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Executive Summary

In the spring of 2010, the Deepwater Horizon (DWH) mobile drilling unit exploded resulting in loss of life
and a massive release of oil and natural gas from the BP Exploration and Production, Inc. (BP) Macondo
well. Initial efforts to cap the well were unsuccessful resulting in 87 days of continuous discharge into
the northern Gulf of Mexico, totaling approximately 3.19 million barrels (134 million gallons) of oil (U.S.
v. BP et al., 2015). Oil spread from the deep ocean to the surface and nearshore environment from
Texas to Florida, coming into contact and injuring a diverse set of natural resources. Extensive response
actions, including cleanup activities and actions to prevent the oil from reaching sensitive resources,
were undertaken; however, many of these response actions had collateral impacts on the environment
and natural resource services. The oil and other substances released from the well, in combination with
the extensive response actions, together make up the DWH oil spill.

Pursuant to the Qil Pollution Act (OPA), Title 33 United States Code §§ 2701 et seq., and the laws of
individual affected states, federal agencies, state agencies, Indian tribes, and foreign governments act as
trustees on behalf of the public to assess injuries to natural resources and their services?® that result
from an oil spill incident, and to plan for restoration to compensate for those injuries. Under the
authority of OPA, the DWH Trustees conducted a natural resource damage assessment (NRDA) to assess
the impacts of the DWH oil spill on natural resources and their services and prepared the 2016
Deepwater Horizon Qil Spill: Final Programmatic Damage Assessment and Restoration
Plan/Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PDARP/PEIS)? which outlines the type of
restoration needed to compensate the public for the diverse suite of injuries that occurred at both
regional and local scales as well as the funding allocations to each Restoration Type.

In the PDARP/PEIS, the DWH Trustees identified the need for a comprehensive restoration plan at a
programmatic level to guide and direct an ecosystem-level restoration effort, based on four Restoration
Goals: Restore and Conserve Habitat; Restore Water Quality; Replenish and Protect Living Coastal and
Marine Resources; and Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities. In addition, a fifth Restoration
Goal, addressing monitoring and adaptive management and administrative oversight for restoration
implementation, supports the Restoration Types under the Restoration Goals and informs overall
decision-making (Figure 5.4-1 in the PDARP/PEIS).

Final Restoration Plan 1 and Environmental Assessment

The Florida Trustee Implementation Group (FL TIG) is responsible for restoring natural resources and
their services within the Florida Restoration Area that were injured by the DWH oil spill. The FL TIG

1 Services (or natural resource services) are defined as the functions performed by a natural resource for the benefit of another
natural resource and/or the public (15 Code of Federal Regulations § 990.30).
2The PDARP/PEIS can be found at www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/restoration-planning/gulf-plan/.
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includes two state Trustee agencies and four federal Trustee agencies: the Florida Department of
Environmental Protection; the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission; the United States
Department of Commerce, represented by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration; the
United States Department of the Interior, represented by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service,
National Park Service, and Bureau of Land Management; the United States Department of Agriculture;
and the United States Environmental Protection Agency.

The FLTIG has prepared this Final Restoration Plan and Environmental Assessment (RP/EA) to address,
in part, injury to natural resources in the Florida Restoration Area as a result of the DWH oil spill. The
purpose of restoration, as discussed in this document and detailed in the PDARP/PEIS, is to make the
environment and the public whole by implementing restoration actions that return injured natural
resources and their services to baseline conditions and compensate for interim losses, in accordance
with OPA and associated OPA NRDA regulations. This RP/EA includes a description and evaluation of 32
restoration projects, also called restoration alternatives,® consistent with four of the Restoration Types
from the PDARP/PEIS, as follows:

e Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands: six alternatives;

e Nutrient Reduction (Nonpoint Source; hereafter referred to as Nutrient Reduction): three
alternatives;

e Water Quality (e.g., Stormwater Treatments, Hydrologic Restoration, Reduction of
Sedimentation, etc.; hereafter referred to as Water Quality): 12 alternatives; and

e Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities: 11 alternatives.

Table ES-1 lists the reasonable range of alternatives, noting those that are preferred for funding by the
FL TIG at this time. The FL TIG has selected 23 of the 32 alternatives evaluated in this RP/EA for funding
and implementation at this time.

Table ES-1 List of the reasonable range of alternatives proposed in this RP/EA, by Restoration
Type and location (west to east)

Reasonable Range of Restoration Alternatives Es't imated
Project Costs

Restoration Type: Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands (FM)*

FM1. Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Beneficial Use of Dredged Materials at i $4,783,847

Perdido Key

FM2. Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Night Sky Restoration (P&D)** Preferred*** $432,093

FM3. Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Night Sky Restoration (Implementation) - $7,669,834

FM4. Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Beach and Dune Habitat Protection Preferred $853,821

FM5. Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Invasive Plant Removal Preferred $875,765

FMé6. St. Vincent National Wildlife Refuge Predator Control Preferred $580,772

3 The terms “project” and “alternative” are used interchangeably throughout this RP/EA.
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Estimated

Reasonable Range of Restoration Alternatives .
Project Costs

NR1. Pensacola Bay and Perdido River Watersheds - Nutrient Reduction Preferred $2,100,000
NR2. Apalachicola Bay Watershed - Nutrient Reduction = $3,150,000
NR3. Lower Suwannee River Watershed - Nutrient Reduction Preferred $3,150,000
WQ1. Carpenter Creek Headwaters Water Quality Improvements Preferred $1,689,900
WQ?2. Pensacola Beach Reclaimed Water System Expansion Preferred $4,683,404
WQ3. Rattlesnake Bluff Road and Riverbank Restoration Preferred $3,149,091
WQ4. Pensacola Bay Unpaved Roads Initiative (P&D) Preferred $705,473

WQ5. Alligator Lake Coastal Dune Lake Hydrologic Restoration Preferred $1,382,400
WQ6. Grand Lagoon Regional Stormwater Facility - $3,210,910
WQ7. St. Andrew Bay Unpaved Roads Initiative (P&D) = $705,473

WQ8. City of Port St. Joe Stormwater Improvements Preferred $961,000

WQ9. MK Ranch Hydrologic Restoration = $27,484,932
WQ10. City of Carrabelle’s Lighthouse Estates: Septic Tank Abatement - Phase I Preferred $3,237,986
WQ11. Lower Suwannee National Wildlife Refuge Hydrologic Restoration (P&D) Preferred $500,000

WQ12. Lower Charlotte Harbor Flatwoods Hydrologic Restoration Initiative, Yucca

Prefi d 636,500
Pens Unit (P&D) referre $636,

Restoration Type: Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities (REC)*

REC1. Perdido Bay Sunset Islands Snorkeling Trail = $840,000

REC2. Tarkiln Bayou Preserve State Park Improvements - $2,719,670
REC3. Perdido River and Bay Paddle Trail Preferred $1,165,488
REC4. Carpenter Creek Headwaters Park Amenities Preferred $446,080

Eigféa?c::,jI?;g;:::mnal Seashore (Florida) Rehabilitation of Okaloosa Unit preferred $3,201,383
REC6. Joe’s Bayou Recreation Area Improvements Preferred $12,202,891
REC7. Topsail Hill Preserve State Park Improvements Preferred $3,926,811
REC8. Camp Helen State Park Improvements Preferred $3,326,027
REC9. St. Andrews State Park Improvements Preferred $10,875,855
REC10. T.H. Stone Memorial St. Joseph Peninsula State Park Improvements - $977,945

:Iiftl;;:. Marks National Wildlife Refuge Coastal Trail Connection, Spring Creek to preferred $1,200,000

Subtotal for Preferred Alternatives $61,282,740

*FM = Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands; NR = Nutrient Reduction; WQ = Water Quality; REC = Provide and
Enhance Recreational Opportunities. *P&D indicates projects that include planning, feasibility, design, engineering,

land/or permitting activities only (i.e., not actions related to implementation or construction). ***Preferred indicates
projects that are preferred for funding by the FL TIG and have been selected for implementation at this time.
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Public Participation in the Draft Restoration Plan 1 and Environmental
Assessment

The FL TIG prepared the Draft RP/EA to (1) inform the public about DWH NRDA restoration planning
efforts in the Florida Restoration Area, (2) present analyses on the potential restoration benefits and
environmental consequences of the restoration alternatives, and (3) seek public comment on this
RP/EA. The Draft RP/EA was released for public review and comment on September 20, 2018. The FLTIG
continued to accept public comments until December 28, 2018. The FL TIG also held a public meeting on
October 2, 2018 in Tallahassee and held a public webinar on December 13, 2018 to facilitate public
understanding of the RP/EA. The FL TIG considered the comments received, which informed the FLTIG's
analysis of alternatives in this final RP/EA. A summary of the public comments received and the FL TIG’s
responses to those comments are addressed in Chapter 6 of this RP/EA.

Hurricane Michael Impacts to the Area

On October 10, 2018, Hurricane Michael made landfall near Mexico Beach in the Florida Panhandle. In
the Florida coastal region, Bay and Gulf counties were severely impacted, with Mexico Beach, Port St.
Joe, Tyndall Air Force Base, and parts of the Panama City area almost destroyed. In addition, Franklin
and Wakulla counties also saw impacts from wind and storm surge. The FL TIG public webinar was
postponed and rescheduled from October 10 to December 13, 2018 to allow the FL TIG to assess
potential impacts.

In light of the devastation, the FL TIG worked with the affected counties to determine whether proposed
projects in areas that were heavily impacted (i.e., FM16, WQ8, REC9, REC10, and REC11) remained
viable. Of these five projects, the only project location that was impacted to the degree that the project
viability was affected was REC10, T.H. Stone Memorial St. Joseph Peninsula State Park on Cape San Blas
in Gulf County. Hurricane Michael severed the peninsula inside the park, leaving the park entrance, the
boat ramp at Eagle Harbor, and a restroom on the peninsula. To the north, the camping areas, cabins,
primary recreation and gulf access areas, and staff residences are now separated from the peninsula by
a pass that is several hundred feet across. The park road was also significantly damaged in many places.
Due to the impacts to the park, including the damage to the road, how access to areas and amenities
beyond the breach will be restored is unknown at this time. As such, the FL TIG determined that this
project is unlikely to be successfully implemented at this time and therefore the project is not identified
as preferred in this final RP/EA.

ES-4



List of Abbreviations and Acronyms

AFB Air Force Base

ARWEA Apalachicola River Wildlife and Environmental Area
AWT Advanced wastewater treatment

Bls below land surface

BMAP Basin Management Action Plan

BMP best management practice

BP BP Exploration and Production, Inc.

CAA Clean Air Act

CAAA Clean Air Act Amendments

CBA Choctawhatchee Basin Alliance

Cccp Comprehensive Conservation Plan

CMP Conservation Management Plan

CEQ Council on Environmental Quality

CFR Code of Federal Regulations

co carbon monoxide

CO2 carbon dioxide

CcpP conservation practice standard(s)

DEP Florida Department of Environmental Protection
DOE U.S. Department of Energy

DOI U.S. Department of the Interior

DWH Deepwater Horizon

ECUA Emerald Coast Utilities Authority

EFH Essential Fish Habitat

EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

ERP Environmental Resource Permit

ESA Endangered Species Act of 1973

FAC Florida Administrative Code

FDACS Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services
FEMA Federal Emergency Management Plan

FLTIG Florida Trustee Implementation Group

FM Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands
FMSF Florida Master Site File

FNAI Florida Natural Areas Inventory

FNST Florida National Scenic Trail

FR Federal Register

FWC Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
GEBF Gulf Environmental Benefit Fund

GHG greenhouse gas

GIS Geographic Information System

GUIS Gulf Islands National Seashore

HUC Hydrologic Unit Code



IPaC
Magnuson-Stevens Act
MAM
MGD
MMPA
NAAQS
NEPA
NFWF
NHPA
NMFS
NO2
NOx
NOA
NOAA
NOI
NPS
NR
NRCS
NRDA
NRHP
NSNSD
NWFWMD
NWR
O3
OFW
OPA
Pb
P&D

PDARP/PEIS

Phase Il RP/PEIS

REC
RESTORE

ROD
ROW
RP/EA
SABW
SAV
SFWMD
SHPO
SO

SRI

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Information for Planning and Consultation
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1976
monitoring and adaptive management

Million gallons per day

Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972

National Ambient Air Quality Standards

National Environmental Policy Act of 1970

National Fish and Wildlife Foundation

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966

National Marine Fisheries Service

nitrogen dioxide

nitrogen oxides

Notice of Availability

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

Notice of Intent (to conduct restoration planning)

National Park Service

Nutrient Reduction

U.S. Department of Agriculture National Resources Conservation Service
Natural Resource Damage Assessment

National Register of Historic Places

Natural Sounds and Night Skies Division

Northwest Florida Water Management District

National Wildlife Refuge

ozone

Outstanding Florida Water

Oil Pollution Act of 1990

lead

Planning and design, indicates projects that include planning, feasibility, design,
engineering, and/or permitting activities only (i.e., not actions related to implementation
or construction)

Final Programmatic Damage Assessment and Restoration Plan and Final Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement

Deepwater Horizon Qil Spill: Programmatic and Phase Ill Early Restoration Plan and Early
Restoration Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities

Resources and Ecosystems Sustainability, Tourist Opportunities, and Revived Economies of
the Gulf Coast States

Record of Decision

right-of-way

Restoration Plan/Environmental Assessment

St. Andrew Bay Watch

submerged aquatic vegetation

South Florida Water Management District

State Historic Preservation Office

sulfur dioxide

Sediment Risk Index



SRWMD
STCM

SWIM

TAP

TMDL

TNC
Trustees
Trustee SOPs
UF

UF IFAS
USACE

USDA
USDA-APHIS-WS
USFWS

UWF

WMA

wQ

WWTF

Suwannee River Water Management District

Storage Tank and Petroleum Contamination Monitoring

Surface Water Improvement and Management

Treatment Action Plan

Total Maximum Daily Loads

The Nature Conservancy

Deepwater Horizon oil spill natural resource damage assessment trustee council
Deepwater Horizon Trustee Council Standard Operating Procedures

University of Florida

University of Florida Institute of Food and Agricultural Sciences

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Department of Agriculture

U.S. Department of Agriculture Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service Wildlife Services
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

University of West Florida

Wildlife Management Area

Water Quality

Wastewater treatment facility
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Chapter 1 Introduction, Purpose and Need, and
Public Participation

1.1 Introduction

The Florida Trustee Implementation Group (FL TIG) has prepared this Final Restoration Plan and
Environmental Assessment (RP/EA) as part of their responsibility to address injury to natural resources
and their services in the Florida Restoration Area as a result of the 2010 Deepwater Horizon (DWH) oil
spill. This RP/EA includes a description and evaluation of 32 restoration projects, also called restoration
alternatives.® This RP/EA also includes an evaluation of a natural recovery alternative in accordance with
the Qil Pollution Act (OPA) Natural Resource Damage Assessment (NRDA) regulations, and a no action
alternative in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

The purpose of restoration, as discussed in this document and detailed in the 2016 Deepwater Horizon
Oil Spill: Final Programmatic Damage Assessment and Restoration Plan/Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement (PDARP/PEIS),® is to make the environment and the public whole for injuries resulting
from the DWH oil spill by implementing restoration actions that return injured natural resources and
their services to baseline conditions and compensate for interim losses, in accordance with the Oil
Pollution Act of 1990 (OPA) and associated natural resource damage assessment (NRDA) regulations.

1.2 Background and Summary of Settlement

On April 20, 2010, the DWH mobile drilling unit exploded, caught fire, and eventually sank in the Gulf of
Mexico, resulting in a massive release of oil and natural gas from the British Petroleum Exploration and
Production, Inc. (BP) Macondo well, causing loss of life and extensive natural resource injuries. Initial
efforts to cap the well were unsuccessful, resulting in 87 days of continuous discharge into the northern
Gulf of Mexico. Approximately 3.19 million barrels (134 million gallons) of oil were released into the
ocean (U.S. v. BP et al., 2015). QOil spread from the deep ocean to the surface and nearshore
environment from Texas to Florida, coming into contact with and injuring a diverse set of natural
resources including deep-sea corals, fish and shellfish, wetlands, sandy beaches, birds, sea turtles, and
other protected marine life. The DWH oil spill prevented people from fishing, going to the beach, and
enjoying typical recreational activities along the Gulf of Mexico. Extensive response actions, including
cleanup activities and actions to prevent the oil from reaching sensitive resources, were undertaken to
try to reduce harm to people and the environment; however, many of these actions had collateral
impacts on natural resources and their services. The oil and other substances released from the well, in
combination with the response actions, together make up the DWH oil spill.

4 The terms “project” and “alternative” are used interchangeably throughout this RP/EA.
5 The PDARP/PEIS and ROD can be found at www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/restoration-planning/gulf-plan/.
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On April 20, 2011, as part of the Early Restoration Framework Agreement, BP agreed to provide up to $1
billion toward Early Restoration projects in the Gulf of Mexico, representing a preliminary step toward
the restoration of injured natural resources.® Early Restoration proceeded in five phases, resulting in 65
projects (totaling approximately $877 million) to partially address injuries to nearshore resources, birds,
fish, sea turtles, federally managed lands, and recreational uses. Thirty-two of these projects
(approximately $144.4 million) are being implemented within the Florida Restoration Area by the FL
TIG.”

In February 2016, the DWH Trustee Council (Trustees) issued the PDARP/PEIS detailing a proposed plan
to fund and implement restoration projects over the next 15 years. In March 2016, the Trustees
published a Notice of Availability (NOA) of a Record of Decision (ROD) for the PDARP/PEIS. Based on the
injury determination in the PDARP/PEIS, the ROD set forth the basis for the Trustees’ decision to select
Alternative A: Comprehensive Integrated Ecosystem Alternative. In April 2016, the United States (U.S.)
District Court for the Eastern District of Louisiana entered a Consent Decree resolving civil claims by the
Trustees against BP for the DWH oil spill.®

Under the Consent Decree among Defendant BP, the United States of America, and the states of
Alabama, Florida, Louisiana, Mississippi, and Texas, BP agreed to pay a total of $8.1 billion in natural
resource damages (which includes the $1 billion that BP previously committed to Early Restoration
projects) over a 15-year period, and up to an additional $700 million for adaptive management or to
address injuries to natural resources that are presently unknown but may come to light in the future.
The settlement funds were allocated across seven Restoration Areas: the five Gulf states (Alabama,
Florida, Louisiana, Mississippi, and Texas), Regionwide, and Open Ocean (U.S. Department of Justice
2016; Table 5.10-1 in the PDARP/PEIS).

The PDARP/PEIS describes the four programmatic Restoration Goals and underlying Restoration Types,
and the funds allocated to each. In addition, a fifth Restoration Goal, for monitoring and adaptive
management (MAM) and administrative oversight for restoration implementation, supports each
Restoration Type and informs overall decision-making (Figure 5.4-1 in the PDARP/PEIS). In the Florida
Restoration Area, $10,000,000 is allocated to MAM and $20,000,000 is allocated to administrative
oversight and comprehensive planning. Table 1-1 provides the final settlement allocations for the four
Restoration Goals and Restoration Types in the Florida Restoration Area, the funds allocated in this
RP/EA, and the remaining funds by Restoration Type.

6 The Early Restoration Framework Agreement can be found at: www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/sites/default/files/wp-
content/uploads/2011/05/framework-for-early-restoration-04212011.pdf

7Three Early Restoration projects that include activities in Florida, which total $18,352,220, are being implemented by other
TIGs: the Improving Habitat Injured by Spill Response: Restoring the Night Sky project from Phase Il Early Restoration is under
the Regionwide TIG, and the Gulf Islands National Seashore Beach Enhancement project and Gulf Islands National Seashore
Ferry project from Phase Ill Early Restoration are under the Open Ocean TIG.

8 United States v. BPXP et al., Civ. No. 10-4536, centralized in MDL 2179, In re: Oil Spill by the Oil Rig “Deepwater Horizon” in the
Gulf of Mexico, on April 20, 2010 (E.D. La.)
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Table 1-1

Florida Restoration Area DWH settlement funds across the four programmatic

Restoration Goals and underlying Restoration Types, including funds allocated to Early

Restoration projects, fund allocated in this RP/EA, and remaining funds

Total FL TIG Funds Remaining
Settlement  Allocated in Funds?®
Restoration Goal Restoration Type Funds® this RP/EA
Restore and Conserve Habitat Wetlands, Coastal and
$5,000,000 -- $5,000,000
Nearshore Habitats
Habitat Projects on
$17,500,000 $2,742,451  $14,757,549
Federally Managed Lands
Early Restoration $15,629,367 N/A N/A
Restore Water Quality Nutrient Reduction $35,000,000 $5,250,000  $29,750,000
Water Quality $300,000,000 $16,945,754  $283,054,246
Replenish and Protect Living Coastal and Marine Resources  Sea Turtles $20,000,000 -- $20,000,000
Marine Mammals $5,000,000 - $5,000,000
Birds $40,000,000 -- $40,000,000
Oysters $20,000,000 - $20,000,000
Early Restoration - Birds $2,835,000 N/A N/A
Early Restoration - Oysters $5,370,596 N/A N/A
Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities Provide and Enhance
. . $63,274,513  $36,344,535  $26,929,978
Recreational Opportunities
Early Restoration $120,543,167 N/A N/A

Table 5.10-1 in the PDARP/PEIS provides the allocations to other Restoration Areas.

1.3

DWH Trustee Council, Trustees, and TIGs

The Trustees are the state and federal government entities authorized under OPA to act as trustees on

behalf of the public to assess the natural resource injuries resulting from the DWH oil spill and develop

and implement a restoration plan to compensate for those injuries. To work collaboratively, the

Trustees organized the DWH Trustee Council comprising representatives of Florida, Alabama,

Mississippi, Louisiana, Texas, U.S. Department of Commerce, represented by the National Oceanic and

Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI), U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA), and U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA).

The agencies representing the State of Florida are:

e Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP); and

e Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC).

9 The total FL TIG settlement funds are $680,152,643, which include the funds by Restoration Goal, $10,000,000 for Monitoring
and Adaptive Management, and $20,000,000 for Administrative Oversight and Comprehensive Planning.
10 These values take into account the costs for the projects selected in this RP/EA but do not take into account any additional

planning costs or interest accrued by Restoration Type.




The PDARP/PEIS sets forth the post-settlement Trustee governance structure in which a TIG is assigned
to each of the seven Restoration Areas. Each TIG is responsible for making the restoration decisions for
the funding allocated to its Restoration Area. The TIGs comprise different Trustees depending on the
Restoration Area they represent. This process and governance structure is described in Chapter 7 of the
PDARP/PEIS. For the Florida Restoration Area, the FL TIG is comprised of two state Trustee agencies
(FDEP and FWC) and four federal Trustee agencies (NOAA, DOI, EPA, and USDA).

1.4 Authorities and Regulations

1.4.1 Oil Pollution Act Compliance

As an oil pollution incident, the DWH oil spill is subject to the provisions of OPA. A primary goal of OPA is
to make the environment and public whole for injuries to natural resources and their services resulting
from an incident involving an oil discharge or substantial threat of an oil discharge. Under OPA, each
party responsible for a vessel or facility from which oil is discharged, or which poses the substantial
threat of a discharge, is liable for, among other things, removal costs and damages for injury to,
destruction of, loss, or loss of use of natural resources, including the reasonable cost of assessing the
damage.

Restoration activities under OPA are intended to return injured natural resources and services to their
baseline condition. This can include primary restoration, which is any action including natural recovery
that returns injured natural resources and their services to baseline, and compensatory restoration,
actions to compensate the public for interim losses from the time of the incident until the time
resources and services recover to baseline conditions (as defined in 15 CFR 990.53). To meet these
goals, the restoration activities must produce benefits that are related to or have a nexus (connection)
to natural resource injuries and service losses resulting from the spill.

In this RP/EA, the FL TIG identified a reasonable range of alternatives to partially address DWH-caused
injuries to the following Restoration Types: Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands, Nutrient
Reduction, Water Quality, and Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities. This RP/EA evaluates
the reasonable range of alternatives under applicable OPA criteria and identifies a subset of alternatives
that are preferred by the FL TIG for implementation.

1.4.2 National Environmental Policy Act Compliance

Federal Trustees must also comply with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and the
Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) NEPA implementing regulations, 40 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) Parts 1500-1508, when proposing OPA NRDA restoration projects. NEPA requires
federal agencies to consider the potential environmental impacts of planned actions. NEPA provides a
mandate and framework for federal agencies to determine if their proposed actions have significant
environmental effects and related social and economic effects, consider these effects when choosing
between alternative approaches, and inform and involve the public in the environmental analysis and
decision-making process.



Lead and Cooperating Agencies

CEQ NEPA implementing regulations require a federal agency to serve as lead agency to supervise the
NEPA analysis when more than one federal agency is involved in the same action (40 CFR 1501.5(a)). DOI
serves as the lead federal agency responsible for NEPA compliance for this RP/EA, ensuring its
compliance with the CEQ’s NEPA implementing regulations and DOI NEPA implementing procedures (43
CFR 46). The other FL TIG Trustees are participating as cooperating agencies pursuant to NEPA (40 CFR
1508.5) and the Trustee Council Standard Operating Procedures for Implementation of the Natural

Resource Restoration for the Deepwater Horizon (DWH) QOil Spill (Trustee SOPs; and Appendix F).1

Intent to Adopt the RP/EA NEPA Analysis by Cooperating Agencies

Each federal cooperating agency on the FL TIG intends to adopt the NEPA analysis in this RP/EA. In
accordance with 40 CFR 1506.3(a), each of the three federal cooperating agencies participating on the
FLTIG (EPA, USDA, and NOAA) will review this RP/EA for adequacy in meeting the standards set forth in
its own NEPA implementing procedures. Each agency will then decide whether to adopt the analysis to
inform its own federal decision-making and fulfill its responsibilities under NEPA. Adoption of the EA
would be completed via signature on the relevant NEPA decision document. More information about
OPA and NEPA, as well as their application to DWH oil spill restoration planning, can be found in
Chapters 5 and 6 of the PDARP/PEIS.

Incorporation by Reference

The FLTIG relies on incorporation by reference of existing NEPA analyses, management plans, studies or
other relevant material (40 CFR 1502.21), adoption of existing NEPA analyses (40 CFR 1506.3) and tiering
from the PDARP/PEIS (40 CFR 1502.20), where applicable, in the analysis of impacts in this RP/EA. The
goal is to reduce redundancy, focus on significant issues, and show the interconnection of the
alternatives with existing programs and regional efforts to address resource issues at an ecosystem
level. All material incorporated, adopted, or which is otherwise used to support the NEPA analysis, is
publicly available. Additional site-specific NEPA analysis is included where necessary (Chapter 4 of this
RP/EA).

1.5 DWH Trustee Council Standard Operating Procedures

The Trustees developed the Trustee SOPs to govern the administration, implementation, and long-term
management of restoration under the PDARP/PEIS. The Trustee SOPs, in addition to the PDARP/PEIS,
help to guide DWH restoration planning; document the overall structure, roles, and decision-making
responsibilities of the Trustees; and provide the common procedures to be used by all TIGs. The Trustee
SOPs address, among other issues, the following topics: decision-making and delegation of authority,
funding, administrative procedures, project reporting, MAM, consultation opportunities among the
Trustees, public participation, and the Administrative Record. The Trustee SOPs were developed and

11 The Trustee SOPs are available at: www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/sites/default/files/wp-content/uploads/DWH-SOPs.pdf
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approved by consensus of the Trustees and may be amended as needed. The division of responsibilities
among the Trustees and TIGs is summarized in Table 7.2-1 of the PDARP/PEIS.

1.6 Restoration Purpose and Need

The FL TIG has undertaken this restoration planning effort to meet the purpose of contributing to the
compensation for and restoration of natural resources and their services injured in the Florida
Restoration Area as a result of the DWH oil spill. This RP/EA is consistent with the PDARP/PEIS, which
identified extensive and complex injuries to natural resources and their services across the Gulf of
Mexico, as well as a need and plan for comprehensive restoration consistent with OPA. This RP/EA falls
within the scope of the purpose and need identified in the PDARP/PEIS. As described in Section 5.3 of
the PDARP/PEIS, the five Restoration Goals (Table 1-1) work independently and together to benefit
injured resources and services. The restoration alternatives considered in this RP/EA address three of
the four programmatic Restoration Goals: (1) Restore and Conserve Habitat, (2) Restore Water Quality,
and (3) Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities. Additional information about the purpose and
need for DWH NRDA restoration can be found in Section 5.3.2 of the PDARP/PEIS.

1.7 Proposed Action

1.7.1 Hurricane Michael Impacts to the Area

On October 10, 2018, Hurricane Michael made landfall as a strong Category 4, with 150 miles per hour
winds, near Mexico Beach in the Florida Panhandle. This was the first Category 4 landfall in the Florida
Panhandle in recorded history. Hurricane Michael traveled to the north-northeast into Georgia while
maintaining winds in excess of 120 miles per hour. In the Florida coastal region, Bay and Gulf counties
were severely impacted, with Mexico Beach, Port St. Joe, Tyndall Air Force Base, and parts of the
Panama City area almost destroyed. In addition, Franklin and Wakulla counties also saw impacts from
wind and storm surge. The FL TIG public webinar was postponed and rescheduled from October 10 to
December 13, 2018 to allow the FL TIG to assess potential impacts.

In light of the devastation, the FL TIG worked with the affected counties to determine whether proposed
projects in areas that were heavily impacted (i.e., FM16, WQ8, REC9, REC10, and REC11) remained
viable. Of these five projects, the only project location that was impacted to the degree that the project
viability was affected was REC10, T.H. Stone Memorial St. Joseph Peninsula State Park on Cape San Blas
in Gulf County. Hurricane Michael severed the peninsula inside the park, leaving the park entrance, the
boat ramp at Eagle Harbor, and a restroom on the peninsula. To the north, the camping areas, cabins,
primary recreation and gulf access areas, and staff residences were separated from the peninsula by a
pass several hundred feet across. The park road was also significantly damaged in many places. Due to
the impacts to the park, including the damage to the road, how access to areas and amenities beyond
the breach will be restored is unknown at this time. As such, the FL TIG determined that this project is
unlikely to be successfully implemented at this time and therefore the project is not identified as
preferred in this final RP/EA.
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1.7.2 Description of Proposed Action

The FLTIG has selected the restoration alternatives identified as preferred in this RP/EA for
implementation at this time, to provide compensatory restoration towards meeting three of the four
programmatic Restoration Goals identified in the PDARP/PEIS (listed above in Section 1.6), and the goals
consistent with the following Restoration Types: Habitat on Federally Managed Lands (FM), Nutrient
Reduction (NR), Water Quality (WQ), and Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities (REC). As
noted above, the REC10, T.H. Stone Memorial St. Joseph Peninsula State Park Improvements project,
was identified as a preferred alternative in the Draft RP/EA. However, due to impacts resulting from
Hurricane Michael, the FL TIG determined that this project is unlikely to be successfully implemented at
this time and therefore is not identified as preferred in this final RP/EA.

Table 1-2 identifies the reasonable range of alternatives evaluated in this RP/EA, including those
identified as preferred and selected for implementation by the FL TIG at this time. The projects selected
by the FL TIG will be implemented over approximately the next three to five years. Figure 1-1 provides
the approximate location of each restoration alternative. The FL TIG proposes to use $61,282,740 of the
settlement funds allocated to the Florida Restoration Area in this RP/EA (i.e., the estimated cost of the
preferred restoration alternatives).!? This represents approximately nine percent of the total settlement
funds allocated to the Florida Restoration Area.

Table 1-2 List of the reasonable range of alternatives proposed in this RP/EA, by Restoration
Type and location (west to east)

Restoration Type: Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands (FM)

FM1. Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Beneficial Use of Dredged Materials at Perdido Key -
FM2. Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Night Sky Restoration (P&D)* Preferred**
FM3. Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Night Sky Restoration (Implementation) -

FM4. Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Beach and Dune Habitat Protection Preferred
FM5. Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Invasive Plant Removal Preferred
FM6. St. Vincent National Wildlife Refuge Predator Control Preferred
NR1. Pensacola Bay and Perdido River Watersheds - Nutrient Reduction Preferred

NR2. Apalachicola Bay Watershed - Nutrient Reduction -

NR3. Lower Suwannee River Watershed - Nutrient Reduction Preferred
WQ1. Carpenter Creek Headwaters Water Quality Improvements Preferred
WQ?2. Pensacola Beach Reclaimed Water System Expansion Preferred
WQ3. Rattlesnake Bluff Road and Riverbank Restoration Preferred
WQ4. Pensacola Bay Unpaved Roads Initiative (P&D) Preferred
WQ5. Alligator Lake Coastal Dune Lake Hydrologic Restoration Preferred

WQ6. Grand Lagoon Regional Stormwater Facility -
WQ7. St. Andrew Bay Unpaved Roads Initiative (P&D) -

12 Each alternative’s estimated costs are provided in Chapter 2.
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WQ8. City of Port St. Joe Stormwater Improvements

WQ9. MK Ranch Hydrologic Restoration

WQ10. City of Carrabelle’s Lighthouse Estates: Septic Tank Abatement - Phase I

WQ11. Lower Suwannee National Wildlife Refuge Hydrologic Restoration (P&D)

WQ12. Lower Charlotte Harbor Flatwoods Hydrologic Restoration Initiative, Yucca Pens Unit (P&D)

Restoration Type: Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities (REC)

REC1. Perdido Bay Sunset Islands Snorkeling Trail

REC2. Tarkiln Bayou Preserve State Park Improvements

REC3. Perdido River and Bay Paddle Trail

RECA4. Carpenter Creek Headwaters Park Amenities

REC5. Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Rehabilitation of Okaloosa Unit Recreational Facilities
REC6. Joe’s Bayou Recreation Area Improvements

REC7. Topsail Hill Preserve State Park Improvements

REC8. Camp Helen State Park Improvements

REC9. St. Andrews State Park Improvements

REC10. T.H. Stone Memorial St. Joseph Peninsula State Park Improvements

REC11. St. Marks National Wildlife Refuge Coastal Trail Connection, Spring Creek to Port Leon

Preferred
Preferred
Preferred
Preferred

Preferred
Preferred
Preferred
Preferred
Preferred
Preferred
Preferred

Preferred

*P&D indicates projects that include planning, feasibility, design, engineering, and/or permitting activities only (i.e.,

not actions related to implementation or construction).
**Preferred indicates projects that are preferred for funding by the FL TIG and have been selected for
implementation at this time.




Figure 1-1

Approximate location of the reasonable range of alternatives proposed in this RP/EA

\

(=]

i
;-él‘"‘.l Ol e )

g

<
o e -
|ﬂ ‘ 5 RECS RECO e ¢

wQ

30 60 Miles

Perdido’
River ﬂ“ Pensacola Bay System
A R1
Choctawhatchee
A L Q3 River and Bay

GA

St. Marks i
River and
Apalachee Bay

Apalachicola

River and Bay REC11

FM1 -
FM2 -
FM3 -
FM4 -
FM5 -
FM® -

NR1 -
NR2 -
NR3 -

waQ1-
wQz2 -
was -
wQ4 -
wWaQ5 -
WaQe -
waQz7 -
wQs -
waQo -

Project Index

Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida
Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida
Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida
Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida
Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Invasive Plant Removal
St. Vincent National Wildlife Refuge Predator Control

Night Sky Restoration (P&D)

Pensacola Bay and Perdido River Watersheds - Nutrient Reduction
Apalachicola Bay Watershed - Nutrient Reduction
Lower Suwannee River Watershed - Nutrient Reduction

Carpenter Creek Headwaters Water Quality Improvements
Pensacola Beach Reclaimed Water System Expansion
Rattlesnake Bluff Road and Riverbank Restoration

Pensacola Bay Unpaved Roads Initiative (P&D)

Alligator Lake Coastal Dune Lake Hydrologic Restoration Project
Grand Lagoon Regional Stormwater Facility

St. Andrew Bay Unpaved Roads Initiative (P&D)

City of Port 5t. Joe Stormwater Improvements

MK Ranch Hydrologic Restoration

WwaQ10 - City of Carrabelle’s Lighthouse Estates: Septic Tank Abatement - Phase Il
WQ11 - Lower Suwannee National Wildlife Refuge Hydrologic Restoration (P&D)
waQiz -

Lower Charlotte Harbor Flatwoods Hydrologic Restoration Planning
Initiative, Yucca Pens Unit

Beneficial Use of Dredged Materials at Perdido Key

Night Sky Restoration (Implementation)
Beach and Dune Habitat Protection

REC1 -
REC2 -
REC3 -
REC4 -
REC5 -

RECG -
REC7 -
RECS -
RECS -

REC10 -
REC11 -

= Habitat Projects on Federally
Managed Lands

WA Provide and Enhance
%58 Recreational Opportunties

[
Nutrient Reduction

n Water Quality

9 Watersheds

Perdido Bay Sunset Islands Snorkeling Trail

Tarkiln Bayou Preserve State Park Improvements

Perdido River and Bay Paddle Trail

Carpenter Creek Headwaters Park Amenities

Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Rehabilitation of Okaloosa
Unit Recreational Facilities

Joe's Bayou Recreation Area Improvements

Topsail Hill State Park Improvements

Camp Helen State Park Improvements

St. Andrews State Park Improvements

T.H. Stone Memarial St. Joseph Peninsula State Park Improvements
St. Marks National Wildlife Refuge Coastal Trail Connection,

Spring Creek to Port Leon

Lower
Suwannee

[ 20 Miles
IS S —
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1.7.3 No Action

The Trustees are required under NEPA to evaluate a No Action alternative, which provides a benchmark
enabling decision makers to compare the magnitude of environmental effects of the action alternatives
(CEQ 1502.14(d)). Under this alternative, Early Restoration would be the only restoration implemented
in the Florida Restoration Area (i.e., the preferred restoration alternatives identified in this RP/EA would
not be implemented at this time).

The FLTIG has determined that the No Action alternative would not benefit injured natural resources.
Without active NRDA restoration, resources would experience slower recovery, or some might not
recover at all, and the public would not be compensated for losses to natural resources and their
services during this recovery period (“interim” losses). The No Action alternative, inclusion of which is a
NEPA requirement, provides a benchmark enabling decision makers to compare the magnitude of
environmental effects of the action alternatives (CEQ 1502.14(d)). The No Action alternative is described
and analyzed for each Restoration Type in Chapter 4 of this RP/EA.

1.7.4 Severability of Projects

Preferred restoration alternatives identified in this RP/EA are independent of each other and may be
selected independently by the FL TIG. A decision not to select one or more of the alternatives does not
affect the FL TIG's selection of any remaining alternatives. Projects not included in the reasonable range
of alternatives, not identified as preferred at this time, or not selected for implementation can be
considered for inclusion in future restoration plans developed by the FL TIG.

Further, the FL TIG may need to obtain permits (e.g., CWA Section 404 permits) for selected alternatives
prior to implementation, which could require additional environmental analyses.

1.8 Coordination with other Gulf Restoration Programs

As discussed in Section 1.5.6 of the PDARP/PEIS, coordination with other Gulf of Mexico restoration
programs will promote successful implementation of restoration projects and optimize ecosystem
recovery. The FL TIG is committed to coordinating with other DWH oil spill and Gulf of Mexico
restoration programs (e.g., the Resources and Ecosystems Sustainability, Tourist Opportunities, and
Revived Economies of the Gulf Coast States [RESTORE] programs and the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation’s [NFWF] Gulf Environmental Benefit Fund [GEBF]) to maximize the overall ecosystem
impact of restoration efforts and ensure effective use of funds by identifying synergies and reducing
potential redundancies in project selection. This coordination will ensure that funds are allocated for
critical restoration projects across the Gulf of Mexico, specifically within Florida. NRDA, RESTORE and
GEBF projects currently funded within Florida are described on the DWH Trustee, the Florida DWH, the
GEBF, and the RESTORE websites.! Restoration alternatives evaluated in this RP/EA that leverage funds
from RESTORE or GEBF are identified within the project descriptions in Section 2.5.

13 DWH Trustee: www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/restoration-areas/florida; Florida DWH:
http://deepwaterhorizonflorida.com; GEBF: www.nfwf.org/gulf/Pages/GEBF-Florida.aspx; RESTORE: www.restorethegulf.gov/.

1-10


http://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/restoration-areas/florida
http://deepwaterhorizonflorida.com/
http://www.nfwf.org/gulf/Pages/GEBF-Florida.aspx
https://www.restorethegulf.gov/

1.9 Public Participation

Public input is an integral part of NEPA, OPA, and the DWH oil spill restoration planning effort. On
October 1, 2010, the Trustees published the Notice of Intent (NOI) to Conduct Restoration Planning (75
FR 60800). Since then, the Trustees have sought restoration project ideas from the public through a
variety of means. In addition, the Trustees conducted an extensive public outreach process as part of
PDARP/PEIS development efforts; that process and associated public comments are described more fully
in Chapter 8 of the PDARP/PEIS. The Trustees also solicited public review and comment on several draft
DWH restoration plan/environmental reviews. Additional public participation opportunities associated
with this RP/EA are identified below.

1.9.1 Public Involvement in this RP/EA

The FLTIG held a webinar to inform the public of restoration efforts in the Florida Restoration Area on
August 23, 2016. The FL TIG requested project ideas on November 4, 2016 and issued a notice of
initiation of restoration planning in Florida on September 29, 2017. After reviewing and evaluating
project proposals (described in Chapter 2), the FL TIG developed the Draft RP/EA to (1) inform the public
about DWH NRDA restoration planning efforts in the Florida Restoration Area, (2) present analyses on
the potential restoration benefits and environmental consequences of the restoration alternatives, and
(3) seek public comment.

The Draft RP/EA was released for public review and comment on September 20, 2018. The FL TIG
continued to accept comments until December 28, 2018. The FL TIG also held a public meeting on
October 2, 2018 in Tallahassee and held a public webinar on December 13, 2018 to facilitate public
understanding of the Draft RP/EA. The presentations from the public meeting and webinar are available
on www.gulfspillrestoration.gov. During the public comment period, comments could be submitted

online (at http://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/restoration-areas/florida), via U.S. Mail (to U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, P.O. Box 49567, Atlanta, GA 30345), and orally and in writing during the public
meeting and webinar.

The FL TIG received 21 comments on the Draft RP/EA. The FL TIG considered the public comments
received, which informed the FL TIG’s analysis of alternatives in this final RP/EA. Chapter 6 of this
document provides a summary of all of the public comments received on the Draft RP/EA and the FL
TIG’s responses to those comments. This final RP/EA reflects revisions to the Draft RP/EA raising from
public comments; progress on compliance with other laws and regulations; and continuing FL TIG
project development and consideration of potentially relevant information. The most substantive
change made to the Draft RP/EA was the modification to the REC10, T.H. Stone Memorial St. Joseph
Peninsula State Park Improvements project. This project had been identified as a preferred alternative in
the Draft RP/EA. However, due to impacts resulting from Hurricane Michael, which made landfall along
the Florida coastline on October 10, 2018, this project is unlikely to be successfully implemented at this
time and therefore the project is not identified as preferred in this final RP/EA. Please refer to Section
1.7.1 for additional details on Hurricane Michael.
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1.9.2 Administrative Record

The Trustees opened a publicly available Administrative Record for DWH oil spill NRDA, including
restoration planning activities, concurrently with publication of the 2010 NOI (pursuant to 15 CFR §
990.45). DOI is the lead federal Trustee for maintaining the Administrative Record.*

Information about restoration project implementation is being provided to the public through the
Administrative Record and other outreach efforts (Section 1.8 above), including the DWH Trustee and
the Florida DWH websites.

1.10 Decisions to be Made

This RP/EA is intended to provide the public and decision-makers with information and analysis
documenting the FL TIG's selection and implementation of the restoration alternatives identified as
preferred in this plan. Based on the findings of the OPA and NEPA analyses documented in this RP/EA,
the federal Trustees of the FL TIG prepared a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) provided in
Appendix G. Prior to implementation of the preferred alternatives, all required compliance reviews
(including those conducted under the Endangered Species Act, Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation
and Management Act, National Historic Preservation Act, and Clean Water Act, among others) will be
completed. Should future substantial changes or significant new circumstances arise, the FL TIG would
consider the need to supplement the relevant analyses.

The public, government agencies, and other entities have identified and continue to identify a large
number of potential restoration projects for consideration during the restoration planning process.
Projects not included in the reasonable range of alternatives, not identified as preferred at this time, or
not selected for implementation can be considered for inclusion in future restoration plans developed
by the FL TIG.

1.11 Document Organization

e Executive Summary: Brief summary of the document;

e Chapter 1 (Introduction, Purpose and Need, Proposed Action, and Public Participation):
Introductory information and context for this document, including coordination with other
restoration planning efforts;

e Chapter 2 (Restoration Planning Process and Reasonable Range of Alternatives): Information
on the NRDA restoration planning process, DWH oil spill injuries to resources addressed in this
RP/EA, screening process of potential restoration projects to address those injuries, and a
description of the reasonable range of alternatives considered in this RP/EA;

e Chapter 3 (OPA Evaluation of Reasonable Range of Alternatives): Evaluation of the reasonable
range of alternatives and the rationale for preferred alternatives;

e Chapter 4 (Environmental Assessment): Description of the affected environment and the
evaluation of environmental impacts of the reasonable range of alternatives, and compliance

14 The DWH Administrative Record can be found at: www.doi.gov/deepwaterhorizon/adminrecord.
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with other federal and state environmental protection laws that may apply to the reasonable

range of alternatives;

Chapter 5 (Monitoring and Adaptive Management): General information on the MAM
Restoration Goal and a description of the sections included in each project-level MAM plan;

Chapter 6 (Summary of Public Comments on the Draft RP/EA and FL TIG Responses): Summary

of all public comments received on the Draft RP/EA and the FL TIG responses to those

comments;

Literature Cited; and

Appendices:

(0}

Appendix A (List of Preparers, Reviewers, and Repositories): List of individuals who
substantively contributed to the development of this RP/EA, and list of places where this
RP/EA is available;

Appendix B (Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plans): Draft MAM plans for
preferred restoration alternatives that are planned for full implementation;

Appendix C (Impact Intensity Definitions): Definitions of impact intensities (minor,
moderate, major) from the PDARP/PEIS;

Appendix D (County Demographic Information): General demographic information for
each of the counties where the reasonable range of alternatives are located;

Appendix E (Protected Species): List of protected species, federal and state status, and
corresponding habitats;

Appendix F (Environmental Evaluation Worksheet): An example of an Environmental
Evaluation Worksheet;

Appendix G (Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) from Implementation of the
Florida Trustee Implementation Group Final Restoration Plan 1 and Environmental
Assessment: Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands; Nutrient Reduction; Water
Quality; and Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities).
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Chapter 2 Restoration Planning Process and
Reasonable Range of Alternatives

NRDA restoration under OPA is a process that includes evaluating injuries to natural resources and their
services to determine the type and extent of restoration needed to address those injuries. Restoration
activities need to produce benefits that are related to or have a nexus to the natural resources or their
services impacted by an oil spill. Under the OPA NRDA regulations (15 CFR §990.54), trustees are to
identify and evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives based on criteria outlined within that
subsection. The OPA NRDA regulations provide criteria for use by trustees to evaluate projects designed
to compensate the public for injuries caused by oil spills. In accordance with the OPA NRDA regulations
(15 CFR §990.53), the FL TIG developed a screening process to identify a reasonable range of
alternatives to be further evaluated in this plan.

This chapter describes the screening process used by the FL TIG to identify the reasonable range of
alternatives in this RP/EA under the OPA NRDA regulations (15 CFR §990.53). The reasonable range of
alternatives is consistent with the PDARP/PEIS (described in more detail in Chapter 1). This chapter
summarizes the restoration decisions stated in the PDARP/PEIS and ROD?, the relationship of the
PDARP/PEIS to this RP/EA, injuries addressed, and the projects considered in the reasonable range of
alternatives. The restoration planning process was conducted in accordance with OPA, NEPA, Consent
Decree, Trustee SOPs, and the OPA NRDA and NEPA regulations.

2.1 PDARP/PEIS and Record of Decision

Given the potential magnitude and breadth of restoration for DWH oil spill injuries, the Trustees
prepared a PDARP/PEIS under OPA and NEPA to analyze alternative Restoration Approaches and
establish targeted goals specific to each Restoration Type to guide restoration planning. The PDARP/PEIS
was issued on February 19, 2016 and detailed a programmatic plan to fund and implement restoration
projects across the Gulf of Mexico over the next 15 years.

On March 29, 2016, in accordance with OPA and NEPA, the Trustees published a NOA of a ROD for the
PDARP/PEIS in the Federal Register (81 FR 17438). Based on the injury determination established in the
PDARP/PEIS, the ROD set forth the basis for the Trustees’ decision to select Alternative A:
Comprehensive Integrated Ecosystem Alternative and its associated funding allocations. More
information about Alternative A can be found in Sections 5.5 and 5.10 of the PDARP/PEIS. Summary
information about the relationship between the PDARP/PEIS and this document can be found in Section
2.2 below.

15 The PDARP/PEIS and ROD can be found at http://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/restoration-planning/gulf-plan/.
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2.2 Relationship of this RP/EA to the PDARP/PEIS

As a programmatic restoration plan, the PDARP/PEIS provides direction and guidance for identifying,
evaluating, and selecting restoration projects to be implemented by the TIGs (Section 5.10.4 and
Chapter 7 of the PDARP/PEIS). As the PDARP/PEIS analysis shows, the injuries caused by the DWH oil
spill cannot be fully described at the level of a single species, habitat type, or region. Therefore, there is
a need for comprehensive restoration planning on a landscape and ecosystem scale that recognizes and
strengthens existing connectivity among habitats, resources, and their services in the Gulf of Mexico, as
illustrated in Alternative A. The Trustees prepared a PEIS to support the analysis of the environmental
impacts of the reasonable range of alternatives, to consider the multiple related actions that may occur
because of restoration planning efforts, and to allow for a better analysis of cumulative impacts of
potential actions.

In the PDARP/PEIS, the Trustees developed a set of Restoration Goals and Types for inclusion in
programmatic alternatives with an objective to seek a diverse set of projects providing benefits to a
broad array of injured resources and their services. This process resulted in the inclusion of 13
Restoration Types across four programmatic Restoration Goals. In addition, a fifth Restoration Goal, for
MAM and administrative oversight to support restoration implementation, supports each Restoration
Type and informs overall decision-making (Figure 5.4-1 in the PDARP/PEIS). The Consent Decree and
PDARP/PEIS allocated funding to the Florida Restoration Area for nine of the 13 Restoration Types and
the MAM/administrative support Restoration Goal (see Table 1-1).

The reasonable range of alternatives included in this RP/EA (see Table 1-2) are consistent with the
following Restoration Types: Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands (Section 5.5.3 of the
PDARP/PEIS), Nutrient Reduction (Section 5.5.4 of the PDARP/PEIS), Water Quality (Section 5.5.5 of the
PDARP/PEIS), and Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities (Section 5.5.14 of the PDARP/PEIS).

2.3 Summary of Injuries Addressed in this RP/EA

Chapter 4 of the PDARP/PEIS summarizes the injury assessment, which documented the nature, degree,
and extent of injuries from the DWH oil spill to both natural resources and their services. The reasonable
range of alternatives identified in this RP/EA and in future FL TIG restoration plans are designed to
address injuries in the Florida Restoration Area. This RP/EA identifies alternatives for the following
Restoration Types: Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands, Nutrient Reduction, Water Quality,
and Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities. This section summarizes the most relevant
information from Chapter 4 of the PDARP/PEIS injury assessment and establishes the nexus for
restoration planning for these Restoration Types.

2.3.1 Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands

The DWH oil spill and response activities caused extensive injuries to wetlands, coastal, and nearshore
habitats on federally managed lands across the northern Gulf of Mexico. In Florida, the spill oiled 1,801
acres along 80 miles of federally managed beach shoreline (DOl and DOD lands in Florida, Table 4.6-18,
page 4-397 in the PDARP/PEIS). Injuries from oiling and response-related activities occurred within St.
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Vincent National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) and the Florida units of the Gulf Islands National Seashore
(GUIS), both of which have important sea turtle and avian nesting areas.

Water quality is intricately linked to the health and resilience of coastal and marine habitats and
resources (e.g., Bricker et al. 2008). Due to the connectivity of the Gulf of Mexico ecosystem, actions
related to reducing nutrients and improving water quality are expected to result in cascading ecological
benefits, increasing the overall health and productivity of the Gulf, thereby restoring natural resources
injured by the DWH oil spill. In the Florida Restoration Area, these actions exhibit strong ecological
linkages to coastal habitats and communities, benefit recreational uses (Section 2.3.3), and contribute to
the overall health and resiliency of Florida’s coastal ecosystems. Specifically, improving water quality in
coastal areas would reduce the occurrence of beach closures, restrictions on shellfish harvesting, and
degradation of aquatic habitat quality that could compromise human health and recreational uses.

