanding agency concerns may not be feasible 
prior to the Public Hearing.  The following are highlights from key agency comments:   

8.6.1 USCG 
Correspondence received to date from the USCG regarding the main channel configuration 
is included in 2.1 of Appendix E.  A vessel survey has been completed and is available under 
separate cover. 
 
The FHWA-approved Draft EA was submitted to the USCG on March 19, 2014 (see Exhibit 
2.1.4 in Appendix E) in advance of Public Hearing held on June 10, 2014.  Formal comments 
on the USCG’s review of the Draft EA were received via letter to the FDOT on April 17, 2014 
(see Exhibit 2.1.5 in Appendix E).  The FDOT responded to these comments on October 24, 
2014 via e-mail. The FDOT subsequently received a letter dated December 22, 2014 from 
USCG indicating that “the information provided, in addition to the submission requirements 
for the bridge permit application to the USCG, will provide reasonable assurance that the 
environmental review and analysis meets the requirements for adoption by the USCG.”  All 
navigation-related correspondence with the USCG, including the December 22, 2014 letter 
as Exhibit 2.1.8, is included in Section 2.1 of Appendix E (Comments and Coordination 
Report).  No further correspondence regarding this EA is being sought from the USCG. 
 
8.6.2 SHPO 
Section 4.1 describes the historical and archaeological sites encountered on this project.  The 
two letters containing SHPO concurrence are included in Section 2.2 of Appendix E. 

8.6.3 FDEP 
The FDEP has been contacted regarding the use of Project GreenShores for mitigation for 
the 0.07 acres of salt marsh impacts.  Project GreenShores is fully funded due to receiving 
compensation from the BP’s Deepwater Compensation Fund after the Gulf oil spill of 2010.  
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Subsequently, FDEP has declined the use of Project GreenShores as a mitigation site for 
marsh impacts from the Pensacola Bay Bridge replacement (see Exhibit 2.3.1 in Appendix E 
summarizing FDEP correspondence).  The FDOT will continue to coordinate with the FDEP 
during the design, permitting, and construction phases. 
 
8.6.4 FFWCC 
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 E).  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, 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 in FFWCC’s Standard Manatee 
and Marine Turtle Construction 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 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.  
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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. 

 
Section 2.4 of Appendix E contains the August 19, 2013 and October 16, 2013 letters between 
the FDOT and the FFWCC.  The FDOT will continue to coordinate with the FFWCC during 
the design, permitting, and construction phases. 

8.6.5 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 
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with a response and attachments (contained in Appendix E).  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 E). 

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. 

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 E). 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, 
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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, as seen in the 
next section.  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, as explained in the next section. 

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. 

The FDOT contacted NMFS in January 2015 with a request to review the Biological 
Assessment. NMFS reviewed the information and responded “impacts to estuarine wetland 
and other NMFS trust resources comprising EFH will be relatively minor.” NMFS indicated 
that with appropriate compensatory mitigation for those unavoidable wetland impacts, the 
project will not have adverse impacts on EFH. NMFS also indicated that they could nor 
provide concurrence or non-concurrence with FDOT’s determinations for the smalltooth 
sawfish and sea turtles because sufficiently detailed project information is not yet available. 
Therefore, they are unable to conduct analysis needed as part of the ESA Section 7 
Consultation.  Appendix E contains the January 2015 letter containing the NMFS response.   
 
8.6.6 USFWS 
FDOT submitted a letter to USFWS on July 31, 2013 requesting a review of the WEBAR.  
The letter also requested 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 
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methods will not be finalized until the design-build phase.  Formal consultation will be 
conducted during the permitting phase by the FHWA, if necessary.  As mentioned in Section 
6.9.1, the USFWS responded with a letter dated August 30, 2013.   

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

• Nesting sea turtles (loggerhead, green sea, leatherback, 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 D); 

The USFWS did not concur with the determination of “may affect, but is not likely to affect” 
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 
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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 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. 
 
A commitment to follow the Gulf Sturgeon Protection Guidelines during construction has 
been included in Chapter 10. 
 
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 as requested by the USFWS in the August 
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30, 2013 letter.  Consideration will be given to formalizing this monitoring into a commitment 
to this project. 
 
FDOT continues to commit to utilizing the USFWS and FFWCC approved protection 
guidelines to minimize impacts to the species (see Sections 6.9.2 and 10.1). 
 
As part of the interagency review of the EA, the USFWS was asked to review the Draft EA 
prior to the Public Hearing.  FDOT received a letter from USFWS dated May 2, 2014 
recommending the following protection measures for the Gulf sturgeon: 
 

• Avoidance of nocturnal pile driving from October through May; 

• Avoidance of in-water explosive work from October through May; 

• 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 
October through May; 

• Avoidance and minimization of effects to habitat for winter feeding; and 

• Consideration of a commitment that no explosives will be utilized during the 
demolition of the existing structure. 

The USFWS also recommended that the formal Section 7 consultation be initiated prior to 
the permitting phase.  The following is a quote from the May 2, 2014 letter: 
 

As design-build projects are often on an accelerated timeline, coordination with 
the Service should occur as soon as possible to determine the most effective 
time to undergo formal consultation.  Up to 135 days should be allowed for 
formal consultation once all necessary information to conduct the consultation 
has been received.  While key design details have not yet been finalized, it may 
be possible to use best available information from the EA and literature to 
complete the consultation.  If needed, a modification to the biological opinion 
(BO) could be done at a later date to address final design changes and updated 
information from the test pile sound monitoring.  Although by statue 135 days 
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is allowed for modifying a BO, they generally can be completed relatively 
quickly. 

 
A second letter dated October 30, 2014 was received by the FDOT from USFWS.  The USFWS 
mentions that effects to the Gulf sturgeon have not been fully reduced to a level where they 
are insignificant (too small to measure or for take to occur) and discountable (extremely likely 
to occur).  The USFWS cannot concur with the FDOT’s finding of “may affect, but is not likely 
to adversely affect” the Gulf sturgeon.  However, the USFWS indicates in the letter that “the 
Service supports the FHWA in concurrently advancing the project toward completion of their 
NEPA finding.”  In response to the USFWS comments, the FDOT subsequently changed its 
determination to “May Affect” status for the Gulf sturgeon. Regarding sea turtles, the 
October 30, 2014 letter contains the following text: 
 
“The wildlife-friendly lighting plan for the bridge is not yet designed and approved by the 
Service.  Therefore, we lack enough information at this time to provide concurrence or non-
concurrence with FDOT’s determination pursuant to Section 7 of the Act . . . “   
 
A Draft Biological Opinion (BO) was provided by the USFWS dated February 23, 2015 and 
was resubmitted to the FHWA as a Final BO on April 8, 2015. The e-mail from USFWS 
transmitting the Draft BO and the April 8, 2015 cover letter accompanying the Final BO are 
included in Section 6.9 of Appendix E. Per the Final BO dated April 8, 2015, the USFWS 
analysis indicates the proposed project would have a negative, but not appreciable effect on 
the survival and recovery of Gulf sturgeon. Most direct and indirect effects will occur within 
the radius of underwater noise that will be created by pile driving; however, the effects are 
considered small, temporary and reversible. Given that the subpopulation of Gulf sturgeon 
in the Escambia and Yellow Rivers are stable, the probability of species extinction is low. In 
addition, the proposed project is not likely to appreciably diminish the critical habitat’s 
capability to provide the intended conservation role for the Gulf sturgeon. The nature of 
effects to critical habitat is relatively small, dynamic, and would not produce permanent 
alterations to any PCE. 
 
After reviewing the current status of the Gulf sturgeon, the environmental baseline for the 
action area, the effects of the action, and the cumulative effects, it is the Service's biological 
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opinion that the demolition of the existing SR 30 (US 98) Pensacola bridge and construction 
of twin-span replacement bridges is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the 
Gulf sturgeon or destroy or adversely modify its designated critical habitat. This opinion will 
apply as long as the construction let date occurs within five years of this biological opinion, 
otherwise reinitiation of formal consultation will be required. The FDOT will require the 
contractor to implement conservation measures which are listed in the Final BO. 

1. The FDOT will require the contractor to comply with the Construction Special 
Provisions Gulf Sturgeon Protection Guidelines that include prescribed measures and 
protocols to avoid direct physical injury or harm during in-water construction. 

 
2. The FDOT will restrict nocturnal pile driving activities by the contractor and the 

mooring of work barges and vessels from October through May which represents the 
peak period that the Gulf sturgeon are migrating through this area. A nightly period 
without noise-inducing activities will provide fish with a daily opportunity to 
move/migrate through the project area without disturbance and minimize the effects 
to habitats used for winter feeding. Nighttime is defined as 30-minutes after sunset 
to 30-minutes before sunrise. 

 
3. The FDOT will require the contractor to minimize the potential impacts of multiple 

pile driving operations by maintaining 5,000 feet over the length of the project as a 
low-noise travel corridor. This corridor should be continuous to the extent feasible, 
but no individual component will be less than 1,500 feet. Low noise corridors are 
defined as areas where noise levels are below injury and behavioral disturbance 
thresholds. This restriction will provide the Gulf sturgeon and other aquatic fauna a 
sufficiently wide low-noise travel corridor or corridors through the project area 
without injury or disturbance. 

 
4. Pile-driving operations in shoreline waters on the eastern terminus of the bridge (Gulf 

Breeze side) will be conducted during the summer months (June 1 through August 31) 
when sturgeons are at their lowest seasonal abundance. This will minimize impacts 
to sturgeons which are known to concentrate in these shallow waters during the fall 
and winter. The goal is to establish and maintain a low noise corridor of no less than 
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1,500 feet prior to the time period when sturgeons are most abundant in this 
important area. 

 
5. The contractor will develop a noise monitoring plan to collect hydroacoustical data 

from a representative set of test piles. The noise monitoring plan is anticipated to be 
similar to the one prepared for the SR 83/US 331 Choctawhatchee Bay Bridge Design 
Build Project which involved the test pile driving associated with installation of 
concrete piles in Walton County, Florida. The site-specific hydroacoustical data 
collected could be used to verify the extent of potential noise impacts and if necessary, 
refine the previously recommended conservation measures being proposed to 
minimize potential impacts to listed species of this project. 

 
6. The contractor will be required to implement noise attenuation techniques, 

specifically bubble curtains, year-round for all pile driving operations. Based on 
previous pile-driving noise impact studies, such as SR 83/US 331 Choctawhatchee Bay 
Additional Two-Lane Bridge Project, this project is expected to exceed the threshold 
for behavioral disturbance to the Gulf sturgeon, without noise attenuation. The use of 
bubble curtains will reduce the size of the impact and/or disturbance zones around 
pile driving operations, and therefore reduce the potential to injure or kill Gulf 
sturgeon, or behaviorally disturb them. 

 
7. The contractor will be required to use a ramp-up procedure during the installation of 

piles. This procedure allows for a gradual increase in noise level in order to give 
sensitive species ample time to flee prior to initiation of full noise levels. This approach 
can also reduce the likelihood of any secondary or sub-lethal effects from sound 
impulses associated with pile driving. 