2.3.3 Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities

The Gulf of Mexico is a popular destination for a wide variety of recreational activities, drawing people
regionally as well as nationally. These activities, including boating, fishing, and beach-going, depend on
the environmental quality of the Gulf’s natural resources and the ability to access them. The DWH oil
spill resulted in losses to the public’s use of natural resources for outdoor recreation from May 2010
through November 2011. The Trustees estimated that more than 16 million boating, fishing, and other
shoreline activity user-days'® were lost across the five affected Gulf states. Total recreational use injuries
attributable to the DWH oil spill are estimated at $693.2 million (with an uncertainty range of from
$527.6 million to $858.9 million). Recreational use injury in the Florida Restoration Area has been
partially addressed through Early Restoration projects, including the alternative selected in the Phase
V.2 RP/SEA finalized in February 2018.%

2.4 Screening for a Reasonable Range of Alternatives for this RP/EA

In developing a reasonable range of alternatives for this RP/EA, the FL TIG reviewed the Restoration
Goals and Types in the PDARP/PEIS. The FL TIG also considered other criteria identified in the
PDARP/PEIS, including screening factors in the OPA NRDA regulations (15 CFR §990.54), input from the
public, the current and future availability of funds under the DWH NRDA settlement payment schedule,
as well as projects already funded or proposed to be funded by other TIGs or DWH funding sources (e.g.,
GEBF and RESTORE). A summary of the OPA evaluation criteria is provided in Section 3.1. The FLTIG's
screening process is described in Sections 2.4.1 through 2.4.4.

16 The Trustees define a ‘user-day’ as any time an individual visits a beach, goes fishing, or goes boating for the purpose of
recreation for at least part of the day.

17 The Phase V.2 RP/SEA can be found at:

www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/sites/default/files/2018 02 FL TIG Final%20Phase%20V.2%20RP-SEA.pdf
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2.4.1 Eligibility Screening

On November 4, 2016, the FL TIG invited the public to submit project ideas related to the following
Restoration Types: Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands (specifically at GUIS and St. Vincent
NWR), Nutrient Reduction, Water Quality, and Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities. The FL
TIG screened projects that were submitted to either the Trustee project portal®® or the state project
portal® by December 5, 2016. Consistent with Section 9.4.1.4 of the Trustee SOPs, the FL TIG also
considered project ideas developed by the FL TIG, by individual FL TIG Trustees, and project ideas from

Gulf restoration reports, management plans, and related efforts.

The FL TIG categorized each project submission by Restoration Type and screened out those that did not
fall under at least one of the four Restoration Types covered in this RP/EA. The FL TIG then screened the
compiled list of project ideas for eligibility based on the stated purpose and need, specified evaluation
criteria, and other practical considerations. Criteria applied during the eligibility screening process are
listed below.

1) Projects should have a nexus to injury from the DWH oil spill;

2) Projects should, based on initial review, meet OPA NRDA regulatory criteria as set forth in CFR
990.54;

3) Projects should not have been previously completed or fully funded;

4) Projects should have sufficient information for evaluation (e.g., general location, activities, etc.);

5) Projects related to the Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands Restoration Type should
occur on GUIS or St. Vincent NWR.

2.4.2 Secondary Screening

After the eligibility screening (Section 2.4.1), the FL TIG divided the projects into three lists: 1) projects
related to the Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands Restoration Type; 2) projects related to the
Nutrient Reduction and Water Quality Restoration Types; and 3) projects related to the Provide and
Enhance Recreational Opportunities Restoration Type. Projects under the Nutrient Reduction and Water
Quality Restoration Types were screened together as both fall under the same Restoration Goal: Restore
Water Quality.

Criteria applied during the secondary screening process are listed below. During this process, the FL TIG
also considered the possibility for grouping/combining project ideas to improve final screening or the
development of alternatives.

1) Projects should be consistent with PDARP/PEIS Restoration Goals and Types, strategy,
approaches, and techniques to identify the highest-quality projects that will effectively
contribute to meeting the FL TIG’s goals;

2) Projects should be consistent with OPA NRDA regulatory criteria to help identify any concerns
that might affect the FL TIG’s ability to implement a project.

18 DWH Trustee website: www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov
19 Florida DWH website: www.deepwaterhorizonflorida.com
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2.4.3 Final Screening
In the final screening process, the FL TIG identified a final set of project ideas for further evaluation.
Final screening included the following:

1) Evaluation of PDARP/PEIS criteria for each project by Restoration Type;

2) Evaluation of additional screening criteria requested in the public solicitation of projects:
“Restoration projects will seek to leverage other restoration projects and activities, including,
but not limited to, DWH Early Restoration, RESTORE Act and NFWF’s GEBF”;

3) Consideration of funding availability.

2.4.4 Screening Process for Alternatives within each Restoration Type

The above screening processes (Sections 2.4.1 to 2.4.3) resulted in the identification of the reasonable
range of alternatives for each Restoration Type for further evaluation in this RP/EA. Details of each
screening process by Restoration Type are provided below.

2441 Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands
The FLTIG began the screening process for the Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands Restoration
Type with 14 projects. The screening process for this Restoration Type is described in Figure 2-1.

Figure 2-1 lllustration of the screening process for a reasonable range of alternatives for the
Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands Restoration Type

Habitat Projects on Federally Managed

Lands started with 14 projects

Eligibility Screening: Screened out projects according to
10 projects > eligibility criteria (Section 2.41.) -
resultedin ten projects;

Secondary Screening: _ _
Screened out projects according to

8 projects secondary screening criteria (Section
2.4.2) - resulted in eight projects;

Screened out projects according to the
final screening criteria (Section 2.4.3)
and prioritized remaining projects
basedon the extent that each project
met the screening criteria - resultedin
six projects for further evaluation in
this RP /EA.

Final Screening:

6 projects —

2.4.4.2 Nutrient Reduction and Water Quality

The FL TIG began the screening process for the Water Quality and Nutrient Reduction Restoration Types
with 813 projects. The screening process for these Restoration Types is described in Figure 2-2. During
the secondary and final screening processes, the FL TIG also considered the extent to which a project
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had been identified in an existing state or federal water quality restoration plan and would support the
goals and objectives of those plans (e.g., Surface Water Improvement and Management [SWIM] plans,
319 plans, USDA-Natural Resources Conservation Service [NRCS] plans, Total Maximum Daily Loads
[TMDLs], and Basin Management Action Plans [BMAPs]); whether the project would protect critical
areas for water quality restoration (e.g., aquifers or recharge areas) and/or provide recreational use
benefits; and the extent to which a project would address threats to water quality from wastewater
and/or septic systems through innovative methods.

Figure 2-2 lllustration of the screening process for a reasonable range of alternatives for the
Nutrient Reduction and Water Quality Restoration Types

Nutrient Reduction and Water Quality
started with 813 projects

Screened out projects according to
eligibility criteria (Section 2.4.1) and

T A projects with estimated costs higher
Eligibility Screening: than the FL TIG funding available for
188 projects this RP/EA (i.e., equal to or greater
than $50 million) - resultedin 188
projects;
Secondary Screening: Screened out projecs _accc_:rding to

! secondary screening criteria (Section

20 projects 7.4.2) and projects with limited
benefits - resultedin 20 projects;

. . Screened out projects according to final
Final Screening: screening criteria (Section 2.43) and

15 projects pricritized remaining projects based on
the extent that each project met all of
the screening criteria - resultedin 15
projects for further evaluationin this
RP/EA (three Nutrient Reduction and 12
Water Quality).

2.4.4.3 Provide and Enhance Recreational Use Opportunities

The FL TIG began the screening process for the Provide and Enhance Recreational Use Opportunities
with 556 projects. The screening process for this Restoration Type is described in Figure 2-3. During the
secondary and final screening processes, the FL TIG also considered the extent to which a project would
create access to Gulf of Mexico resources in an area where no or little public access currently exists;
whether a project would provide a significant increase or would significantly enhance recreational use;
and whether a project would educate the public in the use and/or enjoyment of Gulf of Mexico natural
resources.
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Figure 2-3 lllustration of the screening process for a reasonable range of alternatives for the
Provide and Enhance Recreational Use Opportunities Restoration Type

Provide and Enhance Recreational Use

started with 566 projects

Eligibility Screening: Screened out projects according to
i eligibility criteria and duplicate
315 projects projects - resulted in 315 projects;

Secondary Screening' Screened out projects according to
: secondary screening criteria and

31 projects projects with no public access -
resultedin 31 projects;

Final Screening: Screened out projects according to

. final screening criteria and prioritized
11 projects remaining projects based on the
extent that each project met all of the
screening criteria - resultedin 11
projects for further evaluationin this
RP/EA.

2.4.5 Alternatives Not Considered for Further Evaluation

As described in Section 2.4.4, the FL TIG evaluated hundreds of projects against screening criteria,
including a preliminary evaluation against OPA NRDA regulatory criteria. Projects that were not
considered for further evaluation in this RP/EA either did not meet the eligibility, OPA, and/or other
screening criteria; were not prioritized due to the extent that each project met the criteria; and/or were
not consistent with the FL TIG’s funding considerations. Projects not identified for further evaluation in
this RP/EA may be identified for consideration in a future restoration plan.

2.5 Reasonable Range of Alternatives

Based on the screening process described in Section 2.4, the FL TIG identified a reasonable range of
alternatives for further evaluation in this RP/EA (see Table 2-1). The alternatives considered in this
RP/EA are consistent with four of the Restoration Types from the PDARP/PEIS, as follows:

e Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands: six alternatives (Section 2.5.1);

e Nutrient Reduction: three alternatives (Section 2.5.2);

e Water Quality: 12 alternatives (Section 2.5.3); and

e Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities: 11 alternatives (Section 2.5.4).

Five of the alternatives (one under Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands and four under Water
Quality) include only planning, feasibility, design, engineering, and/or permitting activities (hereafter
identified as “P&D” projects). These are being proposed as preliminary planning projects to allow the FL
TIG to conduct a range of activities that will provide information necessary to consider a subsequent
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implementation phase in a future restoration plan. The remaining 27 alternatives include
implementation actions (including construction in some cases) after all regulatory compliance and
permitting requirements are met. Projects not included in the reasonable range of alternatives, not
identified as preferred at this time, or not selected for implementation may continue to be considered
for inclusion in future restoration plans developed by the FL TIG.

Table 2-1 List of the reasonable range of restoration alternatives proposed in this RP/EA
(including estimated project costs)

Estimated

Reasonable Range of Restoration Alternatives .
Project Costs

Restoration Type: Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands (FM)*

FM1. Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Beneficial Use of Dredged Materials at i $4,783,847
Perdido Key

FM2. Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Night Sky Restoration (P&D)** Preferred*** $432,093
FM3. Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Night Sky Restoration (Implementation) - $7,669,834
FM4. Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Beach and Dune Habitat Protection Preferred $853,821
FM5. Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Invasive Plant Removal Preferred $875,765
FM6. St. Vincent National Wildlife Refuge Predator Control Preferred $ 580,772
NR1. Pensacola Bay and Perdido River Watersheds - Nutrient Reduction Preferred $2,100,000
NR2. Apalachicola Bay Watershed - Nutrient Reduction = $3,150,000
NR3. Lower Suwannee River Watershed - Nutrient Reduction Preferred $3,150,000
WQL1. Carpenter Creek Headwaters Water Quality Improvements Preferred $1,689,900
WQ2. Pensacola Beach Reclaimed Water System Expansion Preferred $4,683,404
WQ3. Rattlesnake Bluff Road and Riverbank Restoration Preferred $3,149,091
WQ4. Pensacola Bay Unpaved Roads Initiative (P&D) Preferred $705,473
WQ5. Alligator Lake Coastal Dune Lake Hydrologic Restoration Preferred $1,382,400
WQ6. Grand Lagoon Regional Stormwater Facility - $3,210,910
WQ7. St. Andrew Bay Unpaved Roads Initiative (P&D) = $705,473
WQ8. City of Port St. Joe Stormwater Improvements Preferred $961,000
WQ9. MK Ranch Hydrologic Restoration = $27,484,932
WQ10. City of Carrabelle’s Lighthouse Estates: Septic Tank Abatement - Phase I Preferred $3,237,986
WQ11. Lower Suwannee National Wildlife Refuge Hydrologic Restoration (P&D) Preferred $500,000

WQ12. Lower Charlotte Harbor Flatwoods Hydrologic Restoration Initiative, Yucca

Preferred 636,500
Pens Unit (P&D) $

Restoration Type: Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities (REC)*

REC1. Perdido Bay Sunset Islands Snorkeling Trail - $840,000

REC2. Tarkiln Bayou Preserve State Park Improvements - $2,719,670
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REC3. Perdido River and Bay Paddle Trail

REC4. Carpenter Creek Headwaters Park Amenities

REC5. Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Rehabilitation of Okaloosa Unit
Recreational Facilities

REC6. Joe’s Bayou Recreation Area Improvements
REC7. Topsail Hill Preserve State Park Improvements
REC8. Camp Helen State Park Improvements

REC9. St. Andrews State Park Improvements

REC10. T.H. Stone Memorial St. Joseph Peninsula State Park Improvements

REC11. St. Marks National Wildlife Refuge Coastal Trail Connection, Spring Creek to
Port Leon

Preferred

Preferred

Preferred

Preferred
Preferred
Preferred

Preferred

Preferred

Subtotal for Preferred Alternatives

$1,165,488
$446,080
$3,201,383
$12,202,891
$3,926,811
$3,326,027
$10,875,855
$977,945

$1,200,000

$61,282,740

*FM = Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands; NR = Nutrient Reduction; WQ = Water Quality; REC = Provide and
Enhance Recreational Opportunities. *P&D indicates projects that include planning, feasibility, design, engineering,

land/or permitting activities only (i.e., not actions related to implementation or construction). **Preferred indicates
projects that are preferred for funding by the FL TIG and have been selected for funding at this time.

Each project description identifies the PDARP/PEIS Restoration Type-specific Restoration Approach and

Technique associated with the project, the project location, a summary of the project, details related to

specific project activities and implementation, a summary of maintenance activities and project

monitoring, and the estimated project costs.

2.5.1 Project Descriptions: Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands
This RP/EA identifies six restoration alternatives consistent with the Restore and Conserve Habitat
Restoration Goal (PDARP/PEIS Section 5.3.1) and underlying Habitat Projects on Federally Managed

Lands Restoration Type (PDARP/PEIS Section 5.5.3):

ok wnN e

A description of each of these restoration alternatives is provided below.

St. Vincent National Wildlife Refuge Predator Control (preferred).

Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Invasive Plant Removal (preferred);

Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Beneficial Use of Dredged Materials at Perdido Key;
Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Night Sky Restoration (P&D) (preferred);

Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Night Sky Restoration (Implementation);

Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Beach and Dune Habitat Protection (preferred);




FM1, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Beneficial Use of Dredged Materials at Perdido
Key
- 0_00000_]
Restoration Approach
Create, restore, and enhance barrier and coastal islands and headlands (PDARP/PEIS Section 5.5.3)
Restoration Technique
Restore and enhance dunes and beaches through placement of dredged material (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.1.4)

Project Location

GUIS, Florida District, Perdido Key area (Figure 2-4)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the DOI FL TIG Trustee and NPS in coordination with GUIS staff and the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). This project would improve and increase beach habitat on the Gulf of
Mexico side of Perdido Key, a barrier island south of Pensacola, Florida. The project would address the
unnaturally eroded beach by re-introducing sand back into the barrier island system along the southeast shore
of Perdido Key. With episodic overwash events, it should also increase sandy habitat elsewhere on the Key,
north of the primary dune line.

Specifically, the project would include:

e Re-introduction of sand into the barrier island system through swash zone placement (or other
method). A pipeline would be run from the dredging operation at Pensacola Pass to the swash zone
(the part of the beach with turbulent water, generally between 3-12 feet below mean low water line).
This method keeps the maximum amount of sand near or on the beach where the surf can move the
sand around naturally, increasing beach habitat for use by animals (e.g., sea turtles, beach mice, and
birds) and humans. This method was implemented at Perdido Key from November 2011 to January 2012
when 520,000 cubic yards were placed along the southeast shore;

e Restoration using suitable sand from sources outside the natural sources of sediment for the eroding
beach (e.g., a borrow site with similar physical and chemical sediment characteristics to the
restoration site).

The project would help restore dunes and beaches that provide important coastal habitat for shorebirds, beach
mice, and sea turtles. The project would also serve to restore popular recreational areas for local visitors and
tourists.

Project Activities and Implementation Details

Project activities include environmental compliance surveys in the sand placement zone, sand placement,
project monitoring, and oversight. The project would only fund the portion for USACE to deposit the sand in the
swash zone in GUIS. USACE would fund the remainder of the project.

It is uncertain when this project could be implemented due to the uncertainty in timing for the next dredging
operation of the channel into Pensacola Bay by the USACE.

Maintenance
None anticipated.

Project Monitoring
This project has not been identified as a preferred alternative by the FL TIG at this time, and therefore a
project MAM plan has not been developed.

Costs
The estimated costs are $4,783,847 and include compliance surveys, sand placement, project monitoring, and
oversight.
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Figure 2-4 FM1, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Beneficial Use of Dredged Materials at
Perdido Key: General Project Location
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FM2, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Night Sky Restoration (P&D) (preferred)

Restoration Approach
Protect and conserve marine, coastal, estuarine, and riparian habitats (PDARP/PEIS Section 5.5.3)

Restoration Technique

Develop and implement management actions in conservation areas and/or restoration projects (PDARP/PEIS
Appendix 5.D.1.7)

Project Location

GUIS, Florida District and adjacent cities including Pensacola, Navarre, and Warrington (Figure 2-5)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the DOI FL TIG Trustee and the NPS Resource Protection Branch and
Natural Sounds and Night Skies Division (NSNSD) in coordination with the GUIS staff. Other project partners
include the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the Department of Energy (DOE), FWC, lighting
manufacturers, cities of Pensacola, West Pensacola, Warrington, Navarre, Escambia County, Gulf Power, and
the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT). This project would improve habitat on GUIS by determining
the best way to reduce artificial light in the project area, which is a goal identified within the GUIS General
Management Plan (NPS 2014) ). This project also builds on work completed through the DWH Early Restoration
Phase Il project: Improving Habitat Injured by Spill Response: Restoring the Night Sky and the GEBF project:
Eliminating Light Pollution at Sea Turtle Nesting Beaches (Phase II).

The project is being proposed in two phases. Phase | only includes P&D activities, which would help the FL TIG
plan for a future Phase Il implementation of retrofits and lighting practices to help restore and improve coastal
habitats at GUIS damaged by the DWH oil spill. Phase | would result in a report for upgrading materials and
practices for lighting that presently trespasses onto and pollutes habitat on GUIS and, incidentally, on nearby
coastal and marine areas, in Escambia County, Florida. As light pollution that affects wildlife at GUIS is
measured, understood, and experimentally decreased, GUIS habitat is improved.

Specifically, the project would include:

e An assessment of the baseline night sky conditions and human and wildlife responses to pilot lighting
tests;

e An assessment of artificial lighting on coastal habitat by: a) using remote sensing and NPS data
products to measure sky brightness and identify locations within the communities in the project area
that disproportionately contribute to light, and b) producing an inventory of municipal lighting
currently in use;

e Development of a detailed strategy to improve the identified problematic lighting by a) evaluating the
potential economic and environmental benefits of the new lighting, b) conducting pilot tests of
alternative lighting systems to assess public and ecological responses to different lighting options, and
¢) making recommendations about locations to work in and the types of lights and controls that should
be installed in Phase Il;

e Development of a report(s) describing the methods and summarizing the findings and recommendations
for Phase II.

Coastal lights and sky glow have wide-ranging impacts on wildlife including sea turtle hatchling disorientation
(Witherington and Martin 2003), alteration of daily and seasonal light cycles (Bird et al. 2004, Longcore and Rich
2004, Montevecchi 2006, Gaston et al. 2012, 2013), negative impacts on species migration (Ringleberg 1999,
Moore et al. 2001), and impacts on dispersal and settlement of marine invertebrate larvae (Thorson 1964). This
project would provide a wide range of environmental benefits to GUIS habitat as well as nearby coastal and
marine habitats.
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Project Activities and Implementation Details

Project activities include P&D, program oversight and management, support to inventory and analyze municipal
lighting and develop and implement pilot lighting tests, support to evaluate the responses to pilot lighting tests,
and support to develop a report with recommendations.

The project would be implemented over approximately two years. In Year 1, project contracting; inventory of
lighting currently in use; data collection on sky brightness measurements; evaluation of options for lighting
upgrades; identification of most cost-effective opportunities; and the report would be completed. In Year 2, the
pilot lighting trials and evaluation of citizen and wildlife responses would be implemented, and a report
prepared.

Maintenance

New lighting materials and practices installed as part of the pilot projects would be temporary and would
require no maintenance.

Project Monitoring

Consistent with Section 10 of the Trustee SOPs, a MAM plan is not required for projects with only P&D activities,
and therefore a MAM plan for this project has not been developed.

Costs

The estimated costs are $432,093 and include P&D, support personnel, equipment, monitoring, coordination,
reporting, and administrative oversight.

Figure 2-5 FM2, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Night Sky Restoration (P&D): General
Project Location
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FM3, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Night Sky Restoration (Implementation)

Restoration Approach
Protect and conserve marine, coastal, estuarine, and riparian habitats (PDARP/PEIS Section 5.5.3)

Restoration Technique

Develop and implement management actions in conservation areas and/or restoration projects (PDARP/PEIS
Appendix 5.D.1.7)

Project Location

Areas with artificial lighting in and adjacent to GUIS, Florida District (initial data indicates that most of the
improvements could take place within the cities of Pensacola, Warrington, Pensacola Beach, and the nearshore
communities from Gulf Breeze to Fort Walton Beach) (Figure 2-6)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the DOI FL TIG Trustee in coordination with NPS (Resource Protection
Branch and NSNSD) and GUIS staff. Other project partners include USFWS, DOE, FWC, lighting manufacturers,
cities of Pensacola, West Pensacola, Warrington, Navarre, Escambia County, Santa Rosa County, Okaloosa
County, Gulf Power, FDOT, and the Sea Turtle Conservancy. The project includes the implementation phase
(Phase 1) of the Gulf Islands National Seashore Night Sky Restoration - Phase | project described above (FM1).

The project would be designed based on Phase | findings (see FM2, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Night
Sky Restoration (P&D)) and would depend on a) the results of the lighting inventory and the sky brightness
measurements, b) the number and location of willing municipalities, businesses, and private citizens, and c)
funding limitations. Similarly to FM2, this project would build on work completed through the DWH Early
Restoration Phase Il project: Improving Habitat Injured by Spill Response: Restoring the Night Sky and the GEBF
project: Eliminating Light Pollution at Sea Turtle Nesting Beaches (Phase 11).

Specifically, the project would include:

e Public outreach activities to identify willing participants;

e Development of site-specific “Individual Lighting Plans” to replace existing luminaires and bulbs on
properties of willing municipalities/businesses/property owners;

e Implementation of outdoor lighting upgrades (which lights to target and what types of
luminaires/bulbs to install would be based on Phase | findings) in communities that affect habitats at
GUIS. This could include lighting hardware improvements (e.g., luminaires, bulbs, controls) in
municipal (e.g., streetlights, parking lots), commercial (e.g., buildings, parking lots), and private
settings (e.g., homes, condominiums);

e Enhancement of lighting practices (e.g., illumination schedules);

e  Monitoring activities including before-and-after lighting impact assessments.

Coastal lights and sky glow have wide-ranging impacts on wildlife including sea turtle hatchling disorientation
(Witherington and Martin 2003), alteration of daily and seasonal light cycles (Bird et al. 2004, Longcore and Rich
2004, Montevecchi 2006, Gaston et al. 2012, 2013), negative impacts on species migration (Ringleberg 1999,
Moore et al. 2001), and impacts on dispersal and settlement of marine invertebrate larvae (Thorson 1964). The
project would provide a wide range of environmental benefits to GUIS habitat as well as nearby coastal and
marine habitats.

The project would improve coastal habitat on federally managed lands while improving public night vision
performance, providing a greater margin of safety for potential public health effects (AMA 2016), and reducing
maintenance and electricity costs, all while maintaining public safety.
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Project Activities and Implementation Details

Project activities include public outreach activities to identify willing participants, technical assistance to
produce Individual Lighting Plans for lighting upgrades, implementation of lighting upgrades, and monitoring of
light trespass and sky glow in the project area.

The project would be completed in approximately four years.

Maintenance

Maintenance activities would include monitoring and maintaining light fixtures by program participants. Long-
term maintenance costs would be significantly lower because the upgraded outdoor lighting systems have longer
operating lifetimes and are more resistant to damage.

Project Monitoring
This project has not been identified as a preferred alternative by the FL TIG at this time, and therefore a
project MAM plan has not been developed.

Costs

The costs would be based on the Phase | findings and depend on the level of participation, but are estimated to
be $7,669,834 and include program oversight and management, design and installation of lighting upgrades,
supplies, and contingency costs.

Figure2- 6 FM3, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Night Sky Restoration (Implementation):
General Project Location

'\‘.
aaitd” [
Warrington %
Fensacola Bay %3.
Gulf Breezes==""

|

0 1 2 4 Miles
J

2-15



FM4, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Beach and Dune Habitat Protection
(preferred)
- 0_00000_]
Restoration Approach
Restore and enhance dunes and beaches (PDARP/PEIS Section 5.5.3)
Restoration Technique
Protect dune systems through the use of access control (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.1.5)

Project Location

GUIS, Florida District (Perdido Key, Fort Pickens, and Santa Rosa Areas) (Figure 2-7)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the DOI FL TIG Trustee in coordination with the NPS and GUIS staff. Other
project partners include USDA Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service Wildlife Services (USDA-APHIS-WS),
University of Florida (UF), FWC, USFWS, and Audubon. The project would protect beach habitat at GUIS and
associated wildlife from three different threats: 1) humans impacts on beaches, 2) predators, and 3) vehicle
collisions on paved roads. This project would build on work completed through the DWH Early Restoration Phase
Il project: Improving Habitat Injured by Spill Response: Restoring the Night Sky, a GEBF project: Eliminating
Light Pollution at Sea Turtle Nesting Beaches (Phase Il), and the Restoring Florida's Shorebird & Seabird
Populations - Phase | project.

Specifically, this project would include:

e Measures to temporarily close sensitive areas to protect habitat, wildlife, and nests and to prevent
dune trampling and disturbance including symbolic fencing (i.e., post and rope fences), and/or the
establishment of wildlife viewing areas at the edge of major bird colonies;

e Public outreach materials to educate visitors on the habitats and wildlife (including breeding birds)
such as score cards of hatches and mortality provided at the entrance stations;

e Law enforcement patrols to monitor and control vehicle speeding rates and reduce vehicle collisions
with wildlife;

e Predator management activities, such as perch deterrents and nest enclosures to control populations
and reduce impacts to shorebirds and sea turtles;

e  Monitoring and demographic surveys of individual animal and bird burrows, nests, and colonies for
predator activity and human encroachment and to measure nesting and hatch rates (for birds). This
information would provide insights into causes of mortality and allow for adaptive management
throughout the project by identifying the most effective closure areas and protection methods that
minimize impacts on human beachgoers.

The project would help restore dunes and beaches that provide important coastal habitat for birds, beach mice,
and sea turtles, allowing it to recover its natural vegetation and processes with as little disturbance as possible
by installing and enforcing temporary access limitations such as fences and vehicular speed. These techniques
would improve habitat connectivity and reduce visitor impacts on habitats and wildlife.

Project Activities and Implementation Details

Project activities include temporary closure measures, public outreach materials, law enforcement patrols,
predator management activities, monitoring activities, cultural and tribal monitoring, and associated personnel
support and oversight.

The project would be completed in approximately three years during the spring/summer (i.e., February -
August) when wildlife and bird activity (including breeding) is greatest. Demographic surveys, public education
efforts, and contract procurement would begin first. After resource and tribal surveys are completed,
temporary nest enclosures could be installed.
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Maintenance

Short-term maintenance activities would include making sure speed signs are operating properly and that sign
posts and temporary fencing are up and functioning. No long-term maintenance activities are anticipated.
Project Monitoring

Project monitoring details are provided in the project MAM plan found in Appendix B.

Costs
The estimated costs are $853,821 and include project oversight and management, labor, compliance activities,
enforcement, supplies, vehicles, and contingency costs.

Figure 2-7 FMA4, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Beach and Dune Habitat Protection:
General Project Location
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FM5, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Invasive Plant Removal (preferred)

Restoration Approach
Protect and conserve marine, coastal, estuarine, and riparian habitats (PDARP/PEIS Section 5.5.3)

Restoration Technique

Develop and implement management actions in conservation areas and/or restoration projects (PDARP/PEIS Appendix
5.D.1.7)

Project Location

GUIS, Florida District, Escambia County (Figure 2-8)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the DOI FL TIG Trustee in coordination with NPS and GUIS staff. Other project
partners could include NPS Southeast Regional office, FDEP, Escambia County Extension Office, Gulf Coast Plain
Ecosystem Partnership, and UF. This project includes activities to treat five of the most problematic invasive plant
species in the Fort Pickens, Santa Rosa, and Perdido Key areas of GUIS more comprehensively than they are currently
and to collect information on the invasive species to protect and conserve habitat and wildlife resources in the area.

Specifically, the project would include:

e Activities to locate and map five invasive plant species across the Fort Pickens, Santa Rosa, and Perdido Key
areas: cogon grass (Imperata cylindrical), torpedo grass (Panicum repens), popcorn trees/Chinese tallow
(Sapium sebiterum), Cuban bulrush (Oxycaryum cubense), and beach vitex (Vitex rotundifolia);

e Evaluation of past and current treatment methods, research on new treatment methods, and development of
a Treatment Action Plan (TAP);

e Five years of treatment of the invasive species per the TAP to population sizes that can be more easily
managed in the future (using primarily foliar chemical treatment with a backpack sprayer with additional
hand-pulling and other methods such as seed removal or stump treatment as needed);

e Monitoring throughout treatment process to determine the treatment plan for the following year;

e Gathering of information to provide the basis for an Exotic Plant Management Plan for the Florida District of
GUIS, should the park wish to prepare one;

e Preparation of a project completion report (including recommendations for future treatments).

The project would remove invasive plant species from natural areas at GUIS and help to gradually restore coastal
habitats and native plant species. This, in turn, would likely allow native animal populations that depend on these
coastal habitats and plants to improve.

Project Activities and Implementation Details
Project activities include hiring a project manager, bio-technician, and other personnel support; buying supplies;
vehicular support; and associated oversight and contingencies.

The project would be completed in approximately five to six years. The personnel hiring process would take
approximately six months; the TAP would take approximately four months to prepare; two months for the inventory;
two months to prepare maps and the final TAP; and three months to prepare the Project Completion Report.

Maintenance
None anticipated. Sites would be treated indefinitely into the future (as needed) with NPS funding (not project funds).

Project Monitoring

Project monitoring details are provided in the project MAM plan found in Appendix B.

Costs

The estimated costs are $875,765 and include planning, project personnel support, supplies, vehicular support, and
oversight.
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Figure 2-8 FMD5, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Invasive Plant Removal: General Project
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FM6, St. Vincent National Wildlife Refuge Predator Control (preferred)

Restoration Approach
Protect and conserve marine, coastal, estuarine, and riparian habitats (PDARP/PEIS Section 5.5.3)

Restoration Technique

Develop and implement management actions in conservation areas and/or restoration projects (PDARP/PEIS
Appendix 5.D.1.7)

Project Location

St. Vincent NWR, Apalachicola, Florida (Figure 2-9)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the DOI FL TIG Trustee and the USFWS Gulf Restoration Office in
coordination with the St. Vincent NWR staff and USDA-APHIS-WS. The project aims to protect and conserve
habitat on St. Vincent NWR through actions to mitigate the negative impacts of feral hogs and raccoons to
habitats and natural resources. This project would build on work completed as part of the DWH Early
Restoration Phase Il project: Enhanced Management of Avian Breeding Habitat Injured by Response in the
Florida Panhandle, Alabama, and Mississippi.

Specifically, the project would include:

e FEradicating or controlling the feral hog and raccoon populations by locating, trapping, and eliminating
these species;

e Monitoring for evidence of predator-caused habitat degradation and/or mortality and disturbance of
shorebird and sea turtle populations and nests to evaluate the success of the project.

The project would help restore habitat and ecological services through the removal of feral hogs and control of
raccoon populations on St. Vincent NWR that were injured by the DWH oil spill. The project would develop and
implement management actions that enhance habitats and natural resources on St. Vincent NWR by addressing
known causes of habitat degradation and/or mortality of threatened and endangered species and migratory
birds. Long-term benefits to the resources and services injured by the spill include reduced mortality of
endangered and threatened species, increased numbers of sea turtles and shorebirds, and enhanced habitat for
fish and wildlife.

Project Activities and Implementation Details

Project activities include planning and implementation of management actions, monitoring, personnel and field
technician support, coordination, reporting, and obtaining equipment needs (e.g., all-terrain vehicles, traps,
and ammunition).

The project would be completed in approximately two years. The first activities would include the completion
of contracting, staffing, and equipment acquisition. After these activities are completed, the project would be
implemented (working around sea turtle and shorebird nesting seasons).

Maintenance
None anticipated.

Project Monitoring
Project monitoring details are provided in the project MAM plan found in Appendix B.

Costs
The estimated costs are $580,772 and include planning, support personnel, equipment, implementation,

monitoring, coordination, reporting, and administrative oversight.
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Figure 2-9 FMS6, St. Vincent National Wildlife Refuge Predator Control: General Project Location
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This RP/EA identifies three restoration alternatives consistent with the Restore Water Quality
Restoration Goal (PDARP/PEIS Section 5.3.1) and underlying Nutrient Reduction Restoration Type
(PDARP/PEIS Section 5.5.4):

1. Pensacola Bay and Perdido River Watersheds — Nutrient Reduction (preferred);
2. Apalachicola Bay Watershed — Nutrient Reduction;
3. Lower Suwannee River Watershed — Nutrient Reduction (preferred).

A description of each of these restoration alternatives is provided below.

Restoration Approach
Reduce nutrient loads to coastal watersheds (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.4)

Restoration Technique
Agricultural conservation practices (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.2.1)

Project Location

Pensacola and Perdido Watersheds, Santa Rosa and Escambia Counties, Florida (Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC) 12
Watersheds: (1) Moore Creek - Santa Rosa County and (2) Sandy Hollow-Pine Barren Creek - Escambia County)
(Figure 2-10)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the USDA FL TIG Trustee. This project would improve water quality by
reducing sediment and nutrient (phosphorus and nitrogen) loads to Pensacola Bay and Perdido River watersheds
through the development and implementation of conservation plans on agricultural lands. These plans aim to
address nutrient and sediment runoff through the implementation of conservation practices (CPs).

Specifically, the project would include:

e Identifying willing landowners (i.e., voluntary participants);

e Providing outreach and technical assistance to participants, especially on the most vulnerable acres in
the watersheds, to develop conservation plans that identify natural resource concerns and CPs that can
be implemented to reduce nutrient and sediment runoff;

e Reducing nutrients and sediments carried into coastal waters through implementation of the
conservation plans;

The health of the Gulf of Mexico depends upon the health of its estuaries, which is influenced by land uses in
the watersheds of its tributaries. In the five Gulf States, over 80 percent of the acreage is in private ownership
(USDA-NRCS 2014) and is used for forestry and agriculture. Runoff from cropland, pasture, grassland, and forest
contributes nutrients and sediments that adversely affect the health of coastal waters. While agricultural lands
are not the sole contributors (and in many instances, not the leading contributors) of nutrients to coastal
waters, there are opportunities to address this concern at their sources (e.g., the lower Suwannee River
watershed).

The project would include implementing clusters of CPs on critical sources to make a discernable difference in
water quality at the watershed level. The proposed CPs would reduce nutrient losses and loads from the
landscape, streams, and downstream receiving waters and reduce water quality degradation in watersheds that
would provide benefits to coastal watersheds and marine resources. While this targeted and concentrated
approach is desired, the project is ultimately dependent on the participating landowners.
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Project Activities and Implementation Details
Project activities include conservation planning, environmental compliance, engineering and design, permitting;
implementation, program oversight, management, operations and maintenance, and monitoring.

The project would be completed in approximately four years. Year 1 would consist primarily of landowner
outreach and planning. Implementation of the conservation plans would begin in Year 2 and continue through
Year 4. The project has been organized into four phases for implementation: 1) conservation planning (including
landowner outreach and education) and environmental evaluation, 2) engineering and design, 3)
implementation, and 4) monitoring. All of the project phases may be initiated simultaneously.

Maintenance
Short- and long-term maintenance includes actions to maintain CPs according to USDA standards and
specifications.

Project Monitoring
Project monitoring details are provided in the project MAM plan found in Appendix B.

Costs
The estimated costs are $2,100,000 and include planning, compliance, engineering, permitting,
implementation, monitoring, maintenance, oversight, and contingency costs.

Figure 2-10 NR1, Pensacola Bay and Perdido River Watersheds — Nutrient Reduction: General
Project Location
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Restoration Approach
Reduce nutrient loads to coastal watersheds (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.4)

Restoration Technique
Agricultural conservation practices (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.2.1)

Project Location
Apalachicola Bay Watershed, Florida (HUC 12 Watersheds: (1) Upper Dry Creek-Chipola River, (2) Lower Dry
Creek-Chipola River, and (3) Alligator Creek-Holmes Creek) (Figure 2-11)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the USDA FL TIG Trustee. The project would improve water quality by
reducing sediment and nutrient (phosphorus and nitrogen) loads to the Apalachicola Bay watershed through the
development and implementation of conservation plans on agricultural lands.

For additional information on the project, see the project description for NR1, Pensacola Bay and Perdido River
Watersheds - Nutrient Reduction project, which includes the same activities.

Project Activities and Implementation Details
See the project description for NR1.

Maintenance
See the project description for NR1.

Project Monitoring
This project has not been identified as a preferred alternative by the FL TIG at this time, and therefore a
project MAM plan has not been developed.

Costs
The estimated costs are $3,150,000 and include planning, compliance, engineering, permitting,
implementation, monitoring, maintenance, oversight, and contingency costs.
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Figure 2-11 NR2, Apalachicola Bay Watershed — Nutrient Reduction: General Project Location

VTS ETWET
) Cres k(Sdisa
8

0 5 10 20 Miles

1 1 |

2-25



Restoration Approach
Reduce nutrient loads to coastal watersheds (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.4)

Restoration Technique
Agricultural conservation practices (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.2.1)

Project Location
Lower Suwannee River Watershed, Levy County, Florida (HUC 12 Watersheds: (1) Long Pond Slough, (2) Long
Pond, and (3) Manatee Springs) (Figure 2-12)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the USDA FL TIG Trustee. The project would improve water quality by
reducing sediment and nutrient (phosphorus and nitrogen) loads to the Lower Suwannee River watershed
through the development and implementation of conservation plans on agricultural lands.

For additional information on the project, see the project description for NR1, Pensacola Bay and Perdido River
Watersheds - Nutrient Reduction project, which includes the same activities.

Project Activities and Implementation Details
See the project description for NR1.

Maintenance
See the project description for NR1.

Project Monitoring
Project monitoring details are provided in the project MAM plan found in Appendix B.

Costs
The estimated costs are $3,150,000 and include planning, compliance, engineering, permitting,
implementation, monitoring, maintenance, oversight, and contingency costs.
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Figure 2-12 NR3, Lower Suwannee River Watershed — Nutrient Reduction: General Project
Location
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This RP/EA identifies 12 restoration alternatives consistent with the Restore Water Quality Restoration
Goal (PDARP/PEIS Section 5.3.1) and underlying Water Quality Restoration Type (PDARP/PEIS Section
5.5.5):

Carpenter Creek Headwaters Water Quality Improvements (preferred);
Pensacola Beach Reclaimed Water System Expansion (preferred);
Rattlesnake Bluff Road and Riverbank Restoration (preferred);
Pensacola Bay Unpaved Roads Initiative (P&D; preferred);

Alligator Lake Coastal Dune Lake Hydrologic Restoration (preferred);
Grand Lagoon Regional Stormwater Facility;

St. Andrew Bay Unpaved Roads Initiative (P&D);

City of Port St. Joe Stormwater Improvements (preferred);

LNV R WNE

MK Ranch Hydrologic Restoration;

. City of Carrabelle’s Lighthouse Estates: Septic Tank Abatement - Phase Il (preferred);

. Lower Suwannee National Wildlife Refuge Hydrologic Restoration (P&D; preferred);

. Lower Charlotte Harbor Flatwoods Hydrologic Restoration Initiative, Yucca Pens Unit (P&D;
preferred).

I
N B O

A description of each of these restoration alternatives is provided below.
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Restoration Approach
Reduce pollution and hydrologic degradation to coastal watersheds (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.5)

Restoration Technique
Traditional stormwater control measures (PDARP/PEIS Sec. 5.D.2.2)

Project Location
Carpenter Creek, Bayou Texar, City of Pensacola, Escambia County, Florida (Figure 2-13)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the FDEP FL TIG Trustee in coordination with Escambia County. Other
project partners include the City of Pensacola, Pensacola and Perdido Bays Estuary Program, Emerald
CoastKeeper, UWF, Bayou Texar Foundation, UF Institute of Food and Agricultural Sciences (IFAS) Extension,
Washington High School Marine Science Academy, Bream Fishermen Association, and the Audubon Society
(Florida chapter). The project is a retrofit of existing stormwater management systems within the county
designed to provide additional water treatment, and thereby improve water quality, in Carpenter Creek and
Bayou Texar, which flow into Pensacola Bay. The project is a companion to a recreational project in this RP/EA
(RECS5, Carpenter Creek Headwater Park), both of which are part of the Carpenter Creek and Bayou Texar
Watershed Management Plan (funded through Escambia County’s RESTORE Direct Component project). When
complete, the Watershed Management Plan would recommend and describe future priority restoration and
public access needs in the watershed.

Specifically, the project would include:

e Restoration of a county-owned 2.6-acre former wetland;

e Acquisition of land for construction of a stormwater treatment facility;

e Construction of a stormwater treatment facility to capture and treat stormwater that flows off Olive
Road into Carpenter Creek.

The project area is within the jurisdiction of Escambia County, within the highly urbanized Carpenter Creek and
Bayou Texar watershed. The Pensacola Bay Watershed Plan (2005) suggests the implementation of best
management practices (BMPs) for the Carpenter Creek urban watershed, including restoration of the stream’s
natural sinuosity and public education efforts to help reduce pollutant loads. Both Carpenter Creek and Bayou
Texar have been verified by FDEP as impaired for fecal coliform bacteria and TMDLs have been adopted for both
water bodies. This project would improve water quality by collecting and treating stormwater and restoring
wetland and upland habitat, helping the County address water quality impairments and comply with regulations
governing their state-designated uses.

Untreated stormwater currently discharges into Carpenter Creek. In 2017, Escambia County purchased the
approximately 7-acre headwater parcel to prevent further encroachment within Carpenter Creek, improve
water quality, and develop the first public access to the Creek. The project proposes acquiring the neighboring
6-acre parcel to the east for stormwater treatment and habitat restoration. A wet pond is proposed for west of
Carpenter Creek that would treat stormwater coming off west Olive Road. The stormwater facility proposed
east of Carpenter Creek would treat stormwater off east Olive Road by constructing a treatment train featuring
a wet pond.

The project would reduce pollutant loading and hydrologic degradation in the watershed and to coastal waters.
The restored wetland would improve habitats and species that depend on wetland habitats, stabilize the soils,
and reduce erosion and sediment loading into Carpenter Creek.
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The project directly reduces pollution and hydrologic degradation to coastal wetlands by restoring wetlands and
constructing a stormwater treatment facility that would reduce erosion as well as sediments, nutrients, and
other pollutants associated with stormwater runoff, in watersheds injured by the DWH oil spill. Reducing
pollutant loadings to Carpenter Creek would also benefit estuarine-dependent water column resources, oysters,
and submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) in Bayou Texar and Pensacola Bay.

Project Activities and Implementation Details

Project activities would include land acquisition, planning, design, construction of stormwater improvements
and wetland/floodplain restoration, post-construction storm event monitoring, and wetlands/floodplain aquatic
vegetation monitoring.

The project would be completed in approximately three years. Planning and design is anticipated during the
first 12 months, followed by pre-construction monitoring for six months, and construction activities over 24
months in Years 2 and 3.

Maintenance

Revegetation of areas disturbed by construction activities would require short-term repair and maintenance.
Long-term maintenance would be required for stormwater treatment facilities, including berms and water
control structures and invasive plant control within the water storage area and wetlands/floodplain restoration
area.

Project Monitoring
Project monitoring details are provided in the project MAM plan found in Appendix B.

Costs
The estimated costs are $1,689,900 and include planning, design, construction, monitoring, Trustee and local

sponsor oversight, and administration.
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Figure 2-13 WaQ1, Carpenter Creek Headwaters Water Quality Improvements: General Project
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Restoration Approach
Reduce pollution and hydrologic degradation to coastal watersheds (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.5)

Restoration Technique
Expand reclaimed water system

Project Location
Pensacola Beach, Escambia County (Figure 2-14)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the FDEP FL TIG Trustee in coordination with the Emerald Coast Utilities
Authority (ECUA) and NWFWMD. The project aims to reduce the discharge of nutrients and other pollutants into
Santa Rosa Sound by expanding the ECUA’s Pensacola Beach Reclaimed Water System. This project includes
making additional reclaimed water available to the Santa Rosa Island Authority for irrigation of more public
rights-of-way and making reclaimed water available for irrigation of commercial and residential areas on Santa
Rosa Island.

Specifically, the project would include:
e Implementing Phases I-1V of ECUA’s Reclaimed Water Plan, which includes constructing pumping
facilities, reuse transmission, and distribution lines;

The project would directly improve water quality in watersheds injured by the DWH oil spill. Ecological benefits
include reduced nutrient loading to Santa Rosa Sound and conservation of potable water and reduced demand
on the Sand-and-Gravel aquifer, ECUA’s drinking water source. Implementation of Phases I-IV of the ECUA
Reclaimed Water Plan would result in a reuse potential of 0.94 mgd. Combining the current reuse of
approximately 120,000 gallons per day with this project would lead to a reduction in approximately 8,500
pounds of annual nitrogen (at permit discharge limits), 2,850 pounds of phosphorus, and 14,000 pounds per year
of total suspended solids.

The improvement in water quality due to reduced wastewater discharge to surface waters is expected to
improve and expand SAV. Further, fertilizer use on Santa Rosa Island may be reduced because of the nutrients
available in reclaimed water.

Project Activities and Implementation Details
Project activities include implementation and administrative oversight.

The project would be implemented over approximately three years. The timeline for commencement and
completion of the project includes approximately 36 months for planning and construction activities (to be
phased to avoid tourist seasons on Pensacola Beach).

Maintenance
Short-term maintenance activities include revegetation of areas disturbed by construction activities. Long-term
maintenance activities include routine maintenance of reclaimed water lines, meters, valves, etc.

Project Monitoring
Project monitoring details are provided in the project MAM plan found in Appendix B.

Costs

The estimated project costs, funded through NRDA, are $4,683,404, which includes implementation of Phases |
through 1V, oversight, and contingency costs. The total project construction costs are estimated at $9,100,000.
The remainder of the construction funding, as well as engineering and administration funding would be provided
by the NWFWMD ($947,000) and ECUA ($1,821,160).
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Figure 2-14 WQ2, Pensacola Beach Reclaimed Water System Expansion: General Project Location

':\_.
I:-':\ Pensacola Bay
\
\
\';:_\ .{_;::;4-_;,—-: ’
Gulf Breezess™"

0 1 2 4 Miles 1 Miles
L 1 1 1 ] | ] | 1 ]

2-33



Restoration Approach
Reduce pollution and hydrologic degradation to coastal watersheds (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.5)

Restoration Technique
Erosion and sediment control practices (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.2.2)

Project Location
Rattlesnake Bluff Road, Santa Rosa and Okaloosa counties, Florida (Figure 2-15)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the DOI FL TIG Trustee in coordination with FDEP, USFWS, U.S.
Department of Defense, Eglin Air Force Base, FWC, The Nature Conservancy (TNC), Santa Rosa County and
Okaloosa County. The project would reduce erosion and sediment loads to the Yellow River and Pensacola Bay by
stabilizing roads and replacing deteriorating and/or inadequate culverts at up to six priority stream crossings
identified along Rattlesnake Bluff Road in Santa Rosa and Okaloosa counties.

Specifically, the project would include:
e Re-assessment and selection of six from the existing 13 priority stream crossings along Rattlesnake Bluff
Road;
e Planning, design, and construction of culvert replacement and associated bank and road stabilization;
e Water quality monitoring to evaluate reductions in sedimentation.

Pensacola Bay and the Yellow River are designated priority waterbodies in Florida. However, excessive
sedimentation resulting from riverbank instability, unpaved road crossings, and undersized culverts are believed
to be the primary factors causing degradation of river habitat and biological communities in the watershed and
Pensacola Bay. The project would mitigate the negative impacts of excessive sedimentation to water quality,
habitats, and ecological resources of the Yellow River basin along Rattlesnake Bluff Road at 4-6 priority impaired
sites/stream crossings. These activities would maximize a reduction in excessive sedimentation and increase the
potential to restore priority ecological resources.

The project would directly reduce pollution and hydrologic degradation to coastal wetlands by installing erosion
and sediment controls in watersheds injured by the DWH oil spill. The project improves water quality by
mitigating the impacts of excessive sedimentation to the Yellow River and Pensacola Bay at 4-6 priority stream
crossings in Okaloosa and Santa Rosa counties. Reducing sedimentation would improve water quality, benefit
estuarine-dependent water column resources, oysters, and SAV, and mitigate chronic ecosystem threats such as
habitat degradation and impacts to recreational use.

Project Activities and Implementation Details

Project activities include re-assessment of the 13 priority stream crossings to select up to six sites (Phase 1), P&D
(Phase 1), construction (i.e., culvert replacement, bank stabilization, and road stabilization) (Phase Ill), one year
of restoration success monitoring (i.e., reduction in sedimentation) based on comparison of before/after data
collection and development of adaptive management strategies if data project objectives have not been met
(Phase V).

The project would be completed in approximately two years.

Maintenance
Inspection and maintenance of installed culverts in the short- and long-term to ensure proper function.

Project Monitoring
Project monitoring details are provided in the project MAM plan found in Appendix B.
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Costs
The estimated costs are $3,149,091 and include planning, design, construction, operation and maintenance,

monitoring, oversight, and contingency costs.

Figure 2-15 WQ3, Rattlesnake Bluff Road and Riverbank Restoration: General Project Location
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Restoration Approach
Reduce pollution and hydrologic degradation to coastal watersheds (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.5)

Restoration Technique
Erosion and sediment control practices (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.2.2)

Project Location
Escambia, Santa Rosa, and Okaloosa Counties, Florida (Figure 2-16)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the FDEP FL TIG Trustee in coordination with the USFWS, NWFWMD,
Escambia County, Santa Rosa County, and Okaloosa County. The project aims to collect information that would
be helpful to improving water quality in the Pensacola Bay watershed. The project would include assessing and
identifying unpaved stream crossings contributing the largest sediment loads to the watershed, and to develop
30% design plans of site-specific solutions at a minimum of 15 priority locations to eliminate or reduce sediment
loading to water resources and associated habitat. The 15 locations would be the highest prioritized sites based
on a larger number of sites assessed. This project would build on work completed through a GEBF project:
Water Quality Improvements to Enhance Fisheries Habitat in the Lower Choctawhatchee River Basin - Phase |I.

Specifically, the project would include:

e Compilation and inventory of unpaved roads, stream crossings, and proximity sites in the Pensacola
Bay watershed;

e Evaluation and modeling of unpaved roads including geodatabase/GIS development;

* Preliminary prioritization of sites where unpaved roads are negatively affecting the Pensacola Bay
watershed using the USFWS Sediment Risk Index (SRI);

e Sediment transport modeling;

e Monitoring and field reconnaissance;

¢ Development of 30% design plans and final prioritization of sites.

In 2007, the Northwest Florida County-Maintained Unpaved Road-Stream Crossings Inventory was conducted by
USFWS, which identified unpaved, county-maintained roads in 16 northwest Florida counties, totaling 2,777
unpaved road stream crossings. Results showed that Pensacola Bay has the second largest number of unpaved,
county-maintained roads in northwest Florida, with over 300 unpaved road sites. The project would build on this
inventory to identify priority road crossings for future restoration activities to reduce sediment loading into the
Pensacola Bay river systems.

A range of practices can be used to minimize erosion and the transport of sediment downstream. USDA-NRCS
uses various techniques to reduce erosion and soil loss from farms (e.g., sediment basins, vegetative buffers,
and/or terracing). In addition, Florida’s Stormwater Erosion and Sediment Control Inspector’s Manual provides
BMPs for other land uses and activities (FDEP 2008). In certain regions of Florida, unpaved roads exposed to
torrential rainfall can cause significant erosion and result in sediment loadings to nearshore water bodies.
Erosion-sediment control practices for unpaved roads might entail paving the unpaved road from hill crest to hill
crest, using less erosive aggregate material, raising the road profile, installing grade breaks, incorporating
additional drainage outlets, and/or removing roadside ditches and replacing them with vegetated swales. The
project would improve water quality and habitats in the Pensacola Bay watershed by assessing and identifying
unpaved stream crossings contributing the most amount of sediment to the watershed.