 
8. The contractor will be required to use Best Management Practices (BMPs) for any 

construction activities over and in water. In addition, the contractor will be required 
to adhere to all water quality standards as defined in the project’s Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan. 
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9. The FDOT will purchase 20 Vemco tags to be used for studies that contribute to our 
scientific understanding of the Gulf sturgeon. 

 
In addition to these conservation measures outlined in the Final BO, the USFWS believes 
that several reasonable and prudent measures (RPMs) are necessary and appropriate to 
minimize the incidental take of Gulf Sturgeon and reduce effects to its habitat as a result of 
this projects. FHWA, as the lead federal agency, shall be responsible for following the RPMs, 
with their associated term and conditions. Details, terms and conditions of the RPMs are 
listed in Section 7 of the Final BO. The reasonable and prudent measures include: 
 

1. Coordinate with the USFWS to ensure that completed project plans and 
updated specific to erosion control and off-site storm water compensation are 
implemented and include comprehensive monitoring and reporting. 

2. Reduce and monitor the effect of take associated with underwater noise. 
3. Ensure that the terms and conditions are completed as detailed in this 

incidental take statement including completion of reporting requirements 
 
Chapter 10 contains detailed commitments by the FDOT regarding protection measures for 
protected species.  In particular, Section 10.1.3.1 contains detailed commitments for the Gulf 
sturgeon, including additional details regarding the three RPMs mentioned above.  FDOT 
commits to reinitiate and provide information necessary to complete consultation on the Gulf 
sturgeon prior to advancing the project to construction.   
 

8.6.7 Naval Air Station Pensacola 
The United States Navy maintains a permanent presence on the west side of Pensacola Bay 
with Naval Air Station Pensacola.  The Naval Air Station was contacted with respect to the 
main channel configuration.  A representative from the Naval Air Station concurred with the 
currently proposed horizontal and vertical clearance (see Section 2.7 of Appendix E).  
 
8.6.8 Local Government Coordination 
Appendix E contains the FDOT’s correspondence with the cities of Pensacola and Gulf 
Breeze.  Section 3.1 contains correspondence regarding coordination with Pensacola and 
includes the concepts developed by Vision Pensacola.  
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A letter to the City of Pensacola regarding three proposed temporary construction easements 
within Pensacola Wayside Park was sent by the FDOT on September 22, 2014.  Written 
concurrence by the Mayor was provided on September 24, 2014.   
 
Section 3.2 of Appendix E contains correspondence with the City of Gulf Breeze.  In August 
of 2013, the Gulf Breeze City Council approved a master plan known as the Most Livable 
City Plan.  Exhibit 3.2.5 of Appendix E contains an excerpt of the master plan pertaining to 
the bridge landfall area in Gulf Breeze.  The following points are noted on the sheet: 

The Catalyst Site is the northern gateway to the City and will welcome visitors from across 
the Pensacola Bay.  Because the land area is limited yet provides for excellent recreational, 
hotel, office, and retail opportunities, it is very important to proactively plan for this strategic 
community gathering spot.   

Bay Bridge Landing Catalyst Site Recommendations: 

• Encourage new hotel and mixed-use development; 

• Provide new breakwater to protect boat slips at the marina; 

• Provide vehicle and pedestrian access and parking beneath the new Pensacola Bay 
Bridge to connect parks and businesses on the east side and west sides of US 98; 

• Negotiate with the Florida Department of Transportation to shift the proposed bridge 
alignment centerline 10 feet to the east and reduce the typical median from 30 to 25 
feet.  This will allow for larger commercial parcels on the west side of US 98; and, 

• No surface stormwater management ponds should occupy this area. Section 2.3.11 
discusses options for the preliminary drainage plan.  The final mitigation plan for 
Section 4(f) impacts to Gulf Breeze Wayside Park will be finalized subsequent to the 
Public Hearing, when a preferred alternative is selected.  The mitigation plan will be 
developed in cooperation with the City of Gulf Breeze.  

Subsequent meetings with the City of Gulf Breeze revealed that the alignment being referred 
to in the fourth bulleted item above is the Central East Alternative.  Both the City of Gulf 
Breeze and the FDOT agreed that the continued coordination and cooperation will be pursued 
with a goal to secure a landfall location that meets the needs of both parties. 
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Subsequent to the Public Hearing, two letters were received from the City of Gulf Breeze.  
The first letter, dated June 16, 2014, concurs with the Central West Alternative as the 
Preferred Alternative and the need for a six-lane bridge.  The second letter, dated June 17, 
2014, expresses the City’s desire for shared use paths on both sides of the Pensacola Bay 
Bridge.  These letters are included as Exhibits 3.2.6 and 3.2.7, respectively, in Appendix E. 

The FDOT provided a letter (contained in Appendix E) to the City of Gulf Breeze on 
September 9, 2014.  The letter requests the city manager’s concurrence and signature 
regarding permanent use and temporary occupancy of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park as required 
for construction of the Central West Alternative.  The proposed project was discussed by city 
officials on October 29, 2014, and a subsequent letter dated November 19, 2014 was sent by 
Gulf Breeze to the FDOT, which sent follow-up correspondence on January 26, 2015 
articulating its response to the points mentioned in the November 19, 2014 letter. 
Discussions continued through February 2015, when Gulf Breeze sent a follow-up letter 
dated February 9, 2015.  The November 19, January 26, and February 9 letters are included 
in Appendix E along with excerpts from the City Council meeting minutes. 
 

Based on the February 9, 2015 letter (Exhibit 3.2.14 of Appendix E), the City of Gulf Breeze 
is interested in construction of a new boat ramp to be funded and permitted by the City and 
constructed by the FDOT.  The City mentioned the loss of public access to 230 feet of shoreline 
on commercial property immediately south of the boat ramp.  The City discussed 
compensation for the 1.35 acres of land acquisition and expressed interest in the maintenance 
of traffic scheme and the opportunity to provide comments via the City’s consultant.  A follow-
up meeting was requested prior to July 2015.  

The Department has committed to a number of substantive improvements to Gulf Breeze 
Wayside Park and recognizes that the City of Gulf Breeze is requesting enhancements to the 
Wayside Park that involve elements of the park that are not directly or indirectly impacted 
by the Pensacola Bay Bridge Replacement project. Throughout the design and right-of-way 
acquisition process, the Department will continue to coordinate with City of Gulf Breeze 
representatives to reach agreement on the items that arise. 
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8.7 Concluding Statement 

After considering comments received at the Public Hearing, the FDOT has decided to carry 
forward the Central West Alternative as the Preferred Alternative as described in the next 
chapter. 
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9.0 Preferred Alternative 

9.1 Basis for Preferred Alternative 

The Central East and Central West Alternatives have distinct advantages and 
disadvantages.  Below is a summary of the major differences between the two alternatives. 
 
9.1.1 Central East Alternative 
Primary Advantages 

• Shoreline reconstruction requirements are approximately 900 feet less than the 
Central West Alternative; 

• Does not encroach into Pensacola Bay on the Pensacola approach, thereby avoiding 
impacts to Project GreenShores and decreasing the vulnerability of the roadway to 
storm surge and wave action;  

• Avoids displacement of 18 vehicle-trailer parking spaces on the west side of Gulf 
Breeze Wayside Park; and 

• Avoids elimination of 34 commercial parking spaces in Gulf Breeze and associated 
business impacts. 

 

Primary Disadvantages 

• Highest construction cost; 

• Highest right-of-way cost; 

• Highest permanent and temporary use of Section 4(f) resources, including relocation 
of the Escambia County Fishing Bridge; 

• Longest duration of closure of park facilities; and, 
• Highest complexity for staging plan, particularly at the 17th Avenue intersection. 

 

9.1.2 Central West Alternative 
Primary Advantages 

• Lowest construction cost; 

• Lowest right-of-way cost; 

• Lowest permanent and temporary use of Section 4(f) resources; 

• No impacts to the Escambia County Fishing Bridge; 
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• Lowest duration of closure of park facilities; 

• Lowest complexity for staging plan; and, 

• Supported by public comments. 
 
Primary Disadvantages 

• Displacement of 18 vehicle-trailer parking spaces on the west side of Gulf Breeze 
Wayside Park (parking spaces can be replaced beneath an extended bridge); 

• Displacement of 34 commercial parking spaces in Gulf Breeze and associated effects 
on seven tenants; 

• Requires approximately 900 feet more shoreline reconstruction than the Central East 
Alternative; and 

• Slight encroachment into Project GreenShores, resulting in slight increase in 
vulnerability of the roadway to storm surge and wave action. 

 
After considering comments received at the Public Hearing held on June 10, 2014, the FDOT 
will carry forward the Central West Alternative as the Preferred Alternative.  Based on 
Public Hearing comments, the Central West Alternative will have the following 
characteristics: 

• At-grade intersection at 17th Avenue; 

• 10-foot wide shared use path on both the eastbound (southbound) and westbound 
(northbound) bridges. 

 
Both the City of Pensacola and the City of Gulf Breeze concur with the Central West 
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative.  Appendix E contains a letter from the FDOT to the 
City of Pensacola that includes a concurrence signature from the mayor of Pensacola 
regarding the Central West Alternative and resultant temporary occupancy of Section 4(f) 
property for three small temporary construction easements.  Appendix E also contains a 
similar letter from the FDOT to the City of Gulf Breeze and includes a concurring signature 
for the permanent use and temporary occupancy of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park.  On October 
29, 2014, the Preferred Alternative was discussed by the Gulf Breeze City Council, who 
approved the permanent use and temporary occupancy of Gulf Breeze Wayside Park. 
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Figures 9.1.1 through 9.1.5 display renderings of the Preferred Alternative, while Figures 
9.1.6 and 9.1.7 display the concept at 1”=200’ scale.  
 

Figure 9.1.1:  Preferred Alternative (Pensacola Approach Looking South) 

 
 

Figure 9.1.2:  Preferred Alternative (Pensacola Approach Shoreline Treatment) 

 
  

 Environmental Assessment 
 SR 30 (US 98) Pensacola Bay Bridge    9-3 



 

Figure 9.1.3:  Preferred Alternative (Gulf Breeze Approach – West Side) 

 

Figure 9.1.4:  Preferred Alternative (Gulf Breeze Approach – Looking North) 

 

Figure 9.1.5:  Preferred Alternative (Gulf Breeze Approach – East Side) 
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10.0 Commitments and Recommendations 
 

10.1 Commitments 

The following text describes the commitments that the Department has made during the 
course of this PD&E Study.  Commitment status will be tracked using the reevaluation 
process (status given at project advancement to the R/W and Construction phases); using 
PSEE (specific commitment tasks will be scheduled into FDOT’s Prima Vera Scheduling 
system); through a presentation at the Pre-construction Conference, and through regular 
coordination with the construction project administrator and CEI to request commitment 
status updates during progress meetings.  Upon construction completion, a post construction 
reevaluation will be sent to FHWA to document how commitments were fulfilled during 
construction.  

 

10.1.1 Wetlands 
The Central West Alternative impacts a maximum of 0.07 acre of jurisdictional wetlands, 
while the Central East Alternative does not impact jurisdictional wetlands.  The wetland 
impact is considered minimal due to the limited acreage involved. The FDOT has committed 
to develop avoidance alternatives and/or measures to minimize harm to natural resources. 
Mitigation for any unavoidable wetland impacts is proposed, and coordination with FDEP 
will continue through the duration of the project. A re-evaluation of the mitigation options 
will be conducted during the permitting phase of the project.  
 