Unpaved roads cause significant erosion and sediment loading to nearshore water bodies (PDARP/PEIS Sec.
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5.D.2.2). While road systems typically occupy a relatively small portion of the landscape, their construction and
maintenance have a great impact on water quality in the adjacent streams and the connected, downstream
aquatic ecosystems (Gucinski et al. 2001) causing loss of habitat and aquatic species decline. It has been well
documented that stream-bound sediment interferes with the downstream growth and development of algae,
phytoplankton, and SAV by absorbing or scattering solar radiation necessary for photosynthesis.

The 2017 NWFWMD Pensacola Bay System SWIM plan identifies unpaved roads as one of the challenges in the
watershed contributing to nonpoint source pollution, turbidity in streams, smothering habitats and impacting
water quality and the physical structure of the waterbodies. The project would inventory unpaved road stream-
crossings, prioritize sites, and develop solutions to mitigate these adverse effects of unpaved roads (i.e.,
sedimentation in streams) in the Pensacola Bay watershed by reducing sediment loading.

Project Activities and Implementation Details

Project activities include compiling and inventorying unpaved roads, stream crossings, and proximity sites; GIS
development; prioritization of sites; monitoring; modeling; field reconnaissance; and development of 30%
designs.

The timeline for commencement and completion of the project includes:
e Compile and inventory unpaved roads, stream crossings, and proximity sites - 3 months
e Geodatabase/GIS development - 4 months
e  Preliminary prioritization of sites - 6 months
e  Monitoring - 9 months
e Modeling - 1 year
e Field reconnaissance - 1.5 years
e  Final prioritization of sites - 2 years
e  30% design - 2.5 years

Maintenance
None anticipated (planning initiative).

Project Monitoring
Consistent with Section 10 of the Trustee SOPs, a MAM plan is not required for projects with only P&D activities,
and therefore a MAM plan for this project has not been developed.

Costs
The estimated costs are $705,473 and include P&D, evaluation, modeling, monitoring, field reconnaissance, and
oversight and management costs.
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Figure 2-16 WQ4, Pensacola Bay Unpaved Roads Initiative (P&D): General Project Location
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Restoration Approach
Protect and conserve marine, coastal, estuarine, and riparian habitats (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.5)

Restoration Technique
Restore hydrologic connections to enhance coastal habitats (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.1.1)

Project Location
Walton County, Florida (Figure 2-17)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the FDEP FL TIG Trustee in coordination with the Walton County Board of
County Commissioners. The project would reduce pollution and hydrologic degradation to coastal waters within
the Choctawhatchee Bay Watershed by removing culverts under County Road 30A that are deteriorating and/or
in disrepair, presently acting as barriers separating the north and south portions of Alligator Lake rather than
allowing the exchange of fresh and Gulf waters. The culverts act as barriers to fish and wildlife and reduce
water and sediment exchange. A bridge would be constructed across Alligator Lake to help restore tidal
exchange and remove barriers to fish and wildlife movements. This project would build on work completed
through a GEBF project: Restoration of Florida’s Coastal Dune Lakes.

Specifically, the project would include:

e Construction of a spanning bridge across Alligator Lake to replace culverts that are deteriorating
and/or in disrepair;
e Continued water quality sampling under an existing monitoring program.

The project would help restore the connection and circulation of the lake and improve the lake community and
adjacent ecosystems, improve water quality in the lake, and enhance fish and wildlife habitat. The project
would directly improve water quality in watersheds injured by the DWH oil spill by restoring hydrologic
connections between the coastal and freshwater portions of Alligator Lake and enhancing coastal habitats. By
replacing culverts in disrepair with a bridge, hydrologic connectivity would be restored, resulting in improved
water quality, water flows, and subsequent benefits to fish and wildlife. The project would develop and
implement management actions to improve water quality in Alligator Lake and the Choctawhatchee Bay
watershed by removing physical barriers from the lake. Long-term benefits to the resources and their services
injured by the spill would include improved health and resilience of coastal and marine habitats and resources.

Project Activities and Implementation Details

Project activities include construction engineering and inspection, removal of deteriorating culverts under CR
30A, construction of a spanned bridge along CR 30A over Alligator Lake, and pre- and post-water quality
monitoring under existing programs.

The project would be implemented over approximately ten months.

Maintenance
Post-construction inspection and maintenance of the bridge to ensure proper function and safety.

Project Monitoring
Project monitoring details are provided in the project MAM plan found in Appendix B.

Costs
The estimated costs are $1,382,400 and include construction oversight, construction, monitoring, and
administrative oversight.
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Figure 2-17 WQ5, Alligator Lake Coastal Dune Lake Hydrologic Restoration: General Project
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Restoration Approach
Reduce pollution and hydrologic degradation to coastal watersheds (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.5)

Restoration Technique
Traditional stormwater control measures (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.2.2)

Project Location
Panama City Beach area, Bay County, Florida (Figure 2-18)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the FDEP FL TIG Trustee in coordination with the City of Panama City
Beach and NWFWMD. The project aims to improve water quality near Grand Lagoon, which is near Panama City
Beach, by retrofitting existing stormwater management systems. The project would reduce pollution in coastal
watersheds to improve local water quality.

Specifically, the project would include:

e Development of a 20-acre stormwater treatment facility that serves a 350-acre basin;

e  Construction of a main retention pond with a forebay used for sediment control and debris removal and
a main pond for the stormwater runoff;

e Combining the efforts of the existing septic to sewer project in this area with the proposed stormwater
treatment facility to reduce excess nutrients from flowing into Grand Lagoon.

The project would directly improve water quality in watersheds injured by the DWH oil spill by reducing point
and nonpoint source pollution into Grand Lagoon, which is part of the St. Andrew Bay watershed, which has a
direct connection to the Gulf of Mexico. Bay County has identified the upper Grand Lagoon area as one of the
highest priority areas in the county in need of stormwater facilities. The lagoon opens to and is immediately
west of the St. Andrews Aquatic Preserve.

Project Activities and Implementation Details
Project activities include planning, design, and permitting of stormwater improvements, construction of
stormwater improvements, and post-construction storm event monitoring.

The timeline for commencement and completion of the project includes:
e Land acquisition - 12 months
e Planning, design and permitting - 12 months
e  Construction - 24 months
e  Post-construction storm event monitoring - 12 months

Maintenance

Short-term maintenance activities include revegetation of areas disturbed by construction activities. Long-term
maintenance activities include maintenance of stormwater treatment facilities, including berms and water
control structures and invasive plant control within the water storage area.

Project Monitoring
This project has not been identified as a preferred alternative by the FL TIG at this time, and therefore a
project MAM plan has not been developed.

Costs
The estimated costs are $3,210,910 and include planning, design, construction, monitoring, and administrative
oversight. Bay County would fund the acquisition of the parcel where the stormwater facility would be located.
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Figure 2-18 WQ6, Grand Lagoon Regional Stormwater Improvements: General Project Location
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Restoration Approach
Reduce pollution and hydrologic degradation to coastal watersheds (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.5)

Restoration Technique
Erosion and sediment control practices (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.2.2)

Project Location
Bay County (Figure 2-19)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the FDEP FL TIG Trustee in coordination with the USFWS and the
NWFWMD. This project aims to collect information that would be helpful to improving water quality in the St.
Andrew Bay watershed. The project would include assessing and identifying unpaved stream crossings
contributing the largest sediment loads to the watershed, and to develop 30% design plans of site-specific
solutions at a minimum of 15 priority locations to eliminate or reduce sediment loading to water resources and
associated habitat. The 15 locations would be the highest-prioritized sites based on a larger number of sites
assessed. This project would build on work completed through a GEBF project: Water Quality Improvements to

Enhance Fisheries Habitat in the Lower Choctawhatchee River Basin - Phase |.

Specifically, the project would include:

e Compilation and inventory of unpaved roads, stream crossings, and proximity sites;

e Evaluation and modeling of unpaved roads including geodatabase/GIS development;

e Preliminary prioritization of sites where unpaved roads are negatively affecting the watershed
using the USFWS SRI;

e Modeling;

e Monitoring and field reconnaissance;

e Development of 30% design plans and final prioritization of sites.

Results from the inventory discussed in the WQ4, Pensacola Bay Unpaved Roads Initiative project ranked the
northwest Florida watersheds in priority order as: Choctawhatchee, Pensacola, Apalachicola, St. Andrew/St.
Joseph, Ochlockonee/Apalachee and Perdido. The project would build on this inventory to identify priority road
crossings for future restoration activities to reduce sediment loading into the St. Andrew Bay watershed. For
additional information on the project, see the project description for WQ4.

Project Activities and Implementation Details

Project activities include compiling and inventorying unpaved roads, stream crossings, and proximity sites; GIS
development; prioritization of sites; monitoring; modeling; field reconnaissance; and development of 30%
designs.

The timeline for commencement and completion of the project includes:
e Compile and inventory unpaved roads, stream crossings, and proximity sites - 3 months
e Geodatabase/GIS development - 4 months
e Preliminary prioritization of sites - 6 months
e  Monitoring - 9 months
e Sediment transport modeling - 1 year
e Field reconnaissance - 1.5 years
e  Final prioritization of sites - 2 years
e  30% design - 2.5 years
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Maintenance
None anticipated.

Project Monitoring
Consistent with Section 10 of the Trustee SOPs, a MAM plan is not required for projects with only P&D activities,
and therefore a MAM plan for this project has not been developed.

Costs
The estimated costs are $705,473 and include P&D, evaluation, modeling, monitoring, field reconnaissance, and
oversight and management costs.

Figure 2-19 WQ7, St. Andrew Bay Unpaved Roads Initiative (P&D): General Project Location
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Restoration Approach
Reduce pollution and hydrologic degradation to coastal watersheds (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.5)

Restoration Technique
Traditional stormwater control measures (PDARP/PEIS Sec. 5.D.2.2)

Project Location
City of Port St. Joe, Gulf County, Florida (Figure 2-20)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the FDEP FL TIG Trustee in coordination with the NWFWMD and the City of
Port St. Joe. The proposed stormwater improvements include traditional stormwater control measures (SCMs) and
development of a stormwater master plan. SCMs are planned for a sub-basin covering approximately 280 acres
draining to Patton Bayou and St. Joseph Bay. The project would include construction of approximately 2.5 acres of
retrofit treatment pond area near 16th Street with an additional downstream outfall weir added to provide
stormwater treatment capacity and improved water quality protection for St. Joseph Bay. Additional work
includes improvement of the conveyance system, for enhanced stormwater management and improved treatment
efficiency. The stormwater master plan would provide an evaluation of the city’s current stormwater systems
through data collection, mapping, watershed delineation, preparation of a stormwater features inventory,
development of proposed improvements, and prioritization of watersheds. The plan would allow the city to better
address local flooding and to improve water quality treatment within basins that discharge into St. Joseph Bay.
Treating stormwater before it enters St. Joseph Bay, a designated Outstanding Florida Water Body, would reduce
pollutant loading to an important resource for shellfish and other fisheries and public recreation and help to
improve water quality in the bay, which is identified as impaired for nutrients (e.g., total nitrogen) and bacteria
on the impaired waters list established by FDEP.

Specifically, the project would include:
e Construction of SCMs and treatment pond and improvements of existing conveyance system;
e Development of a stormwater master plan for the City of Port St. Joe;
e Water quality monitoring.

The project would directly improve water quality in watersheds injured by the DWH oil spill by capturing and
treating stormwater runoff prior to discharge into St. Joseph Bay, which has sensitive and regionally significant
SAV that underpin the greater aquatic ecosystem and support important recreational and commercial fisheries.

Project Activities and Implementation Details
Project activities include development of a stormwater master plan, P&D, construction of stormwater
improvements, and post-construction storm event monitoring.

The project would be implemented over approximately two years, with construction activities taking
approximately 18 months.

Maintenance

Revegetation of areas disturbed by construction activities would require short-term repair and maintenance. Long-
term maintenance would be required for stormwater treatment facilities, including berms and water control
structures and invasive plant control within the water storage area and wetlands/floodplain restoration area.

Project Monitoring
Project monitoring details are provided in the project MAM plan found in Appendix B.

Costs
The estimated costs are $961,000 and include planning, design, construction, monitoring, and administration.
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Figu re 2-20

WwWaQgs, City of Port St. Joe Stormwater Improvements: General Project Location
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Restoration Approach
Create, restore, and enhance coastal wetlands (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.5)

Restoration Technique
Restore hydrological connections to enhance coastal habitats (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.1.1)

Project Location
MK Ranch, located between Lake Wimico and the Apalachicola River, north of the Jackson River, in the
Apalachicola River Wildlife and Environmental Area (Figure 2-21)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the FWC FL TIG Trustee and potentially in coordination with Ducks
Unlimited to facilitate and oversee design and construction. The project aims to restore and improve water
quality within the Saul Creek Basin in Apalachicola River Wildlife and Environmental Area (ARWEA), which
discharges directly into Jackson River, which feeds Apalachicola Bay and Lake Wimico.

Specifically, the project would include:
e Restoration of 6,409 acres of historic wetland structure and function of creek drainages, wetlands, and
tidal marsh by reconnecting natural drainage pathways;
e Hydrologic restoration that could include hardened low-water crossings, ditch plugs, back filling
ditches using material from existing berms, and culverts;
e Collection of hydrologic and vegetative data (including invasive species) to monitor success.

The project would directly improve water quality in watersheds injured by the DWH oil spill and restore historic
wetland structure and function by reconnecting the natural drainage pathways within the watershed. This
would in turn help to restore a portion of the historic flow regime to the estuary and help improve habitat
conditions in stream and wetland habitats of ARWEA and Apalachicola Bay.

Project Activities and Implementation Details
Project activities include P&D, construction, and post-construction monitoring (hydrologic and vegetative).

The project would be implemented over approximately two to three years. Planning and design would occur in
Year 1. Construction activities would take place in Years 2 and 3 and take approximately 12-15 months.

Maintenance
None anticipated.

Project Monitoring
This project has not been identified as a preferred alternative by the FL TIG at this time, and therefore a
project MAM plan has not been developed.

Costs

The estimated costs are $27,484,932 and include planning, design, implementation, monitoring, and
administrative oversight. Engineering costs have not been completed as full restoration of the MK Ranch site
would be contingent upon acquisition of the Lake Wimico parcel west of ARWEA.
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Figure 2-21 WQ9, MK Ranch Hydrologic Restoration: General Project Location
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Restoration Approach
Reduce pollution and hydrologic degradation to coastal watersheds (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.5)

Restoration Technique
Remove septic tanks and expand sanitary sewer system

Project Location
Southwest of the City of Carrabelle, Franklin County (Figure 2-22)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the FDEP FL TIG Trustee in coordination with the City of Carrabelle and
NWFWMD. The project aims to improve water quality in Apalachicola Bay and St. George Sound by connecting
homes near the bay currently served by septic systems to a central wastewater treatment system.

Specifically, the project would include:
e Connection of an additional 110 septic systems to the City of Carrabelle’s wastewater treatment plant
in addition to the 53 connections funded by the NWFWMD;
e Limiting the installation of additional septic systems within the Lighthouse Estates area;
e Comparing three years of pre-construction water quality monitoring to three years of post-construction
water quality monitoring (i.e., Enterococci sp.).

The project would directly improve water quality in watersheds injured by the DWH oil spill by reducing the
discharge pollutant loading that otherwise would impact the health and quality of estuarine habitats in
receiving waters. The project would also help to reduce the potential for beach closures, restrictions on
shellfish harvesting, and human health impacts from microbial pathogens. Additionally, nitrogen loading to
Apalachicola Bay from the Lighthouse Estates area would be reduced by approximately 3,000 pounds per year
due to the significantly improved water quality treatment achieved by the city’s wastewater plant as compared
with that provided by the individual septic systems.

Project Activities and Implementation Details
Project activities include planning, design, implementation, and administrative oversight.

The timeline for commencement and completion of the project includes:
e Planning and design - 9 months
e  Construction - 12 months

Maintenance

Short-term maintenance activities include erosion control and revegetation of areas disturbed by construction
activities. Long-term maintenance activities include maintenance and possible rehabilitation of domestic
wastewater collection facilities and lift station to address infiltration or exfiltration issues.

Project Monitoring
Project monitoring details are provided in the project MAM plan found in Appendix B.

Costs
The estimated costs for Phase Il are $3,237,986 and include planning, design, construction, and administrative
oversight. Phase | will be funded by the NWFWMD ($851,000). The total for both phases is $4,088,986.
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Figure 2-22 WQ10, City of Carrabelle’s Lighthouse Estates: Septic Tank Abatement - Phase II:
General Project Location

0 1 2 4 Miles

2-50



Restoration Approach
Reduce pollution and hydrologic degradation to coastal watersheds (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.5)

Restoration Technique
Restore hydrologic connections to enhance coastal habitats (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.1.1)

Project Location
Lower Suwannee River NWR, Chiefland, Florida (Figure 2-23)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the DOI FL TIG Trustee in coordination with the USFWS and Lower
Suwannee NWR. Potential partners may include USGS, Suwannee River Water Management District (SRWMD),
FWC, FDEP, Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (FDACS), Florida Forest Service, Big Bend
Seagrass Aquatic Preserve, UF, The Conservation Fund, NWR Association, Dixie County, Levy County, and the
towns of Suwannee and Horseshoe Beach. This is a P&D project to analyze existing information and conduct
modeling to determine the most effective locations for restoration actions to improve hydrologic conditions in
the Lower Suwannee NWR. This project would build on work completed through a GEBF project: Recovery and
Resilience of Oyster Reefs in the Big Bend of Florida.

Specifically, the project would include:

e Compilation and analysis of existing water quality and flow data to establish baseline site conditions;
e Hydrologic assessment and modeling of overland surface water flows on the Lower Suwannee NWR to

identify locations where culverts, low water crossing, and road removal can be used to restore flows;
e Design of a restoration strategy to improve hydrologic conditions.

The Lower Suwannee NWR has approximately 143 miles of roads and trails, consisting mostly of primary and
secondary roads used for access and management. All the maintained roads are former logging roads
constructed to access timber stands and built using onsite material excavated from either side of the road bed
creating roadside ditches which remain. Approximately 25 miles of these roads and trails are not maintained,
needed, or are no longer utilized by the NWR. Within this network of roads and trails, the NWR maintains more
than 100 culverts, five concrete bridges, and 46 low water crossings. The project would analyze existing
information and hydrologic modeling to identify road sections, that when removed, would help restore
hydrologic connections on the NWR. After identifying the appropriate locations, a future phase of this project
would include constructing/installing culverts, low water crossings, or removing sections of road at locations
recommended based on the hydrologic assessment. As a result, water that has historically been impounded by
the system of roads and ditches in the upper watershed would be released and flow overland and into the
estuary.

The project would provide the necessary information to allow DOI to plan a successful future project to
implement restoration actions at the recommended locations on the Lower Suwannee NWR, as well as provide
partners responsible for managing adjoining conservation lands with recommended management actions to
further improve hydrologic conditions in the watershed. The future restoration actions would improve
hydrologic connectivity in the Lower Suwannee NWR, resulting in more natural salinity regimes in the lower
Suwannee River and Suwannee Sound. Future restoration would also directly improve water quality in
watersheds injured by the DWH oil spill by restoring hydrologic connections between the NWR and Suwannee
River Estuary and would enhance coastal habitats impacted by the spill. Replacement of road sections with
culverts and low water crossing would help restore hydrologic connectivity, restore freshwater flows to the
estuary, and subsequently benefit fish and wildlife, such as Gulf sturgeon and oysters, and commercial and
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recreational fisheries. Increased freshwater flows would also reduce the effects of saltwater intrusion in the
lower portion of the NWR. Long-term benefits to the resources and their services injured by the spill would
include improved health and resilience of coastal and marine habitats and resources.

Project Activities and Implementation Details

Project activities would include compilation and analysis of existing water quality/quantity and flow data to
establish baseline site conditions, hydrologic investigation and modeling of overland flow patterns on the NWR
to identify road sections that could be altered to resolve connectivity issues, and design of a restoration
strategy (i.e., locations and design of culverts, and low-water crossings). Data compiled and/or generated from
this project would be stored at FDACS, SRWMD and UF.

The project would be completed in approximately two years.

Maintenance
None anticipated (planning initiative).

Project Monitoring
Consistent with Section 10 of the Trustee SOPs, a MAM plan is not required for projects with only P&D activities,

and therefore a MAM plan for this project has not been developed.

Costs
The estimated costs are $500,000 for P&D, oversight, and administration.

Figure 2-23 wQ11, Lower Suwannee National Wildlife Refuge Hydrologic Restoration (P&D):
General Project Location
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Restoration Approach
Reduce pollution and hydrologic degradation to coastal watersheds (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.5)

Restoration Technique
Restore hydrologic connections to enhance coastal habitats (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.1.1)

Project Location
Charlotte and Lee Counties, Florida (Figure 2-24)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the FDEP FL TIG Trustee in coordination with the South Florida Water
Management District (SFWMD), the Charlotte Harbor National Estuary Program, FWC, City of Cape Coral, Lee
County, and Charlotte County. The project would reduce pollution and hydrologic degradation to coastal
watersheds in lower Charlotte Harbor through development and implementation of a science-based, data-driven
Strategic Hydrological Planning Tool that would provide resource management agencies guidance for restoration
and management of surface waters that flow through the 15,014-acre Yucca Pens Unit of the Cecil
Webb/Babcock Wildlife Management Area (WMA) into eastern Charlotte Harbor and the Caloosahatchee River
via tidal channels.

Specific activities include:

e Baseline data collection for the modeling effort including installing approximately 70 piezometers and
sensors, GPS survey of the piezometers, installing 16 flow-meters in tidal creeks and canals, installing
eight rain gauges, mapping historical hydropatterns, and mapping existing conditions;

e Development of the Strategic Hydrological Planning Tool;

e Completion of multiple model runs including a historic/pre-development conditions model/natural
systems model, existing conditions model, and future conditions model;

e Development of final report, summarizing results of each model run and recommendations on priority
restoration and management projects or actions and associated benefits and implementation costs.

Development, including the construction of major roadways such as US 41 and I-75, has significantly altered the
historic surface water sheet flow from the Yucca Pens Unit into Charlotte Harbor and Caloosahatchee River by
draining the area and directing freshwater discharges into Charlotte Harbor. This has also resulted in excess
discharges of water and nutrients into the Caloosahatchee tributaries. The Strategic Hydrological Planning Tool
would be used to establish an accurate understanding of the pre-development hydrologic conditions (historic),
existing conditions, and future conditions in the 80,772-acre WMA. Priority restoration and management
projects and actions that would re-hydrate the Yucca Pens Unit and reduce peak discharges to the harbor would
be developed based on anticipated benefits and implementation cost estimates. This comprehensive approach
of data collection, evaluation, and planning will ensure the success of any selected restoration projects,
stakeholder participation, and appropriate ecosystem management in an area where water resources are
becoming difficult to manage.

The project would help collect information needed to reduce pollution and hydrologic degradation to coastal
wetlands by restoring hydrologic connections to enhance coastal habitats in watersheds injured by the DWH oil
spill. Restoring surface water sheet flow and moderating excessive freshwater discharges would have
subsequent benefits to habitats, fish, and wildlife. Long-term benefits to the resources and their services
injured by the spill would include improved health and resilience of coastal and marine habitats and resources.

Project Activities and Implementation Details
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Project activities would include installation of survey equipment, mapping of project area, 17 months of data
collection (two wet seasons and antecedent dry seasons), model calibration, and implementation, and
generation of a planning tool.

The project would be completed approximately 26 months from the start date.

Maintenance
Maintenance and calibration of in-situ sensors, gauges, and flow meters throughout the implementation/data
collection period.

Project Monitoring
Consistent with Section 10 of the Trustee SOPs, a MAM plan is not required for projects with only P&D activities,
and therefore a MAM plan for this project has not been developed.

Costs
The estimated costs are $635,500 and include P&D, monitoring, and administrative oversight.

Figure 2-24 WQ12, Lower Charlotte Harbor Flatwood Hydrologic Restoration Initiative, Yucca Pens
Unit (P&D): General Project Location
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2.5.4 Project Descriptions: Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities
This RP/EA identifies 11 restoration alternatives consistent with the Provide and Enhance Recreational
Opportunities Restoration Goal (PDARP/PEIS Section 5.3.1) and the underlying Provide and Enhance
Recreational Opportunities Restoration Type (PDARP/PEIS Section 5.5.14). The PDARP/PEIS indicates
that recreational uses have recovered. The purpose of these alternatives is to provide compensatory
restoration for losses that occurred between April 2010 and November 2011, after which recreational
use returned to baseline levels.

Perdido Bay Sunset Islands Snorkeling Trail;

Tarkiln Bayou Preserve State Park Improvements;

Perdido River and Bay Paddle Trail (preferred);

Carpenter Creek Headwaters Park Amenities (preferred);

Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Rehabilitation of Okaloosa Unit Recreational Facilities
(preferred);

vk wnN e

Joe’s Bayou Recreation Area Improvements (preferred);

Topsail Hill Preserve State Park Improvements (preferred);

St. Andrews State Park Improvements (preferred);

Camp Helen State Park Improvements (preferred);

10. T.H. Stone Memorial St. Joseph Peninsula State Park Improvements;

11. St. Marks National Wildlife Refuge Coastal Trail Connection, Spring Creek to Port Leon
(preferred).

A description of each of these restoration alternatives is provided below.
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REC1, Perdido Bay Sunset Islands Snorkeling Trail

Restoration Approach
Enhance public access to natural resources for recreational use (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.14)

Restoration Technique
Construction or enhancement of recreational infrastructure (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.8.1)

Project Location
Perdido Bay, Escambia County, Florida (Figure 2-25)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the FDEP FL TIG Trustee in coordination with the Escambia County,
Natural Resources Management Department. The project would provide and enhance recreational opportunities
by constructing additional recreational opportunities in Perdido Bay. This project would build on work
completed through the DWH Early Restoration Phase | project: Florida Boat Ramp Enhancement and
Construction Project, specifically the Galvez Landing Boat Ramp, and the DWH Early Restoration Phase V,

Florida Coastal Access Project, specifically Innerarity Point Park.

Specifically, this project would include:

e  Construction of a breakwater;
e Establishment of a snorkeling trail with underwater educational signage.

The project would enhance kayaking, paddle boarding, and other passive recreational use from the nearby
county-owned Galvez Boat Ramp.

Project Activities and Implementation Details
Project activities include planning, design, permitting, and construction of amenities, and monitoring and
maintenance activities.

The project would be completed in approximately three years. Year 1 would include planning, design, and
permitting of the amenities. Years 2 and 3 would include construction activities.

Maintenance
Inspection and maintenance of amenities in the short- and long-term.

Project Monitoring
This project has not been identified as a preferred alternative by the FL TIG at this time, and therefore a
project MAM plan has not been developed.

Costs
The estimated costs are $840,000 and include planning, design, construction, monitoring, oversight, and

contingency costs.
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Figure 2-25 REC1, Perdido Bay Sunset Islands Snorkeling Trail: General Project Location
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REC2, Tarkiln Bayou Preserve State Park Improvements

Restoration Approach
Enhance public access to natural resources for recreational use (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.14)

Restoration Technique
Construction or enhancement of recreational infrastructure (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.8.1)

Project Location
Tarkiln Bayou Preserve State Park, Escambia County, Florida (Figure 2-26)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the FDEP FL TIG Trustee, in coordination with FDEP Division of Recreation
and Parks. The project would provide and enhance recreational opportunities by constructing new recreational
access and amenities at Tarkiln Bayou Preserve State Park.

Specifically, this project would include:

e Expansion of the parking area at the entrance to the park;

e Construction of a paddle-craft launch at the end of the existing boardwalk into Tarkiln Bayou;

e Enhancements to Dupont Road (approximately two miles) from the parking entrance area to the beach-
use area (e.g., subgrade fire lines, low water crossings, 3,900-foot geotextile fabric repair);

e Construction of a small parking area, two small picnic pavilions, ten tent-only campsites, and one
composting restroom at the beach-use area.

Tarkiln Bayou Preserve State Park conserves a significant example of the natural communities that were
originally found in the coastal region of the Florida Panhandle. The property contains unique natural resources
that provide outstanding opportunities for resource-based outdoor recreation. The project would enhance
public access by providing access to a recreational area, and by providing improved water access amenities on
Tarkiln Bayou and Perdido Bay.

Project Activities and Implementation Details
Project activities include planning, design, permitting, and construction of amenities, and associated monitoring
and maintenance activities.

The project would be completed in approximately three years. Year 1 would include planning, design, and
permitting of the amenities. Years 2 and 3 would include construction activities.

Maintenance
Inspection and maintenance of amenities in the short- and long-term.

Project Monitoring
This project has not been identified as a preferred alternative by the FL TIG at this time, and therefore a
project MAM plan has not been developed.

Costs
The estimated costs are $2,719,670 and include planning, design, construction, monitoring, oversight, and
contingency costs.
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Figure 2-26

REC2, Tarkiln Bayou Preserve State Park Improvements: General Project Location
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REC3, Perdido River and Bay Paddle Trail (preferred)

Restoration Approach
Enhance public access to natural resources for recreational use (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.14)

Restoration Technique
Construction or enhancement of recreational infrastructure (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.8.1)

Project Location
Multiple sites along the Perdido River, Escambia County, Florida (Figure 2-27)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the FDEP FL TIG Trustee in coordination with TNC, NWFWMD, and
Escambia County. The project includes actions to provide and enhance recreational opportunities along Perdido
River by constructing recreational access and amenities at multiple locations along the Florida side of the river.
This project would build on work completed through the DWH Early Restoration Phase |: Florida Boat Ramp
Enhancement and Construction Project, specifically Perdido River Public Boat Ramp.

Specifically, the project would include:

e Construction (by the NWFWMD) of seven elevated shelters at five sites along the Perdido River;
0 Burnt Car Landing- shelter with composting toilet
0 Muscogee Site - shelter with composting toilet
0 Horse Trail Site - shelter with composting toilet
o0 Sand Landing - two shelters with composting toilets and an improved canoe launch
o0 Otto Hill Site - two shelters with composting toilets
e Construction (by TNC) of two shelters and kiosks on the Perdido River Nature Preserve;
e Construction (by Escambia County) of an entrance drive, a parking area, and a shelter at Heron Bayou.

At Heron Bayou, a boat ramp would be constructed that requires associated dredging, but these activities would
not be funded using NRDA funds. This project leverages an FWC Boating and Waterways match grant for design,
engineering, and permitting of a public boat launch and recreational facility.

The project would complement other recreational components of TNC’s Perdido River Water Quality Protection,
Habitat Restoration and Recreational Enhancement project and Escambia County’s Perdido River and Bay Paddle
Trail and Boating Improvements project. The project would also complement the paddling trail Alabama has
developed on the west side of the Perdido River and Bay, by adding additional sites on the east side of the river
and south to Perdido Bay. Alabama has completed construction of three landing areas, five paddle-craft
launches, and four shelters on the west side of the river and bay.

The project would enhance public access by providing access (including water access) to recreational areas with
no existing recreational access (i.e., Heron Bayou) and by providing new amenities (i.e., shelters).

Project Activities and Implementation Details
Project activities include planning, design, permitting, and construction of amenities, and associated monitoring
activities.

The project would be completed in approximately three years. Year 1 would include planning, design, and
permitting of the amenities. Years 2 and 3 would include construction activities.

Maintenance
Inspection and maintenance of amenities in the short- and long-term.

Project Monitoring
Project monitoring details are provided in the project MAM plan found in Appendix B.
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Costs

The estimated costs are $1,165,488 and include planning, design, construction, monitoring, oversight, and

contingency costs.

REC3, Perdido River and Bay Paddle Trail: General Project Location

Figure 2-27
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REC4, Carpenter Creek Headwaters Park Amenities (preferred)

Restoration Approach

Enhance public access to natural resources for recreational use (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.14)

Restoration Technique

Construction or enhancement of recreational infrastructure (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.8.1)

Project Location

Escambia County, Florida (Figure 2-28)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the FDEP FL TIG Trustee in coordination with the Escambia County
Natural Resources Management Department. Other project partners include the City of Pensacola, Pensacola
and Perdido Bays Estuary Program, Emerald Coastkeeper, UWF, Bayou Texar Foundation, UF IFAS Extension,
Washington High School Marine Science Academy, Bream Fishermen Association, and the Audubon Society
(Florida Chapter). The project includes actions to provide and enhance recreational opportunities through the
construction of a public park at the headwaters of Carpenter Creek. The project is a companion to a water
quality improvement project in this RP/EA (WQ5, Carpenter Creek Stormwater Improvements Project), both of
which are part of the Carpenter Creek and Bayou Texar Watershed Management Plan (funded through Escambia
County’s RESTORE Direct Component project). When complete, the Watershed Management Plan would
recommend and describe future priority restoration and public access needs in the watershed.

Specifically, the project would include:

e Construction of a 2,000-foot-long trail (including an elevated boardwalk portion) that provides an
access point to the lake feature on the property;

e Construction of a paddle-craft launch (as a walkway to the shoreline, not an in-water structure),
passive recreation area (e.g., benches and tables), and a 12-space parking area (approximately 12,000
square feet);

e Installation of educational signage describing the benefits of this project and the companion water
quality project.

The project area is within the jurisdiction of Escambia County, within the highly urbanized Carpenter Creek and
Bayou Texar watershed. In 2017, Escambia County purchased the approximately seven-acre headwater parcel to
prevent further encroachment within Carpenter Creek, improve water quality, and develop the first public
access to the creek.

The project would enhance public access by providing a new recreational opportunity in an area with no current
recreational access. The trail and paddle-craft launch would allow users to access the lake feature, a result of a
series of beaver dams. The new parking area would also enhance public access to the area. The passive
recreation area would feature tables and benches to allow users to enjoy the park views while maintaining the
native tree canopy. The educational signage would enhance awareness of the restoration efforts and importance
of the creek and watershed.

Project Activities and Implementation Details
Project activities include planning, design, permitting, construction of amenities, and associated monitoring
activities.

The project would be completed in approximately three years. Year 1 would include planning, design, and
permitting of the amenities. Years 2 and 3 would include construction activities.

Maintenance
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Inspection and maintenance of amenities in the short- and long-term (to be conducted by the County with local

funds).
Project Monitoring

Project monitoring details are provided in the project MAM plan found in Appendix B.

Costs

The estimated costs are $446,080 and include planning, design, construction, monitoring, oversight, and

contingency costs.

Figure 2-28

REC4, Carpenter Creek Headwaters Park Amenities: General Project Location
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RECS5, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Rehabilitation of Okaloosa Unit Recreational
Facilities (preferred)
0000
Restoration Approach
Enhance public access to natural resources for recreational use (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.14)
Restoration Technique
Construction or enhancement of recreational infrastructure (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.8.1)

Project Location

GUIS, Florida District, Okaloosa County (Figure 2-29)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the DOI FL TIG Trustee in coordination with NPS and GUIS staff. The
project would include rehabilitation of recreational facilities at the Okaloosa Unit of GUIS including re-

vegetation efforts and rehabilitating a boat ramp, floating pier, restroom, lift station, electrical systems,
parking area, RV sites, picnic areas, gates, boardwalks, and fencing.

Specifically, the project would include:

e Removal of an existing boat ramp and construction of a new boat ramp;

e Removal of an existing restroom and construction of a new restroom facility;

e Construction of a floating pier, lift station, parking lot (including overflow parking), boardwalk from
the parking area to the beach, and fencing of some existing foot paths through beach and dune habitat
where pavement is removed;

e Removal of existing parking spaces and pavement, pave additional area for boat launch parking and
access, resurface remaining parking lot and entrance/exit road, and add gravel overflow parking area;

e Replacement of electrical systems;

e Removal of existing RV sites and installation of two new RV sites with utility hook-ups;

e Removal of existing picnic tables and concrete pads and construction of a picnic area pavilion with
approximately ten picnic tables;

e Installation of automatic gates at the entrance and exit;

e Re-vegetation of some existing foot paths through beach and dune habitat and areas where pavement
is removed.

Nearly every recreational opportunity at the project area would be enhanced including boating, picnicking, RV
amenities, and beachgoing. The project focuses on enhancing the public’s recreational experiences such as
swimming, boating, diving, bird watching, beach-going, and fishing, which can vary depending on the
appearance and functional condition of the surrounding environment in which they occur.

Project Activities and Implementation Details
Project activities include planning, design, construction and rehabilitation of amenities, and associated
monitoring activities.

The project would be completed in approximately two years months. Year 1 would include contract
procurement and planning and design. Year 2 would include construction activities.

Maintenance

No short-term maintenance activities are anticipated. Long-term maintenance activities would be incurred by
GUIS or other sources and could include activities such as sealing, resurfacing, and remarking paved areas;
painting or staining exposed wood; lubricating new lift station pumps and automatic gate hardware; weed
control; and minor repairs of broken or insufficiently fastened (e.g., loose screws or nails) boards, handles,
doors, fencing, electrical outlets or lights.
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Project Monitoring
Project monitoring details are provided in the project MAM plan found in Appendix B.

Costs
The estimated costs are $3,201,383 and include planning, design, construction, monitoring, oversight, and

contingency costs.

RECS5, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Rehabilitation of Okaloosa Unit

Figure 2-29
Recreational Facilities: General Project Location
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REC6, Joe’s Bayou Recreation Area Improvements (preferred)

Restoration Approach
Enhance public access to natural resources for recreational use (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.14)

Restoration Technique
Construction or enhancement of recreational infrastructure (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.8.1)

Project Location
Joe’s Bayou Recreation Area, Destin, Okaloosa County, Florida (Figure 2-30)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the FDEP FL TIG Trustee, in coordination with the City of Destin and the
Choctawhatchee Basin Alliance. The project includes actions to improve access to the existing boat ramp,
enhance recreational amenities, and enhance and restore the topography and natural resources at Joe’s Bayou
Recreation Area and Mattie Kelly Park and Nature Walk.

Specifically, for Joe’s Bayou, the project would include:

e Construction of a reef breakwater, restrooms, walking trails, sidewalks, fishing pier, and boat ramp with
pier;

e  Backfill of the former Cemex plant site;

e Replacement of the former Cemex plant retaining wall;

e Pond restoration including littoral planting and aeration;

e Saltmarsh and upland restoration;

e Enhancement and improvements to a kayak/paddle-craft launch and pier;

e Rehabilitation and expansion of parking lots;

e Interpretive educational signs;

e Lighting improvements; and

e Landscaping/irrigation/benches/trash receptacles.

Additionally, at Mattie Kelly Park, the project would include:

¢ Wetland enhancement;
e Construction of additional parking spaces and a boardwalk; and
e Drainage and stormwater treatment.

The project integrates the development of a master plan, recreational elements, infrastructure improvements,
and a comprehensive stormwater management and erosion control plan. The project would enhance public access
by providing improved access and parking in a heavily-used recreational area by creating additional boardwalks
and trails and providing new water access amenities for paddle and power craft.

Project Activities and Implementation Details
Project activities include planning, design, construction of amenities, and associated monitoring activities.

The project would be completed in approximately three years. Year 1 would include planning, design, and
permitting of the amenities. Years 2 and 3 would include construction activities.

Maintenance
Inspection and maintenance of amenities in the short- and long-term.

Project Monitoring
Project monitoring details are provided in the project MAM plan found in Appendix B.

Costs
The estimated costs are $12,202,891 and include planning, design, construction, monitoring, oversight, and
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contingency costs.

Figure 2-30 REC6, Joe’s Bayou Recreation Area Improvements: General Project Location
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REC7, Topsail Hill Preserve State Park Improvements (preferred)

Restoration Approach
Enhance public access to natural resources for recreational use (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.14)

Restoration Technique
Construction or enhancement of recreational infrastructure (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.8.1)

Project Location
Topsail Hill Preserve State Park, Walton County, Florida (Figure 2-31)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the FDEP FL TIG Trustee in coordination with the FDEP Division of
Recreation and Parks. The project includes actions to provide and enhance recreational opportunities at Topsail
Hill Preserve State Park by constructing additional recreational access and amenities.

Specifically, the project would include:

e Construction of an open-air interpretive pavilion as a waiting area for the tram that currently
circulates visitors from the entrance area to the Gulf beach access and Campbell Lake;

e Construction of two bike-share stations that would allow visitors to park and ride between the entrance
and Gulf beach access areas with the ability to park bicycles at either end;

e Construction of an additional boardwalk at the Gulf beach-use area;

e Construction of a tram pavilion at the north end of the boardwalk;

e Construction of a 10-fixture restroom facility at the north end of the boardwalk;

e  Construction of a paddle-craft launch on the north shore of Campbell Lake, which would provide
recreational access to one of the park’s most significant features;

e Replacement of the campground bathhouse with a 25-fixture restroom facility;

e Connection of all RV campsites and campground facilities to the central sewer system;

e Installation of interpretive signage at the entrance and other areas to educate visitors on the
restoration efforts and rare coastal dune lake ecosystem.

The extensive dune system at Topsail Hill Preserve State Park protects a remnant example of Florida coastal
dune lakes, one of the rarest natural community types in the world. The project would provide visitors the
opportunity to experience this remarkable site. The project would enhance public access to the recreation area
by providing a tram and bike-share stations, improving access to the beach area and Campbell Lake, and
improving campground facilities.

Project Activities and Implementation Details
Project activities include planning, design, construction of amenities, and associated monitoring activities.

The project would be completed in approximately three years. Year 1 would include planning, design, and
permitting of the amenities. Years 2 and 3 would include construction activities.

Maintenance
Inspection and maintenance of amenities in the short- and long-term.

Project Monitoring
Project monitoring details are provided in the project MAM plan found in Appendix B.

Costs
The estimated costs are $3,926,811 and include planning, design, construction, monitoring, oversight, and
contingency costs.
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Figure 2-31 REC7, Topsail Hill Preserve State Park Improvements: General Project Location
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REC8, Camp Helen State Park Improvements (preferred)

Restoration Approach
Enhance public access to natural resources for recreational use (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.14)

Restoration Technique
Construction or enhancement of recreational infrastructure (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.8.1)

Project Location
Camp Helen State Park, Bay County, Florida (Figure 2-32)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the FDEP FL TIG Trustee in coordination with the FDEP Division of
Recreation and Parks. The project includes actions to provide and enhance recreational opportunities at Camp
Helen State Park by constructing amenities in a new day-use area on the northern parcel of the park (north of
US 98) and two docks and walkway extensions at the Lake Powell waterfront.

Specifically, the project would include:

e Construction of turn lanes to a 400-foot controlled-access entrance road, a 20-space parking area, a
boardwalk, three picnic pavilions, and a 10-fixture restroom;

e Construction of two improved docks to access the water (one for paddle-craft and one for power craft)
and associated walkway extensions to connect existing walkways to the docks.

Camp Helen State Park provides public access to a broad range of significant cultural and natural resources. Its
landscape conserves intact scrub, coastal grassland, and beach dune. Restored historic structures and a visitor
center tell the local history of the Hicks family and Avondale Mills Retreat. The addition of the day-use area
amenities would provide increased and enhanced recreational opportunities to the park.

Project Activities and Implementation Details
Project activities include planning, design, construction of amenities, and associated monitoring activities.

The project would be completed in approximately three years. Year 1 would include planning, design, and
permitting of the amenities. Years 2 and 3 would include construction activities.

Maintenance
Inspection and maintenance of amenities in the short- and long-term.

Project Monitoring
Project monitoring details are provided in the project MAM plan found in Appendix B.

Costs
The estimated costs are $3,326,027 and include planning, design, construction, monitoring, oversight, and
contingency costs.
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Figure 2-32 REC8, Camp Helen State Park Improvements: General Project Location
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REC9, St. Andrews State Park Improvements (preferred)

Restoration Approach
Enhance public access to natural resources for recreational use (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.14)

Restoration Technique
Construction or enhancement of recreational infrastructure (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.8.1)

Project Location

St. Andrews State Park, Bay County, Florida (Figure 2-33)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the FDEP FL TIG Trustee in coordination with the FDEP Division of
Recreation and Parks. The project improves access to use areas in St. Andrews State Park by constructing

additional recreational amenities. The project would include redesigning the entrance area to facilitate access
and egress of vehicles at the ranger station for day-use visitors and campers and to help alleviate traffic
congestion during peak visitation periods; improvements to the Lagoon Use area; improvements to existing
parking areas; and the repaving of existing park roadways.

Specifically, the project would include:

e Construction of multiple entry lanes to reduce the extent of vehicle stacking, especially for campers;

e Construction of a new entrance station to serve both day-use entry and camper registration;

e Enhancement of the Lagoon Use area by constructing a paddle-craft launch, 18-fixture restroom area
(including parking area travel lane improvements), and two pavilions;

e Construction of a loop trail in buttonbush marsh, including a boardwalk;

e Expansion and improvement of existing parking areas, including sidewalks to connect amenities;

e Repaving of park roadways, including the addition of bike lanes and culverts to help restore natural
hydrology.

The pavilions would accommodate picnicking where there are currently unsheltered tables. The paddle-craft
launch would be located on a sandy segment of the Grand Lagoon shoreline to utilize the natural surface of the
site.

St. Andrews State Park consistently ranks among the five most visited parks in the Florida state park system. The
park offers remarkable recreation opportunities unique to its location at the confluence of St. Andrew Bay and
the Gulf of Mexico. The project would enhance public access by providing improved access and parking in a
heavily-used recreational area, and by providing new water access amenities for paddle-craft. The improvements
would also enhance convenience of access to the park’s environmental interpretive center and Gulf Pier.

Project Activities and Implementation Details
Project activities include planning, design, construction of amenities, and associated monitoring activities.

The project would be completed in approximately three years. Year 1 would include planning, design, and
permitting of the amenities. Years 2 and 3 would include construction activities.

Maintenance
Inspection and maintenance of amenities in the short- and long-term.

Project Monitoring
Project monitoring details are provided in the project MAM plan found in Appendix B.

Costs
The estimated costs are $10,875,855 and include planning, design, construction, monitoring, oversight, and
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contingency costs.

Figure 2-33

REC9, St. Andrews State Park Improvements: General Project Location
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REC10, T.H. Stone Memorial St. Joseph Peninsula State Park Improvements

Restoration Approach
Enhance public access to natural resources for recreational use (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.14)

Restoration Technique
Construction or enhancement of recreational infrastructure (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.8.1)

Project Location
T.H. Stone Memorial St. Joseph Peninsula State Park, Gulf County, Florida (Figure 2-34)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the FDEP FL TIG Trustee in coordination with the FDEP Division of
Recreation and Parks. The project provides and enhances recreational opportunities at the T.H. Stone Memorial
St. Joseph Peninsula State Park through the construction of a shared-use path.

Specifically, the project, prior to the impacts from Hurricane Michael, would have included:

e Construction of an approximately 9,800 feet long and 8-foot-wide shared-use path for safe and scenic
bicycle and pedestrian access, from the park entrance to the Eagle Harbor Day Use Area and primary
Gulf Beach Access.

Impacts from Hurricane Michael are described in Section 1.7.1. The proposed path would extend an existing
shared-use path outside the park, along Gulf CR 30E/Cape San Blas Road, which currently terminates at the park
boundary. An estimated 8,600 feet would be asphalt and 1,200 feet would be a boardwalk to mitigate impact to
the dune and wetland habitat in the area.

The project would increase and enhance tourism and recreational opportunities at the park and in Gulf County
by creating bicycle/pedestrian-use infrastructure to increase recreational access and use opportunities.

Project Activities and Implementation Details
Project activities include permitting, construction of amenities, and associated monitoring activities.

The project would be completed in approximately three years. Year 1 would include planning, design, and
permitting of the amenities. Years 2 and 3 would include construction activities.

Maintenance
Inspection and maintenance of amenities in the short- and long-term.

Project Monitoring
This project has not been identified as a preferred alternative by the FL TIG at this time, and therefore a
project MAM plan has not been provided.

Costs
The estimated costs are $977,945 and include permitting, construction, monitoring, oversight, and contingency
costs.
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REC10, T.H. Stone Memorial St. Joseph Peninsula State Park Improvements: General
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REC11, St. Marks National Wildlife Refuge Coastal Trail Connection, Spring Creek to Port
Leon (preferred)

Restoration Approach

Enhance public access to natural resources for recreational use (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.14)

Restoration Technique

Construction or enhancement of recreational infrastructure (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.8.1)

Project Location

St. Marks National Wildlife Refuge, Wakulla County, Florida (Figure 2-35)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the USDA FL TIG Trustee in coordination with the St. Marks NWR. Other
project partners include USFWS, Florida Trail Association (volunteer support organization), Framing Our
Community (non-profit infrastructure support organization), and the NPS Southeast Archaeological Center. The
project would provide and enhance recreational opportunities by improving access to and completing the
Florida National Scenic Trail (FNST) at St. Marks NWR, a nationally recognized resource.

Specifically, the project would include:

e Construction of a FNST St. Marks NWR segment to complete the Spring Creek trail segment, which
includes two boardwalks and puncheon (trail-parallel sills near ground-level). The puncheon would
utilize pilings located at 12-foot intervals and would not have railings;

e Construction of infrastructure improvements in Port Leon Wilderness, including 3-4 small-span bridges
or boardwalks ranging from 165-300 feet;

e Construction of a suspension bridge spanning approximately %2 acre;

e Construction of one 65-foot wood stringer bridge, to enhance connectivity;

e Development of interpretive materials featuring the natural environment and trail system. Materials
would focus on sensitive cultural resources and would be developed in consultation with USDA
archeological staff.

The FNST is a low-impact foot path in a natural setting with a light footprint and emphasis on environmental
and cultural sensitivity. The FNST runs from Big Cypress National Preserve in southern Florida to GUIS in western
Florida and connects some of the state’s most outstanding recognized recreation resources in St. Marks NWR.
The project would provide not only permanency, protection, and recreational connectivity for the FNST, but it
would also allow the public to connect to the historic Port Leon and Civil War-era salt works along the coastal
waters of St. Marks NWR. The project would likely foster public support for restoring and conserving habitats
and coastal and marine resources through providing opportunities to explore and educate users about Florida’s
unique natural and cultural resources. Once completed, the St. Marks NWR trail segment would provide over 60
miles of connected, certified trail providing remarkable recreational and educational experience along both the
FNST and the Florida Gulf Coast.

The project would help restore and enhance tourism and recreational opportunities along the FNST by providing
improved connectivity, infrastructure, access, and education. The upgraded structures, interpretive materials,
and enhanced access would improve the FNST system by promoting environmental stewardship, education, and
outreach. Interpretive materials along new routes and construction of side trails would highlight areas of
cultural significance which would enhance the experience of trail users. The project is designed to ensure
minimal impact and adverse impacts to the resources within St. Marks NWR while providing a long-term public
amenity to the Northwest Florida community. The project would benefit public health and safety, conservation
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of wildlife and habitats, and recreational value.

Project Activities and Implementation Details
Project activities include planning, design, construction of amenities, and associated monitoring activities.

The project would be completed in approximately three years. Year 1 would include planning, design, and
permitting of the amenities. Years 2 and 3 would include construction activities.

Maintenance

Inspection and maintenance of amenities in the short- and long-term would include inspection and maintenance
of the constructed features to ensure proper function and safety and in the long-term, could include actions
such as replacement of pilings, boards, and stringers.

Project Monitoring

Project monitoring details are provided in the project MAM plan found in Appendix B.

Costs

The estimated costs are $1,200,000 and include planning, design, construction, monitoring, oversight, and

contingency costs.

Figure 2-35 REC11, St. Marks National Wildlife Refuge Coastal Trail Connection, Spring Creek to
Port Leon: General Project Location
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Chapter 3 OPA Evaluation of Reasonable Range
of Alternatives

The FL TIG developed a reasonable range of restoration alternatives for consideration and evaluation
under OPA and NEPA in this RP/EA. The screening process to identify the reasonable range of
alternatives and project descriptions are described in Chapter 2. The projects are listed in Table 2-1 and
mapped in Figure 1-1.

This chapter provides an OPA analysis of each restoration project in this RP/EA including an evaluation
of the project’s consistency with OPA NRDA regulatory criteria. Sections 3.2-3.5 include the OPA
evaluations for each project by Restoration Type, as follows:

e Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands: six alternatives (Section 3.2);

e Nutrient Reduction: three alternatives (Section 3.3);

e Water Quality: 12 alternatives (Section 3.4); and

e Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities: 11 alternatives (Section 3.5).