10.1.2 Bald Eagle 
Should a bald eagle take up residence near the Proposed Action within 660 feet of a 
construction area, the FDOT will require the contractor to comply with the FFWCC Bald 
Eagle Management Plan (April 2008).  The FDOT commits to performing a reassessment 
within two years of the start of construction to determine whether eagle nests are within the 
vicinity of construction. 
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10.1.3 Protected Species and Habitat 
The Gulf sturgeon, smalltooth sawfish, West Indian manatee, and sea turtles (loggerhead, 
green sea, leatherback, Kemp’s ridley, hawksbill) are species that may be impacted by the 
proposed project. In order to minimize adverse impacts to the protected species within the 
vicinity of the project area, FDOT will abide by the following commitments: 
 

 Gulf Sturgeon 
A Final Biological Opinion was provided by the USFWS dated April 8, 2015.  The cover letter  
from USFWS transmitting the BO is included in Appendix E. 
 
Per the terms and conditions listed in the Final BO, FDOT is committed to the following 
conservation measures to avoid and minimize impacts to the species.  The FDOT will require 
the contractor to implement conservation measures listed in the Final BO: 
 

1. The FDOT will require the contractor to comply with the Construction Special 
Provisions Gulf Sturgeon Protection Guidelines that include prescribed measures and 
protocols to avoid direct physical injury or harm during in-water construction. 

 
2. The FDOT will restrict nocturnal pile driving activities by the contractor and the 

mooring of work barges and vessels from October through May which represents the 
peak period that the Gulf sturgeon are migrating through this area. A nightly period 
without noise-inducing activities will provide fish with a daily opportunity to 
move/migrate through the project area without disturbance and minimize the effects 
to habitats used for winter feeding. Nighttime is defined as 30-minutes after sunset 
to 30-minutes before sunrise. 
 

3. The FDOT will require the contractor to minimize the potential impacts of multiple 
pile driving operations by maintaining 5,000 feet over the length of the project as a 
low-noise travel corridor. This corridor should be continuous to the extent feasible, 
but no individual component will be less than 1,500 feet. Low noise corridors are 
defined as areas where noise levels are below injury and behavioral disturbance 
thresholds. This restriction will provide the Gulf sturgeon and other aquatic fauna a 
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sufficiently wide low-noise travel corridor or corridors through the project area 
without injury or disturbance. 

 
4. Pile-driving operations in shoreline waters on the eastern terminus of the bridge (Gulf 

Breeze side) will be conducted during the summer months (June 1 through August 31) 
when sturgeons are at their lowest seasonal abundance. This will minimize impacts 
to sturgeons which are known to concentrate in these shallow waters during the fall 
and winter. The goal is to establish and maintain a low noise corridor of no less than 
1,500 feet prior to the time period when sturgeons are most abundant in this 
important area. 
 

5. The contractor will develop a noise monitoring plan to collect hydroacoustical data 
from a representative set of test piles. The noise monitoring plan is anticipated to be 
similar to the one prepared for the SR 83/US 331 Choctawhatchee Bay Bridge Design 
Build Project which involved the test pile driving associated with installation of 
concrete piles in Walton County., Florida. The site-specific hydroacoustical data 
collected could be used to verify the extent of potential noise impacts and if necessary, 
refine the previously recommended conservation measures being proposed to 
minimize potential impacts to listed species of this project. 

 
6. The contractor will be required to implement noise attenuation techniques, 

specifically bubble curtains, year-round for all pile driving operations. Based on 
previous pile-driving noise impact studies, such as SR 83/US 331 Choctawhatchee Bay 
Additional Two-Lane Bridge Project, this project is expected to exceed the threshold 
for behavioral disturbance to the Gulf sturgeon, without noise attenuation. The use of 
bubble curtains will reduce the size of the impact and/or disturbance zones around 
pile driving operations, and therefore reduce the potential to injure or kill Gulf 
sturgeon, or behaviorally disturb them. 

 
7. The contractor will be required to use a ramp-up procedure during the installation of 

piles. This procedure allows for a gradual increase in noise level in order to give 
sensitive species ample time to flee prior to initiation of full noise levels. This approach 
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can also reduce the likelihood of any secondary or sub-lethal effects from sound 
impulses associated with pile driving. 

 
8. The contractor will be required to use Best Management Practices (BMPs) for any 

construction activities over and in water. In addition, the contractor will be required 
to adhere to all water quality standards as defined in the project’s Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan. 

 
9. The FDOT will purchase 20 Vemco tags to be used for studies that contribute to our 

scientific understanding of the Gulf sturgeon. 
 

In addition to these conservation measures, the USFWS believes that several reasonable and 
prudent measures (RPMs) are necessary and appropriate to minimize the incidental take of 
Gulf Sturgeon and reduce effects to its habitat as a result of this projects. FHWA, as the lead 
federal agency, shall be responsible for following the reasonable and prudent measures, with 
their associated term and conditions. Details, terms and conditions of the reasonable and 
prudent measures are listed in Section 7 of the Final BO. RPMs include: 
 

1. Coordinate with the Service to ensure that completed project plans and updated 
specific to erosion control and off-site storm water compensation are 
implemented and include comprehensive monitoring and reporting. 

4. Reduce and monitor the effect of take associated with underwater noise. 
5. Ensure that the terms and conditions are completed as detailed in this 

incidental take statement including completion of reporting requirements. 
 