3.1 Overview of OPA Evaluation of Restoration Alternatives

According to the OPA NRDA regulations, trustees are to identify a reasonable range of alternatives (15
CFR §990.53(a)(2)) that can be evaluated according to OPA NRDA regulatory evaluation criteria (15 CFR
§990.54). Chapter 2 describes the screening process the FL TIG conducted to develop a reasonable range
of alternatives. The OPA NRDA regulations (15 CFR §990.54) provide criteria to be used to evaluate the
reasonable range of alternatives and identify preferred restoration alternatives. This chapter includes
the FL TIG’s evaluation of the alternatives in accordance with the OPA NRDA regulations, which include:

¢ The cost to carry out the alternative (Cost-effectiveness). This criterion considers whether the
cost to carry out the alternative is reasonable, appropriate, and comparable to other similar
restoration alternatives. The FL TIG considered the estimated cost of the alternative, including, if
appropriate, the costs for design, planning, permitting, construction, oversight and
management, and monitoring and maintenance.

¢ Trustee goals and objectives (Goals and objectives). This criterion considers the extent to which
each alternative is expected to meet the Trustees’ goals and objectives in returning the injured
natural resources and services to baseline and/or compensating for interim losses (the ability of
the project to provide comparable resources and services; that is, the nexus between the
project and the injury). This encompasses the PDARP/PEIS programmatic Restoration Goals and
Restoration Types (Section 5.3.1 of the PDARP/PEIS). For example, for recreational use
alternatives, the FL TIG evaluated the nature, magnitude, and distribution of recreational use
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benefits expected to be provided to the public (e.g., nature and scale of anticipated benefits
from the alternative and its location and accessibility to the public).

Likelihood of success. This criterion includes consideration of each project’s likelihood of
success such as whether the alternative proposes approaches or techniques that have been
executed successfully in the past; whether the approach or technique is routinely employed;
and whether there are significant impediments to successful implementation and/or realization
of the project benefits (e.g., local support for a project, willingness of a landowner to
participate, potential regulatory compliance issues).

Prevents future injury and avoids collateral injury (Avoid collateral injury). This criterion
evaluates the extent to which an alternative would prevent future injury as a result of the
incident, and/or avoid collateral injury as a result of implementing the alternative. None of the
alternatives considered in this RP/EA prevent future injuries from the incident. Instead, for this
OPA evaluation, the FL TIG focused on whether the restoration alternative has the potential to
cause direct or indirect collateral environmental injuries. For projects proposed for full
implementation (not those limited to P&D activities), these considerations are covered in more
detail in the environmental consequences sections of Chapter 4.

Benefits multiple natural resources/services (Benefits). This criterion evaluates the extent to
which an alternative would provide benefits to more than one natural resource and/or service.
This includes whether the project benefits would make the alternative more valuable to the
public (e.g., by providing both recreational and ecological benefits).

Effects on public health and safety (Health and safety). This criterion evaluates whether any
aspect of the alternative could affect public health and/or safety. This evaluation includes
consideration of both positive and negative impacts that cannot be mitigated.



3.2 OPA Evaluation: Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands Alternatives
Table 3-1 provides an evaluation of the consistency with OPA criteria for each of the projects in the reasonable range of alternatives consistent

with the Restore and Conserve Habitat Restoration Goal and underlying Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands Restoration Type.
Additional information on Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands alternatives is provided in Section 2.5.1.

Table 3-1

Evaluation of OPA criteria for the Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands alternatives

ALTERNATIVES OPA EVALUATION

FM1, Gulf Islands
National
Seashore
(Florida)
Beneficial Use of
Dredged
Materials at
Perdido Key

Cost-effectiveness: The estimated cost of $4,783,847 includes compliance surveys, implementation of sand placement, monitoring, and
oversight. It is not feasible to fully fund the project with the funds available to the FL TIG. Efficiencies could be achieved by cost sharing
between this project and the dredging portion of the project; however, the dredging portion of the project cannot take place at this time due
to USACE’s schedule.

Goals and objectives: This project would be consistent with the Restore and Conserve Habitat Restoration Goal and underlying Habitat
Projects on Federally Managed Lands Restoration Type. This project would improve and increase beach habitat on the Gulf-side of Perdido
Key. This project would have a clear nexus to injuries as GUIS habitat was directly injured by oiling and/or response activities associated with
the DWH oil spill.

Likelihood of success: A similar project, utilizing the same sand placement methods, was completed at Perdido Key between 2011-2012.
However, the timing for this project is not consistent with USACE’s plans for dredging of Pensacola Pass. Therefore, this project is unlikely to
be feasible at this time.

Avoid collateral injury: This project would not likely cause collateral injury to natural resources. During implementation, activities would be
conducted according to conditions outlined in a biological opinion to avoid or minimize impacts to sea turtles, birds, and marine mammals.

Benefits: The primary benefit of this project would be improvement of beach habitat. This project would address the unnaturally eroding
beach by re-introducing sand into the barrier island system along the southeast shore of Perdido Key. With episodic overwash events, it should
also increase sandy habitat elsewhere on Perdido Key, north of the primary dune line. This project would provide benefits to a range of
wildlife species that utilize the habitat and would also restore popular recreational areas for local visitors and tourists.

Health and safety: The FL TIG does not anticipate impacts to public health and safety. USACE requires that contractors develop a safety plan
for all project activities.

Summary: Based on the OPA evaluation, specifically the cost-effectiveness and likelihood of success, this project was not identified as a
preferred restoration alternative by the FL TIG at this time.
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FM2, Gulf Islands
National
Seashore
(Florida) Night
Sky Restoration
(P&D; preferred)

Cost-effectiveness: The estimated cost of $432,093 includes P&D, support personnel, equipment, monitoring, coordination, reporting, and
administrative oversight. The costs are based on similar projects, DOI’s experience, and, in the judgment of the FL TIG, are reasonable and
appropriate.

Goals and objectives: This project is consistent with the Restore and Conserve Habitat Restoration Goal and underlying Habitat Projects on
Federally Managed Lands Restoration Type. This project would provide valuable information to the FL TIG on the most effective approach to
reduce artificial lighting on GUIS - see FM3, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Night Sky Restoration (Implementation). This would allow
the FL TIG to plan accordingly to restore habitat for nesting sea turtles and birds on GUIS. This project has a clear nexus to injuries as the
GUIS habitat was directly injured by oiling and/or response activities associated with the DWH oil spill.

Likelihood of success: This project includes only P&D activities that are highly likely to be successful in helping the FL TIG identify approaches
for a future implementation phase (see FM3). Further, based on similar efforts through two DWH-funded projects, the NRDA Early Restoration
Phase Il project: Improving Habitat Injured by Spill Response: Restoring the Night Sky project and the GEBF project: Eliminating Light
Pollution at Sea Turtle Nesting Beaches (Phase Il) project, the FL TIG anticipates this project would have a high likelihood of success.

Avoid collateral injury: This is a P&D project and is not expected to cause collateral injury to natural resources. This project would include an
assessment of artificial lighting, development of a strategy to improve problematic lighting, and a report with recommendations; these are all
activities that pose no direct or indirect risk of injury to the environment.

Benefits: The primary benefit of this project is to provide planning information to the FL TIG for a future implementation phase (see FM3).
Reducing light pollution has the potential to benefit other species on federally managed lands in Florida. In addition to sea turtles, studies
have demonstrated potential benefits of reduced light pollution on beach mice (Bird et al., 2004), sea birds (Montevecchi, 2006), and a
diverse range of other marine and terrestrial species (Longcore and Rich, 2004; Gaston et al., 2013).

Health and safety: This is a P&D project. As such, the FL TIG does not anticipate any impacts to public health and safety.

Summary: Based on the OPA evaluation, this project was identified as a tentative preferred restoration alternative in this RP/EA.
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FM3, Gulf Islands
National
Seashore
(Florida) Night
Sky Restoration
(Implementation)

Cost-effectiveness: The estimated cost of $7,669,834 includes program oversight and management; design and installation of lighting
upgrades, supplies, oversight and management, and contingency costs. The costs would depend greatly on Phase | findings, specifically the
results of the lighting inventory and the sky brightness measurements and the number and location of willing municipalities, businesses, and
private citizens - see the FM2, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Night Sky Restoration (P&D) project. However, the costs are consistent
with similar projects, DOI’s experience, and, in the judgment of the FL TIG, are reasonable and appropriate.

Goals and objectives: This project is consistent with the Restore and Conserve Habitat Restoration Goal and underlying Habitat Projects on
Federally Managed Lands Restoration Type. As the implementation phase (Phase Il) of the FM2, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Night
Sky Restoration project, this project would enhance Florida’s coastal habitats and reduce negative impacts of lighting on wildlife including
sea turtles and birds. This project has a clear nexus to injuries as it would address GUIS habitats and species that were directly injured by
oiling and/or response activities associated with the DWH oil spill.

Likelihood of success: This project includes reliable methods to reduce artificial lighting such as lighting upgrades and enhancement of
lighting practices. Similar efforts are ongoing through two DWH-funded projects, the NRDA Early Restoration Phase Il project: Improving
Habitat Injured by Spill Response: Restoring the Night Sky project and the GEBF project: Eliminating Light Pollution at Sea Turtle Nesting
Beaches (Phase Il) project. Further, Phase | of this project (see FM2), which only includes P&D activities to identify priority locations and
develop a strategy for implementation, would be conducted prior to Phase Il. Therefore, the FL TIG anticipates this project would have a high
likelihood of success.

Avoid collateral injury: This project focuses on mitigating the negative impacts of lighting on wildlife and is not expected to cause collateral
injury to natural resources.

Benefits: The primary benefit of this project is to reduce the negative impacts of lighting and sky glow on beach and dune areas in or near
GUIS. This project would focus on eliminating the most damaging sources of light pollution and using alternative lighting solutions to reduce
negative impacts on wildlife including, but not limited to, sea turtles, birds, and beach mice. This project would also mitigate negative
impacts on species migration and impacts on dispersal and settlement of marine invertebrate larvae.

Health and safety: The FL TIG does not anticipate impacts to public health and safety. This project would provide a greater margin of safety
for potential public health effects by improving public night vision performance.

Summary: Based on the OPA evaluation, specifically the cost-effectiveness and likelihood of success (conducting FM2 prior to this project),
this project was not identified as a preferred alternative by the FL TIG at this time.
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FM4, Gulf Islands
National
Seashore
(Florida) Beach
and Dune Habitat
Protection
(preferred)

Cost-effectiveness: The estimated cost of $853,821 includes oversight and management, labor, compliance activities, enforcement, supplies,
vehicles, and contingency costs. The estimated costs are based on similar projects to restore and protect beach and dune habitat, DOI’s
experience, and, in the judgment of the FL TIG, are reasonable and appropriate.

Goals and objectives: This project is consistent with the Restore and Conserve Habitat Restoration Goal and underlying Habitat Projects on
Federally Managed Lands Restoration Type. This project would protect beach habitat and associated wildlife at GUIS. This project has a clear
nexus to injuries as the GUIS habitat was directly injured by oiling and/or response activities associated with the DWH oil spill.

Likelihood of success: This project utilizes standard approaches to protect beach and dune habitat such as the use of fencing and other
predator management activities, enforcement patrol support, and public outreach materials to successfully protect sensitive habitats and
resources. Based on similar efforts through three DWH-funded projects, the DWH Early Restoration Phase Il project: Enhanced Management of
Avian Breeding Habitat Injured by Response in the Florida Panhandle, Alabama, and Mississippi, the GEBF project: Comprehensive Panhandle
Coastal Bird Conservation, and the GEBF project: Restoring Florida's Shorebird & Seabird Populations - Phase I, the FL TIG anticipates this
project would have a high likelihood of success.

Avoid collateral injury: This project focuses on the restoration of beach and dune habitat and is not expected to cause collateral injury to
natural resources. Established protocols and methods for temporary fencing and predator management would be used to avoid incidental
mortality.

Benefits: The primary benefit of this project is to protect and restore dunes and beaches that provide important coastal habitat for birds,
beach mice, and sea turtles, allowing the habitat to recover its natural vegetation and processes with as little disturbance as possible. This
project would also serve to restore popular recreational areas for local visitors and tourists by installing and enforcing temporary access
limitations such as fences and vehicular speed signs. These techniques would improve habitat connectivity and reduce visitor impacts on
habitats and wildlife.

Health and safety: The FL TIG does not anticipate impacts to public health and safety since this project would be implemented by licensed
and trained NPS staff. Further, the law enforcement patrols to monitor and control vehicle speeding rates would not only reduce collisions
with wildlife but also increase safety for visitors to GUIS.

Summary: Based on the OPA evaluation, this project was identified as a tentative preferred restoration alternative in this RP/EA.

3-6




FM5, Gulf Islands
National
Seashore
(Florida) Invasive
Plant Removal
(preferred)

Cost-effectiveness: The estimated cost of $875,765 includes planning, personnel support, supplies, vehicular support, and oversight. The
estimated costs are based on similar projects to map and treat invasive species, DOI’s experience, and, in the judgment of the FL TIG, are
reasonable and appropriate.

Goals and objectives: This project is consistent with the Restore and Conserve Habitat Restoration Goal and underlying Habitat Projects on
Federally Managed Lands Restoration Type. This project would protect and enhance habitat within GUIS through invasive species
management. This project has a clear nexus to injuries as GUIS habitat was directly injured by oiling and/or response activities associated
with the DWH oil spill.

Likelihood of success: This project includes standard approaches to map and treat invasive species, adaptively use information for future
treatment efforts, and develop a comprehensive TAP. Using this adaptive approach, the FL TIG anticipates this project would have a high
likelihood of success.

Avoid collateral injury: This project is focused on the treatment of invasive species to enhance GUIS habitat and is not expected to cause
collateral injury to natural resources. Non-target species would be avoided to the extent practicable. Chemical treatments would be used
when other methods are insufficient alone or impractical. During mechanical and chemical treatments, BMPs would be applied to minimize
the likelihood and extent of impacts.

Benefits: The primary benefit of this project is to protect and conserve habitat through the treatment of five of the most problematic
invasive plant species in the area. This project would include collection of information on the species that would help the park continue to
protect and conserve the native habitats and a range of wildlife that utilize the habitats and resources.

Health and safety: The FL TIG does not anticipate impacts to public health and safety. Licensed applicators would apply label restrictions as
required by law and as labeled for aquatic or terrestrial use, following appropriate protocols and agency guidance for public notification and
safety.

Summary: Based on the OPA evaluation, this project was identified as a tentative preferred restoration alternative in this RP/EA.
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FM6, St. Vincent
National Wildlife
Refuge Predator
Control
(preferred)

Cost-effectiveness: The estimated cost of $580,772 includes planning, permitting, support personnel, equipment, monitoring, coordination,
reporting, and administrative oversight. The costs are based on similar predator control projects, DOI’s experience on other national wildlife
refuges and parks, and, in the judgment of the FL TIG, are reasonable and appropriate.

Goals and objectives: This project is consistent with the Restore and Conserve Habitat Restoration Goal and underlying Habitat Projects on
Federally Managed Lands Restoration Type. This project would protect and conserve habitat through predator control actions to mitigate the
negative impacts of feral hogs and raccoons on habitats and resources. This project has a clear nexus to injuries from the DWH oil spill by
protecting and conserving habitat on St. Vincent NWR, federally managed lands directly impacted by the DWH oil spill.

Likelihood of success: This project includes planning, implementation of predator control mechanisms, and monitoring of species populations
(predators, sea turtles, and shorebirds). The implementing Trustee and project partners, including DOI, NWR staff, and USDA-APHIS-WS staff
have expertise in predator control activities and have successfully implemented similar projects in the past, including the DWH Early
Restoration Phase Il project: Enhanced Management of Avian Breeding Habitat Injured by Response in the Florida Panhandle, Alabama, and
Mississippi project. As such, the FL TIG anticipates this project would have a high likelihood of success.

Avoid collateral injury: This project focuses on mitigating the negative impacts of feral hogs and raccoons on the habitat and resources in St.
Vincent NWR and is not expected to cause collateral injury to natural resources. The methods for this project have been carefully chosen to
avoid impacting non-target wildlife and protected species (e.g., red wolf). Established protocols and methods for predator management
would be used to avoid incidental mortality.

Benefits: The primary benefit of this project is to protect and conserve habitat through predator control. However, by controlling and
reducing impacts of predators on habitat and wildlife, this project would result in benefits to multiple resources including improving shorebird
and sea turtle nesting success, reducing impacts to habitats and threatened and endangered species, and reducing the spread of invasive
species on the NWR.

Health and safety: The FL TIG does not anticipate impacts to public health and safety. The St. Vincent NWR staff and USDA-APHIS-WS staff
are highly qualified to conduct predator control activities. Further, the methods used for the removal of feral hogs will follow the American
Veterinary Medical Guidelines for the Euthanasia of Animals (2013).

Summary: Based on the OPA evaluation, this project was identified as a tentative preferred restoration alternative in this RP/EA.
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Table 3-2 provides an evaluation of the consistency with OPA criteria for each of the projects in the reasonable range of alternatives consistent

with the Restore Water Quality Restoration Goal and the underlying Nutrient Reduction Restoration Type. Additional information on the

Nutrient Reduction alternatives is provided in Section 2.5.2.

Table 3-2

Evaluation of OPA criteria for the Nutrient Reduction alternatives

Cost-effectiveness: The estimated cost of $2,100,000 includes planning, compliance, engineering, permitting, implementation, monitoring,
maintenance, oversight, and contingency costs. The approaches for this project have been applied extensively across the country, and the costs are
well-documented. Costs are based on USDA’s expertise and experience, and, in the judgment of the FL TIG, are reasonable and appropriate.

Goals and objectives: This project is consistent with the Restore Water Quality Restoration Goal and underlying Nutrient Reduction Restoration
Type and has a clear nexus to injuries. This project would improve water quality in coastal watersheds that were injured by the DWH oil spill,
including Pensacola Bay and Perdido River watersheds, by reducing sediment and nutrient loads through the implementation of CPs on agricultural
lands.

Likelihood of success: This project includes planning for and implementation of standard agricultural CPs that the USDA has successfully
implemented numerous times in Florida. Although the likelihood of success would depend on the identification of willing landowners, USDA-NRCS
does not anticipate any difficulties implementing an outreach strategy that would result in demand for technical and financial assistance offered in
this project. Further contributing to the likelihood of success, a monitoring program would be implemented to document changes to water quality
and identify whether any adaptive management actions are needed to achieve nutrient reduction goals.

Avoid collateral injury: The implementation of agricultural CPs would contribute to healthier and more resilient downstream coastal ecosystems
that were injured by the DWH oil spill. Therefore, the FL TIG does not expect any collateral injury to other natural resources.

Benefits: The primary benefit of this project is to improve water quality. Specifically, this project is intended to reduce impacts of sediments and
nutrients within the Pensacola Bay and Perdido River watersheds on instream habitats that have direct connectivity to marine resources that utilize
the river. This project would also result in additional ecosystem benefits, including enhancing overall marine and estuarine ecological health and
nearshore habitats and species, increasing resiliency in coastal ecosystems, reducing chronic threats (e.g., hypoxia, harmful algal blooms), and
enhancing recreational uses.

Health and safety: The FL TIG does not anticipate impacts to public health and safety. This project and associated CPs would not create any new
risks for agricultural workers or pose any threats to air or water quality. Reduction of bacterial contaminants in surface waters would be a public
health benefit.

Summary: Based on the OPA evaluation, this project was identified as a tentative preferred restoration alternative in this RP/EA.
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Cost-effectiveness: The estimated cost of $3,150,000 includes planning, engineering, permitting, implementation, monitoring and maintenance
activities, oversight, and contingency costs. The approaches for this project have been applied extensively across the country, and the costs are
well-documented. Costs are based on USDA’s expertise and experience, and, in the judgment of the FL TIG, are reasonable and appropriate.

Goals and objectives: This project is consistent with the Restore Water Quality Restoration Goal and underlying Nutrient Reduction Restoration
Type and has a clear nexus to injuries. This project would improve water quality in coastal watersheds that were injured by the DWH oil spill,
including Upper Dry Creek-Chipola River, Lower Dry Creek-Chipola River, and Alligator Creek-Holmes Creek, by reducing sediment and nutrient
loads through the implementation of CPs on agricultural lands. This watershed has lower agricultural production for agricultural nutrient reduction
than the other two alternatives in this RP/EA (see NR1, Pensacola Bay and Perdido River Watersheds - Nutrient Reduction and NR3, Lower Suwannee
River Watershed - Nutrient Reduction). Therefore, while yielding positive impacts, this project is expected to be less beneficial than NR1 and NR3
because it would offer fewer opportunities for implementing nutrient reduction measures. As such, this project was not prioritized by the FL TIG at
this time.

Likelihood of success: See Likelihood of success under NR1, Pensacola Bay and Perdido River Watersheds - Nutrient Reduction.
Avoid collateral injury: See Avoid collateral injury under NR1, Pensacola Bay and Perdido River Watersheds - Nutrient Reduction.

Benefits: The primary benefit of this project is to improve water quality. Specifically, this project is intended to reduce impacts of sediments and
nutrients within the Apalachicola Bay watershed on instream habitats that have direct connectivity to marine resources that utilize the Apalachicola
River. Additional ecosystem services that would result from this project include reducing chronic threats (e.g., hypoxia, harmful algal blooms) and
improving recreational uses.

Health and safety: See Health and safety under NR1, Pensacola Bay and Perdido River Watersheds - Nutrient Reduction.

Summary: Based on the OPA evaluation, specifically the goals and objectives, this project was not identified as a preferred alternative by the FL
TIG at this time.
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Cost-effectiveness: The estimated cost of $3,150,000 includes planning, compliance, engineering, permitting, implementation, monitoring,
maintenance, oversight, and contingency costs. The approaches for this project have been applied extensively across the country, and the costs are
well-documented. Costs are based on USDA’s expertise and experience, and, in the judgment of the FL TIG, are reasonable and appropriate.

Goals and objectives: This project is consistent with the Restore Water Quality Restoration Goal and underlying Nutrient Reduction Restoration
Type and has a clear nexus to injuries. This project would improve water quality in coastal watersheds that were injured by the DWH oil spill,
including Long Pond Slough, Long Pond, and Manatee Springs, by reducing sediment and nutrient loads through the implementation of CPs on
agricultural lands.

Likelihood of success: See Likelihood of success under NR1, Pensacola Bay and Perdido River Watersheds - Nutrient Reduction.
Avoid collateral injury: See Avoid collateral injury under NR1, Pensacola Bay and Perdido River Watersheds - Nutrient Reduction.

Benefits: The primary benefit of this project is to improve water quality. Specifically, this project is intended to reduce impacts of sediments and
nutrients within the upper tributaries of the lower Suwannee River on instream habitats that have direct connectivity to marine resources that
utilize the river. This project would also result in additional ecosystem benefits, including enhancing overall marine and estuarine ecological health
and nearshore habitats and species, increasing resiliency in coastal ecosystems, reducing chronic threats (e.g., hypoxia, harmful algal blooms), and
enhancing recreational uses.

Health and safety: See Health and safety under NR1, Pensacola Bay and Perdido River Watersheds - Nutrient Reduction.

Summary: Based on the OPA evaluation, this project was identified as a tentative preferred restoration alternative in this RP/EA.
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Table 3-3 provides an evaluation of the consistency with OPA criteria for each of the projects in the reasonable range of alternatives consistent
with the Restore Water Quality Restoration Goal and the underlying Water Quality Restoration Type. Additional information on the Water
Quality alternatives is provided in Section 2.5.3.

Table 3-3 Evaluation of OPA criteria for the Water Quality alternatives

Cost-effectiveness: The estimated cost of $1,689,900 includes engineering and design, permitting, construction, monitoring, local sponsor
oversight, and administration. The estimated costs are based on similar projects, consistent with FDEP’s experience, and, in the judgement of
the FL TIG, are reasonable and appropriate.

Goals and objectives: This project is consistent with the Restore Water Quality Restoration Goal and underlying Water Quality Restoration Type
and has a clear nexus to the injuries. This project would directly reduce pollution and hydrologic degradation to coastal wetlands by restoring
wetlands and constructing a stormwater pond that would reduce erosion as well as sediments, nutrients, and other pollutions associated with
stormwater runoff, in watersheds injured by the DWH oil spill.

Likelihood of success: This project includes standard approaches to wetland restoration and construction of stormwater ponds that have been
utilized successfully by FDEP and project partners in the past. The FL TIG anticipates this project would have a high likelihood of success.

Avoid collateral injury: This project focuses on wetland restoration and stormwater pond construction. Construction and restoration activities
would be designed to avoid collateral injury; as such, the FL TIG does not anticipate any collateral injury to other natural resources.

Benefits: The primary benefit of this project is to improve water quality. However, this project would also result in benefits to estuarine-
dependent water column resources, oysters, and SAV in Pensacola Bay. Further, the water quality benefits would also enhance recreational
uses in the area, including those described for the recreational use component of this project (REC4, Carpenter Creek Headwaters Park
Amenities).

Health and safety: The FL TIG does not anticipate impacts to public health and safety. In particular, improvements in water quality would have
benefits for public health.

Summary: Based on the OPA evaluation, this project was identified as a tentative preferred restoration alternative in this RP/EA.
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Cost-effectiveness: The estimated cost of $4,683,404 includes implementation of Phases I-1V to construct pumping facilities and reuse
transmission and distribution lines, oversight, and contingency costs. The cost estimate is based on a 30-percent design for the project. The
estimated costs are consistent with FDEP’s experience and the project design and, in the judgement of the FL TIG, are reasonable and
appropriate.

Goals and objectives: This project is consistent with the Restore Water Quality Restoration Goal and underlying Water Quality Restoration Type
and has a clear nexus to the injuries. This project would directly improve water quality in watersheds injured by the DWH oil spill by reducing
nutrient and other pollutant loading to Santa Rosa Sound.

Likelihood of success: This project includes constructing pumping facilities and reuse transmission and distribution lines using approaches that
have been successfully implemented by FDEP and project partners in other similar projects in Florida. The FL TIG anticipates this project
would have a high likelihood of success.

Avoid collateral injury: This project focuses on construction in the existing right-of-way for transmission and distribution lines. Activities would
employ appropriate measures to avoid collateral injury; as such, the FL TIG does not anticipate any collateral injury to other natural resources.

Benefits: The primary benefit of this project is to improve water quality through reduced nutrient and other pollutant loading to Santa Rosa
Sound, which is impaired for bacteria. Additional benefits of this project would include the conservation of potable water and reduced demand
on the Sand-and-Gravel aquifer, ECUA’s drinking water source. Mitigating hydrologic and water quality degradation in coastal watersheds along
the Florida coast would reduce the occurrence of chronic threats to coastal and nearshore habitats and provide improved recreational use
opportunities. The water quality improvements due to reduced wastewater discharge to surface waters, could also improve and expand SAV.
Further, fertilizer use on Santa Rosa Island may be reduced because of the nutrients available in reclaimed water.

Health and safety: The FL TIG does not anticipate impacts to public health and safety. In particular, improvements in water quality would have
benefits for public health.

Summary: Based on the OPA evaluation, this project was identified as a tentative preferred restoration alternative in this RP/EA.
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Cost-effectiveness: The estimated cost of $3,149,091 includes feasibility studies, engineering and design, permitting, construction, operation
and maintenance, monitoring, oversight, and contingency costs. The costs are based on similar projects, FDEP’s experience, and, in the
judgement of the FL TIG, are reasonable and appropriate.

Goals and objectives: This project is consistent with the Restore Water Quality Restoration Goal and underlying Water Quality Restoration Type
and has a clear nexus to the injuries. This project would directly reduce pollution and hydrologic degradation to coastal wetlands by installing
erosion and sediment controls in watersheds injured by the DWH oil spill. This project would improve water quality by mitigating the impacts
of excessive sedimentation to the Yellow River and Pensacola Bay.

Likelihood of success: This project includes standard construction practices and approaches for culvert replacement, bank and road
stabilization, and water quality monitoring. The FL TIG anticipates this project would have a high likelihood of success.

Avoid collateral injury: This is project is not expected to cause collateral injury to natural resources. This project focuses on stabilizing roads
and replacing deteriorating and/or inadequate culverts in Santa Rosa and Okaloosa counties.

Benefits: The primary benefit of this project is to improve water quality. However, this project would also benefit estuarine-dependent water
column resources, oysters, and SAV, and mitigate chronic ecosystem threats such as habitat degradation and impacts to recreational use.

Health and safety: The FL TIG does not anticipate impacts to public health and safety. In particular, improvements in water quality would have
benefits for public health.

Summary: Based on the OPA evaluation, this project was identified as a tentative preferred restoration alternative in this RP/EA.
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Cost-effectiveness: The estimated cost of $705,473 includes P&D, evaluation, modeling, monitoring, field reconnaissance, and oversight and
management. The costs are based on similar projects, FDEP’s experience, and, in the judgement of the FL TIG, are reasonable and
appropriate.

Goals and objectives: This project is consistent with the Restore Water Quality Restoration Goal and underlying Water Quality Restoration Type
and has a clear nexus to the injuries. If implemented, this project would reduce erosion and transport of sediment downstream and improve
water quality in Pensacola Bay, a watershed impacted by the DWH oil spill.

Likelihood of success: This project includes P&D activities to inventory unpaved roads and identify priority sites where unpaved roads are
negatively affecting the Pensacola Bay watershed. FDEP has conducted similar planning efforts successfully in the past, including the ongoing
GEBF project: Water Quality Improvements to Enhance Fisheries Habitat in the Lower Choctawhatchee River Basin - Phase I. The FL TIG
anticipates this project would have a high likelihood of success.

Avoid collateral injury: This is a P&D project and is not expected to cause collateral injury to natural resources. This project focuses on
evaluation and modeling of unpaved roads and development of 30 percent design plans; these activities pose no direct or indirect risk of injury
to the environment.

Benefits: The primary benefit of this project is to provide valuable information for the FL TIG to use in future restoration planning efforts. If
implemented, this project would reduce erosion and the transport of sediment downstream, improve water quality, enhance coastal habitats
and resources, and enhance the recreational use of those resources (i.e., swimming and fishing).

Health and safety: This is a P&D project. As such, the FL TIG does not anticipate impacts to public health and safety. If implemented, the
improvements in water quality would have benefits for public health.

Summary: Based on the OPA evaluation, this project was identified as a tentative preferred restoration alternative in this RP/EA.
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Cost-effectiveness: The estimated cost of $1,382,400 includes construction, engineering and inspection, and administrative oversight. The cost
estimate is based on a 60 percent design for the project. The costs are consistent with FDEP’s experience and the project design, and, in the
judgement of the FL TIG, are reasonable and appropriate.

Goals and objectives: This project is consistent with the Restore Water Quality Restoration Goal and underlying Water Quality Restoration Type
and has a clear nexus to the injuries. This project would improve water quality in watersheds injured by the DWH oil spill. Further, the project
would restore hydrologic connections between the estuarine and freshwater portions of Alligator Lake and enhance coastal habitats injured by

the DWH oil spill.

Likelihood of success: This project includes standard construction of a bridge to improve water quality in Alligator Lake. The FL TIG anticipates
this project would have a high likelihood of success.

Avoid collateral injury: This project focuses on replacing culverts to restore hydrologic connections and improve water quality. This project
would be engineered and implemented to avoid collateral injury; therefore, the FL TIG does not expect any collateral injury to other natural
resources.

Benefits: The primary benefit of this project is to improve water quality. However, this project would also benefit wildlife as the culverts
currently act as barriers to fish and wildlife movement and reduce water and sediment exchange. The bridge across Alligator Lake would
restore tidal exchange and remove these barriers. Long-term benefits to the resources and services injured by the DWH oil spill would include
improved health and resilience of coastal and marine habitats and resources.

Health and safety: The FL TIG does not anticipate impacts to public health and safety. In particular, the improvement in water quality would
have benefits for public health.

Summary: Based on the OPA evaluation, this project was identified as a tentative preferred restoration alternative in this RP/EA.
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Cost-effectiveness: The estimated cost of $3,210,910 includes planning, design, permitting, implementation, monitoring, and administrative
oversight. The costs are consistent with FDEP’s experience with similar projects, and, in the judgement of the FL TIG, are reasonable and
appropriate.

Goals and objectives: This project is consistent with the Restore Water Quality Restoration Goal and underlying Water Quality Restoration Type
and has a clear nexus to the injuries. This project would directly improve water quality in watersheds injured by the DWH oil spill by reducing
point and nonpoint source pollution from reaching Grand Lagoon, which is part of the St. Andrew Bay watershed which has a direct connection
to the Gulf of Mexico.

Likelihood of success: This project includes developing a stormwater treatment facility using approaches that have been successfully
implemented by FDEP in other similar projects across Florida. However, land would need to be acquired from willing sellers, with sufficient
acreage and in the right location, to allow construction of the stormwater treatment facilities. It is unknown, at this time, whether such land
could be acquired.

Avoid collateral injury: This project focuses on constructing a stormwater treatment facility and retention pond. Construction activities would
employ appropriate measures to avoid collateral injury; as such, the FL TIG does not anticipate any collateral injury to other natural resources.

Benefits: The primary benefit of this project is to improve water quality in Grand Lagoon and, in turn, the Gulf of Mexico. This project would
also result in additional ecological benefits to coastal habitats and recreational uses of the resources and habitats (i.e., swimming and fishing).

Health and safety: The FL TIG does not anticipate impacts to public health and safety. In particular, improvements in water quality would have
benefits for public health.

Summary: Based on the OPA evaluation, specifically the likelihood of success, this project was not identified as a preferred alternative by the
FL TIG at this time.
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Cost-effectiveness: The estimated cost of $705,473 includes P&D, evaluation, modeling, monitoring, field reconnaissance, and oversight and
management. The costs are based on similar projects, FDEP’s experience, and, in the judgement of the FL TIG, are reasonable and
appropriate.

Goals and objectives: This project is consistent with the Restore Water Quality Restoration Goal and underlying Water Quality Restoration Type
and has a clear nexus to the injuries. If implemented, this project would reduce erosion and transport of sediment downstream and improve
water quality in a watershed impacted by the DWH oil spill through mitigating the adverse effects of unpaved roads. Based on the results of an
inventory conducted to identify unpaved roads in 16 northwest Florida counties, Pensacola Bay was identified as the watershed with the
second largest number of unpaved, county-maintained roads, after the Choctawhatchee Bay Watershed. A similar study for Choctawhatchee
Bay is currently being funded with GEBF funds. Due to this, the FL TIG believes Pensacola Bay is a higher priority watershed compared to St.
Andrew Bay for this type of restoration activity. Therefore, while addressing unpaved roads in St. Andrew Bay watershed would yield positive
impacts, this project is expected to be less beneficial than the WQ4, Pensacola Bay Unpaved Roads Initiative. As such, this project was not
prioritized by the FL TIG at this time.

Likelihood of success: See Likelihood of success under WQ4, Pensacola Bay Unpaved Roads Initiative.
Avoid collateral injury: See Avoid collateral injury under WQ4, Pensacola Bay Unpaved Roads Initiative.
Benefits: See Benefits under WQ4, Pensacola Bay Unpaved Roads Initiative.

Health and safety: See Health and safety under WQ4, Pensacola Bay Unpaved Roads Initiative.

Summary: Based on the OPA evaluation, specifically the goals and objectives, this project was not identified as a preferred alternative by the
FL TIG at this time.

Cost-effectiveness: The estimated cost of $961,000 includes engineering and design, permitting, construction, monitoring, and administration.
The costs are consistent with FDEP’s experience with similar projects, and, in the judgement of the FL TIG, are reasonable and appropriate.

Goals and objectives: This project is consistent with the Restore Water Quality Restoration Goal and underlying Water Quality Restoration Type
and has a clear nexus to the injuries. This project would directly improve water quality in watersheds injured by the DWH oil spill by capturing
and treating stormwater runoff prior to discharge into St. Joseph Bay.

Likelihood of success: This project includes engineering and design of SCMs and a treatment pond, approaches that have been successfully
implemented by FDEP and project partners in similar projects. The FL TIG anticipates this project would have a high likelihood of success.

Avoid collateral injury: This project focuses on SCMs and a treatment pond. Construction and restoration activities would be designed to avoid
collateral injury; as such, the FL TIG does not anticipate any collateral injury to other natural resources.

Benefits: The primary benefit of this project is to improve water quality in the watershed and downstream coastal habitats. However, this
project would also benefit sensitive and regionally significant SAV beds in St. Joseph Bay that underpin the greater aquatic ecosystem and
support important recreational and commercial fisheries.

Health and safety: The FL TIG does not anticipate impacts to public health and safety. In particular, improvements in water quality would have
benefits for public health.

Summary: Based on the OPA evaluation, this project was identified as a tentative preferred restoration alternative in this RP/EA.

3-18




Cost-effectiveness: The estimated cost of $27,484,932 includes planning, design, permitting, implementation, monitoring, and administrative
oversight. The cost estimate is based on a 30 percent design for the project. However, engineering cost estimates have not been completed as
full restoration of the MK Ranch site would be contingent upon acquisition of the Lake Wimico parcel west of ARWEA, which is not part of the
cost estimate above. The costs are consistent with FWC’s experience and the project design, and, in the judgement of the FL TIG, while large,
are reasonable and appropriate.

Goals and objectives: This project is consistent with the Restore Water Quality Restoration Goal and underlying Water Quality Restoration Type
and has a clear nexus to the injuries. This project would improve water quality in watersheds injured by the DWH oil spill and restore historic
wetland structure and function by reconnecting the natural drainage pathways within the watershed.

Likelihood of success: The success of this project, as it relates to implementation of full restoration of the MK Ranch site, is contingent upon
acquisition of the Lake Wimico parcel west of ARWEA.

Avoid collateral injury: This project includes wetland restoration efforts and the collection of hydrologic and vegetative data. During
restoration, there could be minor impacts to surrounding habitats.

Benefits: The primary benefit of this project is to restore flows and improve hydrologic conditions in the watershed and downstream coastal
habitats.

Health and safety: The FL TIG does not anticipate impacts to public health and safety. In particular, improvements in water quality would have
benefits for public health.

Summary: Based on the OPA evaluation, specifically the likelihood of success, this project was not identified as a preferred alternative by the
FL TIG at this time.
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Cost-effectiveness: The estimated cost of $3,237,986 includes construction, monitoring, evaluation, oversight, and contingency costs. The
costs are based on similar projects, FDEP’s experience, and, in the judgement of the FL TIG, are reasonable and appropriate.

Goals and objectives: This project is consistent with the Restore Water Quality Restoration Goal and underlying Water Quality Restoration Type
and has a clear nexus to the injuries. This project would directly improve water quality in watersheds injured by the DWH oil spill by reducing
the discharge pollutant loading that otherwise would impact the health and quality of estuarine habitats in receiving waters.

Likelihood of success: This project includes connecting septic systems to the City of Carrabelle’s wastewater treatment plant using approaches
that have been successfully implemented by FDEP and project partners in other similar projects across Florida. The FL TIG anticipates this
project would have a high likelihood of success.

Avoid collateral injury: This project focuses on connecting septic systems to the wastewater treatment plant. Construction activities would
employ appropriate measures to avoid collateral injury; as such, the FL TIG does not anticipate any collateral injury to other natural resources.

Benefits: The primary benefit of this project is to improve water quality in the watershed and downstream coastal habitats. This project would
also have recreational use benefits including helping to reduce the potential for beach closures, restrictions on shellfish harvesting, and human
health impacts from microbial pathogens.

Health and safety: The FL TIG does not anticipate impacts to public health and safety. In particular, improvements in water quality would have
benefits for public health.

Summary: Based on the OPA evaluation, this project was identified as a tentative preferred restoration alternative in this RP/EA.
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Cost-effectiveness: The estimated cost of $500,000 includes P&D and oversight and administration. The costs are based on similar projects,
DOI’s experience, and, in the judgement of the FL TIG, are reasonable and appropriate.

Goals and objectives: This project is consistent with the Restore Water Quality Restoration Goal and underlying Water Quality Restoration Type
and has a clear nexus to the injuries. This project would provide a restoration strategy to help improve hydrologic conditions in the Lower
Suwannee NWR area through the compilation and analysis of existing water quality and flow data and hydrologic modeling assessments.

Likelihood of success: This project only includes P&D activities, including compilation and analysis of existing data and hydrologic modeling
assessments to identify locations where culverts, low water crossing, and road removal can be used to restore flows and improve hydrologic
conditions. DOI and NWR staff have conducted similar modeling and analysis exercises in the past and expect this project to have a high
likelihood of success in providing valuable information for future restoration planning efforts.

Avoid collateral injury: This is a P&D project and is not expected to cause collateral injury to natural resources. This project focuses on an
analysis of existing data and hydrologic modeling; these are all activities that pose no direct or indirect risk of injury to the environment.

Benefits: The primary benefit of this project is to provide valuable information for future restoration planning efforts. If implemented, this
project would restore flows and improve hydrologic conditions in the watershed, restore hydrologic connections and freshwater flows between
the NWR and Suwannee River Estuary, enhance coastal habitats impacted by the spill, and subsequently benefit fish and wildlife, such as Gulf
sturgeon, oysters, and commercial and recreational fisheries. Increased freshwater flows would also reduce the effects of saltwater intrusion
in the lower portion of the NWR. Long-term benefits to the resources and their services injured by the spill would include improved health and
resilience of coastal and marine habitats and resources.

Health and safety: This is a P&D project. As such, the FL TIG does not anticipate impacts to public health and safety. If implemented, the
improvements in water quality would have benefits for public health.

Summary: Based on the OPA evaluation, this project was identified as a tentative preferred restoration alternative in this RP/EA.
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Cost-effectiveness: The estimated cost of $636,500 includes P&D, monitoring, and administrative oversight. The costs are based on similar
projects, FDEP’s experience, and in the judgement of the FL TIG, are reasonable and appropriate.

Goals and objectives: This project is consistent with the Restore Water Quality Restoration Goal and underlying Water Quality Restoration Type
and has a clear nexus to the injuries. If implemented, the project would develop a science-based, data-driven, Strategic Hydrological Planning
Tool that would provide guidance to resource management agencies for restoration and management of surface waters flowing from the Cecil
Webb/Babcock and Yucca Pens Unit WMAs through tidal creeks and discharging into eastern Charlotte Harbor and the Caloosahatchee River.

Likelihood of success: This project includes P&D and modeling efforts. FDEP and project partners have conducted similar modeling efforts
which have successfully resulted in information beneficial for restoration planning efforts. The FL TIG anticipates this project would have a
high likelihood of success.

Avoid collateral injury: This is a P&D project and is not expected to cause collateral injury to natural resources. This project focuses on
modeling and creation of a Strategic Hydrological Planning Tool; these are all activities that pose no direct or indirect risk of injury to the
environment.

Benefits: The primary benefit of this project is to provide valuable information for future restoration planning efforts that, if implemented,
would improve water quality and hydrology. This project would also benefit wildlife, coastal habitats, and resources, as well as the
recreational use of those habitats (i.e., swimming and fishing). Restoring surface water sheet flow and moderating excessive freshwater
discharges would have subsequent benefits to habitats, fish, and wildlife. Long-term benefits to the resources and their services injured by the
spill would include improved health and resilience of coastal and marine habitats and resources.

Health and safety: This is a P&D project. As such, the FL TIG does not anticipate impacts to public health and safety. If implemented, the
improvements in water quality would have benefits for public health.

Summary: Based on the OPA evaluation, this project was identified as a tentative preferred restoration alternative in this RP/EA.
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3.5 OPA Evaluation: Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities
Table 3-4 provides an evaluation of the consistency with OPA criteria for each of the projects in the reasonable range of alternatives consistent

with the Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities Restoration Goal and the underlying Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities

Restoration Type. Additional information on the Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities alternatives is provided in Section 2.5.4.

Table 3-4

Evaluation of OPA criteria for the Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities alternatives

ALTERNATIVES ‘ OPA EVALUATION

REC1, Perdido
Bay Sunset
Islands
Snorkeling
Trail

Cost-effectiveness: The estimated cost of $840,000 includes planning, design, permitting, and construction, monitoring and maintenance
activities, oversight, and contingency costs. The costs are based on Escambia County’s experience with breakwaters and, in the judgement of
the FL TIG, are reasonable and appropriate.

Goals and objectives: This project is consistent with the Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities Restoration Goal and underlying
Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities Restoration Type and has a clear nexus to the injuries. The snorkeling path would provide
additional recreational opportunities and the educational signage would increase awareness of the area’s natural resources.

Likelihood of success: This project includes P&D and construction of a breakwater and snorkeling trail. While FDEP and Escambia County have
experience in constructing breakwaters, neither has experience in the establishment of an underwater snorkeling trail.

Avoid collateral injury: This project focuses on increasing and enhancing recreational access through the construction of a breakwater and
development of a snorkeling trail. Activities would employ appropriate measures to avoid collateral injury; as such, the FL TIG does not
anticipate any collateral injury to other natural resources.

Benefits: The primary benefit of this project is to provide and enhance recreational uses through the development of a snorkeling trail.

Health and safety: This project could result in potential health and safety concerns related to the snorkeling trail, which would be located in
the vicinity of a high-boat traffic area (Intracoastal Waterway).

Summary: Based on the OPA evaluation, specifically the likelihood of success and health and safety, this project was not identified as a
preferred alternative by the FL TIG at this time.
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REC2, Tarkiln
Bayou
Preserve
State Park
Improvements

Cost-effectiveness: The estimated cost of $2,719,670 includes planning, design, permitting, construction, monitoring and maintenance
activities, oversight, and contingency costs. The costs are based on similar projects, consistent with FDEP’s experience, and, in the judgment
of the FL TIG, are reasonable and appropriate.

Goals and objectives: This project is consistent with the Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities Restoration Goal and underlying
Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities Restoration Type goals and has a clear nexus to the injuries. The enhanced parking area, road
improvements, paddle-craft launch, and beach-use area amenities would provide access and enhance visitors’ recreational experiences.

Likelihood of success: This project includes planning and construction of standard park amenities that are likely to be successfully
implemented. However, it would be difficult to improve DuPont Road (the access road from the entrance/parking area to the beach-use area)
due to hydrologic issues (i.e., sheet water flows) in wet conditions even with enhancements (e.g., low water crossings). Additionally, there are
logistical issues with transporting paddle-craft from the entrance/parking area to the end of the boardwalk (approximately one mile in length)
to access the paddle-craft launch in Tarkiln Bayou.

Avoid collateral injury: This project focuses on providing and enhancing recreational opportunities through infrastructure improvements.
These improvements are likely to impact the hydrology and associated wetland plant community in the area.

Benefits: The primary benefit of this project is to provide and enhance recreational uses through the construction of the proposed amenities.

Health and safety: The FL TIG does not anticipate impacts to public health and safety based on FDEP experience with construction and use of
similar amenities.

Summary: Based on the OPA evaluation, specifically the likelihood of success and collateral injury, this project was not identified as a
preferred alternative by the FL TIG at this time.
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REC3, Perdido
River and Bay
Paddle Trail
(preferred)

Cost-effectiveness: The estimated cost of $1,165,488 includes planning, design, permitting, construction, monitoring and maintenance
activities, oversight, and contingency costs. The costs are based on similar projects, consistent with FDEP’s experience, and, in the judgment
of the FL TIG, are reasonable and appropriate.

Goals and objectives: This project is consistent with the Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities Restoration Goal and underlying
Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities Restoration Type and has a clear nexus to the injuries. For example, the Heron Bayou
improvements would provide access in an area without public access currently, the parking area would increase access, and the shelters and
other amenities would enhance visitors’ recreational experiences.

Likelihood of success: This project includes planning and construction of standard park amenities that are likely to be successfully
implemented. These approaches have been successfully implemented by FDEP in the past and have resulted in increased recreational use. This
project leverages ongoing DWH-funded efforts including the DWH Early Restoration Phase | Florida Boat Ramp Enhancement and Construction
Project (Perdido River Public Boat Ramp). The FL TIG anticipates this project would have a high likelihood of success.

Avoid collateral injury: This project focuses on increasing and enhancing recreational access through infrastructure improvements.
Appropriate BMPs and other measures would be utilized to minimize impacts to other natural resources.

Benefits: The primary benefit of this project is to provide and enhance recreational uses in Florida through the construction of the proposed
amenities. This project has the added benefit of complementing the recreational amenities provided on the Alabama side of the Perdido River,
including extending the paddling trail south to Perdido Bay.

Health and safety: The FL TIG does not anticipate impacts to public health and safety. The entrance drive and parking area would be
engineered to minimize changes to traffic flows and consequently only minor traffic impacts are anticipated. The addition of multiple ingress
and egress points along the river, for kayakers or others using the river, would improve paddler safety. Further, the amenities would comply
with ADA standards.

Summary: Based on the OPA evaluation, this project was identified as a tentative preferred restoration alternative in this RP/EA.
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REC4,
Carpenter
Creek
Headwaters
Park
Amenities

(preferred)

Cost-effectiveness: The estimated cost of $446,080 includes planning, design, permitting, construction, monitoring, oversight, and contingency
costs. The costs are based on similar projects, consistent with FDEP’s experience, and, in the judgment of the FL TIG, are reasonable and
appropriate.

Goals and objectives: This project is consistent with the Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities Restoration Goal and underlying
Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities Restoration Type and has a clear nexus to the injuries. This project would provide new
recreational opportunities in an area without public access currently. The parking area and boardwalk would enhance access to the area and
the educational signage would enhance awareness of restoration efforts and the importance of the creek and watershed.

Likelihood of success: This project includes planning and construction of standard park amenities that are likely to be successfully
implemented. These approaches have been successfully implemented by FDEP and Escambia County in the past and have resulted in increased
recreational use. The FL TIG anticipates this project would have a high likelihood of success.

Avoid collateral injury: This project focuses on increasing and enhancing recreational access through infrastructure improvements.
Appropriate BMPs and other measures would be utilized to minimize impacts to other natural resources.

Benefits: The primary benefit of this project is to provide and enhance recreational uses through the construction of the proposed amenities.

Health and safety: The FL TIG does not anticipate impacts to public health and safety. The parking area would be engineered to minimize
changes to traffic flows and consequently only minor traffic impacts are anticipated. The amenities would comply with ADA standards.

Summary: Based on the OPA evaluation, this project was identified as a tentative preferred restoration alternative in this RP/EA.
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RECS5, Gulf
Islands
National
Seashore
(Florida)
Rehabilitation
of Okaloosa
Unit
Recreational
Facilities
(preferred)

Cost-effectiveness: The estimated cost of $3,201,383 includes planning, design, permitting, construction, monitoring, oversight, and
contingency costs. The costs are based on similar projects, consistent with DOI’s experience, and, in the judgment of the FL TIG, are
reasonable and appropriate.

Goals and objectives: This project is consistent with the Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities Restoration Goal and underlying
Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities Restoration Type and has a clear nexus to the injuries. More specifically, the boat ramp,
parking area, boardwalk, and RV site enhancements would increase access to recreational opportunities and the boat ramp, picnic areas, lift
station, and restrooms would enhance recreational experiences.

Likelihood of success: This project includes planning and construction of standard park amenities that are likely to be successfully
implemented. These approaches have been successfully implemented by DOI in the past and have resulted in increased recreational use. The
FL TIG anticipates this project would have a high likelihood of success.

Avoid collateral injury: This project focuses on increasing and enhancing recreational access through infrastructure improvements.
Appropriate BMPs and other measures would be utilized to minimize impacts other natural resources.

Benefits: The primary benefit of this project is to provide and enhance recreational uses through the construction of the proposed amenities.
The project also includes some revegetation efforts which would result in habitat and wildlife benefits. Further, the construction of fencing
would help protect sensitive habitats from human foot traffic.

Health and safety: The FL TIG does not anticipate impacts to public health and safety. The parking area would be engineered to minimize
changes to traffic flows and consequently only minor traffic impacts are anticipated. The amenities would comply with ADA standards.

Summary: Based on the OPA evaluation, this project was identified as a tentative preferred restoration alternative in this RP/EA.
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REC6, Joe’s
Bayou
Recreation
Area
Improvements
(preferred)

Cost-effectiveness: The estimated cost of $12,202,891 includes planning, design, permitting, construction, monitoring, oversight, and
contingency costs. The costs are based on similar projects, consistent with FDEP’s experience, and, in the judgment of the FL TIG, are
reasonable and appropriate.

Goals and objectives: This project is consistent with the Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities Restoration Goal and underlying
Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities Restoration Type and has a clear nexus to the injuries. More specifically, the parking areas
would increase access and the boat launch, boardwalk, trails, and restrooms would enhance visitor experiences.

Likelihood of success: This project includes planning and construction of standard park amenities that are likely to be successfully
implemented. These approaches have been successfully implemented by FDEP in the past and have resulted in increased recreational use. The
FL TIG anticipates this project would have a high likelihood of success.

Avoid collateral injury: This project focuses on increasing and enhancing recreational access through infrastructure improvements.
Appropriate BMPs and other measures would be utilized to minimize impacts other natural resources.

Benefits: The primary benefit of this project is to provide and enhance recreational uses through the construction of the proposed amenities.

Health and safety: The FL TIG does not anticipate impacts to public health and safety. In particular, the parking area would be engineered to
minimize changes to traffic flows and consequently only minor traffic impacts are anticipated. The parking area would also comply with ADA
standards.

Summary: Based on the OPA evaluation, this project was identified as a tentative preferred restoration alternative in this RP/EA.

3-28




REC7, Topsalil
Hill Preserve
State Park
Improvements
(preferred)

Cost-effectiveness: The estimated cost of $3,926,811 includes planning, design, permitting, construction, monitoring, oversight, and
contingency costs. The costs are based on similar projects, consistent with FDEP’s experience, and, in the judgment of the FL TIG, are
reasonable and appropriate.

Goals and objectives: This project is consistent with the Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities Restoration Goal and underlying
Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities Restoration Type and has a clear nexus to the injuries. More specifically, this project would
enhance public access to recreational areas by providing tram and bike-share stations, improving access to the Gulf beach area and Campbell
Lake, and improving campground facilities.

Likelihood of success: This project includes planning and construction of standard park amenities that are likely to be successfully
implemented. These approaches have been successfully implemented by FDEP in the past and have resulted in increased recreational use. The
FL TIG anticipates this project would have a high likelihood of success.

Avoid collateral injury: This project focuses on increasing and enhancing recreational access through infrastructure improvements.
Appropriate BMPs and other measures would be utilized to minimize impacts other natural resources.

Benefits: The primary benefit of this project is to provide and enhance recreational uses through the construction of the proposed amenities.
The tram and bike-share stations would enhance access and the campground facilities would enhance experiences. In addition, interpretive
signage at the entrance and in other areas would increase awareness of the rare coastal dune lake ecosystem.

Health and safety: The FL TIG does not anticipate impacts to public health and safety. All of the RV campsites and campground facilities would
be connected to the central sewer system, enhancing public health. Further, the amenities would comply with ADA standards.

Summary: Based on the OPA evaluation, this project was identified as a tentative preferred restoration alternative in this RP/EA.
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REC8, Camp
Helen State
Park
Improvements
(preferred)

Cost-effectiveness: The estimated cost of $3,326,027 includes planning, design, permitting, construction, monitoring, oversight, and
contingency costs. The costs are based on similar projects, consistent with FDEP’s experience, and, in the judgment of the FL TIG, are
reasonable and appropriate.

Goals and objectives: This project is consistent with the Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities Restoration Goal and underlying
Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities Restoration Type and has a clear nexus to the injuries. More specifically, the parking area
would enhance public access for recreational opportunities by providing increased access. The docks would provide improved access to the
water for recreational use. The day-use area amenities would also enhance the public’s recreational opportunities at the park.

Likelihood of success: This project includes planning and construction of standard park amenities that are likely to be successfully
implemented. These approaches have been successfully implemented by FDEP in the past and have resulted in increased recreational use. The
FL TIG anticipates this project would have a high likelihood of success.

Avoid collateral injury: This project focuses on increasing and enhancing recreational access through infrastructure improvements.
Appropriate BMPs and other measures would be utilized to minimize impacts to other natural resources.

Benefits: The primary benefit of this project is to provide and enhance recreational uses through the construction of the proposed amenities.
In addition, the walkway extensions would encourage the public to utilize the walkways thereby reducing potential impacts on sensitive
habitats such as coastal grassland and dunes.

Health and safety: The FL TIG does not anticipate impacts to public health and safety. To minimize public health impacts, trash receptacles
would be regularly maintained at key access points. Restrooms would be connected to existing municipal lines and maintained regularly. The
parking lot would be engineered to minimize changes to traffic flows and consequently only minor traffic impacts are anticipated. The
amenities would comply with ADA standards.

Summary: Based on the OPA evaluation, this project was identified as a tentative preferred restoration alternative in this RP/EA.
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REC9, St. Cost-effectiveness: The estimated cost of $10,875,855 includes planning, design, permitting, construction, monitoring, oversight, and
Andrews State | contingency costs. The costs are based on similar projects, consistent with FDEP’s experience, and, in the judgment of the FL TIG, are
Park reasonable and appropriate.

Improvements

(pref 8 Goals and objectives: This project is consistent with the Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities Restoration Goal and underlying
preferre

Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities Restoration Type and has a clear nexus to the injuries. More specifically, the improved
entrance area and parking facilities would enhance public access for recreational opportunities, the paddle-craft launch would provide
improved access to the water for recreational use, and the pavilions and other amenities would enhance recreational opportunities.

Likelihood of success: This project includes planning and construction of standard park amenities that are likely to be successfully
implemented. These approaches have been successfully implemented by FDEP in the past and have resulted in increased recreational use. The
FL TIG anticipates this project would have a high likelihood of success.

Avoid collateral injury: This project focuses on increasing and enhancing recreational access through infrastructure improvements.
Appropriate BMPs and other measures would be utilized to minimize impacts to other natural resources.

Benefits: The primary benefit of this project is to provide and enhance recreational uses through the construction of the proposed amenities.
In addition, the repaving of roadways throughout the park, including the addition of bike lanes and culverts, would also benefit water quality
and hydrology.

Health and safety: The FL TIG does not anticipate impacts to public health and safety. In particular, the reconfigured and expanded parking
area and sidewalks connecting amenities would enhance safe access and egress of vehicles and pedestrians. The location of the launch would
also be sensitive to paddler safety and intersections with motorized boat traffic. The amenities would comply with ADA standards.

Summary: Based on the OPA evaluation, this project was identified as a tentative preferred restoration alternative in this RP/EA.
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REC10, T.H.
Stone
Memorial St.
Joseph
Peninsula
State Park
Improvements

Cost-effectiveness: The estimated cost of $977,945 includes permitting, construction, monitoring, oversight, and contingency costs. The costs
are based on similar projects, consistent with FDEP’s experience, and, in the judgment of the FL TIG, are reasonable and appropriate.
However, these costs were based on the pre-Hurricane Michael conditions of the roadway and adjacent areas where the shared use path would
be constructed.

Goals and objectives: This project is consistent with the Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities Restoration Goal and underlying
Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities Restoration Type and has a clear nexus to the injuries. More specifically, the project would
increase and enhance tourism and recreational opportunities at the park and in Gulf County by creating bicycle/pedestrian-use infrastructure.

Likelihood of success: This project includes planning and construction of standard trail amenities that have been successfully implemented by
FDEP in the past and have resulted in increased recreational use. However, the FL TIG determined that this project is unlikely to be viable at
this time due to the impacts from Hurricane Michael to the park, including to the park roadway and adjacent areas. Further, the park will
need to update the Unit Management Plan and determine how best to mitigate impacts from the Hurricane. The FL TIG anticipates this
project, at the current time, would not have a high likelihood of success.

Avoid collateral injury: This project focuses on increasing and enhancing recreational access through infrastructure improvements.
Appropriate BMPs and other measures would be utilized to minimize impacts to other natural resources.

Benefits: The primary benefit of this project is to provide and enhance recreational uses through the construction of the proposed amenity.
The shared-use path would increase recreational access and use opportunities at the park.

Health and safety: The FL TIG does not anticipate impacts to public health and safety. The shared-use path would allow for safe and scenic
bicycle and pedestrian access within the park, from the park entrance to the Eagle Harbor Day Use Area and primary Gulf Beach Access. The
amenity would comply with ADA standards.

Summary: Based on the OPA evaluation, specifically the likelihood of success due to Hurricane Michael impacts, this project was not identified
as a preferred alternative by the FL TIG at this time.
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REC11, St.
Marks
National
Wildlife
Refuge
Coastal Tralil
Connection,
Spring Creek
to Port Leon
(preferred)

Cost-effectiveness: The estimated cost of $1,200,000 includes planning, design, permitting, construction, monitoring, oversight, and
contingency costs. The costs are based on similar projects, consistent with USDA and DOI’s experience, and, in the judgment of the FL TIG, are
reasonable and appropriate.

Goals and objectives: This project is consistent with the Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities Restoration Goal and underlying
Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities Restoration Type and has a clear nexus to the injuries. More specifically, this project would
increase access through the extension of the FNST in St. Marks NWR including bridges, puncheon, and boardwalks.

Likelihood of success: This project includes planning and construction of standard park amenities that are likely to be successfully
implemented. These approaches have been successfully implemented by USDA and DOI in the past and have resulted in increased recreational
use. The FL TIG anticipates this project would have a high likelihood of success.

Avoid collateral injury: This project focuses on increasing and enhancing recreational access through infrastructure improvements.
Appropriate BMPs and other measures would be utilized to minimize impacts other natural resources.

Benefits: The primary benefit of this project is to provide and enhance recreational uses through the construction of the proposed amenities.
This project would also restore and enhance tourism and recreational opportunities along the FNST by providing improved connectivity,
infrastructure, access, and education.

Health and safety: The FL TIG does not anticipate impacts to public health and safety. The trail improvements, specifically the bridges, would
improve safety by providing a safe access across wetlands and other water bodies. The amenities would comply with ADA standards.

Summary: Based on the OPA evaluation, this project was identified as a tentative preferred restoration alternative in this RP/EA.
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3.6 Natural Recovery

Pursuant to the OPA NRDA regulations, the PDARP/PEIS considered a “natural recovery alternative in
which no human intervention would be taken to directly restore injured natural resources and services
to baseline” (40 CFR 990.53[b][2]). Under this alternative, no additional restoration would be done by
the FL TIG to accelerate the recovery of habitat on federally managed lands, water quality, or
recreational losses in the Florida Restoration Area using DWH NRDA funding at this time. The FL TIG
would allow natural recovery processes to occur, which could result in one of four outcomes for injured
resources: (1) gradual recovery, (2) partial recovery, (3) no recovery, or (4) further deterioration.
Although injured resources could presumably recover to or near baseline conditions under this scenario,
recovery would take much longer compared to a scenario in which restoration actions were undertaken.
Given that technically feasible restoration approaches are available to compensate for interim natural
resource and service losses, the Trustees rejected this alternative from further OPA evaluation within
the PDARP/PEIS. Based on this determination, tiering this RP/EA from the PDARP/PEIS, and
incorporating that analysis by reference, the FL TIG did not find natural recovery to be a viable
alternative under OPA. Natural recovery is not considered further in this RP/EA.%

3.7 Project Costs
The estimated costs for each restoration project evaluated in this RP/EA are provided in Table 2-1 and
discussed in the project descriptions in Section 2.5. The total estimated cost for projects proposed under

each Restoration Type is as follows:

e Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands: $15,196,132 (S2,742,451 for the preferred
alternatives);

e Nutrient Reduction: $8,400,000 (55,250,000 for the preferred alternatives);

e Water Quality: $48,347,069 (516,945,754 for the preferred alternatives); and

e Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities: $40,882,150 ($36,344,535 for the preferred
alternatives).

For P&D projects, estimated costs include planning, feasibility studies, design, engineering, and/or other
activities needed to facilitate development of a project that could be considered by the FL TIG for
implementation in a future restoration plan. For projects proposed for full implementation, estimated
costs reflect all costs associated with implementing the project, including but not limited to updating
engineering designs, additional P&D activities, construction, monitoring, evaluation, Trustee oversight,
management, and/or contingencies. These cost estimates reflect the most current designs and
information available to the FL TIG at the time of drafting this RP/EA.

20 NEPA requires evaluation of a “no action” alternative. This differs from the natural recovery alternative under OPA. The
environmental consequences of the NEPA no action alternative is considered separately in Chapter 4.
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Table 3-5 provides the final settlement allocations for the four Restoration Goals and Restoration Types
in the Florida Restoration Area, the funds allocated in this RP/EA for the selected projects, and the
remaining funds by Restoration Type.

Table 3-5 Florida Restoration Area DWH settlement funds across the four programmatic
Restoration Goals and underlying Restoration Types, including funds allocated to Early
Restoration projects, fund allocated in this RP/EA, and remaining funds

Total FL TIG Funds Remaining
Settlement  Allocated in Funds??
Restoration Goal Restoration Type Funds? this RP/EA
Restore and Conserve Habitat Wetlands, Coastal and
$5,000,000 -- $5,000,000

Nearshore Habitats

Habitat Projects on
$17,500,000 $2,742,451 $14,757,549
Federally Managed Lands

Early Restoration $15,629,367 N/A N/A
Restore Water Quality Nutrient Reduction $35,000,000 $5,250,000 $29,750,000
Water Quality $300,000,000  $16,945,754 $283,054,246
Replenish and Protect Living Coastal and Marine Resources  Sea Turtles $20,000,000 --  $20,000,000
Marine Mammals $5,000,000 -- $5,000,000
Birds $40,000,000 -- $40,000,000
Oysters $20,000,000 --  $20,000,000
Early Restoration - Birds $2,835,000 N/A N/A
Early Restoration - Oysters $5,370,596 N/A N/A
Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities Provide and Enhance

. . $63,274,513  $36,344,535  $26,929,978
Recreational Opportunities

Early Restoration $120,543,167 N/A N/A

Table 5.10-1 in the PDARP/PEIS provides the allocations to other Restoration Areas.

3.8 OPA Evaluation Conclusions

As described in the sections above, the FL TIG conducted an OPA evaluation of each of the projects
included in the reasonable range of alternatives for this RP/EA. All 23 of the preferred restoration
alternatives are consistent with the PDARP/PEIS Restoration Goals and Types and the six OPA evaluation
criteria as set forth in 990.54(a)(1)-(6) and have been selected for implementation by the FL TIG. The
four preferred P&D alternatives are intended to generate information necessary to design and
implement future restoration activities. These projects would not directly restore natural resources or
their services, but would provide information needed to effectively do so in the future.

21 The total FL TIG settlement funds are $680,152,643, which include the funds by Restoration Goal, $10,000,000 for Monitoring
and Adaptive Management, and $20,000,000 for Administrative Oversight and Comprehensive Planning.

22 These values take into account the costs for the projects selected in this RP/EA but do not take into account any additional
planning costs or interest accrued by Restoration Type.
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A summary of the OPA evaluation is provided in Table 3-6.

Table 3-6

Summary of OPA evaluation for reasonable range of alternatives

ALTERNATIVES

Restoration Type:

OPA EVALUATION SUMMARY

Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands (FM)

FM1, Gulf Islands
National Seashore
(Florida) Beneficial
Use of Dredged
Materials at
Perdido Key

The project would improve and increase beach habitat. A similar project, utilizing the
same sand placement methods, was completed at Perdido Key between 2011 and 2012.
However, the timing for this project is not consistent with the USACE’s plans for dredging
of the pass. Based on the evaluation of the likelihood of success, this project was not
identified as a preferred restoration alternative by the FL TIG at this time.

FM2, Gulf Islands
National Seashore
(Florida) Night Sky
Restoration (P&D;
preferred)

The estimated project costs are reasonable and appropriate. The project would provide
valuable information to the FL TIG on the most effective approach to reduce artificial
lighting on GUIS and help with future restoration efforts. As a P&D activity, this project
would not cause any collateral injury to resources and would not result in any impacts to
public health and safety. As such, this project was identified as a tentative preferred
restoration alternative.

FM3, Gulf Islands
National Seashore
(Florida) Night Sky
Restoration
(Implementation)

The project is likely to be implemented successfully. However, the FM2, Gulf Islands
National Seashore (Florida) Night Sky Restoration (P&D) project should be conducted first
to provide the necessary information to increase the cost-effectiveness and likelihood of
success to implement Phase Il. As such, this project was not identified as a preferred
alternative by the FL TIG at this time.

FM4, Gulf Islands
National Seashore
(Florida) Beach and
Dune Habitat
Protection
(preferred)

The estimated project costs are reasonable and appropriate. The project would protect
beach habitat and associated wildlife at GUIS. The project utilizes standard approaches,
is likely to be successful, and is not expected to cause collateral injuries. The law
enforcement patrols to monitor and control vehicle speeding rates would not only reduce
collisions with wildlife but also increase safety for visitors to GUIS. This project was
identified as a tentative preferred restoration alternative by the FL TIG.

FM5, Gulf Islands
National Seashore
(Florida) Invasive
Plant Removal
(preferred)

The estimated project costs are reasonable and appropriate. The project would protect
and enhance habitat within GUIS through invasive species management. The project
utilizes standard approaches, is likely to be successful, and is not expected to cause
collateral injuries. As such, this project was identified as a tentative preferred restoration
alternative by the FL TIG.

FM6, St. Vincent
National Wildlife
Refuge Predator
Control
(preferred)

The estimated project costs are reasonable and appropriate. The project would protect
and conserve habitat through predator control actions to mitigate the negative impacts of
feral hogs and raccoons on habitats and resources. The project includes planning and
implementation of predator control mechanisms and monitoring of species populations
that are highly likely to be successfully implemented. Further, the project is not expected
to cause collateral injuries. As such, this project was identified as a tentative preferred
restoration alternative by the FL TIG.
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The estimated project costs are reasonable and appropriate. The project would improve water
quality in the Pensacola Bay and Perdido River watersheds, by reducing sediment and nutrient
loads through the implementation of CPs on agricultural lands. The project has a high
likelihood of success and the FL TIG does not expect any collateral injury to other natural
resources or any impacts to public health and safety. To the extent the project reduces
bacterial contaminants in surface waters, there could be a public health benefit. As such, this
project was identified as a tentative preferred restoration alternative by the FL TIG.

The estimated project costs are reasonable and appropriate. The project would improve water
quality in the Apalachicola Bay watershed by reducing sediment and nutrient loads through the
implementation of CPs on agricultural lands. The project has a high likelihood of success and
the FL TIG does not expect any collateral injury to other natural resources or any impacts to
public health and safety. To the extent the project reduces bacterial contaminants in surface
waters, there could be a public health benefit. However, this watershed has lower agricultural
production for agricultural nutrient reduction than the other two proposed alternatives (NR1
and NR3). Therefore, while yielding positive impacts, this project is expected to be less
beneficial than these alternatives because it would offer fewer opportunities for implementing
nutrient reduction measures. As such, this project was not identified as a preferred alternative
by the FL TIG at this time.

The estimated project costs are reasonable and appropriate. The project would improve water
quality in the Lower Suwannee River watershed by reducing sediment and nutrient loads
through the implementation of CPs on agricultural lands. The project has a high likelihood of
success and the FL TIG does not expect any collateral injury to other natural resources or any
impacts to public health and safety. To the extent the project reduces bacterial contaminants
in surface waters, there could be a public health benefit. As such, this project was identified
as a tentative preferred restoration alternative by the FL TIG.

The estimated project costs are reasonable and appropriate. The project would reduce
pollution and hydrologic degradation to coastal wetlands by restoring wetlands and
constructing a stormwater pond that would reduce erosion as well as sediments,
nutrients, and other pollutions associated with stormwater runoff. The project has a high
likelihood of success and the FL TIG does not expect any collateral injury to other natural
resources or any impacts to public health and safety. As such, this project was identified
as a tentative preferred restoration alternative by the FL TIG.

The estimated project costs are reasonable and appropriate. The project would improve
water quality through reduced nutrient loading to Santa Rosa Sound. The project has a
high likelihood of success and the FL TIG does not expect any collateral injury to other
natural resources or any impacts to public health and safety. As such, this project was
identified as a tentative preferred restoration alternative by the FL TIG.

The estimated project costs are reasonable and appropriate. The project would improve
water quality by mitigating the impacts of excessive sedimentation to the Yellow River
and Pensacola Bay. The project has a high likelihood of success and the FL TIG does not
expect any collateral injury to other natural resources or any impacts to public health and
safety. As such, this project was identified as a tentative preferred restoration alternative
by the FL TIG.
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The estimated project costs are reasonable and appropriate. The project would reduce
erosion and transport of sediment downstream and improve water quality in Pensacola
Bay, a watershed impacted by the DWH oil spill. The project has a high likelihood of
success and, as a P&D activity, the FL TIG does not expect any collateral injury to other
natural resources or any impacts to public health and safety. As such, this project was
identified as a tentative preferred restoration alternative by the FL TIG.

The estimated project costs are reasonable and appropriate. The project would restore
hydrologic connections between the estuarine and freshwater portions of Alligator Lake
and enhance coastal habitats injured by the DWH oil spill. The project has a high
likelihood of success and the FL TIG does not expect any collateral injury to other natural
resources or any impacts to public health and safety. As such, this project was identified
as a tentative preferred restoration alternative by the FL TIG.

The estimated project costs are reasonable and appropriate. The project would improve
water quality in watersheds injured by the DWH oil spill by reducing point and nonpoint
source pollution from reaching Grand Lagoon, which is part of the St. Andrew Bay sector
and direct connection to the Gulf of Mexico. This project includes developing a
stormwater treatment facility, using approaches that have been successfully implemented
by FDEP in other similar projects across Florida. However, land would need to be acquired
from willing sellers, with sufficient acreage and in the right location, to allow
construction of the stormwater treatment facilities. It is unknown at this time whether
such land could be acquired. As such, this project was not identified as a preferred
alternative by the FL TIG at this time.

The estimated project costs are reasonable and appropriate. The project would reduce
erosion and transport of sediment downstream and improve water quality in a watershed
impacted by the DWH oil spill through mitigating the adverse effects of unpaved roads.
Based on the results of an inventory conducted to identify unpaved roads in 16 northwest
Florida counties, Pensacola Bay was identified as the watershed with the second largest
number of unpaved, county-maintained roads, after Choctawhatchee Bay. A similar study
for Choctawhatchee Bay is currently being funded with NFWF GEBF funds. Therefore, the
FL TIG believes Pensacola Bay is a higher priority watershed compared to St. Andrew Bay
for this type of restoration activity. Therefore, while addressing unpaved roads in St.
Andrew Bay Watershed would yield positive impacts, this project is expected to be less
beneficial than the restoration alternative proposed for Pensacola Bay Watershed (see
WQ4). As such, this project was not identified as a preferred alternative by the FL TIG at
this time.

The estimated project costs are reasonable and appropriate. The project would improve
water quality in watersheds injured by the DWH oil spill by capturing and treating
stormwater runoff prior to discharge into St. Joseph Bay. The project has a high likelihood
of success and the FL TIG does not expect any collateral injury to other natural resources
or any impacts to public health and safety. As such, this project was identified as a
tentative preferred restoration alternative by the FL TIG.

The estimated project costs are reasonable and appropriate. The project would improve
water quality in watersheds injured by the DWH oil spill and restore historic wetland
structure and function by reconnecting the natural drainage pathways within the
watershed. The FL TIG does not expect any collateral injury to other natural resources or
any impacts to public health and safety. The success of this project, as it relates to
implementation of full restoration of the MK Ranch site, is contingent upon acquisition of
the Lake Wimico parcel west of ARWEA. As such, this project was not identified as a
preferred alternative by the FL TIG at this time.
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The estimated project costs are reasonable and appropriate. The project would improve
water quality in watersheds injured by the DWH oil spill by reducing the discharge
pollutant loading that otherwise would impact the health and quality of estuarine habitats
in receiving waters. In addition to water quality benefits, this project would also have
recreational use benefits (e.g., helping to reduce the potential for beach closures). The
project has a high likelihood of success and the FL TIG does not expect any collateral
injury to other natural resources or any impacts to public health and safety. As such, this
project was identified as a tentative preferred restoration alternative by the FL TIG.

The estimated project costs are reasonable and appropriate. The project would provide a
restoration strategy to help improve hydrologic conditions in the Lower Suwannee NWR
area through the compilation and analysis of existing water quality and flow data and
hydrologic modeling assessments. The project has a high likelihood of success; DOI and
NWR staff have conducted similar modeling and analysis exercises in the past. As a P&D
activity, the FL TIG does not expect any collateral injury to other natural resources or any
impacts to public health and safety. As such, this project was identified as a tentative
preferred restoration alternative by the FL TIG.

Restoration Type:

The estimated project costs are reasonable and appropriate. If implemented, the project
would develop a science-based, data-driven, Strategic Hydrological Planning Tool that
would provide guidance to resource management agencies for restoration and
management of surface waters flowing from the Cecil Webb/Babcock and Yucca Pens Unit
WMAs through tidal creeks and discharging into eastern Charlotte Harbor and the
Caloosahatchee River. The project has a high likelihood of success and, as a P&D project,
the FL TIG does not expect any collateral injury to other natural resources or any impacts
to public health and safety. As such, this project was identified as a tentative preferred
restoration alternative by the FL TIG.

Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities (REC)

REC1, Perdido Bay
Sunset Islands
Snorkeling Trail

This project includes planning and construction of a breakwater and snorkeling trail.
While FDEP and Escambia County have experience in constructing breakwaters, neither
has experience in the establishment of an underwater snorkeling trail. This project could
result in potential health and safety concerns related to the snorkeling trail which is
proposed to be located near a high-boat traffic area (Intracoastal Waterway). As such,
this project was not identified as a preferred alternative by the FL TIG at this time.

REC2, Tarkiln
Bayou Preserve
State Park
Improvements

This project focuses on providing and enhancing recreational opportunities through
infrastructure improvements. However, these improvements could impact the wetland
plant community in the area. This project includes planning and construction of standard
park amenities that are likely to be successfully implemented. However, it would be
difficult to improve the access road from the entrance area to the beach-use area due to
hydrologic issues (i.e., sheet water flows) even with the proposed enhancements (e.qg.,
low water crossings). Additionally, there are logistical issues with transporting paddle-
craft from the parking area to the end of the boardwalk to access the proposed launch. As
such, this project was not identified as a preferred alternative by the FL TIG at this time.

REC3, Perdido
River and Bay
Paddle Trail
(preferred)

The estimated project costs are reasonable and appropriate. The Heron Bayou
improvements would provide access in an area with no public access currently, the
parking area would increase access, and the shelters and other amenities would enhance
visitors’ recreational experiences. The project has a high likelihood of success and the FL
TIG does not expect any collateral injury to other natural resources. The addition of
multiple ingress and egress points along the river, for kayakers or others using the river,
would improve paddler safety. As such, this project was identified as a tentative
preferred restoration alternative by the FL TIG.
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REC4, Carpenter
Creek Headwaters
Park Amenities
(preferred)

The estimated project costs are reasonable and appropriate. The project would provide
new recreational opportunities in an area with no current public access. The parking area
and boardwalk would enhance access to the area and the educational signage would
enhance awareness of restoration efforts and the importance of the creek and watershed.
The project has a high likelihood of success and the FL TIG does not expect any collateral
injury to other natural resources or public health and safety. As such, this project was
identified as a tentative preferred restoration alternative by the FL TIG.

REC5, Gulf Islands
National Seashore
(Florida)
Rehabilitation of
Okaloosa Unit
Recreational
Facilities
(preferred)

The estimated project costs are reasonable and appropriate. The project would provide
new recreational opportunities; the boat ramp, parking area, boardwalk, and RV site
enhancements would increase access to recreational opportunities; the boat ramp, picnic
areas, lift station, and restrooms would enhance recreational experiences. The project
has a high likelihood of success and the FL TIG does not expect any collateral injury to
other natural resources or public health and safety. As such, this project was identified as
a tentative preferred restoration alternative by the FL TIG.

REC6, Joe’s Bayou
Recreation Area
Improvements
(preferred)

The estimated project costs are reasonable and appropriate. The project would provide
new recreational opportunities; the parking areas would increase access and the boat
launch, boardwalk, trails, and restrooms would enhance experiences. The project has a
high likelihood of success and the FL TIG does not expect any collateral injury to other
natural resources or public health and safety. As such, this project was identified as a
tentative preferred restoration alternative by the FL TIG.

REC7, Topsail Hill
Preserve State Park
Improvements
(preferred)

The estimated project costs are reasonable and appropriate. This project would enhance
public access to recreational areas by providing tram and bike-share stations; improving
access to the beach area and Campbell Lake; and by improving campground facilities. The
project has a high likelihood of success and the FL TIG does not expect any collateral
injury to other natural resources or public health and safety. As such, this project was
identified as a tentative preferred restoration alternative by the FL TIG.

REC8, Camp Helen
State Park
Improvements
(preferred)

The estimated project costs are reasonable and appropriate. The project would enhance
public recreational opportunities; the parking area would enhance public access to
natural resources for recreational opportunities by providing improved public access to an
area with limited access. The docks would provide improved access to the water for
recreational use. The day-use area amenities would also enhance the public’s recreational
opportunities at the park. The project has a high likelihood of success and the FL TIG does
not expect any collateral injury to other natural resources or public health and safety. As
such, this project was identified as a tentative preferred restoration alternative by the FL
TIG.

REC9, St. Andrews
State Park
Improvements
(preferred)

The estimated project costs are reasonable and appropriate. The project would provide
and enhance recreational opportunities; the improved entrance area and parking facilities
would enhance public access to natural resources for recreational opportunities; the
paddle-craft launch would provide improved access to the water for recreational use; and
the pavilions and other amenities would enhance recreational opportunities. In addition
to recreational benefits, the repaving of roadways throughout the park, including the
addition of bike lanes and culverts, would benefit water quality and hydrology. The
project has a high likelihood of success and the FL TIG does not expect any collateral
injury to other natural resources or public health and safety. As such, this project was
identified as a tentative preferred restoration alternative by the FL TIG.
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REC10, T.H. Stone
Memorial St.
Joseph Peninsula
State Park
Improvements

The estimated project costs, prior to impacts from Hurricane Michael, were considered
reasonable and appropriate. The project would increase and enhance tourism and
recreational opportunities at the park and in Gulf County by creating bicycle/pedestrian-
use infrastructure. With the impacts from Hurricane Michael to the roadway and adjacent
areas, the project does not have a high likelihood of success. The FL TIG does not expect
any collateral injury to other natural resources or public health and safety. The shared-
use path would allow for safe and scenic bicycle and pedestrian access within the park,
from the park entrance to the Eagle Harbor Day Use Area and primary Gulf Beach Access.
Because the Hurricane affected the likelihood of success, this project was not identified
as a preferred alternative by the FL TIG at this time.

REC11, St. Marks
National Wildlife
Refuge Coastal
Trail Connection,
Spring Creek to
Port Leon
(preferred)

The estimated project costs are reasonable and appropriate. The project would increase
access through the extension of the FNST in St. Marks NWR including bridges, puncheon,
and boardwalks. The project has a high likelihood of success and the FL TIG does not
expect any collateral injury to other natural resources or public health and safety. The
trail improvements, and specifically the bridges, would improve safety by providing a safe
access across wetlands and other water bodies. As such, this project was identified as a
tentative preferred restoration alternative by the FL TIG.

Based on the OPA evaluations summarized above and information and analyses presented in this RP/EA,
the FL TIG selected the 23 preferred alternatives for implementation at this time (identified as
‘Preferred’ in Table 2-1). At this time, the FL TIG does not intend to proceed further with the remaining
nine alternatives. Projects not identified as preferred or not selected for implementation in this RP/EA

can be considered for evaluation in future restoration plans.
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Chapter 4 Environmental Assessment

4.1 Overview of NEPA Approach

This chapter describes the anticipated environmental impacts of the proposed action (implementation
of the preferred alternatives) and the alternatives not preferred for implementation at this time. The
NEPA analysis presented in this chapter is consistent with the PDARP/PEIS and tiers where applicable.
Resources analyzed and impacts definitions (minor, moderate, major) align with the PDARP/PEIS
(Appendix C).! The PDARP/PEIS is incorporated by reference.

To determine whether an action has the potential to result in significant impacts, the context and
intensity of the action must be considered. Context refers to area of impacts (local, state-wide, etc.) and
duration (e.g., whether they are short- or long-term impacts). Intensity refers to the severity of impact
and could include the timing of the action (e.g., more intense impacts would occur during critical periods
like high visitation or wildlife breeding/rearing, etc.). Intensity is also described in terms of whether the
impact would be beneficial or adverse.

Incorporation by reference of relevant information from existing NEPA analyses, studies, or other
material is used in this analysis to streamline the NEPA process and to present a concise document that
briefly provides sufficient evidence and analysis for determining whether to prepare an environmental
impact statement or finding of no significant impact, and to aid the FL TIG’s compliance with NEPA (40
CFR § 1506.3, 40 CFR § 1508.9). Agencies should “focus on significant environmental issues” and for
other than significant issues there should be “only enough discussion to show why more study is not
warranted” (40 CFR §§ 1502.1 and 1502.2). All source documents relied upon for the NEPA analyses are
available to the public and links are provided in the discussion of the environmental consequences
where applicable.

This chapter organizes the projects by watershed(s). By organizing the projects in this manner, the
impacts of this RP/EA can be better evaluated at a broader scale. Table 4-1 describes the watersheds
addressed in this RP/EA, the project tracking number and title, and the section of Chapter 4 in which the
evaluation is located.

1 Physical Resources: Geology and Substrates, Hydrology and Water Quality, Air Quality, Noise; Biological Resources: Habitats,
Wildlife Species (Including Birds), Marine and Estuarine Fauna (Fish, Shellfish, Benthic Organisms), Protected Species;
Socioeconomic Resources: Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice, Cultural Resources, Infrastructure, Land and Marine
Management, Tourism and Recreational Use, Fisheries and Aquaculture, Marine Transportation, Aesthetics and Visual
Resources, Public Health and Safety, including Flood and Shoreline Protection.
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Table 4-1 Reasonable Range of Alternatives in this RP/EA by Watershed

Watershed

Coastal barrier islands

Perdido River and Bay

Pensacola Bay

Choctawhatchee River
and Bay

St. Andrew Bay

Apalachicola River and
Bay

St. Marks River and
Apalachee Bay

Suwannee River

Tracking
Number?

el Chapter
rojec 4 section
Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Beneficial Use of 4412
Dredged Materials at Perdido Key T
Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Night Sky Restoration
2 4.3.1
(P&D)
Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Night Sky Restoration 4413
(Implementation) T
Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Beach and Dune
. . 4.4.1.4
Habitat Protection?
Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Invasive Plant
4.4.1.5
Removal?
Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Rehabilitation of
. . - 4.4.1.6
Okaloosa Unit Recreational Facilities?
St. Vincent National Wildlife Refuge Predator Control? 4.4.2
Pensacola Beach Reclaimed Water System Expansion?3 4.4.3
Perdido Bay Sunset Islands Snorkeling Trail 4.5.2
Tarkiln Bayou Preserve State Park Improvements 4.5.3
Perdido River and Bay Paddle Trail? 4.5.4
Pensacola Bay Unpaved Roads Initiative (P&D) 4.3.2
Carpenter Creek Headwaters Water Quality Improvements? 4.6.2
Carpenter Creek Headwaters Park Amenities? 4.6.3
Rattlesnake Bluff Road and Riverbank Restoration? 4.6.4
Pensacola Bay and Perdido River Watersheds - Nutrient
S 4.6.5
Reduction
Joe’s Bayou Recreation Area Improvements? 4.7.2
Topsail Hill Preserve State Park Improvements? 4.7.3
Alligator Lake Coastal Dune Lake Hydrologic Restoration 474
Project? T
Camp Helen State Park Improvements? 4.8.2
St. Andrews State Park Improvements? 4.8.3
Grand Lagoon Regional Stormwater Facility 4.8.4
St. Andrew Bay Unpaved Roads Initiative (P&D) 4.3.3
City of Port St. Joe Stormwater Improvements? 4.8.5
T.H. Stone Memorial St. Joseph Peninsula State Park 492
Improvements? "
Apalachicola Bay Watershed - Nutrient Reduction 4.9.3
MK Ranch Hydrologic Restoration 4.9.4
City of Carrabelle’s Lighthouse Estates: Septic Tank 495
Abatement - Phase II? o
St. Marks National Wildlife Refuge Coastal Trail Connection,
. 4.10.1
Spring Creek to Port Leon?
Lower Suwannee River Watershed - Nutrient Reduction? 4.11.1
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Tracking : Chapter
Watershed Number? Project 4 section
Lower Suwannee National Wildlife Refuge Hydrologic
wQil Restoration (P&D)? 4.3.4
Lower Charlotte Harbor Flatwoods Hydrologic Restoration
Charlotte Harbor waiz Initiative, Yucca Pens Unit (P&D)? 435
Notes:

! FM = Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands; NR = Nutrient Reduction; WQ = Water Quality; REC = Provide and Enhance
Recreational Opportunities.

2 preferred projects.

3 This project is analyzed under the Coastal Barrier Islands watershed, but also falls in Pensacola Bay watershed.

4.2 Resources Not Analyzed in Detail in this RP/EA

To avoid redundant or unnecessary information, projects addressed in this RP/EA were reviewed to
determine whether some resources either would not be affected or would have minimal, short-term
impacts that are common to all alternatives. Impacts of alternatives to these resources (not affected or
minimally affected) are addressed below, along with the rationale for grouping the analysis of impacts
to the resources in this section.

4.2.1 Physical Resources

4.2.1.1 Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions

EPA defines ambient air in 40 C.F.R. Part 50 as “that portion of the atmosphere, external to buildings, to
which the general public has access.” In compliance with the 1970 Clean Air Act (CAA) and the 1977 and
1990 Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA), EPA has promulgated National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS). The NAAQS include primary standards which set limits to protect public health, including the
health of “sensitive” populations such as asthmatics, children, and the elderly. To date, EPA has issued
NAAQS for seven criteria pollutants: carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (SO,), particles with a
diameter less than or equal to a nominal 10 microns (PM10), particles with a diameter less than or equal
to a nominal 2.5 microns (PM2.5), ozone (0s), nitrogen dioxide (NO), and lead (Pb). Individual states
may promulgate their own ambient air quality standards for these “criteria” pollutants, provided that
they are at least as stringent as the federal standards. None of the projects are located in a county
currently listed on EPA’s nonattainment counties for any criteria pollutant (EPA 2018).

Greenhouse gases (GHGs) are chemical compounds found in the Earth’s atmosphere that absorb and
trap infrared radiation as heat. The principal GHGs emitted into the atmosphere through human
activities are carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, and fluorinated gases, which are described in
more detail below (EPA 2018b).

e Carbon dioxide enters the atmosphere through burning fossil fuels (coal, natural gas, and oil)
solid waste, trees and wood products, and also as a result of certain chemical reactions (e.g.,
manufacture of cement). Carbon dioxide is removed from the atmosphere (or “sequestered”)
when it is absorbed by plants as part of the biological carbon cycle.
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e Methane is emitted during the production and transport of coal, natural gas, and oil. Methane
emissions also result from livestock and other agricultural practices and by the decay of organic
waste in municipal solid waste landfills.

e Nitrous oxide is emitted during agricultural and industrial activities, as well as during
combustion of fossil fuels and solid waste. Hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, sulfur
hexafluoride, and nitrogen trifluoride are synthetic, powerful GHGs that are emitted from a
variety of industrial processes.

e Fluorinated gases are sometimes used as substitutes for stratospheric ozone-depleting
substances (e.g., chlorofluorocarbons, hydrochlorofluorocarbons, and halons).

The PDARP/PEIS (Chapter 6) found that short-term, minor to moderate impacts to air quality may occur
during construction associated with projects falling under the restoration categories of Provide and
Enhance Recreational Opportunities, Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands, and Water Quality.
Past project-specific NEPA evaluations of DWH restoration projects in Florida similar to those proposed
in this RP/EA found that project impacts would be consistent with the PDARP/PEIS findings. For
example, a detailed evaluation in the DWH Oil Spill: Programmatic and Phase Il Early Restoration Plan
and Early Restoration Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (Phase Ill RP/PEIS) for a project
that would provide recreational access improvements to Bald Point State Park, including constructing a
restroom, boardwalks, and installation of a canoe/kayak launch found that impacts to air quality would
be expected to be localized and occur only during active construction activities. Engine exhaust from
construction equipment and other vehicles would contribute to an increase in criteria pollutants, GHGs,
and other air pollutants. However, because of the small scale and short duration of the construction
portion of the projects, predicted emissions would be minor and short-term, and would not require a
detailed assessment. In another example, a large project at Norriego Point in Destin Harbor that
included construction of several erosion control structures to dissipate wave energy and protect
dredged fill that would be placed landward of the revetment to restore and expand the land area lost
over time found that air quality impacts that would occur would be localized, short in duration, and
minor based on the small scale of construction (see the Phase Il ERP/PEIS
http://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/sites/default/files/wp-content/uploads/ERP-PEIS-Part-5-
Chapter-12D-E.pdf). Over the long-term, it was anticipated that some sites would experience an increase

in use by the public, potentially resulting in increased emissions and impacts to air quality from
passenger vehicles; however, the increase in visitor use was not expected to be substantial enough to
cause any evident impacts to air quality.

Projects in this RP/EA are anticipated to be similar to projects evaluated in the Phase 1ll ERP/PEIS. As
such, air quality impacts would be expected to be localized and occur primarily during active
construction activities from emissions generated by construction equipment and vehicles. Engine
exhaust from construction equipment and other vehicles would contribute to an increase in criteria air
pollutants,? GHGs, and other air pollutants. Because of the small scale and short duration of the

2The Clean Air Act requires EPA to set National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for six common air pollutants (also
known as "criteria air pollutants"). These pollutants (carbon monoxide, lead, ground-level ozone, particulate matter, nitrogen
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construction portion of the applicable alternatives, and the low level of increased vehicle traffic
anticipated to be generated by the projects, anticipated project emissions are expected to be minor and
short-term, with only minor adverse long-term effects associated with increased emissions from new
visitor vehicles for some of the recreation projects. These activities are not expected to cause an
exceedance of the NAAQS, even when considered cumulatively with other area emissions. Because the
short-term and long-term impacts across project types included in this RP/EA would most likely result in
negligible to minor long-term adverse impacts, this resource area was not carried forward for detailed
analysis.

4.2.1.2 Noise

The PDARP/PEIS (Chapter 6) states the primary sources of terrestrial noise in the coastal environment
are transportation and construction-related activities, which is consistent with areas affected by this
RP/EA. The primary sources of ambient (background) noise in the project areas for this RP/EA are
operation of vehicles, humans, recreational boating vessels, and natural sounds such as wind and
wildlife. The level of noise in the project areas vary depending on the season, time of day, number and
types of noise sources, and distance from the noise source.

The PDARP/PEIS (Chapter 6) found that impacts to noise associated with most restoration approaches
relevant to this RP/EA would be minor to moderate in the short-term, with minor long-term impacts
associated with increased visitation and vehicle use. The PDARP noted that restoring and enhancing
dunes and beaches and creating, restoring, and enhancing barrier and coastal islands and headlands
would increase local noise levels temporarily, and minor to major adverse impacts from noise may occur
during construction. The severity of these physical impacts was anticipated to depend to a large degree
on the location of the project, the amount of disturbance that these activities would generate, and the
distance to sensitive receptors such as recreational users or wildlife.

Past project-specific NEPA evaluations of DWH restoration projects in Florida similar to those proposed
in this RP/EA found that project impacts would be consistent with the PDARP/PEIS findings. For
example, the NEPA evaluation of the ARWEA Cash Bayou project, which would construct a parking lot,
information kiosk, and wildlife observation structure, found that the project would generate
construction noise associated with equipment during the construction period. Because construction
noise would be temporary, adverse impacts to the human environment during construction activities
were expected to be short-term and minor. After construction, minor long-term effects associated with
noise associated with operations, vehicles associated with site use, and visitor use of the site were
anticipated. Overall impacts to noise were anticipated to be long-term, minor and adverse.

Consistent with the PDARP/PEIS and past evaluations of restoration planning projects in Florida, projects
in this RP/EA under the Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities, Habitat Projects on Federally

dioxide, and sulfur dioxide) are found all over the U.S. They can harm your health and the environment, and cause property
damage. Sections 108 and 109 of the Clean Air Act (CAA) govern the establishment, review, and revision, as appropriate, of the
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for each criteria air pollutant to provide protection for the nation’s public
health and the environment. (https://www.epa.gov/criteria-air-pollutants#self)
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Managed Lands, Nutrient Reduction, and Water Quality Restoration Types would result in minor to
moderate, temporary noise from construction equipment. Activities that result in increased noise from
proposed alternatives would primarily be short-term, associated with construction activities, and would
be timed to have minimal effects on wildlife. Construction noise would conclude once the construction
is completed. Minor long-term noise impacts are anticipated associated with some recreation and
habitat projects on federal lands, where impacts of the projects may include increased visitation to
particular sites. Long-term adverse impacts to the noise environment are not anticipated associated
with nutrient reduction or water quality projects. As such, this resource area was not carried forward for
detailed analysis. An estimate of the impacts to noise for each resource is presented in Table 4-40.

4.2.2 Socioeconomic Resources

4.2.2.1  Environmental Justice

The intent of an environmental justice evaluation under Executive Order 12898, “Federal Actions to
Address Environmental Justice in Minority and Low Income Populations” (1994), is to identify
communities and groups that meet environmental justice criteria and suggest strategies to reduce
potential adverse impacts of projects on affected groups. The purpose of Executive Order 12898 is to
identify and address the disproportionate placement of adverse environmental, economic, social, or
health impacts from federal actions and policies on minority and/or low-income communities. This
order requires lead agencies to evaluate impacts on minority or low-income populations during
preparation of environmental and socioeconomic analyses of projects or programs that are proposed,
funded, or licensed by federal agencies.

Appendix D presents general demographic data for the counties in which projects are planned. The
projects in this RP/EA are anticipated to benefit natural resources or access to recreational uses of those
natural resources over the long-term. Implementation of the projects, particularly those including
construction activities, is anticipated to result in short-term increases in the demand for employment.
While some short-term closures to localized areas could occur during project construction, none of
these are anticipated in minority or low-income populations. None of the alternatives evaluated in this
RP/EA would create a disproportionately high and adverse effect on minority or low-income populations
(see Appendix D for details on this analysis). Two projects aim to provide benefits to water quality and
recreational access to urbanized areas that may be underserved (REC4/WQ1, Carpenter Creek
Improvements and WQ10, City of Carrabelle’s Lighthouse Estates Septic Tank Abatement). Therefore,
this resource area was not carried forward for detailed analysis.

4.2.2.2  Cultural Resources

Cultural resources are evidence of past human activity. These may include pioneer homes, buildings, or
old roads; structures with unique architecture; prehistoric village sites; historic or prehistoric artifacts or
objects; rock inscription; human burial sites; or earthworks, such as battlefield entrenchments,
prehistoric canals, or mounds. These nonrenewable resources often yield unique information about past
societies and environments and provide answers for modern-day social and conservation problems.
Although many have been discovered and protected, numerous forgotten, undiscovered, or
unprotected cultural resources exist in rural America (USDA-NRCS, n.d.). Although neither NEPA nor any
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other federal law defines “cultural resource,” several laws and executive orders deal with resources that
are cultural in character.

As stated in the PDARP/PEIS, all projects implemented under subsequent restoration plans and tiered
NEPA analyses consistent with the PDARP/PEIS would secure all necessary state and federal permits,
authorizations, consultations, or other regulatory processes, and ensure the project is in accordance
with all applicable laws and regulations concerning the protection of cultural and historic resources. For
some projects included in this RP/EA, the action would involve a planning or design activities that would
not have the potential to disturb cultural resources. For those projects that include construction, ground
disturbance, or other related activities, if any culturally or historically important resources were
identified during project preparations or predevelopment surveys, such areas would be avoided during
construction. A complete review of all alternatives under Section 106 of the NHPA is ongoing and would
be completed prior to project implementation. Alternatives would be implemented in accordance with
all applicable laws and regulations concerning the protection of cultural and historic resources.

Several project action areas include known or potential cultural resources. Coordination with the State
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) regarding the extent and nature of cultural resources at all of the
locations under consideration in this RP/EA is ongoing, including with interested Tribes. The section
below briefly highlights known sensitive cultural resources located on or near projects in this RP/EA:

e Projects at GUIS (FM1, FM2, FM3, FM4, FM5, REC5). Cultural and historical features are major
visitor attractions to some areas where proposed restoration projects are planned, primarily at
GUIS. Numerous terrestrial cultural resource surveys have been conducted in GUIS by NPS
personnel and other public and private institutions. These surveys have identified archeological
sites throughout GUIS that are associated with both the historic and prehistoric periods.
Prehistoric sites are generally midden sites containing a variety of ceramic and lithic materials.
Historic sites have been identified in GUIS as well. The four national register-listed historic
structures in GUIS are Fort Barrancas Historic District, Fort Pickens, Fort Massachusetts, and
Perdido Key Historic District. Archeological remains are primarily midden sites with identified
materials ranging from glass and ceramic to metal, and in some cases the remains of wood used
in construction, fires, and tools. More information about cultural resources can be found in the
“Cultural Resource Topics Considered and Analyzed in Detail” section of the GUIS Final General

Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (GUIS GMP; NPS 2014).

0 FML1, Gulif Islands National Seashore (Florida) Beneficial Use of Dredged Materials at
Perdido Key. Proposed activities would not impact cultural resources (USACE 2010). This
is conditional that a 1,000-foot radius protective buffer zone would be established
during disposal activities around the two cultural resource targets identified in the
adjacent nearshore area involving a historic recorded shipwreck (Concrete Ballast Wreck
8ES2995) and an unrecorded historic barge wreck (USACE 2010).

0 FM3, Gulif Islands National Seashore (Florida) Night Sky Restoration (Implementation).
Lighting retrofits would be conducted only after a Section 106 review process is
completed and coordination with the Florida SHPO has occurred. As a result, project
activities are not anticipated to have negative effects on cultural and historic resources.
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e WAQ10, City of Carrabelle’s Lighthouse Estates: Septic Tank Abatement - Phase Il. A previous
cultural resources survey was conducted in the vicinity of the Carrabelle lighthouse and, based

on background research and a review of the Florida Master Site File (FMSF), no archaeological

sites are located in the project vicinity (Almy and Horvath 2008). The historic archaeological

component of the lighthouse was recorded as 8FR991. No evidence of aboriginal occupation of

the tract was encountered. No archaeological sites or historic structures, which are listed,

determined eligible, or considered potentially eligible for listing in the National Register of

Historic Places (NRHP), are expected to be affected by the proposed facility improvements.

e WQ3, Rattlesnake Bluff Road and Riverbank Restoration. A NHPA Section 106 Consultation
between the Eglin Cultural Resource Section, the Fort Benning Cultural Resource Section, Florida

SHPO, and Tribal officials was completed for the project area and surrounding area. Six

archaeological sites have been evaluated as eligible for nomination to the NRHP and, therefore,

raise cultural concerns. The Cox Cemetery also presents a cultural concern. Ordinarily

cemeteries or graves are not considered eligible for the NRHP, but Florida state law (Chapter

872.02) makes it illegal to willfully and knowingly disturb human remains or even memorials

(e.g., fences, tombstones, markers, vegetation) associated with a burial. The direct impact posed

by adverse effect to five historic properties would be mitigated by avoidance and monitoring

within the proposed right-of-way (ROW). Indirect impacts to all six historic properties would be

mitigated through avoidance and professional monitoring within the area of cultural concern.

Due to the implementation of these measures, no adverse effect on historic properties is

expected. An agreement with SHPO outlines measures to avoid, mitigate, and to support data

recovery where necessa ry.

e Initial cultural resource surveys have been completed for the following projects:

(0]

O O O O O O

(0]

REC3, Perdido River and Bay Paddle Trail

WQ1, Carpenter Creek Headwaters Park Amenities

REC6, Joe’s Bayou Recreation Area Improvements

REC7, Topsail Hill Preserve State Park Improvements

REC8, Camp Helen State Park Improvements

REC9, St. Andrews State Park Improvements

REC11, St. Marks National Wildlife Refuge Coastal Trail Connection, Spring Creek to Port
Leon

WQS8, City of Port St. Joe Stormwater Improvements.

The current consultation status for preferred projects is provided in Section 4.15.2.

4.2.2.3  Fisheries and Aquaculture
No commercial fisheries or aquaculture operations in project areas would be adversely affected by the

projects proposed under the Restoration Types included in this RP/EA. Short-term adverse impacts

would be none to minor. In the short-term, water quality may decrease due to implementation of some

projects, but these changes would be short-term and minor. Water quality and nutrient reduction

projects may result in long-term benefits to fish populations that could result in long-term benefits to
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some fisheries in localized areas. Therefore, no adverse impacts on fisheries or aquaculture associated
with these projects are expected, and this resource area was not carried forward for detailed analysis.
Recreational fisheries are analyzed as part of Tourism and Recreation.

4.2.2.4 Marine Transportation

Marine transportation, including marine vessel traffic patterns, navigation channels, public services or
utilities that support those activities have the potential to be affected by alternatives. Some alternatives
in this RP/EA include construction in marine waters along the coastline (e.g., paddle-boat docks or small
fishing piers). Marine transportation activities are not anticipated to be affected by these alternatives.
One alternative would include use of a pipeline for dredged materials disposal in GUIS (FM1, GUIS
Beneficial Use of Dredged Materials at Perdido Key). It is possible that vessels would need to temporarily
avoid areas near construction or the pipeline, resulting in negligible to minor adverse effects on marine
vessel traffic from this alternative. Marine transportation is not anticipated to be affected by any of the
RP/EA alternatives in the long-term. Therefore, this resource area was not carried forward for detailed
analysis.