Terms and Conditions 
In order to be exempt from the prohibition of Section 9 of the Act, FHWA must ensure that 
the FDOT and their contractors comply with the following terms and conditions, which 
implement the preceding reasonable and prudent measures.  All conservation measures 
described in the BA and subsequent correspondence and listed in Section 1.3 of the Final BO 
are hereby incorporated by reference as terms and conditions within this document pursuant 
to 50 CFR § 402.14(I) with the addition of the following terms and conditions.  All terms and 
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conditions are non-discretionary.  FDOT is therefore committed to implementing the 
following terms and conditions: 
 
RPM 1 
1.1 An erosion and sediment control plan will be submitted and approved by the USFWS 

prior to the start of construction to assure that potential impacts to Gulf sturgeon 
habitat from sedimentation and turbidity are avoided and minimized to the extent 
practicable.    

 
1.2 The off-site stormwater compensatory treatment area will be coordinated with the 

Service for review and approval as plans becomes available.    
 

RPM 2 
2.1 The zone of impacts from elevated underwater sound levels that cause behavioral 

disturbance (150 dB RMS) will not extend greater than 1,037 feet from pile driving 
operations.  If the zone of impacts is exceeded, then formal consultation should be 
reinitiated.  The underwater sound management plan and in-situ hydroacoustic 
monitoring of test piles (2.2 and 2.3 below) will be required to verify the zone of impacts 
that is the basis for this BO.   

 
2.2 The underwater sound management plan will be submitted to the USFWS for review 

prior to the onset of construction.  The plan will provide the final design for pile size, 
installation method, and timing for pile installation.  This will include the measures 
proposed to mitigate underwater noise such as bubble curtains, temporary noise 
attenuation piles, air filled fabric barriers, isolated piles or cofferdams, or double-walled 
piles.    

 
2.3 In-situ hydroacoustic monitoring of pile driving will be done during test piling to 

accurately determine sound levels based on materials, equipment, substrate, and 
method of pile installation.  This assessment will be done on a representative sample of 
test piles located proximate to the project site, in an area most conducive to sound 
production, and at 10 meters from the pile.  Any change in pile materials and/or 
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installation methodology will require a re-assessment of sound levels.  The acoustic 
monitoring results will be provided to the USFWS for review.    

 
2.4 The project area will be routinely monitored for the presence of stunned, injured, or 

dead sturgeons (indicators of take).  A plan will be developed to establish the methods, 
frequency, and reporting requirements for monitoring.  The monitoring plan will be 
coordinated and approved by the USFWS prior to construction. 

 
2.5 When engineering limits do not require impact driving, piles shall be advanced by 

vibration, oscillation, rotation, or pressing.   
 
2.6 New technologies to better mitigate underwater sound levels from pile driving will be 

considered during the design.  Specifically, consideration should be given to 
breakthrough approaches, such as double-walled piles or mandrel-driven double-walled 
piles, as an alternative to using less-effective bubble curtains (see WSDOT 2015 
referenced in the Final BO).    

 
RPM 3  
3.1 Upon locating a dead, injured, or sick individual of an endangered or threatened species, 

notification must be made to the Fish and Wildlife Service Law Enforcement Office, 
Groveland, Florida at (352) 429-1037 within 24 hours.  FDOT will provide additional 
notification to the USFWS’ Field Office at Panama City, Florida at (850) 769-0552 
within 48 hours.  Care should be taken in handling sick or injured individuals and in 
the preservation of specimens in the best possible state for later analysis of cause of 
death or injury.    

 
3.2 A report describing the actions taken to implement the terms and conditions of this 

incidental take statement shall be submitted to the Project Leader, U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, 1601 Balboa Avenue, Panama City, Florida, 32405, within 60 days of 
the completion of construction.  This report shall include the dates of work, assessment 
and actions taken to address impacts to the Gulf sturgeon, if they occurred. 
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Section 9 of the Act and Federal regulations pursuant to section 4(d) of the Act prohibit the 
take of endangered and threatened species, respectively, without special exemption. Take is 
defined as to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture or collect, or to 
attempt to engage in any such conduct. Harm is defined by the USFWS as “an act which 
actually kills or injures wildlife”. Such acts may include significant habitat modification or 
degradation when it actually kills or injures wildlife by significantly impairing essential 
behavioral patterns, including breeding, feeding, or sheltering. Harass is defined by the 
USFWS as “an intentional or negligent act or omission which creates the likelihood of injury 
to wildlife by annoying it to such an extent as to significantly disrupt normal behavior 
patterns which include, but are not limited to, breeding, feeding or sheltering” [50 CFS §17.3]. 
Incidental take is defined as take that is incidental to, and not the purpose of, an otherwise 
lawful activity. Under the terms of Section 7(b)(4) and Section 7(o)(2), taking that is 
incidental to and not intended as part of the agency action is not considered prohibited taking 
under the Act provided that such taking is in compliance with the terms and conditions of 
this Incidental Take Statement. 
 
The measures described below are non-discretionary, and must be undertaken by 
FHWA/FDOT so that they become binding conditions of any contract, grant or permit issued 
by FHWA/FDOT, as appropriate, for the exemption in section 7(o)(2) to apply. FHWA/FDOT 
has a continuing duty to regulate the activity covered by this incidental take statement. If 
FHWA/FDOT: (1) fail to assume and implement the terms and conditions or, (2) fail to require 
any contracted group to adhere to the terms and conditions of the incidental take statement 
through enforceable terms that are added to the permit or grant document, the protective 
coverage of Section 7(o)(2) may lapse.  In order to monitor the impact of incidental take, 
FHWA/FDOT must report the progress of the action and its impact on the species to the 
USFWS as specified in the incidental take statement [50 CFR §402.14(I)(3)]. 
 