4.2.2.5 Public Health and Safety

None of the alternatives in this RP/EA would affect public health. Two of the alternatives have a
potential to adversely affect safety. FM1, St. Vincent National Wildlife Refuge Predator Control would
include predator removal using shooting and trapping. However, these activities would be carried out
while the public is not present, and the use of poison is prohibited due to the presence of red wolves.
Furthermore, shooting and trapping would only be executed by authorized USDA-APHIS-WS, USFWS
and/or NWR staff. Threats to public health and safety from construction activities would be mitigated
through construction BMPs, including adequate staging of equipment, limitation of public access to
equipment and staging area, and reduced park access during construction periods. BMPs in accordance
with Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) and state and local requirements would be
incorporated into construction activities onsite to ensure the proper handling, storage, transport and
disposal of all hazardous materials. Personal protective equipment would be required for all
construction personnel and authorized access zones would be established at the perimeter of the
worksite during construction. Therefore, the FL TIG determined that this alternative would not adversely
affect public safety.

As discussed in Section 4.5.2, the REC1 Perdido Bay Sunset Islands Snorkeling Trail could pose some
increased risk of human and boat interactions due to the location of the project near an active boat
channel. This project is not preferred.

Projects would comply with Executive Order 13045, “Protection of Children from Environmental Health
Risks and Safety Risks” and does not represent disproportionally high and adverse environmental health
or safety risks to children in the U.S. Implementation of projects included in the RP/EA would not
increase shoreline erosion or create other health and safety concerns. Therefore, this resource area was
not carried forward for detailed analysis other than for the projects cited above.
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4.2.3 Resources that are Analyzed in Detail in this RP/EA
Resources identified for consideration in the PDARP/PEIS that have not been addressed in Section 4.2
are addressed in greater detail in the remainder of this chapter. These include:

e Physical Resources — Geology and Substrates, Hydrology and Water Quality

e Biological Resources — Habitats, Wildlife Species, Marine and Estuarine Fauna, Protected
Species

e Socioeconomic Resources — Socioeconomics, Land and Marine Management, Tourism and
Recreational Use, Aesthetics and Visual Resources

This chapter addresses direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of proposed alternatives. Section 6.6 and
Appendix 6.B of the PDARP/PEIS (Cumulative Impacts) are incorporated by reference into the
cumulative impacts analysis, including the methodologies for assessing cumulative impacts,
identification of affected resources, and the cumulative impacts scenario.

4.3 Alternatives Proposed for Planning and Design

As discussed in the PDARP/PEIS (Chapter 6), a TIG may propose funding a P&D phase (e.g., planning,
feasibility studies, design engineering, and permitting) in a plan for a conceptual project, or for studies
needed to maximize restoration planning efforts. This would allow the TIG to develop sufficient project
information to develop a more detailed analysis in a subsequent restoration plan, or for use in the
restoration planning process. The FL TIG proposes five P&D projects in the reasonable range of
alternatives. After review, the FL TIG determined that these projects fall within the range of impacts
described in Section 6.4.14 of the PDARP/PEIS, providing the NEPA analysis for these five alternatives,
and is summarized below and incorporated by reference. Additional details on the projects are provided
in Chapter 2 (Section 2.5).

e FM2, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Night Sky Restoration (P&D; Preferred).

e WQ4, Pensacola Bay Unpaved Roads Initiative (P&D; Preferred).

e WQ7, St. Andrew Bay Unpaved Roads Initiative (P&D).

e WQ11 Lower Suwannee National Wildlife Refuge Hydrologic Restoration (P&D; Preferred).

e WQ12 Lower Charlotte Harbor Flatwoods Hydrologic Restoration Initiative, Yucca Pens Unit
(P&D; Preferred).

4.3.1 Environmental Consequences

The five P&D projects that are included in this RP/EA include activities such as assessments of existing
conditions, modeling of hydrologic responses to the project, and creating maps and scale drawings of
project sites. Consistent with the impacts considered in the PDARP/PEIS, these projects would also
include minimally intrusive field activities.

Environmental consequences that may occur as a result of these actions are consistent with similar
considerations evaluated in other programmatic restoration plans (e.g., the PDARP/PEIS). In particular,
the PDARP/PEIS recognizes that project planning, feasibility studies, design and engineering studies, and

4-10



permitting activities are intended to support the development of projects to propose in more detail in

subsequent restoration plans. Preliminary planning phases can increase the effectiveness and efficiency

of habitat restoration. Some preliminary phases of project planning would cause direct, short-term,

minor impacts through associated fieldwork. Temporary impacts to the biological and physical

environment also could include short-term disturbance of habitats and species; and minor disturbance

to terrestrial, estuarine, and marine environments. The five projects included in this plan are anticipated

to require only minimal field work and little to no ground disturbances. If subsequent phases of these

projects are later proposed for implementation with DWH NRDA funds, a NEPA analysis of the impacts

from that project would be included in the associated restoration plan.

4.4 Coastal Barrier Islands

Figure 4-1 Projects in the Coastal Barrier Islands
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The coastal barrier islands differ conspicuously from the mainland watersheds in terms of geology as
well as habitats and are therefore presented separately in this section. The GUIS GMP (NPS 2014)
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presents detailed descriptions of the physical and biological features of these islands and was relied
upon for the descriptive information provided here unless otherwise cited.

The coastal barrier islands along Florida’s northwest coast were formed by wave action and sediment
(predominantly sands) delivered by the east to west longshore drift that follows the coastline. Barrier
islands are narrow, sand-dominated islands formed parallel or nearly so to the mainland shoreline and
separated from the mainland by bays or lagoons. In addition to sands, tidal marshes and coastal
interdunal swales have frequently flooded mucks characterized by organic materials. Surface water
flows primarily from ridges and uplands into creeks that flow to the Gulf, although surface sheet flow
occurs to a smaller extent. More than 80 percent of GUIS is designated as submerged lands. The waters
associated with the barrier islands of the GUIS and the NWR are also designated Outstanding Florida
Waters (OFWs) in Florida.

Waters associated with the coastal barrier islands that are verified as not meeting adopted water quality
standards to support their designated use, and are therefore designated as impaired, include Santa Rosa
Sound on the north side of GUIS, Big Lagoon State Park to the west, and waters surrounding St. Vincent
Island. 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, four of which are applicable to
the project areas in this RP/EA. In order of degree of protection required, the designations are listed
below. A more detailed description of classes and specific waterbody designations can be reviewed in
62-302.400, Florida Administrative Code (FAC).

e Class | - 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.

e Class Il - Shellfish Propagation or Harvesting: Generally coastal waters where shellfish
harvesting occurs.

e Class lll - Fish Consumption, Recreation, Propagation and Maintenance of a Healthy, Well-
Balanced Population of Fish and Wildlife: The surface waters of the state are Class Ill unless
described in rule 62-302.400, FAC.

e Class lll-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 Il uses.

Designated uses for the GUIS and St. Vincent Island include both Class Il and Class Il waters.
Impairments have been identified due to bacteria for the GUIS and both bacteria and nutrients for Class
Il 'and Il for St. Vincent Island.

Habitats and natural systems of the coastal barrier islands including beaches, foredune and relic dunes,
tidal marsh, brackish ponds and lagoons, coastal grasslands, and upland forest and scrub communities,
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are influenced strongly by tides and storms. Upland animal species are somewhat limited in number on
barrier islands because of the low habitat and vegetation diversity, difficult access from mainland areas,
and the relatively small land area available on the barrier islands. Vegetation and habitats of the coastal
barrier islands are physically constrained by soils (sands), topography, available species, and climate, and
change primarily in response to the ability of additional plant species to colonize the islands. Mainland
habitats, in contrast, change over time due to the additional influence of regional vegetation, rainfall
patterns, and numerous other factors. Numerous federal and state-listed threatened and endangered
species occur on coastal barrier islands and many are endemic due to the isolation imposed by the
islands. Federally listed species include the Gulf sturgeon; four sea turtles; terrestrial, sea, and wading
bird species; four species of beach mice specific to different portions of the coast; red wolf; West Indian
manatee; and four federally listed plant species. These species, along with their federal and state status
and corresponding habitats are listed in Appendix E.

Eight projects in this RP/EA are on coastal barrier islands. Six are Habitat Projects on Federally Managed
Lands alternatives, one is a Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities alternative, and one
proposed Water Quality alternative is on a coastal barrier island. As shown in Figure 4-1, projects
located on coastal barrier islands are as follows:

e FM1, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Beneficial Use of Dredged Materials at Perdido
Key;

e FM2, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Night Sky Restoration (P&D; Preferred);

e FMS3, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Night Sky Restoration (Implementation);

e FM4, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Beach and Dune Habitat Protection (Preferred);

e FMD5, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Invasive Plant Removal (Preferred);

e RECS5, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Rehabilitation of Okaloosa Unit Recreational
Facilities (Preferred);

o FMS6, St. Vincent National Wildlife Refuge Predator Control (Preferred); and

e WQ2, Pensacola Beach Reclaimed Water System Expansion (Preferred).

4.4.1 Gulf Islands National Seashore Projects

GUIS was established by the U.S. Congress on January 8, 1971. As part of the national park system, GUIS
encompasses barrier islands and coastal mainland in Mississippi and the western panhandle of Florida.
GUIS is comprised of 12 distinct management units stretching along 160 miles from Cat Island in
Mississippi to the eastern end of Santa Rosa Island in the northwest section of Florida’s panhandle. In
Florida, GUIS includes Santa Rosa Island, Perdido Key, and mainland areas in the Naval Live Oaks
reservation and Pensacola Naval Air Station (NPS 2014). The current authorized acreage of GUIS is
139,175 acres. Five of the six federally managed lands projects located in GUIS are assessed in this
section:

e FML1, Gulf Islands National Seashore Beneficial Use of Dredged Materials at Perdido Key,
Florida. Location: Southeast shore of Perdido Key on the windward side of the island.
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o FMS3, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Night Sky Restoration (Implementation).
Location: Project area would likely include the cities of Pensacola, Warrington, Pensacola Beach,
and other nearshore communities.

e FM4, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Beach and Dune Habitat Protection (Preferred).
Location: Perdido Key (920 acres), Fort Pickens (1,410 acres), and Santa Rosa (1,290 acres) for a
total project area of 3,620 acres.

e FMS5, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Invasive Plant Removal (Preferred). Location:
Perdido Key (30 acres), Fort Pickens (110 acres), and Santa Rosa (30 acres) for a total of 170
acres treated.

e RECS5, Gulif Islands National Seashore (Florida) Rehabilitation of Okaloosa Unit Recreational
Facilities (Preferred). Location: Unincorporated community of Pensacola Beach on Santa Rosa
Island.

The assessment for the FM2, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Night Sky Restoration (P&D) is
included under Section 4.3, Alternatives Proposed for Planning and Design. The remaining federally
managed project (FM6, St. Vincent National Wildlife Refuge Predator Control) is located in St. Vincent
Island NWR at the eastern end of the coastal barrier islands in Apalachicola Bay and is described in
Section 4.4.2.

The GUIS GMP (NPS 2014) provides extensive information about the coastal barrier islands in the
western panhandle and provides the basis of the information presented in the Affected Environment for
the five proposed projects within GUIS unless otherwise cited.

44.1.1 GUIS Affected Environment

This section describes the Affected Environment for the five projects that would be implemented on
GUIS and therefore share potentially affected resources. Section 4.4.1.6 below provides additional
affected environment details for the parcel in which REC5, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida)
Rehabilitation of Okaloosa Unit Recreational Facilities occurs. The Florida portion of GUIS extends north
to the south boundary of the Intracoastal Waterway in the area north of Santa Rosa Island and Big
Lagoon. Pensacola Bay, Big Lagoon, and the area north of Santa Rosa Island are connected to the Gulf of
Mexico through Pensacola Pass. The portion of the area north of Santa Rosa Island, adjacent to the
GUIS, is approximately 2 miles wide. Big Lagoon is a 0.75-mile-wide lagoon connected to Perdido Bay.
The GUIS southern boundary extends 1 mile out into the Gulf of Mexico.

Physical Resources

Although barrier islands typically buffer the mainland coast from wind and waves, in Florida the dune
fields along Santa Rosa Island and Perdido Key have been scoured away and nearly reduced to a rise of
only a few feet above sea level. This has led to problems with even minor storms pushing Gulf waters
across the barrier islands. Storms and hurricanes result in substantial damage to roads and
infrastructure, as well as historic structures and existing campgrounds and utilities.

GUIS has gently sloping areas associated with active and ancient sand dunes and sand hills interspersed
within an otherwise level land surface. Dune and beach soils are excessively drained quartz sands and
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water is only available to vegetation from the surficial groundwater table. Soils at GUIS are greatly
weathered and leached, with little organic material, low natural fertility, and high acidity, and beach
deposits are mostly quartz sand with varying amounts of clay, silt, and shell fragments. In marshes and
interdunal swales, the soils have weathered and accumulated organic matter, resulting in wetland soils
and corresponding plants. Soils in the Florida units of GUIS have low to moderate vulnerability to climate
change.

The Florida section of GUIS is in the Pensacola Bay and Perdido River and Bay watersheds. The waters in
GUIS have special protection and a strict dredging and filling permit review process due to their OFW
designation by FDEP, and routinely undergo water quality monitoring by entities including Florida
counties and NPS. Waters surrounding Perdido Key and Fort Pickens are suitable for recreational
purposes and for the maintenance of well-balanced fish and wildlife populations while waters north of
Santa Rosa Island are of even higher quality and suitable for shellfish harvesting. However, land use
strongly influences the biology, chemistry, and ecology of the GUIS and has contributed to pollutant
loading in stormwater runoff, changes in groundwater recharge rates, oil and gas emissions from
watercraft, atmospheric deposition of heavy metals, sewage effluent disposal, and loss of SAV due to
degraded water quality. Sensitive aquatic systems around GUIS that may be affected by water quality
include SAV and associated fauna, marshes, and nektonic communities (fish, reptiles, and marine
mammals). The waters in Pensacola Bay and Santa Rosa Sound are impaired due to bacteria.

Further information about geology and substrates can be found in the Soils section in Chapter 3 of the
GUIS GMP (NPS 2014), and further information about hydrology and water quality can be found in the
Water Quality section in Chapter 3 of the GUIS GMP (NPS 2014).

Biological Resources

Habitats along GUIS include freshwater and salt marshes, lagoons, bayhead swamps, beaches, dunes,
coastal grasslands, longleaf pine savannas and wet pine flatwoods, maritime and southern mixed
hardwood forests, and interdunal swales. The vegetation that grows in this environment plays a critical
role in the formation, growth, shape and eventually stabilization if conditions allow within the dune
environment. The instability, poor soil nutrients, and almost nonexistent soil moisture make plant
establishment very difficult in this environment. Primary dunes are dynamic because of the constant
movement of sand causing dunes to build, blowout, and migrate. Primary dunes also bear the brunt of
storms that often remove great volumes of sand from the dunes. Other sources of habitat damage and
loss in the GUIS include development and roads, pedestrian and vehicle traffic, trash accumulation,
loose dogs, and nonnative and invasive species. There are several areas in the GUIS that may be
seasonally closed due to potential negative impacts of visitors on nesting of federal and state listed
shorebirds. Pedestrians, bicyclists, and vehicles can also cause mortality to birds and turtles. Parking is
an issue in the GUIS due to vehicles parked on sensitive vegetation outside designated areas.

The diverse habitats in GUIS also support numerous nonnative terrestrial and aquatic vegetation
species. A total of 24 nonnative plant species have been found in GUIS with new species introduced
each year. Invasive species removal in GUIS is led by NPS staff under SOPs. Mechanical removal is
considered the primary method, while chemical control is a secondary method provided that certain
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requirements are met. GUIS actively collaborates with NPS exotic plant management teams, local
municipalities, the State of Florida, and researchers from Florida and Mississippi to determine the best
approaches to managing each nonnative species.

The health of SAV and cover by SAV beds has been declining for the past 60 years. All SAV beds within
the marine environment now managed by GUIS have extensively declined or in some cases have
disappeared. The disappearance of SAV and SAV beds is attributed to increased turbidity caused by
harbor and Intracoastal Waterway dredge and fill activities; boat traffic; shoreline modification; adjacent
development leading to reduced water quality; and natural events such as tropical storms, hurricanes,
and changes in salinity. Seashore and surrounding waters are vital nursery areas for Gulf of Mexico
fisheries. Dominate SAV species found in GUIS waters include shoal grass, turtle grass, and manatee
grass. Brackish water species that grow with these three species in locations where saline
concentrations are lower include widgeon grass, star grass, and tape grass.

Invasive plants of particular concern at GUIS include torpedo grass, cogon grass, lantana, Chinese tallow,
and Japanese privet hedges. New occurrences such as kudzu, Japanese climbing fern, rattle box, and
water hyacinth, are actively managed to control the size of emerging infestations. Chinaberry and
mimosa are almost eradicated from the GUIS. Repeated disturbance from recent hurricanes has
exacerbated the persistence of many invasive plants, especially torpedo grass, cogon grass, and Chinese
tallow. Construction activity in and near GUIS is also a source of new infestations, as improperly
sanitized vehicles and equipment can transport invasive plant seeds. GUIS users’ vehicles and boats, and
both regulated and unregulated visitor activities, are also sources of new infestations.

Additional information about habitats in Florida sections of GUIS can be found in the Wetlands and
Terrestrial Vegetation and Wildlife sections in Chapter 3 of the GUIS GMP (NPS 2014).

More than 200 species of fish occur within the waters of GUIS including several commercially and
recreationally important species. Speckled sea trout spawn around the islands and are often the most
sought-after sport fish. Waters surrounding GUIS provide EFH for shrimp, snappers, red drum, and
Spanish mackerel.

Common smaller native mammal species found in the Florida and Mississippi districts include marsh
rabbit, eastern cottontail rabbit, opossum, squirrel, skunks, gray fox, raccoon, eastern wood rats, hispid
cotton rats, eastern moles, southeastern pocket gophers, short-tailed shrews, and a variety of bats.
River otters can also be found in the canals near Fort Pickens in Florida.

GUIS has more than 280 species of birds that use the islands for loafing, nesting, feeding, wintering, or
migratory rest stops. These birds include songbirds, waterfowl, wading birds, birds of prey, marine birds,
and shorebirds. Sandpipers, herons, egrets, ospreys, marsh wrens, terns, gulls, and several species of
rails are just a few species that use the island habitats. Shorebird nesting, foraging, and loafing areas
occur along both north and south shorelines of GUIS and the Naval Live Oaks Area in Florida. Shorebird
colonies along Fort Pickens Road and J. Earle Bowden Way are managed through law enforcement,
signs, and closures because the roads bisect breeding bird habitat due to impacts to colonies of black
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skimmer, piping plover, least tern, and other shorebirds. Great blue heron and night heron nest and

roost on Perdido Key and Santa Rosa Island. Ospreys nest on Santa Rosa Island and in the Naval Live

Oaks Area.

Several of the federally listed threatened and endangered species found in GUIS are not documented as

occurring in the five project areas due to absence of appropriate habitat, including the Alabama red-

bellied turtle, dusky gopher frog, and Mississippi sandhill crane. The current federal species list, as

identified through USFWS Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC), for the five-project area is

summarized in Table 4-2 (USFWS 2018a). These species are described further in Appendix E.

Table 4-2 Federally listed species potentially occurring in the Gulf Islands National Seashore
(Florida)
Common Name Scientific Name Habitat Status  Likelihood
Florida perforate | Cladonia Well-drained sands of rosemary scrub habitat. E Unlikely
cladonia perforata
Gulf sturgeon Acipenser Estuarine: various; T Likely
oxyrinchus desotoi | Marine: various habitats;
Riverine: alluvial and blackwater streams.
Reticulated Ambystoma Palustrine: wet flatwoods, dome swamp, basin swamp; E Unlikely
flatwoods bishopi Terrestrial: mesic flatwoods (reproduces in ephemeral
salamander wetlands within this community).
Eastern indigo Drymarchon corais | Terrestrial: mesic flatwoods, upland pine forest, sandhills, T Unlikely
snake couperi scrub, scrubby flatwoods, rockland hammock, ruderal.
Gopher tortoise Gopherus Terrestrial: sandhills, scrub, scrubby flatwoods, xeric C Unlikely
polyphemus hammocks, coastal strand, ruderal.
Green sea turtle Chelonia mydas Stays near the coastline and in bays near SAV habitats. They | T Potentially
breed adjacent to the shoreline, and nest on sandy beaches.
Hawksbill sea Eretmochelys Forages around coral reefs; spends time in bays and E Potentially
turtle imbricata estuaries. They breed adjacent to the shoreline, and nest on
sandy beaches.
Kemp's Ridley sea | Lepidochelys Forage in sargassum and open waters. They breed adjacent E Unlikely
turtle kempii to the shoreline, and nest on sandy beaches.
Leatherback sea Dermochelys Forages in the open ocean waters. They breed in deep E Unlikely
turtle coriacea waters adjacent to the shoreline, and nest on sandy
beaches.
Loggerhead sea Caretta caretta Forages in the open ocean and shallow coastal waters. They T Potentially
turtle breed adjacent to the shoreline, and nest on sandy beaches.
Estuarine: herbaceous wetland Riverine: river, creek, low
American Alligator gradient, medium river, pool, spring/spring brook .
. Lo . . SAT Potential
alligator mississipiensis Lacustrine: shallow water Palustrine: forested wetland,
herbaceous wetland, riparian, scrub-shrub wetland
Piping plover Charadrius Estuarine: exposed unconsolidated substrate; T Likely
melodus Marine: exposed unconsolidated substrate;
Terrestrial: dunes, sandy beaches, and inlet areas; mostly
wintering and migrants.
Red knot Calidris canutus Estuarine: bays, tidal flats, salt marshes; Terrestrial: sandy T Likely
rufa beaches;
Marine: aerial, near shore.
Red-cockaded Picoides borealis Terrestrial: mature pine forests. E Unlikely
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Common Name Scientific Name Habitat Status  Likelihood

woodpecker
Wood stork Mycteria Estuarine: marshes; T Unlikely

americana Lacustrine: floodplain lakes, marshes (feeding);

Palustrine: marshes, swamps, roadside ditches.

West Indian Trichechus Estuarine: SAV, open water; T Likely
manatee manatus Marine: open water, SAV.
Perdido key Peromyscus Terrestrial: sand dunes with a moderate cover of grasses and | E Likely
beach mouse polionotus forbs.

trissyllepsis

Note: Species determined to be “Unlikely” to be found in the action area are not addressed further in this analysis.
E=Endangered, T=Threatened, SAT=Similarity of Appearance (Threatened), C=Candidate, SSC=Species of Special Concern,
CH=Critical Habitat.

Non-native wildlife species found in GUIS include Norway rat, armadillo, coyotes, wild hogs, red fox, and
black rat as well as aquatic organisms such as various jellyfish, clams, crabs, fish, snails, bacteria, and
viruses. These are potentially invasive or harmful and are therefore managed if necessary.

Additional information about wildlife, vegetation, and invasive species in the GUIS can be found in
Chapter 3 of the GUIS GMP (NPS 2014).

Socioeconomic Resources

GUIS is the most heavily visited seashore and one of the 10 most visited park units in the national park
system. The Florida sections of GUIS receive approximately 75 percent of the total visitors to GUIS. Most
visitors come from within a 500-mile radius, including the states of Georgia, Alabama, Florida,
Mississippi, Tennessee, Louisiana, Texas, and Arkansas. Changes in annual visitation and visitation
patterns to GUIS are influenced by hurricanes and other strong coastal storms. Hurricanes can close
bridges and destroy piers, beaches, and visitor facilities. Historical features play a highly visible and
important role in the overall visitor enjoyment and national significance of GUIS. The forts of GUIS span
more than 200 years of history, from the Spanish colonial Bateria de San Antonio (1797) to the World
War ll-era Battery 234.

Five counties are adjacent to GUIS—Escambia, Santa Rosa, and Okaloosa counties in Florida; and
Jackson and Harrison counties in Mississippi. In Florida, the largest industry sector is the services sector,
which employs 73,340 persons, followed by retail trade (41,850 persons), military and DOD civilians
(23,446 persons), state and local government (21,710 persons), and construction (16,110 persons). A
study by Livingston and Arthur (2002) found that tourism is a strong component of growth of retail and
service-based businesses within the Pensacola region and that tourism is a direct result of the quality
and amount of seashore beaches. The Pensacola economy also remains dependent on military and
defense industry spending.

Currently, GUIS is used for recreational activities such as camping, hiking, fishing, biking, swimming,
boating, and bird-watching. More information about tourism and recreation can be found in the “Visitor
III

Use and Experience Topics Analyzed in Detail” and “Social and Economic Environment Topics Analyzed
in Detail” sections of Chapter 3 in the GUIS GMP (NPS 2014).
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4.4.1.2 FM1, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Beneficial Use of Dredged
Materials at Perdido Key

This project would improve and increase beach habitat on the Gulf of Mexico side of Perdido Key. The
project would address the unnaturally eroded beach by re-introducing sand back into the barrier island
system along the southeast shore of Perdido Key, and it would also increase sandy habitat elsewhere on
the Key, north of the primary dune line. This project would help restore dunes and beaches that provide
important coastal habitat for shorebirds, beach mice, and sea turtles. The project would also serve to
restore popular recreational areas for local visitors and tourists.

Specifically, the project activities most relevant to assessment of the environmental consequences of
this project include:

e Re-introduction of sand into the barrier island system through swash zone placement (or other
method). A pipeline would be run from the dredging operation at Pensacola Pass to the swash
zone of the project site (the part of the beach that has the turbulent layer of water of broken
waves washing in and out over it, generally between three and 12 feet below mean low water
line).

e Restoration activities to place suitable sand material from sources outside the natural sources of
sediment for the eroding beach, including a borrow site where the physical and chemical
sediment characteristics closely match those at the restoration site.

e Environmental compliance surveys in the sand placement zone including cultural and natural
resources surveys, project monitoring, and oversight.

The dredged materials for this project would come from on-going USACE dredging activities conducted
outside this proposed project. CWA Section 404 permits for dredging activities would be permitted
separately.

The USACE Lower Pensacola Harbor Federal Navigation Channel Environmental Assessment and Finding
of No Significant Impact (USACE 2010 EA/FONSI) provides extensive information on a similar USACE
project in the same location that involved actions very similar to the proposed restoration activities. The
USACE 2010 EA/FONSI is primarily referenced in the Environmental Consequences section unless
otherwise cited. Additional details on the project are provided in Chapter 2 (Section 2.5.1).

Resources Analyzed in Detail for this Alternative

Table 4-3 identifies how potentially affected resources are analyzed in this RP/EA for this alternative. In
particular, it identifies whether resources were addressed in Section 4.2 (Resources Not Analyzed in
Detail in this RP/EA), as well as resources that do not require additional analysis for this alternative
because they are unaffected by it, or the impacts would be so minor that a more detailed NEPA analysis
is not needed. It also identifies resources that are analyzed in detail.
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Table 4-3 NEPA Assessment of Resources for this Alternative

Resource Location of Analysis in Chapter 4

Physical Resources

Geology and Substrates Section 4.4.1.2
Hydrology and Water Quality Section 4.4.1.2
Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Section 4.2
Noise Section 4.2

Biological Resources

Habitats Section 4.4.1.2

Wildlife Species (including birds) Section 4.4.1.2

I(\)A%::(iesrerl]r;()j Estuarine Fauna (fish, shellfish, benthic Section 4.4.1.2

Protected Species Section 4.4.1.2

Socioeconomic Resources

Socioeconomics Section 4.4.1.2

Environmental Justice Section 4.2

Cultural Resources Section 4.2

Infrastructure Proje.c't .activities would not affect public services
or utilities.
Project activities would not require a variance or

Land and Marine Management zoning change or an amendment to a land use,
area comprehensive, or management plan.

Tourism and Recreational Use Section 4.4.1.2

Fisheries and Aquaculture Section 4.2

Marine Transportation Section 4.2

The pipeline to transport dredged material to the

Aesthetics and Visual Resources -
swash zone would not be visible (underwater).

Public Health and Safety, Including Flood and

. . Section 4.2
Shoreline Protection

Note: Resource does not require additional analysis for this alternative because it is unaffected by the alternative, or
the impacts would be so minor that a more detailed NEPA analysis is not needed.

Environmental Consequences
Only those resource areas for which potential impacts are expected are discussed in detail in this RP/EA.
The FL TIG analyzed the following resources in more detail below:

e Physical Resources: Geology and Substrates, Hydrology and Water Quality
e Biological Resources: Habitats, Marine and Estuarine Fauna
e Socioeconomic Resources: Tourism and Recreational Use

Physical Resources

The placement of dredge materials along the shore of Perdido Key would alter the geology in the swash
zone area and cover existing substrates with new dredged substrate. USACE determined the sediment
from the dredge location is compatible with the disposal location:
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“Grain size comparisons were conducted between the core samples taken from the channel and
the samples collected from the beach. Grain size and color analysis were conducted on the
borings and compared to that of the beach samples to assure compatibility between the
proposed dredged material and nearshore disposal area. The results indicate that the materials
compare well to the dredge material grain sizes and color presented in the placement plan”
(2010).

Coastal ecological resources along the local beach systems have consistently been diminished due to the
high shoreline recession rates exhibited in this region, most attributed to hurricanes and tropic storms.
The result has been the loss of valuable habitat including sea turtle nesting habitat, shorebird foraging
and roosting areas, dune habitat supporting various flora and fauna, and general beach ecosystem
functions. Placing quality material in the local Perdido Key littoral system would allow greater stability
and sustainability of the coastal environment once it becomes reestablished, providing long-term
benefits to geology and substrates (USACE 2010).

Proposed activities would result in short-term minor adverse impacts to water quality (USACE 2010).
Due to the predominant sandy nature of the material being dredged (beach quality sand), the quantity
of silt is expected to be low and not a significant problem (USACE 2010). The sandy material being
dredged and placed on the designated beach and nearshore areas is littoral sand form the same source
as the sand found within these proposed disposal sites. Previous operations and water quality
certifications has found that the material dredged from the site is free of contaminants (USACE 2010).

In summary, this project would result in short-term minor adverse impacts to physical resources as well
as long-term benefits to physical resources.

Biological Resources

The benthos within the channel and swash zone placement site would be lost during dredging and
placement activities; however, it is believed that affected areas should repopulate once the project
activities are complete and should rapidly recover. Turbidity levels would increase during the dredging
and placement operations. BMPs would be used to minimize turbidity impacts to adjacent biological
resources during placement operations. BMPs to be used include ensuring borrow material is
compatible with the native beach sand to avoid problems and monitoring turbidity levels during
placement activities. It is anticipated that the levels of turbidity would subside shortly after dredging
operations is complete. Due to the nature of the existing shallow water bottoms there should be no
basic change in overall productivity. However, the project would provide a beneficial impact by
maintaining existing habitat for the local benthos (USACE 2010).

There would be temporary disruption of the aquatic community caused by the dredging and placement
activities. Non-motile benthic fauna within the area would be destroyed by dredging and placement
operations but should repopulate within 12 months upon project completion. Some of the motile
benthic and pelagic fauna, such as crabs, shrimp, and fishes can avoid the disturbed area and should
return shortly after the activity is completed. Larval and juvenile stages of these forms may not be able
to avoid the activity due to limited mobility. Losses to the benthic and pelagic fauna should not be
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significant due to the small area (percentage wise) of ecosystem that would be affected at any given
time (USACE 2010).

The most vulnerable organisms during this action would be benthic animals, such as polychaete worms,
shrimp, and crabs. Placement of dredged material could temporarily disrupt the benthic communities
occupying these areas. Adjacent benthic communities are anticipated to move into the dredged and
placement site and begin re-colonization. Temporarily reduction of light penetration may affect primary
production by phytoplankton zooplankton populations. However, due to the nature of the materials to
be utilized these impacts would be short-term in nature. On the contrary, the project would maintain
existing habitat which would be beneficial for the coastal fauna (USACE 2010).

Proposed activities would not adversely impact or threaten the continued existence of any threatened
or endangered species potentially occurring in the project area (USACE 2010). This is conditional that
efforts would be made to conduct the placement of the beach quality sand during the most desirable
environmental windows to the maximum extent practicable (USACE 2010). Proposed activities would
result in no significant adverse impact to fish and wildlife resources (USACE 2010).

In summary, the project may result in short-term minor adverse impacts to biological resources,
including benthic habitat and resources, due to the temporary disruptions during dredging and
placement activities, but no long-term adverse impacts are anticipated. Further, the project would
provide benefits to the benthic habitat and coastal fauna. If this project becomes preferred, additional
coordination would be required. The FL TIG would coordinate and complete consultation with relevant
regulatory agencies, if necessary, on this project regarding potential impacts to protected species and
habitats prior to project implementation.

Socioeconomic Resources

For a short time, the construction process would limit recreational activities near the dredge pipe and
equipment staging areas. These short-term closures would result in minor adverse effects to visitors.
However, once completed, the project would maintain more esthetically pleasing beaches and
vegetated dunes which would supply more area for active and passive recreational activities, resulting in
a medium to long-term benefit to recreators (USACE 2010).

In summary, the project would result in short-term minor adverse effects to visitors but would also
result in long-term benefits to recreators.

4.4.1.3 FM3, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Night Sky Restoration
(Implementation)

This project would provide a wide range of environmental benefits to federally managed habitat at GUIS
as well as nearby coastal and marine habitats by reducing nighttime light pollution in GUIS.

This project would be designed based on the information gained through Phase | of the project and
would depend on a) the results of the lighting inventory and the sky brightness measurements, b) the
number and location of willing municipalities, businesses, and private citizens, and c) funding limitations.
The assessment for the Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Night Sky Restoration - Phase | (FM2) is
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described in Section 4.3, Alternatives Proposed for Planning and Design. In general, the Phase Il project

would include:

e Public outreach activities to identify willing participants;

o Development of site-specific “Individual Lighting Plans” to replace existing luminaires and bulbs

on properties of willing municipalities/businesses/property owners;

o Implementation of outdoor lighting upgrades (which lights to target and what types of

luminaires/bulbs to install would be based on the findings of Phase | of the project) in

communities that affect habitats at GUIS. This could include lighting hardware improvements

(e.g., luminaires, bulbs, controls) in municipal (e.g., streetlights, parking lots), commercial (e.g.,

buildings, parking lots), and private settings (e.g., homes, condominiums);

e Enhancement of lighting practices (e.g., illumination schedules);

e Monitoring activities including before-and-after lighting impact assessments.

The project would be implemented by the NPS’s Natural Sounds and Night Skies Division.

Resources Analyzed in Detail for this Alternative

Table 4-4 identifies how potentially affected resources are analyzed in this RP/EA for this alternative. In

particular, it identifies whether resources were addressed in Section 4.2 (Resources Not Analyzed in
Detail in this RP/EA), as well as resources that do not require additional analysis for this alternative

because they are unaffected by it, or the impacts would be so minor that a more detailed NEPA analysis

is not needed. It also identifies resources that are analyzed in detail.

Table 4-4

NEPA Assessment of Resources for this Alternative

Resource

Location of Analysis in Chapter 4

Physical Resources

Geology and Substrates

Outdoor lighting upgrades and monitoring activities
would not have an impact on geology, substrates.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Outdoor lighting upgrades and monitoring activities
would not have an impact on hydrology or water

quality.
Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Section 4.2
Noise Section 4.2

Biological Resources

Habitats

Section 4.4.1.3

Wildlife Species (including birds)

Section 4.4.1.3

Marine and Estuarine Fauna (fish, shellfish, benthic
organisms)

Section 4.4.1.3

Protected Species

Section 4.4.1.3

Socioeconomic Resources

Socioeconomics

Section 4.4.1.3

Environmental Justice

Section 4.2

Cultural Resources

Section 4.2
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Resource Location of Analysis in Chapter 4

Outdoor lighting upgrades and monitoring activities
Infrastructure do not involve a change in land and marine
management in the project area of GUIS.
Infrastructure would be minimally affected by
upgrading lights.

Land and Marine Management

Tourism and Recreational Use Section 4.4.1.3
Fisheries and Aquaculture Section 4.2
Marine Transportation Section 4.2

Outdoor lighting upgrades would take place in
population centers. Monitoring activities to perform
lighting assessments would not affect tourism or
recreation

Aesthetics and Visual Resources

Public Health and Safety, Including Flood and Shoreline
Protection

Note: Resource does not require additional analysis for this alternative because it is unaffected by the alternative, or the
impacts would be so minor that a more detailed NEPA analysis is not needed.

Section 4.2

Environmental Consequences
Only those resource areas for which potential impacts are expected are discussed in detail in this RP/EA.
The FLTIG analyzed the following resources in more detail below:

e Biological Resources: Habitats, Wildlife Species, Protected Species, Marine and Estuarine Fauna
e Socioeconomic Resources: Socioeconomics, Aesthetics and Visual Resources

Biological Resources

Project activities would have beneficial effects on biological resources including habitats, wildlife,
protected species, and marine and estuarine fauna. Nighttime light pollution and sky glow can alter daily
and seasonal light cycles which impact all marine and coastal species Specifically, light pollution can
negatively impact light cycles which drive fish migrations, marine invertebrate larvae dispersal and
settlement, and nearshore species’ feeding and predator-prey relationships. The DWH Oil Spill Phase |
Early Restoration Plan and Environmental Review (Phase Il ERP) recognized that artificial lights that
illuminate beaches result in reduced sea turtle nesting activity on beaches and disorientation of
hatchlings (DWH Trustees 2012). The Restoring the Night Sky Project described in the Phase Il ERP
intended to enhance habitat for loggerhead sea turtles by reducing the amount of light cast onto
beaches in the Florida Panhandle and Gulf State Park (DWH Trustees 2012). These actions were also
expected to benefit other resident native species including migratory birds, beach nesting birds and sea
turtles, beach mice, bats, amphibians and other reptiles, are expected to occur as a result of this project.
The Phase Il plan categorically excluded this project from further NEPA evaluation because it was
anticipated to only result in minor or negligible changes in the use of project areas by resident species
and fell within the DOI categorical exclusions 516 DM 8.5A (2), 516 DM 8.5B (2), and 516 DM 8.5(11)
(DWH Trustees 2012).

In summary, consistent with the Phase Il ERP, this project is also anticipated to result in minor or
negligible adverse impacts to the environment and would result in benefits to biological resources. If
this project becomes preferred, additional coordination would be required. The FL TIG would coordinate
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and complete consultation with relevant regulatory agencies, if necessary, on this project regarding
potential impacts to protected species and habitats prior to project implementation.

Socioeconomic Resources

Because there is little ground disturbance or construction anticipated as part of this project, it is
anticipated to have none to negligible effects on most aspects of socioeconomic resources. This project
is anticipated to have largely beneficial impacts on aesthetics, and visual resources because night-time
lighting would be softer and less glaring. Improvements in lighting hardware and lighting schedules
should also reduce maintenance and electricity costs. In summary, this project would result in largely
beneficial impacts to socioeconomic resources.

In summary, the project would have none to negligible efforts on socioeconomic resources, and would
result in benefits, such as softer lighting and reduced electricity costs.

44.1.4 FM4, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Beach and Dune Habitat
Protection (Preferred)

The project would be implemented by the DOI FL TIG Trustee in coordination with the NPS and GUIS
staff and other project partners, including USDA-APHIS-WS, University of Florida (UF), FWC, USFWS, and
Audubon. This project would continue and expand on NRDA-funded shorebird work that is ending in the
park after the 2017 nesting season. The project area covers approximately 3,620 acres: 920 acres at
Perdido Key, 1,410 at Fort Pickens, and 1,290 at Santa Rosa. The project would protect beach habitat at
GUIS and associated wildlife from three different threats: 1) humans on beaches disturbing birds and
destroying nests; 2) unnaturally high numbers of predators such as coyotes, ghost crabs and fish crows;
and 3) collisions with vehicles on the paved roads through these areas.

Specifically, this project would include:

e Measures to temporarily close sensitive areas to protect habitat, wildlife, and nests and to
prevent dune trampling and disturbance including symbolic fencing (e.g., post and rope fencing
to show the boundary of the closed area), enforcement patrol support, and/or the
establishment of wildlife viewing areas at the edge of major bird colonies;

e Public outreach materials to educate visitors on the habitats and wildlife (including breeding
birds) such as score cards of hatches and mortality provided at the entrance stations;

e Predator management activities, such as perch deterrents, nest enclosures, and eradication
methods would be used to control populations and reduce impacts to shorebirds and sea
turtles;

e Law enforcement patrols to monitor and control vehicle speeding rates and reduce vehicle
collisions with wildlife;

e Monitoring and demographic surveys of individual animal and bird burrows, nests, and colonies
for predator activity, human encroachment, and to measure nesting and hatch rates (for birds)
and provide insights into causes of mortality and allow for adaptive management throughout
the project by identifying the most effective closure areas and protection methods that
minimize impacts on human beachgoers.
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The 2016 NPS Environmental Assessment to Improve Barrier Island Habitat and Visitor Access at Perdido
Key/Johnson Beach Area (hereafter referred to in this section as the NPS EA) provides information on a
similar GUIS project (construction in the beach and dune habitat) in the same location (NPS 2016). The
GUIS GMP (NPS 2014) provides information on closures and monitoring for wildlife. These resources are
cited below and incorporated by reference where applicable.

Resources Analyzed in Detail for this Alternative

Table 4-5 identifies how potentially affected resources are analyzed in this RP/EA for this alternative. In
particular, it identifies whether resources were addressed in Section 4.2 (Resources Not Analyzed in
Detail in this RP/EA), as well as resources that do not require additional analysis for this alternative
because they are unaffected by it, or the impacts would be so minor that a more detailed NEPA analysis

is not needed. It also identifies resources that will be analyzed in detail.

Table 4-5

NEPA Assessment of Resources for this Alternative

Resource

Location of Analysis in Chapter 4

Physical Resources

Geology and Substrates

Section 4.4.1.4

Hydrology and Water Quality

Project activities would not include any in-
water work or disruptions to hydrology or water
quality on the islands.

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Section 4.2

Noise

Section 4.2

Biological Resources

Habitats

Section 4.4.1.4

Wildlife Species (including birds)

Section 4.4.1.4

Marine and Estuarine Fauna (fish, shellfish, benthic
organisms)

Project activities would not include any in-
water work and have no effect on marine or
estuarine fauna.

Protected Species

Section 4.4.1.4

Socioeconomic Resources

Socioeconomics

Section 4.4.1.4

Environmental Justice

Section 4.2

Cultural Resources

Section 4.2

Infrastructure

Section 4.4.1.4

Land and Marine Management

Project activities would not require a variance
or zoning change or an amendment to a land
use, area comprehensive, or management plan.

Tourism and Recreational Use

Section 4.4.1.4

Fisheries and Aquaculture

Section 4.2

Marine Transportation

Section 4.2

Aesthetics and Visual Resources

Section 4.4.1.4

Public Health and Safety, Including Flood and Shoreline

Protection

Section 4.2
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Location of Analysis in Chapter 4
Resource

Note: Resource does not require additional analysis for this alternative because it is unaffected by the alternative, or
the impacts would be so minor that a more detailed NEPA analysis is not needed.

Environmental Consequences
Only those resource areas for which potential impacts are expected are discussed in detail in this RP/EA.
The FLTIG analyzed the following resources in more detail below:

e Physical Resources: Geology and Substrates

o Biological Resources: Habitats, Wildlife Species, Protected Species

e Socioeconomic Resources: Socioeconomics, Tourism and Recreational Use, Aesthetics and
Visual Resources, Infrastructure

Physical Resources

Proposed activities that would disturb beach and dune substrates in the project areas include the
installation of symbolic fencing surrounding the nesting areas (e.g., post and rope fences) and the
potential for construction of bird viewing areas outside the nesting areas. Construction of similar
structures, such as dune crossovers on Perdido Key, was discussed in the NPS EA to Improve Barrier
Island Habitat and Visitor Access at Perdido Key/Johnson Beach Area. The NPS EA found beneficial
impacts would result from focusing foot traffic to the dune crossovers, as they would reduce the
number of visitors cutting through sensitive dune habitat and would protect the dune ecosystems (NPS
2014). All efforts to stabilize the dune systems and associated dune vegetation would strengthen the
natural barrier of defense against storms and erosion in this area because dunes absorb the impact of
storm surge and wave action (NPS 2014). In a similar manner, symbolic fencing and specified wildlife
viewing area construction would route visitors off the beaches and dunes near nesting sites and have a
beneficial impact on the substrates on Perdido Key, Fort Pickens, and Santa Rosa beach. The NPS EA
found that the “increase in habitat area for vegetation to stabilize would attribute a substantial
beneficial impact to floodplains through dune vegetation and stability within the Perdido Key/Johnson
Beach Area, because the impact would be a permanent benefit to dune vegetation with resulting dune
stabilization in this localized area” (NPS 2014).

In summary, the project is anticipated to result in short-term minor adverse and long-term benefits to
physical resources.

Biological Resources

This project would restore dunes and beaches that provide important coastal habitat for birds, beach
mice, and sea turtles, allowing it to recover its natural vegetation and processes with as little
disturbance as possible. The construction of symbolic fencing and a potential wildlife viewing platform
could result in short-term minor adverse impacts, which the NPS found may result in the removal or
damage of small amounts of dune vegetation. Long-term beneficial impacts to vegetation would result
from use of the new wildlife viewing area and the addition of fencing around nesting areas that would
direct visitors to the viewing area and further discourage visitors from walking through the dune habitat
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(NPS 2014). Reducing speeds on park roads would have a long-term beneficial impact on wildlife by
reducing the number of animals killed by vehicles each year.

In compliance with the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA), the FL TIG submitted a biological
evaluation form to the relevant regulatory agencies, for evaluation of potential impacts to protected
species and habitats which could result from the implementation of this project. The current status of
the environmental compliance review is provided in Section 4.15.2. The USFWS determined that the
project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect sea turtles, red knot, piping plover, and the
Perdido Key beach mouse. No effects would be anticipated for other listed species, including those
under the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) jurisdiction. Conservation measures recommended
during consultation would be incorporated into final project design and implementation to avoid and/or
minimize impacts to protected species and sensitive habitats.

In summary, the project is anticipated to result in short-term minor adverse and long-term benefits to
biological resources.

Socioeconomic Resources

The project would also serve to restore popular recreational areas for local visitors and tourists by
installing and enforcing temporary access limitations such as fences and vehicular speed. These
techniques would improve habitat connectivity and reduce visitor impacts on habitats and wildlife. The
project would be expected to result in short-term increase in demand for construction jobs at GUIS.
During the construction phase of this project, as much as possible construction equipment and
operations would likely be located along in previously disturbed areas and parking lots. To the extent
required, the use of construction equipment would result in some minor to moderate short-term
adverse impacts on aesthetics and visual quality. During the construction period, visible impedances
would detract from the natural landscape and create visual contrast for observers visiting the project
areas. Short-term closures of public areas may be required to accommodate construction activities,
which could adversely affect visitors. Over the long-term, the infrastructure improvements included in
this project would impact the appearance of the land, creating a somewhat more developed
appearance. Reduction in park road speeds near the beach and dune habitat could result in increased
traffic on the island.

In summary, the project is anticipated to result in short-term minor adverse impacts to existing
infrastructure and utilities, aesthetics and visual resources, and tourism and recreation. However, the
project improvements, including amenities, would provide benefits to visitors over the long-term.

4.4.1.5 FMS5, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Invasive Plant Removal
(Preferred)

Invasive species control is proposed throughout the barrier islands of the Florida District of GUIS. This
project would treat five of the most problematic invasive species in the Fort Pickens, Santa Rosa, and
Perdido Key Areas of GUIS more comprehensively, and collect information on invasives in these areas.
The five invasive species are cogon grass, torpedo grass, popcorn trees/Chinese tallow, Cuban bulrush,
and beach vitex. The approximate size of the areas that would be covered are Perdido Key — 920 acres,
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Fort Pickens — 1,410 acres, and Santa Rosa — 1,290 acres. Preliminary estimates of the size of the actual
areas to be treated within these larger areas are: 30 acres at Perdido Key, 30 at Santa Rosa, and 110
acres at Fort Pickens (for a rough total of 170 acres). These sizes may change significantly after the
inventory. Specific project tasks include:

e Consolidate existing documentation, visit the three areas, and inventory locations and quantity
(e.g., area, percent cover) of the five species.

e Prepare a Treatment Action Plan (TAP).

e Treat invasive species intensively per the TAP for five years. The primary treatment method for
all species would be foliar chemical treatment using a backpack sprayer, but with additional
hand-pulling and other methods (e.g., seed removal, stump treatment) used as needed. Areas
would be treated and re-treated as needed for five years with monitoring results dictating the
treatment plan for the following year.

e Monitor treatment results during the project.

e Prepare a Project Completion Report (includes recommendations for future treatments). This
report could become the basis for an Exotic Plant Management Plan for this area.

Environmental Consequences
Only those resource areas for which potential impacts are expected are discussed in detail in for this
alternative. The FL TIG analyzed the following resources in more detail below:

e Physical Resources: Geology and Substrates, Hydrology and Water Quality

e Biological Resources: Habitats, Wildlife Species, Marine and Estuarine Fauna, Protected Species

e Socioeconomic Resources: Socioeconomics, Tourism and Recreational Use, Aesthetics and
Visual Resources, Land and Marine Management

The NPS currently manages for invasive species throughout the GUIS. Their management strategies are
in line with these project activities, including completing inventories of nonnative species and
controlling or eliminating nonnative plants and animals, nonnative diseases, and pest species where
there is a reasonable expectation of success and sustainability (NPS 2014). In addition to the five
invasive plants addressed in this project there are 19 more nonnative plant species in GUIS with new
species introduced each year. Many invasive plants are highly competitive at colonizing disturbed areas
and have long-lived seed banks. These species are therefore well-equipped to take advantage of natural
disturbances such as those caused by storms and hurricanes, as well as human caused disturbances such
as construction zones, non-designated trails, camping areas, and vehicle scarring in undesignated areas
(NPS 2014). Mechanical removal is considered the primary method of removal by the NPS, while
chemical control is a secondary method provided that certain requirements are met (2014). The GMP
states that expanding the nonnative species eradication program would result in beneficial impacts to
wildlife and native vegetation.

Pesticide use requests would be submitted to the NPS Pesticide Use Proposal System for approval. NEPA
compliance for exotic plant removal typically involves the DOI categorical exclusion (CE) E.2.,
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"Restoration of noncontroversial native species into suitable habitats within their historic range and
elimination of exotic species."

Physical Resources

Except for a smattering of freshwater and brackish ponds in each of the three areas, some remnant
man-made canals (brackish and freshwater) in the Fort Pickens area, and ephemeral shallow freshwater
(from rain) and saltwater (from overwash events) ponds/puddles in all three areas, the project area is
devoid of surface water (i.e., no streams or springs). BMPs will be implemented to minimize impacts to
WQ when using chemicals to remove invasive species.

In summary, project activities would result in short-term minor adverse impacts to substrates during
manual removal of plants and could have short-term minor adverse impacts on water quality if
chemicals are used to remove nonnative species.

Biological Resources

The project area includes critical habitat for loggerhead sea turtles, piping plover, and the Perdido Key
beach mouse but project activities would not be anticipated to have an effect on this habitat. Beach
vitex plants can inhibit bird and turtle nesting, and alter habitat use by beach mice, and any nonnative
plants forming a monoculture in one area can reduce good nesting habitat for shorebirds. Removal of
invasive plant species from beach and dune habitat in the project area would generally have long-term
beneficial impacts on the species listed in Appendix E. Many species do have a chance of being adversely
affected during implementation either by physical disturbance during fieldwork or chemical intoxication
during treatments. These field activities would be short lived and would occur in relatively small areas
(i.e., approximately 2-8 percent of the total acreage in the three areas). Additionally, herbicide use
would follow all NPS protocols to ensure proper and approved chemicals are used, that they are used in
the appropriate concentration and amount, and that their application hits target species as precisely as
possible with drift onto non-target species minimized. If more than one pesticide is available for use and
all have the same efficacy, the one with the shorter half-life would be used to keep all species as safe as
possible. Finally, although there is a window of time in which herbicides can be applied, application
would occur as much as possible when nesting populations are lowest and least vulnerable and to
minimize effects to migratory bird populations.

Project activities would be conducted, as much as reasonably possible, to be in accordance with the
FWC's guidelines developed to protect against potential impacts to nesting shorebirds during the
periods from February 15 through August 31, as outlined below:

1. Maintain at least a 300-foot distance from shorebird nesting areas during breeding season, or if
birds appear agitated or take flight;

2. Keep out of posted nesting areas;

3. Never intentionally force birds to fly;
Avoid running equipment or watercraft close to shore in potential nesting areas.
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Personnel associated with the construction and operational phases of the project would be instructed
and trained regarding the protection of shorebirds, and personnel would be informed of the civil and
criminal penalties for harming, harassing, or killing species that are protected.

Within the national seashore, Florida District, piping plovers are known to winter in tidal flat areas on
Perdido Key (NPS 2014). Parts of GUIS have been designated as critical wintering habitat; however,
critical habitat does not extend into the action area. Temporary effects to red knots and piping plovers
could occur during project activities due to increased noise and heavy equipment. However, any wildlife
displaced during project activities would likely return to the area and resume normal behaviors after
project activities were completed.