Incidental take is expected to be in the form of temporary direct and indirect impacts 
resulting from construction activities, elevated noise levels, impaired water quality, and 
habitat degradation. While injury or mortality of individuals is possible, the risk will be 
reduced by the use of environmentally-sensitive bridge construction techniques, and 
conservation measures that minimize impacts of pile driving noise, erosion, and ground 
disturbance. As described above (Effects of the Action), the USFWS cannot fully quantify the 
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total number of individuals that may be directly or indirectly affected by the proposed action 
because it depends on the number of individuals in the area of impact, which varies widely 
based on time of year and habitat condition. Therefore, take cannot be solely quantified as 
the number of individual Gulf sturgeon that are reasonably certain to be harassed, injured 
or killed by construction activities (other than boat strikes), or indirectly impacted through 
habitat degradation. The USFWS considers take both in terms of habitat and from boat 
strikes as follows: 
 

1. Pile Driving: Take in the form of harassment will occur in the area affected by the 
radius of underwater noise that will be created by impact pile driving, which extends 
approximately 1,037 feet out from the outermost bridge pilings. The width of the two 
bridges is approximately 142 feet. Thus, the zone for potential take from pile driving 
is a width of 2,216 feet for the 3-mile length of the bridge, or 806 acres. This includes 
behavioral disturbance, or auditory effects due to impulse sound from impact driving 
when the dBRMS sound pressure level exceeds 150 re 1 μPa2 but is below the 
threshold for physical injury. 

 
2. Vessel and Equipment Strikes: The USFWS does not anticipate take of more than one 

fish mortality per year over the five-year duration of the project as a result of boat or 
equipment strikes associated with in-water construction. Take is limited to five fish 
over the duration of construction.  

 
Thus, combining the extent of take from the two categories above, Gulf sturgeon take in the 
form of physical harm, mortality, or harassment is expected to include the following 
measurement of habitat in Pensacola Bay: 806 acres. The USFWS concludes that the 
incidental take of Gulf sturgeon will be considered to be exceeded if: 
 

1. There is more than one fish mortality per year, or greater than five fish total over the 
duration of construction where death is attributable to construction activities; or 

2. The geographic extent of noise impacts exceeds the 1,037-foot distance for disturbance 
(“worst case scenario”) considered in the Analysis for Effects of the Action (Section 
4.2). 
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The USFWS determined that this level of anticipated take will not result in jeopardy to the 
species or destruction or adverse modification of designated critical habitat. Measures to 
reduce potential impacts to the Gulf sturgeon and its critical habitat will be incorporated into 
the plans for this bridge construction project. 
 
FDOT commits to reinitiate and provide information necessary to complete consultation on 
the Gulf sturgeon prior to advancing the project to construction.   
 
As provided in 50 CFR§402.16, reinitiation of formal consultation is required where 
discretionary Federal agency involvement or control over the action has been retained (or is 
authorized by law) and if:  (1) the amount or extent of incidental take is exceeded; (2) new 
information shows that the action may affect listed species in a manner or to an extent not 
considered in this opinion; (3) the action is subsequently modified in a manner that causes 
an effect to the listed species not considered in this opinion; or (4) a new species is listed or 
critical habitat designated that may be affected by the action. The USFWS analysis did not 
address take through death or injury that may occur when sound pressure waves reach or 
exceed the threshold for physical injury.  If sound levels reach this threshold, sound 
mitigation measures as identified in the underwater sound plan should be implemented.  If 
mitigation measures are unsuccessful at reducing sound levels below the threshold, then 
formal consultation should be reinitiated.  In instances where the amount or extent of 
incidental take is exceeded, any operations causing such take must cease pending 
reinitiation.  The Final BO was formulated by evaluating the effects of the action assuming 
that construction would begin within the next five years.  If the let date does not occur within 
five years of this biological opinion, the USFWS would consider that the action was modified 
in a manner not considered in this opinion, and we would recommend reinitiating formal 
consultation.  
 

 West Indian Manatee 
The most current USFWS guidelines “Standard Manatee Conditions for In-Water Work” will 
be followed by the construction contractor per commitments by FDOT. The current guidelines 
are included in Appendix D of this EA and Appendix C of the WEBAR. 
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 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 for some species. 
The FDOT is committed to design a sea-turtle friendly lighting plan that will reduce the 
cumulative sky glow that is potentially harmful to sea turtles on nearby nesting beaches. 
During design, the lighting plan will be coordinated with USFWS for review and approval 
prior to finalizing the design. 
 
The contractor will follow the most current USFWS guidelines  “Standard Manatee  
Conditions for In-Water Work” and NMFS guidelines “Sea Turtle and Smalltooth Sawfish 
Construction Conditions” during construction to minimize impacts to sea turtles that may 
temporarily be passing through the project area.  These guidelines can be found in Appendix 
D of the EA and Appendix C of the WEBAR.  In a letter to FDOT dated August 13, 2013, the 
USFWS has requested that during design, the lighting plan be coordinated with USFWS for 
approval prior to finalizing the design.  The FDOT will seek the approval of the USFWS 
regarding the proposed lighting plan prior to installation of the lighting system. 
 
The FDOT commits to continuing informal consultation during the design and permitting 
phase of the project for the swimming sea turtles.  Based on the response from NMFS, the 
project is not anticipated to require formal Section 7 consultation for these species and will 
likely receive a determination of “Not Likely to Adversely Affect” when sufficient design 
details are available.  The FDOT commits to reinitiate consultation with the NMFS and 
provide additional information necessary to allow the NMFS to complete their analysis of the 
project’s effects to swimming sea turtles and complete consultation on the project prior to 
advancing the project to construction to comply with the Endangered Species Act and provide 
reasonable assurance per 23 CFR 771.133.”   
 