In compliance with the ESA, the FL TIG submitted a biological evaluation form to the relevant regulatory
agencies, for evaluation of potential impacts to protected species and habitats which could result from
the implementation of this project. The current status of the environmental compliance review is
provided in Section 4.15.2. The USFWS determined that the project may affect, but is not likely to
adversely affect sea turtles, red knot, piping plover, and the Perdido Key beach mouse. No effects would
be anticipated for other listed species, including those under NMFS jurisdiction. Conservation measures
recommended during consultation would be incorporated into final project design and implementation
to avoid and/or minimize impacts to protected species and sensitive habitats.

In summary, project activities could cause short-term minor adverse impacts to biological resources as a
result of physical disturbances, chemical intoxication, or increased noise. However, the project would
result in long-term benefits to biological resources as a result of the removal of invasive plant species
from beach and dune habitat.

Socioeconomic Resources

The project would be expected to result in short-term increase in demand for jobs at the park. Short-
term closures of public areas may be required to accommodate plant removal activities, which could
adversely affect visitors.

Threats to public health and safety from invasive plant removal activities are anticipated to be minimal,
as activities would be small in scale and conducted by individuals by hand. BMPs in accordance with
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) and state and local requirements would be
incorporated into activities onsite to ensure the proper handling, storage, transport and disposal of all
hazardous materials. Personal protective equipment would be required for all construction personnel
and authorized access zones would be established at the perimeter of the worksite during activities. —
Removing invasive plants would have a short-term temporary effect on the visual resources of an area
until native plants fill in the removal area.

In summary, the project may result in short-term minor adverse impacts to infrastructure, aesthetics
and visual resources, and tourism and recreation. However, the project improvements would provide
benefits and amenities to park visitors over the long-term.
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4.4.1.6 REC5, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Rehabilitation of Okaloosa Unit
Recreational Facilities (Preferred)

The Okaloosa Unit of GUIS is approximately 20 acres, bordered to the north by Choctawhatchee Bay,
with the Gulf of Mexico to the south, separated by land on the southern side of the peninsula (Figure 4-
2). Specifically, the project would include:

e Removal of an existing boat ramp and construction of a new boat ramp;

e Removal of an existing restroom and construction of a new restroom facility;

e Construction of a floating pier, lift station, parking lot (including overflow parking), boardwalk
from the parking area to the beach, and fencing of some existing foot paths through beach and
dune habitat where pavement is removed;

e Removal of existing parking spaces and pavement, pave additional area for boat launch parking
and access, resurface remaining parking lot and entrance/exit road, and add gravel overflow
parking area;

o Replacement of electrical systems;

e Removal of existing RV sites and installation of two new RV sites with utility hook-ups;

e Removal of existing picnic tables and concrete pads and construction of a picnic area pavilion
with approximately ten picnic tables;

e Installation of automatic gates at the entrance and exit;

e Re-vegetation of some existing foot paths through beach and dune habitat and areas where
pavement is removed.

The action area for the project includes frontage on and in-water work in Choctawhatchee Bay.
Additional details on the project are provided in Chapter 2 (Section 2.5.4).
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Figure 4-2 Okaloosa Unit Recreation Area Proposed Improvements
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Affected Environment
The general affected environment for GUIS is provided in section 4.4.1.1. This section provides
additional details relevant to the Okaloosa parcel that would be affected by this alternative.

Physical Resources
The Okaloosa Area is located on the Florida Panhandle, on the Okaloosa Unit of the GUIS. Refer to
section 4.4.1.1 for a description of Physical Resources for GUIS.

Biological Resources

The environment in the northern segment along Choctawhatchee Bay is mostly sand and coastal grass
and shrub habitat, with some developed areas (e.g., parking lot, road, restroom). The proposed
improvements are partly on lands that are undeveloped or undisturbed, but most are proposed for
areas adjacent to existing developed areas (e.g., RV pads, picnic area, lift station, new restroom). The
improvements will utilize existing infrastructure where possible. The additions to the site are proposed
on land that may consist of scrub shrub, sand, or coastal dune habitat.

Based on available information, there is SAV in Santa Rosa Sound off the site (NPS 2010). There are
dense seagrass beds in Choctawhatchee bay adjacent to the project site. Only the boat ramp and
floating pier element of the project might impact these beds. No other marine vegetation in the project
area is visible (Google Maps 2018). Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) for coastal migratory pelagics, stone
crabs, reef fish, shrimp, and red drum is present in Choctawhatchee Bay (NOAA OR&R, UNH, and EPA
2018). There is in-water work proposed for this project which intersects with EFH.
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The list of federally threatened, endangered, proposed, candidate, and other species of concern for this
site, as identified through USFWS IPaC, is presented in Table 4-2 (USFWS 2018a). There is no terrestrial
critical habitat on the Okaloosa Recreation Area. There is marine critical habitat for Gulf sturgeon in
Choctawhatchee Bay (Unit 12; NOAA OR&R, UNH, and USEPA 2018). There is in-water work proposed
for this site. A list of all state and federally listed species found in this watershed is presented in
Appendix E.

Socioeconomic Resources
Refer to section 4.4.1.1 for a description of Socioeconomic Resources for GUIS.

Environmental Consequences
Only those resource areas for which potential impacts are expected are discussed in detail in for this
alternative. The FL TIG analyzed the following resources in more detail below:

e Physical Resources — Geology and Substrates, Hydrology and Water Quality

e Biological Resources — Habitats, Wildlife Species, Marine and Estuarine Fauna, Protected
Species

e Socioeconomic Resources — Socioeconomics, Land and Marine Management, Tourism and
Recreational Use, Aesthetics and Visual Resources.

Physical Resources

Implementation of this alternative could include use of heavy construction equipment, such as front-end
loaders, bulldozers, barges, trucks, backhoes, tractor trailers, cranes, small excavators, skid steers, fork
lifts, asphalt machine, roller, small power tools, augers, pavement cutters, large jackhammers,
generators, port-a-johns, a construction trailer, and a variety of power tools. Staging areas would be
located on existing pavement or other heavily impacted areas. The first phase (after design) would be
the demolition and removal of pavement, concrete pads, some or all of the boat ramps, the picnic
tables, and restroom.

This project includes in-water work for the removal and rebuilding of a boat ramp and a floating pier.
The overwater area of the amenities would be dependent upon final design, but for the purposes of this
RP/EA, they are assumed to be approximately 3,900 square feet for the boat ramp, and 875 square feet
for the floating pier. The floating pier will use an anchoring system every +/- 10 feet. The anchors will
consist of chains or rods mounted on the dock and connected to square weights of concrete deadmen
anchors. If during engineering and design, it is recommended that pilings be used, then no more than 12
in-water wooden or concrete piles with a 12-inch diameter or less are anticipated. If pilings are required,
piling installation would use the least invasive techniques (e.g., jetting, pushing, or driving the piles)
where possible, but could use impact hammers, given substrate and construction cost considerations.
Substrate displacement for possible pilings would be less than 20 square feet. A minor amount of
underwater excavation would be done to remove existing concrete boat ramps and to insert a
temporary cofferdam, installed prior to demolition, so that the new concrete ramp can be installed. The
exact method of construction is unknown at this time and may involve the use of boats or barges.
Construction equipment such as a backhoe with a long arm and bucket, located on shore near the mean
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low tide line, may be used to remove and install materials. It is expected that a cofferdam method may
be utilized to hold back water while concrete is placed. Depth of removal from the shallow benthos is
approximately 0-3 ft., possibly deeper. Sand and material removed would be placed above the surf line
where the concrete material would be removed and disposed of and sand returned back into the spot it
came from as best as possible. During construction, BMPs and boom placement along with other
avoidance and mitigation measures required by state and federal regulatory agencies would be
employed to minimize any water quality and sedimentation impacts. NPS would continue coordination
with resource agencies upon having additional construction method information.

Digging would also occur in the terrestrial environment for the boat ramp, parking lot, restrooms, picnic
pavilion, lift station, boardwalks, fencing, and RV pads. There would be the following approximate areas
of disturbed soils for each improvement: boat ramp (approximately 3,900 square feet, some in-water),
parking lot (approximately 0.5 acres), restrooms (1,000 square feet), picnic pavilion (1,150 square feet),
lift station (< 500 square feet), boardwalks (<350 square feet), fencing (marginal), and RV pads (<0.25
acres). Construction and digging activities, including staging areas for construction equipment, would
utilize existing development footprints and disturbed areas where possible (e.g., existing parking lots),
but digging and staging equipment could disturb some soils. The restrooms would use existing sewer
and water connections, but additional ones may be necessary, but there would be minimal disturbance
from this because the lines have already been extended to the former restroom. Although development
of boardwalks and removal of parking areas would impact soils, ultimately, the boardwalks would
concentrate foot traffic and reduce impacts to dune habitat and removed infrastructure would be
revegetated, enhancing stability of soils.

Terrestrial work that may affect hydrology and water quality includes construction of additional
impervious surfaces such as bathrooms, boat ramp, parking lots, and RV sites. Additional impervious
surfaces could alter onsite stormwater run-off. In-water activities can temporarily impact water quality
by increasing turbidity.

Specific mitigation measures would be implemented during construction to minimize erosion and
overall soil impacts. Construction involving ground disturbances from proposed improvements and site
preparation activities would have short-term minor and long-term adverse as well as long-term
beneficial impacts on geology and substrates. This project would result in short-term minor as well as
long-term adverse impacts on water quality and hydrology due to the potential construction of some
impervious surfaces and site preparation activities. However, revegetation activities could have long-
term benefits to water quality.

In summary, this alternative would have short-term and long-term minor adverse impacts and long-term
beneficial impacts to physical resources.

Biological Resources

Construction activities in water and on land associated with this project could result in short-term
impacts to aquatic habitat due to erosion and increased turbidity during construction. The release of
sediments during in-water and terrestrial construction would be controlled using BMPs and mitigation
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to protect aquatic habitat, prevent the transport of sediment into waterways, confine impacts to
construction sites, and minimize the magnitude of the impacts on aquatic habitats.

In-water and terrestrial improvements would avoid wetlands to the extent practical and feasible and are
subject to regulatory consultations depending on the final design. There are potential wetlands at the
eastern end of the site, but no improvements are proposed for lands in or directly adjacent to wetlands.
A 2015 Google Earth aerial image shows that dense SAV begins approximately 10 feet beyond the toe of
the current ramp. As such, it is possible that the project could avoid directly impacting SAV beds, or
indirectly affect it short-term from increased sediments in the water column. An analysis of SAV, likely
via aerial imagery analysis and field survey, would be conducted prior to the start of construction. It is
recommended that a pre- and post-boat ramp construction SAV survey be conducted between June 1
and September 30. If the post-construction SAV survey determines that there were unanticipated
impacts resulting from demolition and construction of the ramp, then a functional assessment should be
conducted to determine if appropriate in-kind mitigation should be developed and implemented.

Based on the in-water work for the boat ramp and pier, there are minimal anticipated effects to EFH
resulting from the project. Specific conservation and mitigation measures would be implemented during
the finalization of engineering and design plans and construction to minimize erosion and overall habitat
impacts.

Construction equipment and staging areas could impact habitat, but as noted previously, these would be
sited on existing development footprints, where possible, to minimize impacts. Although the
improvements could potentially impact habitats and biological resources (e.g., clearing of vegetation,
shoreline development), the boardwalks would concentrate human activity and reduce overall long-
term impacts to the site and the revegetation activities would enhance habitats at the site. To mitigate
potential impacts to the dune habitat from the construction of a boardwalk and trails, the Conservation
Measures for Dune Walkover Construction (USFWS 2017) would be implemented during final design and
construction.

In compliance with the ESA and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA), the FL TIG submitted
a biological evaluation form to the relevant regulatory agencies, for evaluation of potential impacts to
protected species and habitats which could result from the implementation of this project. The current
status of the environmental compliance reviews is provided in Section 4.15.2. Below is a list of potential
protected species at the project site, effects from the project activities, and potential conservation
measures.

Gulf sturgeon and critical habitat: There is critical habitat for Gulf sturgeon (Unit 12) in Choctawhatchee
Bay, and sturgeon are known to be in the bay and along the Gulf of Mexico shoreline. As such, this
project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect Gulf sturgeon in the intertidal zone on the bay
side. Potential impacts to Gulf sturgeon include elevated noise levels and the presence of suspended
sediments in the water column due to construction-related activities. Gulf sturgeon are highly mobile
and can avoid any disturbances in that area by swimming away. To mitigate potential affects to sturgeon
and their critical habitat, standard BMPs such as those identified in the Sea Turtle and Smalltooth
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Sawfish Construction Conditions (NMFS 2006) and Gulf Sturgeon Mitigation Measures, would be
followed. As a result of proposed construction activities for the boat ramp and floating pier and
anticipated recreational uses, this project component may have direct or indirect adverse effects on Gulf
sturgeon and critical habitat. However, revegetation efforts could decrease stormwater runoff and
subsequent declines in associated water quality impacts, could provide long-term beneficial effects on
sturgeon critical habitat.

Sea turtles: The five sea turtle species have been observed within GUIS nesting, swimming, or feeding
on the Gulf side of Santa Rosa Island or swimming or feeding on SAV on the bay side. Turtle nesting
typically occurs on Gulf-side sandy beaches during the months of May through August, with hatching
occurring from late July through October; it does not occur on the bay side where the project would be.
There is potential for sea turtle encounters with private vessels using the boat ramp. The increase in
boating activity and watercraft collisions with sea turtles in the bay, however, should be negligible.
BMPs, such as those identified within the Sea Turtle and Smalltooth Sawfish Construction Conditions
(NMFS 2006), would be implemented and adhered to during periods of in-water work. Additionally,
BMPs within the Vessel Strike Avoidance Measures and Reporting for Mariners (NOAA 2008) would be
implemented. With mitigation (BMPs), it is anticipated that the proposed action may affect, but is not
likely to adversely affect, these sea turtle species.

Red knot and piping plover: There is suitable migration and wintering habitat present for Red knot and
piping plover on the shoreline of this site; these species are generally not present during the summer
months (May-August). If construction occurs when the birds are present, noise and disturbance to
resting and foraging birds may occur. However, by implementing mitigation measures (BMPs) these
short-term construction impacts should be minimal. If disturbed while foraging during construction
activities, these birds can move to other suitable habitat to continue foraging and resting. Although this
project would slightly increase the footprint of present facilities, it would be decreasing the impacts on
beach habitat north of the parking lot by replacing 15-20 social trails with four boardwalks and trails and
fencing off access to the old social trails. As such, this project may affect but is not likely to adversely
affect Red knot and piping plover; and may have long-term beneficial impacts on the species.

West Indian manatee and other marine mammals: The project location does not intersect with any
identified critical habitat for the West Indian manatee, but the Choctawhatchee Bay stock of bottlenose
dolphins is nearby. Marine mammals are affected by vibrations and noise resulting from construction
activities (e.g., generators, pile drivers, etc.). This project includes in-water work for the demolition and
construction of the boat ramp and floating pier. If manatees are present, they would probably avoid the
construction area. However, if manatees were spotted in the vicinity during construction, appropriate
conservation measures would be undertaken to avoid adverse impacts associated with noise from
construction activities. To avoid and minimize impacts, the BMPs identified within the Sea Turtle and
Smalltooth Sawfish Construction Conditions (NMFS 2006) and the Standard Manatee Conditions for In-
Water Work (USFWS 2011) would be implemented and adhered to during periods of in-water work. As
noted in these documents, these conditions require stopping operation of any equipment if manatees
come within 50 feet of the equipment until the animals leave the project area of their own volition. As a
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result of construction related activities from the boat ramp and pier, this project may affect, but is not
likely to adversely affect the West Indian manatee and other marine mammals.

Beach mice: While there are no protected species of beach mice at this site, the Santa Rosa beach
mouse does inhabit the project location. Some improvements could disturb habitat; however, the
creation and restoration of formalized trails would concentrate foot traffic, potentially benefiting the
Santa Rosa beach mouse and its habitat. Standard BMPs for beach mice (as described in the
PDARP/PEIS) would be implemented to avoid effects to the Santa Rosa beach mouse and its habitat.

Short-term as well as long-term adverse impacts to biological resources would occur onsite as a result of
demolition and construction of improvements, construction activities, and site preparation activities.
Long-term impacts associated with habitat and wildlife disturbance from visitors on the site are
anticipated to be minor. Additionally, there would be long-term beneficial impacts to biological
resources due to revegetation efforts, fencing and restoring former trails, and concentrating foot traffic
on trails and boardwalks.

NMFS determined that the project may affect but is not likely to adversely affect sea turtle and Gulf
sturgeon. The USFWS determined that the project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect sea
turtles, red knot, piping plover, and West Indian manatee. No effects would be anticipated for other
listed species. Conservation measures recommended during consultation would be incorporated into
final project design and implementation to avoid and/or minimize impacts to protected species and
sensitive habitats.

In summary, because construction activities would be localized to the site and habitat fragmentation
would be limited, the project would have short- and long-term minor adverse impacts, as well as long-
term beneficial impacts to biological resources. The project is not expected to have any significant
adverse effects on floodplains.

Socioeconomic Resources

The Okaloosa Unit of GUIS has some existing infrastructure, including an entrance road, parking areas,
restrooms, and shade structures. There are no designated protected view sheds in the vicinity of this
project. During the construction phase of this project, construction equipment and operations would
likely be located in previously disturbed areas and parking lots. To the extent required, the use of
construction equipment, including equipment used for the movement and placement of materials (i.e.,
barges) and barriers enacted to protect public safety would result in some minor to moderate short-
term adverse impacts on aesthetics and visual quality. These impacts result from the presence of
equipment, barriers and construction-related dust and emissions. During the construction period, visible
impedances would detract from the natural landscape and create visual contrast for observers. Short-
term closures of public areas may be required to accommodate construction activities, which could
adversely affect visitors. From the public perspective, the site would be managed as it is at present, by
NPS, and improvements should enhance visitor experiences at the park. This project would be expected
to result in a short-term increase in construction jobs.
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In summary, the project is anticipated to result in short-term minor adverse impacts to existing
infrastructure and utilities, tourism and recreation, and aesthetics and visual resources. However, the
project improvements would provide benefits and amenities to park visitors over the long-term.

4.4.2 FM6, St. Vincent National Wildlife Refuge Predator Control (Preferred)
The project restores habitat and ecological services through the removal of feral hogs and control of
raccoon populations on federally managed lands at St. Vincent NWR that were injured by the DWH oil
spill. The project would develop and implement management actions that enhance habitats and natural
resources on St. Vincent NWR by addressing known causes of habitat degradation and/or mortality of
threatened and endangered species and migratory birds. The project would be implemented by the DOI
FL TIG Trustee and the USFWS Gulf Restoration Office in coordination with the St. Vincent NWR staff and
the USDA Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service Wildlife Services (USDA-APHIS-WS). Specifically,
the project activities would include:

e Eradicating or controlling the feral hog population by locating, trapping, and eliminating hogs,
per the USDA-APHIS national Integrated Feral Swine Damage Management Program (USDA-
APHIS 2015);

e Eradicating or controlling raccoon populations concurrent with hog control via trapping,
shooting, or other means. Methods used by USDA-APHIS-WS and USFWS for the removal of
raccoons follow the American Veterinary Medical (AVMA) Guidelines for the Euthanasia of
Animals (AVMA 2013);

e Monitoring of evidence of presence of feral hog and raccoon.

Long-term benefits to the resources and services injured by the spill include reduced disturbance or
mortality of endangered and threatened species, and restored habitat for fish and wildlife due to habitat
enhancement. The project would be implemented working around sea turtle and shorebird nesting
seasons and would be completed within approximately two years from the start date.

4.4.2.1 Resources Analyzed in Detail for this Alternative

Table 4-6 identifies how potentially affected resources are analyzed in this RP/EA for this alternative. In
particular, it identifies whether resources were addressed in Section 4.2 (Resources Not Analyzed in
Detail in this RP/EA), as well as resources that do not require additional analysis for this alternative
because they are unaffected by it, or the impacts would be so minor that a more detailed NEPA analysis
is not needed. It also identifies resources that will be analyzed in detail.

Table 4-6 NEPA Assessment of Resources for this Alternative

Location of Analysis in Chapter 4
Resource

Physical Resources

Restoration activities for this alternative would not disturb geology or
substrates in St. Vincent NWR because carcasses would not be buried on
Geology and Substrates site. Raccoon carcasses would be left on the island or taken into the
woods for scavengers, while feral hog carcasses would be left on the
island or taken to specified locations to feed wolves.
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Location of Analysis in Chapter 4
Resource

Hydrology and water quality would not be affected by project activities.
The use of poison is prohibited in feral hog and raccoon eradication in the
NWR due to the presence of a breeding pair of red wolves. The restoration
activities in this alternative do not involve any in-water work.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas

Emissions Section 4.2

Noise Section 4.2

Biological Resources

Habitats Sections 4.4.2.2 and 4.4.2.3
Wildlife Species (including birds) Sections 4.4.2.2 and 4.4.2.3

Restoration activities would not affect marine and estuarine fauna on the
NWR because they do not involve in-water work or poison that could
potentially pollute waters where marine and estuarine fauna live.

Marine and Estuarine Fauna (fish,
shellfish, benthic organisms)

Protected Species Sections 4.4.2.2 and 4.4.2.3

Socioeconomic Resources

Socioeconomics Sections 4.4.2.2 and 4.4.2.3
Environmental Justice Section 4.2
Cultural Resources Section 4.2
Infrastructure Sections 4.4.2.2 and 4.4.2.3

This alternative does not introduce changes in land and marine
management because the NWR already actively controls the feral hog
population with three annual public hunts as well as seasonal feral hog
removal by NWR staff and the USDA-APHIS-WS (USFWS 2012). Eradication
of feral hogs and control of the raccoon population align with activities
already taking place on the NWR.

Land and Marine Management

Tourism and Recreational Use Sections 4.4.2.2 and 4.4.2.3
Fisheries and Aquaculture Section 4.2
Marine Transportation Section 4.2

Restoration activities would have minimal effects on aesthetics and visual
resources. While temporary traps would be used to control raccoon
populations, other methods of wildlife control such as shooting by
qualified USDA-APHIS-WS and/or USFWS staff would not impact aesthetics
on the NWR. Additionally, some feral hog removal activities would take
place at night rather than during the day.

Aesthetics and Visual Resources

Public Health and Safety, Including

Flood and Shoreline Protection Section 4.2

Note: Resource does not require additional analysis for this alternative because it is unaffected by the alternative, or
the impacts would be so minor that a more detailed NEPA analysis is not needed.

4.4.2.2 Affected Environment

The St. Vincent Island NWR Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) (USFWS 2012) was used as the
primary reference for the Affected Environment for the St. Vincent Island NWR Predator Control project
and information was summarized from that document unless otherwise cited. St. Vincent NWR is a
12,490-acre refuge located in Franklin and Gulf counties along the Gulf Coast of Florida. St. Vincent NWR
includes St. Vincent Island (12,358 acres), Pig Island (46 acres), a mainland tract (86 acres), and an
office/visitor center in Apalachicola, Florida. The NWR additionally oversees 21 Farm Service Agency
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(FSA) easements. The majority of management activities occur on St. Vincent Island. Further details
about the different areas of the St. Vincent NWR are provided below:

e St. Vincent Island: St. Vincent Island (12,358 acres) is located in Apalachicola Bay, in Franklin
County, Florida. The island contains few developed areas and 21 different habitat types
including upland slash pine, sand pine, scrub, hardwood hammocks, cabbage palm flatwoods,
beach dunes, grasslands, marsh, and open water.

e Pig Island: Pig Island (46 acres) is located in Gulf County, Florida. Pig Island adjoins St. Joseph
Bay and is separated from the St. Joseph Peninsula by the Pig Island Bayou. The undeveloped,
low-lying island contains habitat such as sparse coniferous forest, freshwater marsh, flat sand
terrain, bars, and pits.

Most of the key restoration activities, including eradication of feral hogs and control of the
overabundant raccoon population, would occur on St. Vincent Island. Section Il of the St. Vincent NWR
CCP (USFWS 2012) details the affected environment for the NWR and describes in particular the
physical, biological, and cultural resources that could be affected by the NWR management project. The
CCP is incorporated by reference herein and summarized below.

Physical Resources

St. Vincent Island is one of four barrier islands associated with the Apalachicola River in the eastern
panhandle. The NWR includes the entire island, a triangular-shaped, about 11,800 acres in size, and is
about nine miles long and up to 4.5 miles wide. Parallel dune and ridge features that run generally east
to west, are conspicuous features in aerial imagery of the island. Nineteen soil types are mapped for the
NWR and range from well drained sands of the ridges, sand dunes, and uplands, to poorly drained
mucks and soils of tidal and estuarine marshes and interdunal swales. Rainfall is the primary source of
surface water on the island and water moves primarily via surface flow from uplands to creek channels.
St. Vincent Island contains 583 acres of open water areas and 668 acres of palustrine marsh habitat in
the form of lakes, bayous, and creeks.

About five percent of the surface water flows over large, flat areas several hundred feet wide through as
sheet flow. Prior to becoming a NWR, St. Vincent Island’s natural flow of surface water was altered by
road and ditch construction that supported pine silviculture. These activities resulted in filled creeks,
drained wetlands, and water impounded upstream of roads. Five water-control structures between
lakes on the southeastern portion of the island are also used to control flows Restoration of natural
ridges and swales has restored much of the sheet flow on the island that was formerly impounded or
diverted by roads. The water quality on St. Vincent NWR is related to the water quality in Apalachicola
Bay, which is one of the most productive estuarine systems in the Northern hemisphere as a result of
the overall good water quality. Therefore, the water quality on St. Vincent NWR is typically very good
classified as Class Il waters which have the most stringent bacteriological quality standards. Lastly, St.
Vincent NWR is affected by the red tides that occur annually in the late summer or early fall in the Gulf
of Mexico.
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Further information about geology and substrates can be found in the Soils section in Section Il of the
CCP, and further information about hydrology and water quality can be found in the Hydrology and
Water Quality and Quantity sections in Section Il of the CCP (USFWS 2012).

Biological Resources

There is little development on the island and habitats are a mix of forest, scrub, wetland, interdunal
swale, lacustrine, and beach dune habitats. The vegetation on St. Vincent NWR includes 21 cover
classes, including xeric and maritime hammock, coastal grasslands and interdunal swales and lakes, salt
marshes, coastal dune lakes, beach dunes, reefs, and managed marshes and open water, as well as
some development. There are 33 plant species listed for the NWR that are considered invasive species
to Florida. Nearly 600 plant species were documented as occurring on St. Vincent Island in the 1980s
and additional surveys have increased that number. Additional information about habitats in St. Vincent
NWR can be found in the Habitat section in Section Il of the CCP (USFWS 2012).

St. Vincent NWR is home to a large variety of resident fish and wildlife species and provides resting,
nesting, and foraging habitat for many migratory species. Currently, the NWR has documented 277 bird
species, 40 fish species, 42 reptile species, 11 amphibian species, and 28 mammal species that have
used the NWR. Federal and state listed species in the watershed are listed in Appendix E and federally
listed species in the project area, as identified through USFWS IPaC, are listed in Table 4-7 (USFWS
2018a).

The common carp is the single exotic fish species on the NWR, but no exotic amphibian or reptile
species have been found. Rock pigeon, Eurasian collared-dove, and European starling all breed on the
NWR, but are thought to have minimal impacts on native wildlife. Coyotes occasionally disperse to the
NWR and have the potential to negatively impact the red wolf island propagation program. USDA
Wildlife Services provides predator control to remove coyotes observed on the NWR to benefit red wolf
recovery. Feral cats have occasionally been documented on St. Vincent Island, especially in the vicinity
of the cabin and near Indian Pass. Although free-ranging domestic cats can have devastating impacts on
amphibian, reptile, bird, and mammal populations on the mainland, the impacts of these animals on
overall NWR wildlife are considered relatively small on the NWR’s island units.

Considered the most destructive exotic animal on the NWR, the feral hog can decimate marine turtle
and seabird nests on the beach. Feral hogs may also prey on shorebird and gopher tortoise eggs and
young and were possibly the cause for the failure of the 1980 to 1982 eastern indigo snake
reintroduction. Hogs prey upon small vertebrates and invertebrates and compete with native wildlife for
mast. By rooting, hogs destroy wetland vegetation, including rare species, damage NWR roads and
impoundments, and provide favorable conditions for the spread of invasive exotic plants. The three,
annual, NWR public hunts provide some control of the feral hog population, but the hunting pressure is
generally too low to be very effective. USDA-APHIS-WS provides some targeted seasonal removal of
feral hogs in and near sensitive wildlife habitats (e.g., open Gulf beaches and secondary dunes). The
NWR staff also conducts some seasonal feral hog removal to benefit gopher tortoise, marine turtle, and
shorebird and seabird conservation and recovery.
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There are multiple annual avian monitoring efforts on the NWR such as the USGS Breeding Bird Survey

and the Audubon of Florida shorebird stewardship program. Additional information about wildlife,

vegetation, and invasive species in St. Vincent NWR can be found in the Biological Resources section in
Section Il of the CCP (USFWS 2012).

Table 4-7

Refuge Predator Control project area

Common Name

Scientific Name

Habitat

Federally listed species potentially occurring in the St. Vincent National Wildlife

Likelihood

Gulf sturgeon Acipenser Estuarine: various Marine: various habitats Likely
oxyrinchus desotoi Riverine: alluvial and blackwater streams.
Eastern indigo snake Drymarchon corais Terrestrial: mesic flatwoods, upland pine Unlikely
couperi forest, sandhills, scrub, scrubby flatwoods,
rockland hammaock, ruderal.
Gopher tortoise Gopherus Terrestrial: sandhills, scrub, scrubby Unlikely
Polyphemus flatwoods, xeric hammocks, coastal strand,
ruderal.
Green sea turtle Chelonia mydas Stays near the coastline and in bays near Potentially
SAV habitats. They breed adjacent to the
shoreline, and nest on sandy beaches.
Hawksbill sea turtle Eretmochelys Forages around coral reefs; spends time in Potentially
imbricata bays and estuaries. They breed adjacent to
the shoreline, and nest on sandy beaches.
Kemp's Ridley sea Lepidochelys Forage in sargassum and open waters. They Unlikely
turtle kempii breed adjacent to the shoreline, and nest on
sandy beaches.
Leatherback sea Dermochelys Forages in the open ocean waters. They Unlikely
turtle coriacea breed in deep waters adjacent to the
shoreline, and nest on sandy beaches.
Loggerhead sea turtle | Caretta caretta Forages in the open ocean and shallow Potentially
coastal waters. They breed adjacent to the
shoreline, and nest on sandy beaches.
Piping plover Charadrius melodus | Estuarine: exposed unconsolidated substrate Potentially
Marine: exposed unconsolidated substrate
Terrestrial: dunes, sandy beaches, and inlet
areas; mostly wintering and migrants.
Red knot Calidris canutus Estuarine: bays, tidal flats, salt marshes Likely
rufa Terrestrial: sandy beaches Marine: aerial,
near shore.
Wood stork Mycteria americana | Estuarine: marshes Lacustrine: floodplain Likely
lakes, marshes (feeding); Palustrine:
marshes, swamps, roadside ditches.
Red wolf Canis rufus Terrestrial: coastal prairie marshes, Potentially
swamps, and agricultural fields.
Note: Species determined to be “Unlikely” to be found in the action area are not addressed further in this analysis.
E=Endangered, T=Threatened, SAT=Similarity of Appearance (Threatened), C=Candidate, SSC=Species of Special Concern,
CH=Critical Habitat.
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Socioeconomic Resources
In contrast to GUIS, St. Vincent NWR has only one office and visitor center in Apalachicola, and offers
hunting, fishing, and wildlife observation opportunities.

St. Vincent NWR is part of the 2,000-mile Great Florida Birding and Wildlife Trail developed by the FWC.
The CCP notes the economic importance of wildlife viewing and birding in Florida, which generated
approximately $3.1 billion from 2001-2006. Recreational activities on the NWR include hunting, fishing,
and wildlife observation/photography. In addition to the three annual public feral hog hunts, there are a
limited number of hunting permits for hunting with muzzleloading guns and archery equipment on the
NWR, and there are five brackish/freshwater lakes on the NWR where fishing activities take place.
Tourism is a contributor to the economy of the local area, with the “Leisure and Hospitality” industry
accounting for 21.6 percent of employment in Franklin County and 9.7 percent of employment in Gulf
County in 2009.

Very few systematic archaeological and historical investigations have been conducted on St. Vincent
NWR. Since its establishment in 1968, most of the archaeological investigations and historic building
assessments have been conducted primarily to ensure compliance with Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act. Exceptions include site condition assessments conducted by the NPS’s
Southeast Archaeological Center in May 2010, as part of the initial response following the DWH oil spill,
an archaeological survey and testing of pre-Columbian sites along the island’s northern shore, and
geoarchaeological investigations to ascertain the barrier island’s formation and sea level curves. A site
monitoring program using volunteers and the NWR’s Friends group was created as part of these
investigations. At present, 25 historic properties have been recorded on the NWR. Twenty of these
historic properties are pre-Columbian archaeological sites located along the barrier island’s northern
shore. The majority of these sites are eroding oyster shell middens. The three remaining historic
properties are associated with mid-19th and early 20th century occupations on the island.

Additional information about tourism and recreation in St. Vincent NWR can be found in the
Socioeconomic Environment and Refuge Administration and Management sections in Section Il of the
CCP, and information about cultural resources in the NWR can be found in the Cultural Resources
section in Section Il of the CCP (USFWS 2012).

4.4.2.3 Environmental Consequences

Restoration activities on the NWR are expected to primarily affect biological and socioeconomic
resources, while impacts on physical resources would be negligible. Eradication of the feral hog
population and control of the overabundant raccoon population on the NWR are predicted to have
beneficial effects on habitats, wildlife species, and protected species due to decreased predation and
habitat damage. The impact of project activities on tourism and recreational use is less clear due to the
popularity of recreational feral hog hunting on the NWR; however, restoration activities would enhance
other recreational activities in the long-term.

Only those resource areas for which potential impacts are expected are discussed in detail in this RP/EA.
The FL TIG analyzed the following resources in more detail below:
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e Biological Resources: Habitats, Wildlife Species, Protected Species
e Socioeconomic Resources: Socioeconomics, Tourism and Recreational Use, Infrastructure

Biological Resources

A major goal of restoration activities is to reduce habitat deterioration caused by feral hogs on St.
Vincent Island (USFWS 2012). Feral hogs are responsible for extensive habitat damage and alteration in
the NWR. Rooting behavior destroys wetland vegetation, including rare species, damages NWR roads
and impoundments, and provides favorable conditions for the spread of invasive exotic plants (USFWS
2012). More generally, feral hog activities such as rooting, soil compaction, wallowing, and consuming
seeds, seedlings, and roots ultimately result in the reduction of plant diversity and increased erosion.
USDA-APHIS 2015).

Hence, the eradication of feral hogs would benefit habitats in the NWR because feral hogs would no
longer threaten native plant diversity or create conditions that favor the growth of non-native invasive
plants. After feral hogs are eradicated from a given area, further restoration activities may be required if
invasive plants have colonized the area (USDA-APHIS 2015). While there is one documented case of
increased native plant diversity in areas with feral hog damage, it was accompanied by an even greater
increase in non-native plant diversity (USDA-APHIS 2015). In summary, the eradication of feral hogs on
the NWR would be beneficial for both native plant diversity and invasive plant mitigation.

Restoration activities would, overall, have a beneficial impact on wildlife. Feral hogs compete with
native wildlife for food, destroy habitat, prey on smaller native animals, destroy nests, consume reptile
and bird eggs, and transmit diseases such as pseudorabies to other wildlife (USDA-APHIS 2015). Similar
to feral hogs, raccoons are a significant cause of beach-nesting bird nest failure on St. Vincent Island
(USFWS 2017). Raccoons are native to St. Vincent Island and activities carried out to control the
overabundant raccoon population would have a negative impact on this native species.

The project activities could adversely impact non-target wildlife, but steps would be taken to mitigate
these potential negative outcomes. Removal of animals by shooting is nearly 100 percent selective for
target species (USDA-APHIS-WS, 2002) and would be carried out by authorized USDA-APHIS-WS and/or
USFWS staff, so other wildlife would not be affected by this population management method. While
there is a risk that non-target wildlife would be captured in traps meant for raccoons, the risk is greatly
reduced by using appropriate trap sizes and bait, selecting proper sites to set traps, and checking traps
frequently (USDA-APHIS-WS 2002). Trapping would be carried out by a qualified USDA-APHIS-WS
trapper two weeks per month per year, which would reduce the risk of trapping other wildlife on the
NWR. Furthermore, restoration activities would not utilize chase hounds, toxicants, or visible lights on
nesting beaches during turtle nesting seasons. Visible lights on nesting beaches at night could potentially
discourage female sea turtles from nesting or disorient turtle hatchlings and prevent them from
reaching the sea (USDA-APHIS-WS 2002); to avoid such consequences, night vision and Forward Looking
Infrared Devices equipment would be used during nighttime feral hog or raccoon removal. Lastly,
vehicle operators would follow Florida BMPs to minimize vehicle impacts on nesting beaches, which is
especially relevant for migratory birds (USFWS 2017).
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While there is the potential for restoration activities to have short-term, minor adverse impacts on
wildlife due to accidental trapping or habitat disturbance, long-term benefits to shore birds and sea
turtles are anticipated in the NWR. The proposed restoration activities would minimize known causes of
habitat degradation and/or mortality of threatened and imperiled species and migratory birds and
would help prevent overpopulation, reduce mortality of select species, and improve the natural diversity
of resident wildlife on St. Vincent Island. These benefits, coupled with efforts to mitigate adverse effects
to non-target wildlife populations, demonstrate the positive impacts that restoration activities would
have on St. Vincent wildlife.

St. Vincent NWR nesting beaches have designated terrestrial critical habitat unit LOGG-T-FL-42 for
nesting loggerhead sea turtle and FL-08 for wintering piping plover as well as the terrestrial critical
habitat unit for the Gulf sturgeon, Unit 13. There would likely be no destruction of critical habitat as a
result of this project. Enhancements to nesting loggerhead sea turtle and piping plover critical habitat
units are expected as feral hogs and raccoons are removed.

We anticipate this management action would not adversely affect any listed species or designated
critical habitat as BMPs (e.g., not using chase hounds, toxicants, or any visible lights on nesting beaches
at night) would be utilized. Vehicle operators would avoid posted closed areas and would avoid driving
on closed roads. Low tire pressure vehicle operators would follow standard well accepted Florida BMPs
for operating four-wheel drive low tire pressure vehicles on nesting beaches (e.g., accessing the nesting
beach only at designated access points or road intersections, operating at very low speeds (< 10 mph)
close to the waterline, avoiding negatively impacting dune and beach vegetation, and avoiding the
wrack line). The proposed restoration activities provide benefits to habitats and natural resources on St.
Vincent NWR by addressing known causes of habitat degradation and/or mortality of threatened and
imperiled species and migratory birds. In addition, management of overabundant native wildlife (e.g.,
raccoons) within the NWR boundary would help prevent overpopulation, reduce mortality of select
species, and improve the natural diversity of resident wildlife on St. Vincent Island. We anticipate there
would be no effects to marine turtles or marine mammals as a result of this project because the project
does not include any in-water work.

In compliance with the ESA, the FL TIG submitted a biological evaluation form to the relevant regulatory
agencies for evaluation of potential impacts to protected species and habitats which could result from
the implementation of this project. The current status of the environmental compliance review is
provided in Section 4.15.2. NMFS and USFWS determined that the project may adversely affect critical
habitat for Gulf sturgeon and loggerhead sea turtle. USFWS determined that the project may adversely
affect critical habitat for piping plover. The USFWS determined that the project may affect, but is not
likely to adversely affect piping plover and red knot. No effects would be anticipated for other listed
species. Conservation measures recommended during consultation would be incorporated into final
project design and implementation to avoid and/or minimize impacts to protected species and sensitive
habitats.

In summary, the project could result in short-term minor adverse impacts on biological resources but
would have long-term benefits.
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Socioeconomic Resources

The feral hog population on the NWR is controlled to some extent by three annual public hunts as well
as seasonal feral hog removal by NWR staff and the USDA Wildlife Services (USFWS 2012). In total, the
NWR hosts three permitted hunts: archery and primitive hunts for white-tailed deer, feral hogs, and
raccoons, and a lottery primitive hunt for sambar deer which also includes feral hogs and raccoons
(USFWS 2012). Eradicating feral hogs and controlling the raccoon population would decrease
recreational hunting opportunities associated with these species. While a decrease in feral hog and
raccoon hunting opportunities may disappoint some hunters, controlling or eradicating the populations
of these species would actually have beneficial impacts on other hunting opportunities. The presence of
feral hogs may adversely affect hunting opportunities of other species; for instance, feral hogs are
known to prey on deer fawns (USDA-APHIS 2015) which may reduce white-tailed deer and sambar deer
hunting opportunities. In addition to enhanced hunting of other game species, the eradication or control
of feral hogs and raccoons has the potential to greatly enhance wildlife viewing opportunities (USDA-
APHIS 2015) due to the positive effects that restoration activities would have on native wildlife in the
NWR.

Feral hogs can cause damage to roads (USFWS 2012) and vehicle collisions with feral hog collisions are
known to occur (USDA-APHIS 2015), so restoration activities would have a beneficial effect on NWR
infrastructure.

In summary, this project is anticipated to result in long-term benefits to socioeconomic resources.

The project is an expansion of the ECUA Pensacola Beach Reclaimed Water System and includes
construction of reuse pipelines along road ROWSs in the community of Pensacola Beach, on Santa Rosa
Island. Pumping facilities and reuse transmission and distribution lines would be constructed, consistent
with Phase I-IV from ECUA’s reclaimed water master plan (ECUA 2017). The project would reduce the
discharge of nutrients and other pollutants into Santa Rosa Sound by expanding the ECUA’s Pensacola
Beach Reclaimed Water System by making additional reclaimed water from the ECUA advanced
wastewater treatment (AWT) facility available to the Santa Rosa Island Authority for irrigation of
additional public ROWs and for irrigation of individual properties in the commercial core and residential
areas on Santa Rosa Island. Implementation of the full reclaimed water system (Phases |-V from Master
Plan) represents the potential to reuse approximately 1.15 million gallons per day (MGD) instead of
discharging it to Santa Rosa Sound, with 0.94 MGD made available through Phases I-IV.

The project area includes the unincorporated community of Pensacola Beach on Santa Rosa Island in the
Gulf of Mexico. Pensacola Beach is surrounded by residential and commercial areas to the west and east
and Fort Pickens State Park and Eglin Air Force Base (AFB) make up the west and east ends, respectively,
of the island. Santa Rosa Island is a barrier island separated from the mainland and the Fairpoint
Peninsula by the Santa Rosa Sound, with bridges connecting Pensacola Beach to Gulf Breeze, and then
Gulf Breeze to the City of Pensacola.
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Figure 4-3 Pensacola Beach Reclaimed Water System Expansion project location
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Santa Rosa Island is the largest barrier island within GUIS. Excessively drained sands characterize the
project area, but greater than 99 percent of the project area is urbanized, and exposed natural soils are
limited to the beaches and dunes where development is not permitted. Urban Land Complex soil types
makes up 84 percent of the project area, which are characteristic of dunes on barrier islands that have
been developed. There are no hydric soils in the project area. In the project area, soils have been
compacted and excavated for primarily residential, commercial, utilities, and transportation purposes.
Groundwater is vulnerable to contamination due to the permeability of the sands combined with
nonpoint source runoff from urban development. Water bodies on the island include surface waters
(ponds) and subsurface waters (the water table), small interdunal wetlands, and Little Sabine Bay on the
east side of the bridge to Gulf Breeze. The entire island is a designated Special Flood Hazard Area and as
a FEMA Zone V, i.e., is subject to hazards from storm waves.

Pensacola Bay and Santa Rosa Sound are designated as impaired for bacteria. Pensacola Beach is a
geographic area of focus for wastewater treatment and management improvements (NWFWMD 2018).
Water quality threats to the sound include nonpoint source pollution due to the increasing urbanization
in the area and runoff from several neighboring golf courses.

ECUA provides water and wastewater treatment for residential and commercial water use on the island.
The Pensacola Beach AWT facility currently averages 900,000 gallons per day (GPD) of effluent, with
approximately 120,000 GPD of this used for irrigation along Via da Luna Drive right-of-way. The rest of
the effluent, suitable for reuse, is discharged to a permitted outfall structure into Santa Rosa Sound. The
FDEP operating permit for the wastewater treatment facility (WWTF) authorizes the reuse of the facility
reclaimed water for public access reuse within the Santa Rosa Island franchise area and surface water
discharge to Santa Rosa Sound. AWT discharged presently undergoes disinfection and reductions of
nutrients, suspended and dissolved solids, and organic materials.
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Santa Rosa Island has steep beaches on the Gulf side, while beaches on the Santa Rosa Sound side are
wider and more gently sloping. Beaches are white quartz and in wider portions of the island, dunes and
interdunal swales and ponds may be present, although wetlands make up less than one percent of the
land cover in the project area (Table 4-8). Urban land uses and transportation make up more than 80
percent of the land cover in the project area and Little Lake Sabine accounts for another 15 percent. In
addition, Environmental Sensitivity Index (ESI) maps prepared for Pensacola Bay (NOAA and FWC 2014)
indicate beaches and salt and brackish marshes occur along the south side of Little Sabine Lake, while
the shoreline on the east side of the Gulf Breeze bridge is characterized by tidal flats and beaches (NOAA
and FWC 2017). However, natural vegetation is limited to scattered vegetation in dunes and SAV in Little
Lake Sabine, and wetland and upland vegetation make up less than five percent of the project area.

Wildlife species in the highly urbanized project area are anticipated to include typical urban wildlife
species include coyotes, fox, rodents, raccoons, opossums, armadillo, squirrels. Wading birds such as
great blue herons and snowy egrets are common in stormwater ponds and swales. Frogs and reptiles
such as snakes and turtles also inhabit roadside swales and water conveyances.

The list of federally threatened, endangered, proposed, candidate, and other species of concern for this
site, as identified through USFWS IPaC and Florida Natural Areas Inventory (FNAI), is presented in Table
4-9 (USFWS 2018a). State and federally listed species for the watershed are provided in Appendix E.
Terrestrial and marine species are unlikely to occur in the project area due to the urban development
the project is intended to address, and the reclaimed water lines would be constructed in road ROWs
However, habitats proximate to the project area include characteristic landform features of coastal
barrier islands: beaches, coastal dunes, interior dunes, and low-lying beaches and marshes on the sound
side of the island. The wide beaches on the Gulf side may support shorebirds, the Santa Rosa beach
mouse, and sea turtles. Examples of habitat alteration include soil erosion, sedimentation of aquatic
habitats, physical changes in topography, and wildfires. Habitat alteration can contribute to physical
stress, injury, or mortality to wildlife and vegetation. Activities with potential consequences to habitats
and wildlife in the Santa Rosa Island project area include vehicle and foot traffic. Analysis of potential
noise impacts in this section focuses on biological resources and consists of identifying sensitive species
and habitats within the Santa Rosa Island region of impact, analyzing the potential for impacts, and
establishing management actions for the avoidance and/or minimization of identified potential impacts.

Table 4-8 Acres of habitat in the Pensacola Beach Reclaimed Water System Expansion project
area
Developed - Total 871.64 82.30
Transportation, Communication and Utilities 78.26 7.39
8140: Roads and Highways 36.03 3.40
8180: Auto Parking Facilities 20.77 1.96
8330: Water Supply Plants 2.60 0.25
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FLUCCS Code ‘ Acres Percent of Total Area

8340: Sewage Treatment 2.14 0.20
8370: Surface Water Collection Features 16.72 1.58
Urban and Built-Up 786.30 74.24
1110: Low Density, Fixed Single Family Units 3.69 0.35
1210: Medium Density, Fixed Single Family Units 380.60 35.94
1300: High Density, Fixed Single/Multiple Family Units 178.08 16.81
1400: Commercial and Services 84.02 7.93
1550: Other Light Industrial 15.22 1.44
1700: Institutional (Education, Religious, Health) 12.69 1.20
1800: Recreational Lands Including Swimming Areas, Fish Camps 109.05 10.30
1900: Open Land 2.95 0.28
Barren Land 7.08 0.67
7200: Sand Other Than Beaches 7.08 0.67
Undeveloped - Total 187.42 17.70
Rangeland 13.62 1.29
3220: Coastal Scrub 13.62 1.29
Water 166.98 15.77
5100: Streams and Waterways 4.00 0.38
5410: Embayments Opening Directly to Gulf of Mexico or Atlantic 162.98 15.39
Wetlands 6.82 0.64
6430: Wet Prairies 4.68 0.44
6460: Mixed Scrub-Shrub Wetland 2.14 0.20
Grand Total 1,059.06 100.00
Table 4-9 Federally listed species potentially occurring in the Pensacola Beach Reclaimed Water

System Expansion project area

Common Name Scientific Name = Habitat Status Likelihood
Florida perforate Cladonia . .
. Terrestrial: sand/dune, shrubland/chaparral E Unlikely
cladonia perforata
Fundulus Estuarine Habitat(s): Herbaceous wetland, Lagoon, Tidal .
Saltmarsh topminnow | . = ( ) . g SsC Unlikely
jenkinsi flat/shore Palustrine Habitat(s): Herbaceous wetland
Reticulated flatwoods | Ambystoma Terrestrial: slash and longleaf pine flatwoods that have a E Unlikel
salamander bishopi wiregrass floor and scattered wetlands y
Estuarine: tidal swamp Palustrine: hydric hammock, wet
. Drymarchon flatwoods Terrestrial: mesic flatwoods, upland pine .
Eastern Indigo snake . X . T Unlikely
corais couperi forest, sandhills, scrub, scrubby flatwoods, rockland
hammock, ruderal
Estuarine: exposed unconsolidated substrate Marine:
. Charadrius exposed unconsolidated substrate Terrestrial: dunes, .
Piping plover . . . T Unlikely
melodus sandy beaches, and inlet areas; mostly wintering and
migrants
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Calidris canutus | Estuarine: bays, tidal flats, salt marshes Terrestrial: .
Red knot . . T Unlikely
rufa sandy beaches Marine: aerial, near shore

Red-cockaded

Picoides borealis | Terrestrial: mature pine forests E Unlikely
woodpecker

Note: Species determined to be “Unlikely” to be found in the action area are not addressed further in this analysis.
E=Endangered, T=Threatened, SAT=Similarity of Appearance (Threatened), C=Candidate, SSC=Species of Special Concern,
CH=Critical Habitat.

The Project is located on Pensacola Beach on Santa Rosa Island. Santa Rosa Island is a barrier island, in
the Gulf of Mexico separated from the mainland and the Fairpoint Peninsula by the Santa Rosa Sound.
Bridges connect Pensacola Beach to Gulf Breeze, and then Gulf Breeze to the City of Pensacola. The
project site is surrounded by residential and commercial areas to the west, Fort Pickens State Park and
Eglin AFB make up the west and east ends, respectively, of the island.

Unincorporated Pensacola Beach includes a single census block on Santa Rosa Island. It has a reported
population of 1,040 and median household income of $88,125 (vs. $46,117 for Escambia County). About
33 percent of the population (vs. 24 percent for Escambia County) has a bachelor’s degree or higher. The
population is 92.6 percent white, 2.6 percent Asian, 2.8 percent Hispanic, and 2.0 percent mixed race.
Less than 4.0 percent (vs. 15.2 percent for Escambia County) of the population lives below the poverty
level.

Santa Rosa Island is part of Escambia County. Escambia is demographically similar to the state of Florida
as a whole, as shown in Appendix D. The percent of white individuals in Escambia County (69.4 percent)
is lower than for the State of Florida and the U.S., both approximately 77 percent (U.S. Census Bureau
2018). Across all three geographic areas the percent of the population (aged 25 or older) with a high
school education or higher is between 87 and 90 percent. The percent of the population (aged 16 or
older) in the labor force in Escambia County (56.9 percent) is similar to that of Florida (58.5 percent) and
is lower than that of the U.S.e (63.1 percent) (U.S. Census Bureau 2018). Following this trend, median
household income ($46,117) is similar to Florida ($48,900) and lower than the U.S. ($55,322). With
respect to poverty, the percent of the population living in poverty in Escambia County (15 percent)
matches the typical rate in the State of Florida and is higher than is typical in the U.S. (12.7 percent)
(U.S. Census Bureau 2018).