 Smalltooth Sawfish 
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 

 Environmental Assessment 
 SR 30 (US 98) Pensacola Bay Bridge    10-10 



 

per commitments by FDOT.  These guidelines can be found in Appendix D of the EA and 
Appendix C of the WEBAR.  
 
The FDOT commits to continuing informal consultation during the design and permitting 
phase of the project for the smalltooth sawfish.  Based on the response from NMFS, the 
project is not anticipated to require formal Section 7 consultation for these species and will 
likely receive a determination of “Not Likely to Adversely Affect” when sufficient design 
details are available.  The FDOT commits to reinitiate consultation with the NMFS and 
provide additional information necessary to allow the NMFS to complete their analysis of the 
project’s effects to the smalltooth sawfish and complete consultation on the project prior to 
advancing the project to construction to comply with the Endangered Species Act and provide 
reasonable assurance per 23 CFR 771.133.”   
 
10.1.4 Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) Species 
Information concerning the potential impacts from construction activity to target EFH 
species to protect these species is addressed in the Essential Fish Habitat Assessment report 
for this project.  NMFS reviewed the information and responded “impacts to estuarine 
wetland and other NMFS trust resources comprising EFH will be relatively minor.” NMFS 
indicated that with appropriate compensatory mitigation for those unavoidable wetland 
impacts, the project will not have adverse impacts on EFH.  Appendix E contains the January 
2015 letter from NMFS citing the agency’s disposition of the BA review. 
 
10.1.5 Reasonable Assurance Language 
To comply with Section 7 of the Act, the FDOT has committed to reinitiate consultation with 
the NMFS and the USFWS prior to advancing the project to construction.  At that time, the 
FDOT will provide additional information, as needed, which will allow the USFWS to 
complete its analysis of the project’s effects to the Gulf sturgeon, smalltooth sawfish, and sea 
turtles and complete consultation on the project.  The FDOT must document this commitment 
in the final Environmental Document for the project and in documents for any subsequent 
Re-evaluation(s) of the project. 
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10.1.6 USCG Coordination 
As mentioned in Section 8.6.1, the FDOT received a letter dated December 22, 2014 from 
USCG indicating that “the information provided, in addition to the submission requirements 
for the bridge permit application to the USCG, will provide reasonable assurance that the 
environmental review and analysis meets the requirements for adoption by the USCG.”  All 
navigation-related correspondence with the USCG, including the December 22, 2014 letter 
as Exhibit 2.1.8, is included in Section 2.1 of Appendix E (Comments and Coordination 
Report).   
 
A vessel survey has also been completed and is available under separate cover.  A USCG 
permit application will be completed during the design phase of this project.  No further 
correspondence is being sought from the USCG regarding the NEPA phase of this project.   
 

10.1.7 Use of Rubblized Concrete 
The FDOT commits to working with Santa Rosa and Escambia Counties or other entities to 
utilize the salvaged concrete from the existing bridge demolition for artificial reefs or other 
mutually agreeable uses. 
 

10.2 Recommendations  

The FDOT has selected the Central West Alternative with an at-grade intersection at 17th 
Avenue and dual shared use paths as the Preferred Alternative.  Concept plans at 1”=50’ 
scale of the Preferred Alternative are contained in Appendix B of the PER.   
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11.0 List of Technical Reports 
 
Table 11.1 lists the technical reports that have been prepared for the PD&E Study.  The 
Individual Section 4(f) Evaluation is included as Chapter 5 of the EA, while the Comments 
and Coordination Report is included as Appendix E.  The last three reports listed in Table 
11.1 (Safety Analysis, Access Management Report, and Utility Impact Assessment Report) 
are included as appendices to the PER.   The remaining reports are available under separate 
cover and may be obtained upon request from the FDOT.  

Documents reviewed and approved by FDOT District 3, the FHWA, or other agencies are 
noted as “final”. Reports are available to the public at the project website 
(www.pensacolabaybridge.com). 
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Table 11.1:  Technical Reports Prepared for the Pensacola Bay Bridge PD&E Study 

Report Title Abbreviation Date Comment 

Final Design Traffic Technical 
Memorandum DTTM August 2011 Final 

Contamination Screening 
Evaluation Report CSER October 2011 Final 

Efficient Transportation Decision 
Making Summary Report ETDM February 2012 Final 

Corridor Report  September 2012 Final 
Air Quality Technical 
Memorandum AQTT July 2013 Final 

Determination of Applicability DOA June 2013 Final 
Conceptual Stage Relocation Plan CSRP September 2013 Final 
Wetland Evaluation and Biological 
Assessment Report WEBAR October 2014 Final 

Essential Fish Habitat EFH October 2014 Final 
Pond Siting Report PSR February 2013 Final 
Location Hydraulic Report LHR December 2012 Final 
Cultural Resources Assessment 
Summary CRAS March 2013 Final 

Noise Study Report NSR July 2013 Final 
Environmental Assessment EA October 2014 Final 

Individual Section 4(f) Evaluation 
– Gulf Breeze Wayside Park  October 2014 

Final; Included as 
Chapter 5 to the 

EA 

Comments and Coordination 
Report  October 2014 

Final; Included as 
Appendix E to the 

EA 
Bridge Hydraulic Report BHR August 2013 Final 
Bridge Development Report BDR August 2013 Final 
Preliminary Engineering Report PER October 2014 Final 

Safety Analysis  February 2013 
Final; Included as 

Appendix F to 
PER; 

Access Management Report  October 2014 
Final; Included as 

Appendix G to 
PER; 

Utility Impact Assessment Report UIAR October 2014 
Final; Included as 

Appendix H to 
PER; 

Vessel Survey  February 2015 Final 
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