The ECUA Advanced Wastewater Treatment facility (AWTF) is located on a parcel with the land use
classification Sewage Treatment. It is owned by Emerald Coast Utilities Authority. The existing
infrastructure on the AWTF includes the Santa Rosa Island Authority Maintenance offices and the
Pensacola Beach AWTF, which are adjacent to the Santa Rosa Sound beach area. The majority of the
reclaimed water lines to be constructed would occur on parcels with a land use classification of Roads
and Highways.
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Only those resource areas for which potential impacts are expected are discussed in detail in for this
alternative. The FL TIG analyzed the following resources in more detail below:

e Physical Resources: Geology and Substrates, Hydrology and Water Quality

e Biological Resources: Habitats, Wildlife Species, Marine and Estuarine Fauna, Protected Species

e Socioeconomic Resources: Socioeconomics, Tourism and Recreational Use, Aesthetics and
Visual Resources, Land and Marine Management

The Proposed Action has the potential to impact water resources within and around the project area
due to sedimentation and/or contamination related to testing and construction activities. The project
would include installation of approximately 11.5 miles of PVC pipe ranging from 2 inches to 12 inches in
diameter, in existing rights-of-way, to distribute reuse water to ECUA commercial and residential water
users.

Approximately 0.12 MGD of the effluent from the Pensacola Beach WWTF is currently diverted
(pumped) to a reuse system that has a capacity of 0.132 MGD. Expansion of the existing reuse system
would allow ECUA to reuse more water, reduce the potable water demand for irrigation on Pensacola
Beach, and reduce or potentially eliminate the remaining point source discharge into Santa Rosa Sound.
The flows at the WWTF vary greatly with the seasons with winter flows averaging 600,000 GPD and
summer flows around 1,200,000 GPD. Variation in seasonal demand for reuse water would have little to
no impact on sizing of water mains buried along roads and rights-of-way. The project does not include
water connections to residential users. Businesses currently operating under a NWFWMD Consumptive
Use Permit for well water could be mandated to utilize reclaimed water once it is available but that has
not been determined.

Benefits of this project include reduced nutrient loading to Santa Rosa Sound and conservation of
potable water and reduced demand on the Sand-and-Gravel aquifer, ECUA’s drinking water source.
Implementation of this project would result in the potential to reuse approximately 0.94 mgd instead of
discharging it to Santa Rosa Sound—thus, combining current reuse amounts, total nitrogen loadings
avoided would be up to approximately 8,500 pounds, total phosphorus up to about 2,850 pounds, and
total suspended solids up to about 14,000 pounds per year at current permitted discharge limits. In
terms of potential potable water saved per year, full implementation of the reclaimed water system
would increase the potential potable water saved per year to about 1,200 acre-feet. Fertilizer use may
be reduced because of the nutrients in the reuse water that would be used for irrigation. Mitigating
hydrologic and water quality degradation in coastal watersheds along the Florida coast would reduce
the occurrence of chronic threats to coastal and nearshore habitats and provide improved recreational
use opportunities. Additionally, water quality improvements benefit the overall health and resiliency of
the Gulf ecosystem by restoring integral estuarine habitats and the resources that depend on them.

No significant impacts to soils are expected. Ground testing and surveys may impact dune vegetation,
induce erosion, displace sand, cause temporary changes to beach contours, and cause compaction and
rutting. Construction of the reclaimed water lines and pumping station would occur in road ROWs or
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already disturbed areas. However, avoidance of the primary dune line and dunes over five feet in height,
and monitoring/management practices would decrease such potential. Compaction, rutting, and
changes in contours would be temporary.

No significant adverse impacts to water resources are expected. Increased turbidity and erosion would
be expected during construction, although road construction BMPs would be implemented and long-
term adverse impacts are not anticipated. During construction, BMPs and required stormwater and
erosion control measures would be implemented to avoid adverse impacts to drainage basins,
floodplains, surface waters, or ground water resources. An NPDES stormwater construction permit
would be obtained prior to construction activities and permit requirements would be implemented
accordingly. Wetland mitigation needs would be assessed during the Florida Environmental Resource
Permit, USACE Section 404 Permit, and the Application for Works in the Waters of Florida processes.
Construction and stormwater permits would include an Erosion, Sedimentation, and Pollution Control
Plan which would require the implementation of site-specific management actions and BMPs, such as
planting vegetation, employing silt fencing, sand bags, rock bags, sediment traps, sediment basins,
synthetic bales, and floating and staked turbidity barriers. These measures would help ensure that right-
of-way construction activities do not create erosion, sedimentation, or siltation that would negatively
impact individual species and their habitat.

In summary, this alternative would have short-term and long-term minor adverse impacts and long-term
beneficial impacts to physical resources.

The project area is almost completely urbanized. Fish and wildlife, including listed species, are not
anticipated to remain in the project area once construction begins. Construction is not anticipated to
occur in the dunes or along beaches, thereby eliminating potential impacts to nesting sea turtles or
shorebirds. Impacts to roadside swales and ditches during construction would be expected to result in
short-term, temporary, adverse impacts to associated habitat and fish and wildlife. Other physical
impacts to habitats to wildlife or flora would occur due to construction vehicle collision/foot trampling,
although mobile species would generally be able avoid contact. Sensitive habitats proximate to the
project area include dune communities, sea turtle nesting habitat, sea bird and shorebird nesting and
foraging areas (including piping plover critical habitat), EFH, and Gulf sturgeon habitat. Secondary
impacts would be avoided by not using artificial lighting of sensitive areas at night.

In compliance with the ESA, the FL TIG submitted a biological evaluation form to the relevant regulatory
agencies, for evaluation of potential impacts to protected species and habitats which could result from
the implementation of this project. USFWS and NMFS determined that the project would have no
effects on listed species.

In summary, the project could result in short-term, temporary, adverse impacts to biological resources,
but impacts would not be significant and are not likely to adversely affect sensitive species and their
habitats.
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The project would be expected to result in short -increase in construction jobs. During the construction
phase of this project, construction equipment and operations would likely be located along in previously
disturbed areas and parking lots. The use of construction equipment, including equipment used for the
movement and placement of materials (i.e., barges) and barriers enacted to protect public safety would
result in some minor to moderate short-term adverse impacts on aesthetics and visual quality. These
impacts result from the presence of equipment, barriers and construction-related dust and emissions.
During the construction period, visible impedances would detract from the natural landscape and create
visual contrast for observers. Short-term closures of public areas may be required to accommodate
construction activities, which could adversely affect visitors.

The project, which would improve water quality and increase the access to reclaimed water for
irrigation for commercial and residential use, would provide economic benefit to local homes and
businesses by reducing the use of potable water for landscape irrigation.

In summary, this project is anticipated to result in short-term minor to moderate adverse impacts and
long-term benefits to socioeconomic resources.
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4.5 Perdido River and Bay Watershed

Figure 4-4 Projects in the Perdido River and Bay Watershed
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REC1 - Perdido Bay Sunset Islands Snorkeling Trail
REC2 - Tarkiln Bayou Preserve State Park Improvements
REC3 - Perdido River and Bay Paddle Trail

As shown in Figure 4-4, three projects are located in the Perdido River and Bay watershed:

e REC1, Perdido Bay Sunset Islands Snorkeling Trail;
e REC2, Tarkiln Bayou Preserve State Park Improvements; and
e REC3, Perdido River and Bay Paddle Trail.

4.5.1 Area Overview

The Perdido River and Bay watershed includes approximate 750 square miles in southern Alabama and
an additional 350 square miles of northwest Florida, part of which extends into the Pensacola
metropolitan area. The watershed is the westernmost watershed in Florida and the Perdido River forms
the Florida boundary with Alabama. The Perdido River and Bay SWIM Plan (NWFWMD 2017a) reports
that the ecology of Perdido Bay has been affected by long-term point source and nonpoint source

4-55



pollution, declines in SAV, nutrient enrichment in bay sediments, as well as exposure to crude oil and
weathered residue from the DWH oil spill. The SWIM plan also identifies water quality, wetlands,
estuarine and coastal habitats, riverine and stream habitats, and floodplains as management priorities in
the watershed. The information presented here is summarized from the SWIM plan unless otherwise
noted.

The surface geology of the Florida panhandle is made up of three different types of sediment:
limestones, organics, and clastics (silt, clay, sand, gravel). The northern half of the panhandle is
dominated by sandy clays or clayey sands deposited by the alluvial action of rivers and streams. The
southern half, especially in the western panhandle, is dominated by sands deposited along ancient
shorelines. The eastern half of the Panhandle is influenced by the presence of limestone near the
surface which has resulted in various types of underground solution activity, such as sinkhole and cave
formation. In low lying areas (stream courses or natural depressions of varying kinds), especially south of
the Cody Scarp (where the highlands drop rather abruptly into the coastal lowlands) and east of the
Choctawhatchee River, soils may include organic peat, muck, and other types of decomposing plant
litter rather than sands.

4.5.1.1 Physical Resources

The Perdido River begins in Baldwin County, Alabama, and flows approximately 65 miles to Perdido Bay,
with an estimated average annual flow of 767 cubic feet per second (cfs). Several rivers and creeks in
Alabama and Florida join the Perdido River (e.g., the Blackwater River), or discharge directly into the
bay, such as Eightmile Creek. Perdido Bay estuarine waters include Tarkiln and Weekly Bayou, as well as
Garcon and Marcus bayous.

Perdido River is designated a OFW and waters throughout the watershed are classified by the state as
Class Ill (designated for recreation and maintenance of a healthy, well-balanced population of fish and
wildlife). Surface water quality along the river and tributaries reflects nonpoint source pollution from
across the landscape (highways, dirt roads, buildings, farms, forestry operations, construction sites, that
delivers pollutants (such as nutrients, microbial pathogens, sediment, petroleum products, metals,
pesticides, and other contaminants) into receiving waters. Construction activities, unpaved roads,
abandoned clay pits, and agricultural and silvicultural practices without proper implementation of BMPs
are common sources of sedimentation and erosion in the watershed. Sediment from runoff can
accumulate and bury SAV and other benthic habitats such as shellfish beds, reduce water clarity, and
alter flows and storage capacity of waterbodies, potentially increasing flooding, impeding navigation,
and requiring dredging. Paving graded dirt roads that are a source of sediment into streams and
stormwater drainage systems (TNC 2014) can reduce sediment runoff.

Of the 72 waterbody segments in the Perdido River and Bay, FDEP has identified 27 as impaired,
including: 22 for mercury in fish tissue, six for bacteria (five for fecal coliforms and one for beach
advisories), one for turbidity, and three for dissolved oxygen (DO). TMDLs have been adopted by the
FDEP for fecal coliform in the lower Perdido River and Bay watershed for Brushy Creek, Elevenmile
Creek, and Tenmile Creek (FDEP 2016a) and there is a statewide TMDL for reducing human health risks
associated with consuming fish taken from waters impaired for mercury. Proposed alternatives in this
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RP/EA are located in areas impaired for bacteria and turbidity (WBID 542) and bacteria (462B) along the
lower Perdido River. Permitted domestic and industrial wastewater facilities, hazardous waste facilities,
petroleum contaminated sites, and Superfund sites in the watershed are primarily in the southern half
of the watershed where industrial land uses are located. The sand and gravel aquifer, which is the
primary source of potable water in the watershed, is most vulnerable to contamination from runoff or
discharges along the coast. The Perdido River and Bay watershed has two hazardous waste that manage
hazardous waste and report to EPA every two years, both in the Pensacola metropolitan area, in
addition to 182 active petroleum contamination tracking sites. One large scale mining operation is active
in the watershed. Consequently, surface and ground water resources are potentially vulnerable to
contamination.

Water quality priorities in the watershed include: water quality impairments in urban bayous and
streams, Big Lagoon, Perdido River; improved wastewater treatment; legacy pollutants; onsite sewage
treatment and disposal systems (OSTDS); and sedimentation from unpaved roads and other erosion
sources. In summary, this alternative would have short-term and long-term adverse minor impacts and
long-term beneficial impacts to physical resources.

4.5.1.2 Biological Resources

The Perdido River, Perdido Bay, and contributing tributaries and corresponding wetlands, floodplains,
bayous, embayments, and other water and related resources support fish and wildlife habitat and
recreation activities. Biological resources are concentrated in natural areas outside of the developed
urban and agriculture portions of the watershed. Wetlands and floodplains are most extensive along the
river and upland forests occur throughout the watershed, separated by the river corridors and wetlands.
Floodplain and wetlands characterize the length of the Perdido River and its tributaries. Major wetland
systems occur along the north shore of Perdido Bay, Garcon Swamp and Bayou Garcon, and Tarkiln
Bayou. Palustrine and tidal wetlands in Tarkiln Bayou and portions of Big Lagoon are an important link
between the riverine aquatic and terrestrial habitats, providing permanent and seasonal habitat for
breeding, foraging, and migration of many species. Much of the lower Perdido River and Bay watershed
is within the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)-designated 100-year floodplain with a
designation of Zone A.

Habitats supporting marine and estuarine wildlife in the watershed include ocean bottom habitats such
as sand or mud, hard substrate habitats, reefs, and SAV communities. Florida Natural Areas Inventory
(FNAI) lists 18 federally listed species in the watershed in habitats ranging from upland sand pine scrub
to Gulf beaches. The mainland portion of the watershed includes designated critical habitat for the
threatened Gulf sturgeon. EFH habitats in the Perdido River and Bay watershed include estuarine
emergent wetlands, SAV beds, algal flats, mud, sand, shell, and rock substrates, and the estuarine water
column. Proposed alternatives provide provides habitat for prey species. EFH is designated in coastal
waters of the watershed for red drum, reef fish (e.g., red snapper, coastal migratory pelagics (e.g.,
mackerels, and all four shrimp species (white, pink, and brown Penaeus spp. and royal red shrimp
(Pleoticus spp.)). Bottlenose dolphins are found in shallower waters along the Gulf coast and are
protected under the Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA), including those reported in Perdido Bay.
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Natural systems priorities in the watershed include: altered riparian habitats; altered hydrology;
vulnerability of estuarine and coastal habitats due to legacy pollutants, shoreline erosion, saltwater
intrusion, and sea level rise; and altered and impacted tributary streams, sediment deposition, and
streambank erosion.

4.5.1.3 Socioeconomic Resources

Much of Perdido River and Bay is in Escambia County. Escambia County had a total population of
313,512 people, an increase of 5.3 percent since 2010, based on the 2017 U.S. Census. Escambia is
demographically similar to the state of Florida as a whole, as shown in Appendix D. The percent of white
individuals in Escambia County (69.4 percent) is lower than for the State of Florida and the U.S., both
approximately 77 percent (U.S. Census Bureau 2018). The percent of the population (aged 16 or older)
in the labor force in Escambia County (56.9 percent) is similar to that of Florida (58.5 percent) and lower
than that for the U.S. (63.1 percent) (U.S. Census Bureau 2018). Following this trend, median household
income ($46,117) is similar to Florida ($48,900) and lower than the U.S. as a whole ($55,322). With
respect to poverty, the percent of the population living in poverty in Escambia County (15 percent)
matches the State of Florida, and higher than is typical in the U.S. (12.7 percent) (U.S. Census Bureau
2018).

4.5.2 REC1, Perdido Bay Sunset Islands Snorkeling Trail

This project would occur in-water to the east of Point Ono on Ono Island (west of Holiday Harbor, and
north of Perdido Key) in Perdido Bay near Old River in Escambia County, Florida (Figure 4-5). Specifically,
this project would include:

e Construction of a breakwater; and
e Establishment of an underwater snorkeling trail with educational signage.

These additions would enhance the public’s access to the surrounding natural resources and enhance
recreational experiences. The action area for the project does not include any terrestrial improvements.
Additional details on the project are provided in Chapter 2 (Section 2.5.4).
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Figure 4-5 Perdido Bay Sunset Islands Snorkeling Trail Location
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4.5.2.1 Affected Environment

Physical Resources

The project is within the Coastal Lowlands physiographic region, being characterized as a flat area with
old dune ridges. The site is located within Perdido Bay, where it meets with Old River near Perdido Key
and Ono Island. Soil in the area has been classified by the USDA-NRCS for the surrounding islands as
urban lands with underlying sand. The soils in the action area would be sediment (likely sandy sediment)
as the improvements take place in-water. The Perdido River has its headwaters in southern Alabama
and discharges to Perdido Bay. In its lower reaches, the river is a tannin-stained blackwater stream, and
the upper portion of the river is a shifting sand river system. The Perdido River has been designated as
an OFW. The action area, while being underwater, is still located in FEMA Flood Zone AE with a flood
elevation of five feet (FEMA 2018).

Biological Resources

All improvements are proposed in-water. Based on available information, there is SAV habitat in and
around the action area and along the shoreline of two small sand islands, specifically Halodule wrightii
(Google Maps 2018; NOAA OR&R, UNH, and USEPA 2018). No existing infrastructure is located on the
site. The project area and adjacent areas include estuarine and marine wetlands and deepwater habitats
(USFWS 2018b). EFH for coastal migratory pelagics, stone crabs, reed fish, shrimp, and red drum is
present in the Perdido Bay and action area (NOAA OR&R, UNH, and USEPA 2018).

Fish and wildlife potentially present in and around the site include migratory birds and select aquatic
and terrestrial protected species. Migratory birds could potentially use this site for resting and foraging.
Potential migratory bird groups include wading birds (e.g., rails, scoters), shorebirds (e.g., tern,

4-59



skimmers, gulls), raptors (e.g., kestrels, eagles, kites), and songbirds (e.g., warblers). However, due to
the nature of the site being in-water, species would use the site for limited activities and it is unlikely
that raptors or songbirds would be in and around the action area. It is unlikely that bald eagles would be
present in and around this site.

The list of federally threatened, endangered, proposed, candidate, and other species of concern for this
site, as identified through USFWS IPaC, is presented in Table 4-10 (USFWS 2018a). There is no critical
habitat in the project area. A list of all state and federally listed species found in this watershed is
presented in Appendix E.

Table 4-10 Federally listed species potentially occurring in the Perdido Bay Sunset Islands
Snorkeling Trail project area

Common Name Scientific Name Habitat Status Likelihood

Gulf sturgeon Acipenser Estuarine: various Marine: various habitats T Potentially
oxyrinchus desotoi Riverine: alluvial and blackwater streams.

Piping plover Charadrius melodus | Estuarine: exposed unconsolidated substrate | T Potentially

Marine: exposed unconsolidated substrate
Terrestrial: dunes, sandy beaches, and inlet
areas; mostly wintering and migrants.

Red knot Calidris canutus Estuarine: bays, tidal flats, salt marshes T Potentially
rufa Terrestrial: sandy beaches Marine: aerial,
near shore.
Green sea turtle Chelonia mydas Stays near the coastline and in bays near T Potentially

SAV habitats. They breed adjacent to the
shoreline, and nest on sandy beaches.

Hawksbill sea turtle Eretmochelys Forages around coral reefs; spends time in E Potentially
imbricata bays and estuaries. They breed adjacent to

the shoreline, and nest on sandy beaches.
Kemp's Ridley sea Lepidochelys Forage in sargassum and open waters. They E Potentially
turtle kempii breed adjacent to the shoreline, and nest on

sandy beaches.
Leatherback sea Dermochelys Forages in the open ocean waters. They E Potentially
turtle coriacea breed in deep waters adjacent to the

shoreline, and nest on sandy beaches.
Loggerhead sea turtle | Caretta caretta Forages in the open ocean and shallow T Potentially

coastal waters. They breed adjacent to the
shoreline, and nest on sandy beaches.
West Indian manatee Trichechus manatus | Estuarine: SAV, open water Marine: open T Potentially
water, SAV.
Note: Species determined to be “Unlikely” to be found in the action area are not addressed further in this analysis.
E=Endangered, T=Threatened, SAT=Similarity of Appearance (Threatened), C=Candidate, SSC=Species of Special Concern,
CH=Critical Habitat.

Socioeconomic Resources

The project site is in the Perdido Bay, adjacent to the Intracoastal Waterway. It includes two existing
undeveloped islands surrounded by SAV with no existing infrastructure. There are no designated
protected view sheds in the vicinity of this project.
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4.5.2.2 Environmental Consequences
Only those resource areas for which potential impacts are expected are discussed in detail in for this
alternative. The FL TIG analyzed the following resources in more detail below:

e Physical Resources — Geology and Substrates, Hydrology and Water Quality

e Biological Resources — Habitats, Wildlife Species, Marine and Estuarine Fauna, Protected
Species

e Socioeconomic Resources — Socioeconomics, Land and Marine Management, Tourism and
Recreational Use, Aesthetics and Visual Resources.

Physical Resources

This project exclusively includes in-water work for the construction of a breakwater and snorkeling trail.
There would be no overwater area for any of the proposed improvements, but there would be digging
and sediment displacement from the construction of the breakwater and sediment displacement from
the installation of markers and signage for the snorkeling trail. The action area is subject to final design,
but for the purposes of this RP/EA, the breakwater would likely cover an area < 1 acre and the
snorkeling trail would likely cover an area < 1 acre (with substrate displacement occurring in < 150
square feet). During construction, BMPs and boom placement along with other avoidance and
mitigation measures required by state and federal regulatory agencies would be employed to minimize
any water quality and sedimentation impacts.

As a result of the proposed improvements, there may be increased suspended sediment in the water
column during construction in the short-term. Additional increases and disturbance of sediments would
occur in the long-term from recreational users of the snorkeling trail. While the breakwater would
remove sediment, it would also prevent erosion from nearby islands in the long-term.

Specific mitigation measures would be implemented during construction to minimize erosion and
overall soil and water quality impacts. Construction involving ground disturbances from proposed
improvements and site preparation activities would have short-term minor and long-term adverse
impacts on geology and substrates. A site-specific erosion and sediment control plan will be developed
to minimize the impacts to water quality. This project would result in short-term minor as well as long-
term adverse impacts on water quality and hydrology due to the construction of the breakwater and
snorkeling trail and use of the snorkeling trail. The breakwater would have long-term beneficial impacts
on soils from reducing erosion.

In summary, the project would have short-term and long-term minor adverse impacts and some long-
term beneficial impacts to physical resources.

Biological Resources

Construction activities associated with this project could result in short-term impacts to aquatic habitat
due to removal of sediments and increased suspended sediments in the water column. The release of
sediments would be controlled using BMPs and mitigation to protect aquatic habitat, prevent the
transport of sediment (where possible), confine impacts to construction sites, and minimize the
magnitude of the impacts on water quality in Perdido Bay and Old River. Any work in waters of the U.S.,
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including wetlands, associated with this alternative would be coordinated with the USACE pursuant to
the CWA Section 404 and RHA. Coordination with the USACE and final authorization pursuant to
CWA/RHA would be completed prior to final design and construction (USACE and NMFS 2001).

In-water improvements would avoid wetlands to the extent practical and feasible and are subject to
regulatory consultations depending on the final design. An analysis of SAV, via aerial imagery analysis
and field survey, would be conducted prior to the start of construction (between June 1 and September
30). Based on the breakwater construction, installation of signs for the snorkeling trail, and increased
recreational use in the waters in and around SAV and EFH, there are minor anticipated effects to SAV
and EFH resulting from the project. Construction equipment and staging areas could impact habitat.
Staging areas would likely be on developed areas on Perdido Key or the mainland, as well as barges.
Barges and any vessels used during construction would be staged outside SAV habitat. Specific
conservation and mitigation measures would be implemented during the finalization of engineering and
design plans and construction to minimize erosion and overall habitat impacts.

If this project becomes preferred, additional coordination would be required. The FL TIG would
coordinate and complete consultation with relevant regulatory agencies, if necessary, on this project
regarding potential impacts to protected species and habitats prior to project implementation. Surveys
would be completed to determine if protected species are present at the site. If protected species were
present, conservation measures recommended during consultation would be incorporated into final
project design and implementation to avoid or minimize impacts to protected species and critical
habitats. Specific conservation measures would also be implemented during construction to avoid or
minimize disruption and overall impacts to protected species. Below is a list of potential protected
species at the site, effects from the project activities, and potential conservation measures.

Gulf sturgeon: While there is the potential for sturgeon to be in the waters during the time of
construction or during recreational use, it is unlikely. Sturgeon have only recently been found in Perdido
Bay; however, they are found in Pensacola Bay, which is hydrologically connected to Perdido Bay.
Additionally, there is critical habitat in Big Lagoon, which is directly east of the action area. Potential
impacts include elevated noise levels and the presence of suspended sediments in the water column
due to construction and recreational use related activities. This species is mobile and would likely exit
the area during construction or human presence. As a result of proposed construction activities for the
breakwater and increased human activity from the snorkel trail, this project may have direct or indirect
adverse effects on sturgeon in this area.

Sea turtles: The project location does not intersect with any identified sea turtle critical habitat in water
or on land. However, sea turtles use the waters and beaches along the Gulf of Mexico shoreline of
Perdido Key to breed and nest. The range of sea turtles suggests they could, but are unlikely to, occur in
the action area. The turtles’ ability to avoid activity in the area makes impacts to sea turtles unlikely.
Because sea turtles are not anticipated to be in the action area, this project is not anticipated to have
any direct or indirect adverse effect on sea turtles.
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West Indian manatee and other marine mammals: The project location does not intersect with any
identified critical habitat for the West Indian manatee, but they are present in Perdido Bay. There is a
bottlenose dolphin stock in the Perdido Bay and River. Marine mammals are affected by vibrations and
noise resulting from construction activities (e.g., generators, pile drivers, etc.). This project includes in-
water work for the construction of a breakwater and snorkeling trail, with anticipated increases in
human use in-water after construction. If manatees are present, they would probably avoid the
construction area or activity from recreational use. However, if manatees or dolphins were spotted in
the vicinity during construction, appropriate conservation measures would be undertaken to avoid
adverse impacts associated with noise from construction activities. To avoid and minimize impacts the
BMPs identified within the Sea Turtle and Smalltooth Sawfish Construction Conditions (NMFS 2006) and
the Standard Manatee Conditions for In-Water Work (USFWS 2011) would be implemented and adhered
to during periods of in-water work. As noted in these documents, these conditions require stopping
operation of any equipment if manatees come within 50 feet of the equipment until the animals leave
the project area of their own volition. As a result of construction-related activities from the breakwater
and snorkel trail, this project may have direct and/or indirect short-term adverse effects on the West
Indian manatee and other marine mammals.

Red knot and piping plover: Red knot and piping plover may, but are unlikely to, forage and rest in and
around the action area. Noise from construction activities and increased recreational use could disturb
resting and foraging birds. If disturbed while foraging during construction activities, these birds can
move to other suitable habitat to continue foraging and resting. However, by implementing mitigation
measures (BMPs) these short-term construction and recreational use impacts should be minimal. As
such, this project is not expected to have any direct or indirect adverse effects on red knot and piping
plover. Short-term as well as long-term adverse impacts to biological resources would occur on-site as a
result of construction and increased recreational activities. Long-term impacts associated with habitat
and wildlife disturbance from visitors on the site are anticipated to be minor.

In summary, because the construction activities would be localized to the site and habitat fragmentation
would be limited, impacts from to biological resources would be minor, adverse, short- and long-term.

Socioeconomic Resources

The project would be expected to result in a short-term increase in construction jobs. During the
construction phase of this project, equipment and land-based operations would be located in previously
disturbed areas and parking lots. To the extent required, the use of construction equipment, including
equipment used for the movement and placement of materials (i.e., barges) and barriers enacted to
protect public safety would result in some minor to moderate short-term adverse impacts on aesthetics
and visual quality. These impacts result from the presence of equipment, barriers and construction-
related dust and emissions. During the construction period, visible impedances would detract from the
natural landscape and create visual contrast for observers visiting the project areas.

Short-term closures of public areas may be required to accommodate construction activities, including
boat traffic within the Intracoastal Waterway during the breakwater construction. Over the long-term,
the new snorkeling trail, improved habitat, and underwater educational signage would provide more
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recreational opportunities and could increase visitation. However, concerns exist with regard to
potential hazards of having increased snorkeling use nearby an active boat channel.

In summary, if implemented, the project is anticipated to result in short-term minor adverse impacts to
existing infrastructure and utilities, tourism and recreation, and aesthetics and visual resources. The
alternative could also pose some increased risk of human and boat interactions due to the location of
the project near an active boat channel. Project improvements would provide benefits and amenities to
park visitors over the long-term.

4.5.3 REC2, Tarkiln Bayou Preserve State Park Improvements
Tarkiln Bayou Preserve State Park is an approximately 4,197-acre park on Perdido Bay in southeastern
Escambia County (Figure 4-6). Specifically, this project would include:

e Expansion of the parking area at the entrance to the park;

e Construction of a paddle-craft launch at the end of the existing boardwalk into Tarkiln Bayou;

e Enhancements to Dupont Road (approximately two miles) from the parking entrance area to the
beach-use area (e.g., subgrade firelines, low water crossings, 3,900-foot geotextile fabric repair);

e Construction of a small parking area, two small picnic pavilions, ten tent-only campsites, and
one composting restroom at the beach-use area.

These additions would enhance the public’s access to the surrounding natural resources and enhance
recreational experiences. Additional details on the project are provided in Chapter 2 (Section 2.5.4).
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Figure 4-6 Tarkiln Bayou Preserve State Park Improvements Project Area
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4.5.3.1 Affected Environment

Physical Resources

Tarkiln Bayou Preserve State Park is in the Coastal Plain Province located on Perdido Bay in the Perdido
River and Bay watershed. Soils in the park are classified as predominantly sands (Pickney, Croatan and
Pickney, Leon, Hurricane, Foxworth, Lakeland, Allanton-Pottsburg complex), with some Croatan muck,
Dirego muck, and Dorovan muck (USDA NRCS 2018). The improvements are proposed for soils mainly
classified as Croatan muck, Lakeland sand, Foxworth sand, Leon sand, and Pickney sand. The park
contains multiple FEMA-designated Flood Zones (FEMA 2018). Most of the improvements in the beach
use area are located in Zone AE, areas with a 1 percent probability of flooding each year, and Zone X,
areas of minimal flood hazard. The entrance area is in Zone X.

Biological Resources

Habitat at the site consists of maritime hammock, mesic flatwoods, sandhill, xeric hammock, basin
swamp, baygall, wet flatwoods, wet prairie, blackwater stream, seepage streams, tidal marsh, and
ruderal. There are minimal existing developed areas on Tarkiln Bayou, specifically roads and some
signage. There are various estuarine, palustrine, freshwater emergent, freshwater forested, and marine
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wetland designations (based on the most updated wetland assessment; USFWS 2018b) within Tarkiln

Bayou. Based on available information, it is unknown if there is any SAV in the waters of Tarkiln Bayou or
the frontage of the park on Perdido Bay (Google Maps 2018; NOAA OR&R, UNH, and USEPA 2018). EFH
for coastal migratory pelagics, stone crabs, reef fish, red drum, and shrimp is present in Perdido Bay
surrounding the park, but is not present in Tarkiln Bayou (NOAA OR&R, UNH, and USEPA 2018).

Fish and wildlife potentially present in and around the site include migratory birds and select aquatic

and terrestrial protected species. Migratory birds could potentially use this site for nesting, resting,

foraging, and roosting. Potential migratory bird groups include wading birds (e.g., rails, scoters),

shorebirds (e.g., tern, skimmers, plovers), raptors (e.g., eagles, kites), and songbirds (e.g., sparrows,

warblers, woodpeckers). There is potential for bald eagles to be present at this site (USFWS 2018a).

The list of federally threatened, endangered, proposed, candidate, and other species of concern for this
site, as identified through USFWS IPaC, is presented in Table 4-11 (USFWS 2018a). There is no critical
habitat in the project area. A list of all state and federally listed species found in this watershed is

presented in Appendix E.

Table 4-11

Improvements project area

Federally listed species potentially occurring in the Tarkiln Bayou Preserve State Park

Common Name Scientific Name Habitat Likelihood
Gulf sturgeon Acipenser oxyrinchus | Estuarine: various Marine: various habitats T Potentially
desotoi Riverine: alluvial and blackwater streams.
Reticulated flatwoods Ambystoma bishopi Palustrine: wet flatwoods, dome swamp, E Potentially
salamander basin swamp, Terrestrial: mesic flatwoods
(reproduces in ephemeral wetlands within
this community).
Eastern indigo snake Drymarchon corais Terrestrial: mesic flatwoods, upland pine T Unlikely
couperi forest, sandhills, scrub, scrubby flatwoods,
rockland hammock, ruderal.
Gopher tortoise Gopherus Terrestrial: sandhills, scrub, scrubby C Likely
polyphemus flatwoods, xeric hammocks, coastal strand,
ruderal.
Green sea turtle Chelonia mydas Stays near the coastline and in bays near SAV | T Unlikely
habitats. They breed adjacent to the
shoreline, and nest on sandy beaches.
Hawksbill sea turtle Eretmochelys Forages around coral reefs; spends time in E Unlikely
imbricata bays and estuaries. They breed adjacent to
the shoreline, and nest on sandy beaches.
Kemp's Ridley sea Lepidochelys kempii | Forage in sargassum and open waters. They E Unlikely
turtle breed adjacent to the shoreline, and nest on
sandy beaches.
Leatherback sea turtle | Dermochelys Forages in the open ocean waters. They E Unlikely
coriacea breed in deep waters adjacent to the
shoreline, and nest on sandy beaches.
Loggerhead sea turtle Caretta caretta Forages in the open ocean and shallow T Potentially
coastal waters. They breed adjacent to the
shoreline, and nest on sandy beaches.
Piping plover Charadrius melodus Estuarine: exposed unconsolidated substrate T Likely
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Common Name Scientific Name Habitat Status Likelihood

Marine: exposed unconsolidated substrate
Terrestrial: dunes, sandy beaches, and inlet
areas; mostly wintering and migrants.

Red knot Calidris canutus rufa | Estuarine: bays, tidal flats, salt marshes T Likely
Terrestrial: sandy beaches Marine: aerial,
near shore.
Red-cockaded Picoides borealis Terrestrial: mature pine forests. E Potentially
woodpecker
Wood stork Mycteria americana Estuarine: marshes Lacustrine: floodplain T Likely

lakes, marshes (feeding); Palustrine:
marshes, swamps, roadside ditches.

West Indian manatee Trichechus manatus Estuarine: SAV, open water Marine: open T Potentially
water, SAV.

Note: Species determined to be “Unlikely” to be found in the action area are not addressed further in this analysis.
E=Endangered, T=Threatened, SAT=Similarity of Appearance (Threatened), C=Candidate, SSC=Species of Special Concern,
CH=Critical Habitat.

Socioeconomic Resources

Tarkiln Bayou Preserve State Park contains many wetlands. The property contains unique natural
resources and opportunities for resource-based outdoor recreation, including fishing, hiking, picnicking
and birding. The site is owned by the State of Florida (FDEP 2006). The existing infrastructure on the site
includes trails, a boardwalk, picnic pavilions, restrooms and a parking lot. There are no designated
protected view sheds in the vicinity of this project.

4.5.3.2 Environmental Consequences

Physical Resources

This project includes in-water work for a kayak launch. The overwater area of the amenities would be
dependent upon final design, but for the purposes of this RP/EA, it is assumed to be less than 1,000
square feet. The launch may include placement of new pilings. Piling installation would use the least
invasive techniques (e.g., jetting, pushing, or driving the piles) where possible, but could use impact
hammers, given substrate and construction cost considerations. In-water dredging or digging associated
with installation of the pilings for the launch is not anticipated, though substrate displacement and
compaction from piling installation would be expected. Depth would be subject to final design, but there
would a small volume of substrate displaced in the marine environment and adjacent areas
(approximately 100 square feet) from the piling installation. During construction, BMPs and boom
placement along with other avoidance and mitigation measures required by state and federal regulatory
agencies would be employed to minimize any water quality and sedimentation impacts.

Digging would also occur in the terrestrial environment, over approximately 200 acres (estimated for the
purposes of this RP/EA). Most of the area where the amenities would be constructed has not seen
previous development or disturbances. Construction and digging activities, including staging areas for
construction equipment, would utilize existing development footprints and disturbed areas where
possible, or areas where improvements would be sited, but digging and staging equipment would
disturb some soils. Enhancements to Dupont Road (approximately two miles) from the parking entrance
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area to the beach-use area (e.g., subgrade firelines, low water crossings, and 3,900-foot geotextile fabric
repair) would cause disturbance to soils and hydrology. The road would likely result in moderate, long-
term and adverse impacts to hydrology, including sheet flow, in the area. The composting restrooms
would not need connections to water and sewer lines. The specific needs would be determined during
final designs. Terrestrial work that may affect hydrology and water quality includes construction of
additional impervious surfaces such as roads, parking area, pavilions, and restrooms. Additional
impervious surfaces would alter onsite stormwater run-off. Pervious pavement would be used in the
parking area to minimize runoff and potential water quality impacts, if feasible.

Specific mitigation measures would be implemented during construction to minimize erosion and
overall soil impacts. Construction involving ground disturbances from proposed improvements including
construction of impervious surfaces and site preparation activities would have short-term minor and
long-term adverse impacts on geology, substrates, and water quality, and moderate long-term adverse
impacts on hydrology.

In summary, the project would have short-term and long-term minor to moderate adverse impacts to
physical resources.

Biological Resources

Construction activities could result in short-term impacts to aquatic habitat due to erosion and
increased turbidity during construction. The release of sediments during in-water and terrestrial
construction would be controlled using BMPs and mitigation to protect aquatic habitat, prevent the
transport of sediment into waterways, confine impacts to construction sites, and minimize the
magnitude of the impacts on water quality in Tarkiln Bayou and Perdido Bay.

Improvements would avoid wetlands to the extent practical and feasible and are subject to regulatory
consultations depending on the final design. An analysis of SAV, likely via aerial imagery analysis and
field survey, would be conducted prior to the start of construction. The kayak launch would need piling
installation, which would have minimal effects on EFH resulting from the project. Specific conservation
and mitigation measures would be implemented during the finalization of engineering and design plans
and construction to minimize erosion and overall habitat impacts. Any work in waters of the U.S,,
including wetlands, associated with this alternative would be coordinated with the USACE pursuant to
the CWA Section 404 and RHA. USACE and NMFS construction guidelines would be followed, where
possible (USACE and NMFS 2001); however, final placement and design would include considerations for
ADA compliance.

If this project becomes preferred, additional coordination would be required. The FL TIG would
coordinate and complete consultation with relevant regulatory agencies, if necessary, on this project
regarding potential impacts to protected species and habitats prior to project implementation. Surveys
would be completed to determine if protected species are present at the site. If protected species were
present, conservation measures recommended during consultation would be incorporated into final
project design and implementation to avoid or minimize impacts to protected species and critical
habitats. Specific conservation measures would also be implemented during construction to avoid or

4-68



minimize disruption and overall impacts to protected species. Below is a list of potential protected
species at Tarkiln Bayou, effects from the project activities, and potential conservation measures.

Gulf sturgeon: While there is the potential for sturgeon to be in the waters during the time of
construction, it is unlikely. Sturgeon are only recently found in Perdido Bay. Potential impacts to the
sturgeon include elevated noise levels and the presence of suspended sediments in the water column
due to construction activities. This species is mobile and would likely exit the area during construction.
Because of the short-term duration of the launch construction, mobility of the species, and the
likelihood of sturgeon being present in the action area, this project is not anticipated to have any direct
or indirect adverse effects on sturgeon.

Sea turtles: The project location does not intersect with any identified sea turtle critical habitat in water
or on land. However, sea turtles, specifically loggerhead, use the waters and beaches along the Gulf of
Mexico shoreline of Perdido Key to breed and nest. The range of sea turtles suggests they could, but are
unlikely to, occur in the action area. The turtles’ ability to avoid activity in the area makes impacts to sea
turtles unlikely. Because sea turtles are not anticipated to be in the action area, this project is not
anticipated to have any direct or indirect adverse effect on sea turtles.

West Indian manatee and other marine mammals: The project location does not intersect with any
identified critical habitat for the West Indian manatee, but they are present in Perdido Bay. There is a
bottlenose dolphin stock in the Perdido Bay and River. Marine mammals are affected by vibrations and
noise resulting from construction activities (e.g., generators, pile drivers, etc.). This project includes in-
water work for the construction of a paddle-craft launch. If manatees or marine mammals are present,
they would probably avoid the construction area or activity. However, if spotted in the vicinity during
construction, appropriate conservation measures would be undertaken to avoid adverse impacts
associated with noise from construction activities. To avoid and minimize impacts the BMPs identified
within the Sea Turtle and Smalltooth Sawfish Construction Conditions (NMFS 2006) and the Standard
Manatee Conditions for In-Water Work (USFWS 2011) would be implemented and adhered to during
periods of in-water work. As noted in these documents, these conditions require stopping operation of
any equipment if manatees come within 50 feet of the equipment until the animals leave the project
area of their own volition. As a result of construction related activities from the launch, this project may
have direct and/or indirect short-term adverse effects on the West Indian manatee and other marine
mammals.

Red knot and piping plover: Red knot and piping plover may forage and rest in and around the action
area, however are generally not present along the Gulf coast during the summer months (approximately
May to August). However, construction may need to occur in other months which could generate
construction noise and disturbance to resting and foraging birds, should they be present on the site or in
the action area. If the birds are present during construction, they would likely move to another area to
continue foraging or resting. As such, this project is not anticipated to have any short- or long-term
effects to red knot.
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Red-cockaded woodpecker: As long as no pine trees are removed, there would be no long-term effect
on the species. If species are present in the action areas during construction, they may be affected by
the noise, but could move away from the site without any long-term effects. As such, pine tree removal
would be avoided wherever possible. This project may affect red-cockaded woodpecker, but it is not
likely to adversely affect this species.

Wood stork: The wood stork could rest and forage in swamp or wooded areas at or nearby project
locations. Because this species is highly mobile, any construction activities that may disturb this species
would result in the wood stork leaving the area. A nesting survey would need to be conducted prior to
construction. As such, this project is not likely to have short- or long-term direct or indirect adverse
effects on the wood stork.

Reticulated flatwoods salamander: There is minimal preferable habitat for the reticulated flatwoods
salamander on the project site. Although the salamander could occur, it is not likely to be present in the
action area. However, if any salamanders are encountered onsite, construction would be halted and
USFWS would be contacted. As such, this project is likely to have no beneficial or adverse effects on
salamanders.

Gopher tortoise: Gopher tortoises could occur onsite. However, if any gopher tortoise burrows are
detected during construction, construction would be halted and USFWS would be contacted and
consulted and burrows would be avoided or relocated where possible. Improvements in and near
preferable habitat would be avoided where possible or designed to minimize impacts. As such, there
may be short-term minor adverse effects on the gopher tortoise.

Short as well as long-term adverse impacts to biological resources would occur onsite as a result of
construction in undisturbed habitats and increased recreational activities. Long-term impacts associated
with habitat and wildlife disturbance from visitors on the site are anticipated to be minor to moderate.

In summary, because the construction activities would be localized and there would be some permanent
habitat removal, but removal would be avoided where possible, impacts from this project to biological
resources would be minor to moderate, adverse, short- and long-term.

Socioeconomic Resources

The project would be expected to result in a short-term increase in construction jobs. During the
construction phase of this project, equipment and operations would likely be located in previously
disturbed areas and parking lots. To the extent required, the use of construction equipment, including
equipment used for the movement and placement of materials (i.e., barges) and barriers enacted to
protect public safety would result in some minor to moderate short-term adverse impacts on aesthetics
and visual quality. These impacts result from the presence of equipment, barriers and construction-
related dust and emissions. During the construction period, visible impedances would detract from the
natural landscape and create visual contrast for observers visiting the project areas. Short-term closures
of public areas may be required to accommodate construction activities, which could adversely affect
visitors.
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Over the long-term, the infrastructure improvements included in this project would impact the
appearance of the land, creating a more developed appearance. However, it would also provide short-
term employment from construction activities, as well as more and enhanced recreational opportunities
over the long-term. In summary, the project is anticipated to result in short-term minor adverse impacts
to existing infrastructure and utilities, aesthetics and visual resources, and tourism and recreation.
However, the project improvements would provide benefits and amenities to park visitors over the long-
term.

In summary, the project would result in short-term minor adverse and long-term benefits to
socioeconomic resources.

4.5.4 REC3, Perdido River and Bay Paddle Trail (Preferred)

This project is proposed for the Florida side of the Perdido River (which borders Alabama). The
improvements would occur at seven discrete locations within district lands (Figure 2-5 and 2-7 in
NWFWMD 2017a; Figure 4-7). Specifically, the project would include:

e Construction (by NWFWMD) of seven elevated shelters at five sites along the Perdido River;
0 Burnt Car Landing— shelter with composting toilet;
O Muscogee Site — shelter with composting toilet;
0 Horse Trail Site — shelter with composting toilet;
0 Sand Landing — two shelters with composting toilets and an improved canoe launch;
0 Otto Hill Site — two shelters with composting toilets;
e Construction (by TNC) of two shelters and kiosks on the Perdido River Nature Preserve;
e Construction (by Escambia County) of an entrance drive, a parking area, and a shelter at Heron
Bayou.

The action areas for the project take place predominantly in terrestrial and freshwater habitats.
Additional details on the project are provided in Chapter 2 (Section 2.5.4).
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Figure 4-7 Location of Perdido River and Bay Paddle Trail Project Sites

Barrineau Park

JOttoHill Recreation

L .l_l-'l".:‘_:.‘-i
‘Burnt.(h;ar'll__ahdih'g'
NWFWMD ! g i

2 L) .'.
fiscoges § T ‘Mu scoge,e 5;2’;31
ﬁ Gonzalez
JPermda Equestrlan TraH
‘Sand Landmg Camp
o ‘She!by!Lane Landmgv
Seminole & 4 Ens
Bellview (236)
(=)
West
Pensacol
(e Lillian ——_"_0=c) @
E:@ 198)
7 Tarkiln Bayou G=) Wag'e
= Godalerve

4.5.5.1 Affected Environment

Physical Resources

The action area is predominantly low lying and flat. The soils in the area are predominantly Dorovan
muck and Fluvaquents (UDSA NRCS 2018). This soil is frequently flooded and poorly drained.

The action area is located along the Perdido River and within Heron Bayou. The Perdido River has its
headwaters in southern Alabama and discharges to Perdido Bay. In its lower reaches, the riveris a
tannin-stained blackwater stream, and the upper portion of the river is a shifting sand river system. The
Perdido River has been designated as an OFW. Heron Bayou is located adjacent to Perdido Bay and
contains Bridge Creek. The project area is within the FEMA-designated flood zone AE, areas considered
to be at high risk of flooding (FEMA 2018). The tidal extent in Perdido Bay extends to the area around
the confluence of the Blackwater River and Perdido River. The Black Lake Landing site and work on
Escambia County land, are the only project sites that are along the river and bay that have tidal
influence.
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Biological Resources

Habitats along the Perdido River include hardwood swamps, mixed hardwood/pine forest, longleaf
pine/wiregrass, flatwoods, and wet prairie habitat areas. Shrubs found in the area include wax myrtle,
titi, and yaupon holly. Red maple, southern magnolia, and redbay are common hardwood species.
Wiregrass, bluestems, Indian Grass, and rare pitcher plants are also found in the area. There are various
estuarine and marine, freshwater emergent, and freshwater forested/shrub wetlands in the project area
according the most recent National Wetlands Inventory (USFWS 2018b).

Based on available information, no SAV is present in this extent of the Perdido River adjacent to
NWFWMD, TNC, or Escambia County project sites (Google Maps 2018, NOAA OR&R, UNH, and USEPA
2018). EFH for coastal migratory pelagics, stone crabs, reef fish, shrimp, and red drum is present in the
southern portion of the Perdido River, with the upriver extent of EFH (for all except shrimp) extending to
the Black Lake Landing site, where in-water work is proposed. EFH for shrimp extends upriver to the
most northerly site at Burnt Car Landing. There is in-water work proposed at the NWFWMD Sand
Landing site that would intersect shrimp EFH.

Fish and wildlife potentially present in and around the sites include migratory birds and select aquatic
and terrestrial protected species. Migratory birds could potentially use this site for nesting, foraging,
roosting, and breeding. Potential migratory bird groups include wading birds (e.g., rails), shorebirds (e.g.,
terns, plovers, and skimmers), raptors (e.g., bald eagles, and kites), and songbirds (e.g., sparrows,
warblers, and woodpeckers). There is potential for bald eagles to be present at this site (USFWS 2018a).
Although these species could occur onsite, they are not known to inhabit or nest in the action areas or in
the nearby vicinities.

The list of federally threatened, endangered, proposed, candidate, and other species of concern for
these sites, as identified through USFWS IPaC, is presented in Table 4-12 (USFWS 2018a). There are no
terrestrial or aquatic critical habitat designations in the action areas for the project. A list of all state and
federally listed species found in this watershed is presented in Appendix E.

Table 4-12 Federally listed species potentially occurring in the Perdido River and Bay Paddle Trail
project area

Common Name Scientific Name Habitat Likelihood
Gulf sturgeon Acipenser oxyrinchus | Estuarine: various habitats; T Potentially
desotoi Marine: various habitats;
Riverine: alluvial and blackwater streams.
Reticulated flatwoods Ambystoma bishopi Palustrine: wet flatwoods, dome swamp, basin E Unlikely
salamander swamp;

Terrestrial: mesic flatwoods (reproduces in
ephemeral wetlands within this community).

Eastern indigo snake Drymarchon corais Terrestrial: mesic flatwoods, upland pine forest, T Potentially
couperi sandhills, scrub, scrubby flatwoods, rockland
hammock, ruderal.
Gopher tortoise Gopherus Terrestrial: sandhills, scrub, scrubby flatwoods, xeric | C Potentially
polyphemus hammocks, coastal strand, ruderal.
Green sea turtle Chelonia mydas Stays near the coastline and in bays near SAV T Unlikely
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Common Name

Scientific Name

Habitat

Status

Likelihood

habitats. They breed adjacent to the shoreline, and
nest on sandy beaches.

Hawksbill sea turtle Eretmochelys Forages around coral reefs; spends time in bays and E Unlikely
imbricata estuaries. They breed adjacent to the shoreline, and
nest on sandy beaches.
Kemp's Ridley sea Lepidochelys kempii Forage in sargassum and open waters. They breed E Unlikely
turtle adjacent to the shoreline, and nest on sandy
beaches.
Leatherback sea turtle | Dermochelys Forages in the open ocean waters. They breed in E Unlikely
coriacea deep waters adjacent to the shoreline, and nest on
sandy beaches.
Loggerhead sea turtle Caretta caretta Forages in the open ocean and shallow coastal T Unlikely
waters. They breed adjacent to the shoreline, and
nest on sandy beaches.
Red knot Calidris canutus rufa | Estuarine: bays, tidal flats, salt marshes; T Unlikely
Terrestrial: sandy beaches;
Marine: aerial, near shore.
Red-cockaded Picoides borealis Terrestrial: mature pine forests. E Potentially
woodpecker
Wood stork Mycteria americana Estuarine: marshes; T Potentially
Lacustrine: floodplain lakes, marshes (feeding);
Palustrine: marshes, swamps, roadside ditches.
West Indian manatee Trichechus manatus Estuarine: SAV, open water; T Unlikely

Marine: open water, SAV.

Note: Species determined to be “Unlikely” to be found in the action area are not addressed further in this analysis.
E=Endangered, T=Threatened, SAT=Similarity of Appearance (Threatened), C=Candidate, SSC=Species of Special Concern,

CH=Critical Habitat.

Socioeconomic Resources
The action area would include several sites located along the Perdido River on state-owned lands, on

one site owned by Escambia County, and within the Perdido River Preserve, which is owned and

managed by TNC. The preserve provides recreational and educational opportunities including bird

watching, hiking and kayaking; entrance is free and open to the public. The action areas are all

designated as state-use land type or are owned by TNC (NWFWMD 2017a). The areas adjacent to the

southern extent of the Perdido River are relatively undeveloped. There are several housing

developments near Heron Bayou. A hiking trail is located within the preserve with a parking area on

Hurst Hammock Road. There are no designated protected view sheds in the vicinity of this project.

4.5.5.2 Environmental Consequences

Only those resource areas for which potential impacts are expected are discussed in detail in for this

alternative. The FL TIG analyzed the following resources in more detail below:

e Physical Resources — Geology and Substrates, Hydrology and Water Quality

e Biological Resources — Habitats, Wildlife Species, Marine and Estuarine Fauna, Protected

Species
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e Socioeconomic Resources — Socioeconomics, Land and Marine Management, Tourism and
Recreational Use, Aesthetics and Visual Resources.

Physical Resources

Implementation of this project could include use of heavy construction equipment, such as bulldozers,
trucks, backhoes, tractor trailers, cranes, small excavators, fork lifts, asphalt machine, roller, small power
tools, generators, small trucks, and hand tools. Construction vehicles and equipment would enter each
site from a nearby highway or road (i.e., there would not be any water-based access) and would utilize
previously existing roads, parking areas, and disturbed areas.

The overwater area of the amenities would be dependent upon final design, but for the purposes of this
RP/EA, they are assumed to each be less than 1,000 square feet. This project may require in-water work
for the improvement of the canoe launch at Sand Landing and Black Lake Landing. Any placement of
new pilings for the canoe launch would use the least invasive techniques (e.g., jetting, pushing, or
driving the piles) where possible, but could use impact hammers given substrate and construction cost
considerations. In-water dredging or digging associated with installation of the pilings for the docks is
not anticipated, though substrate displacement and compaction from piling installation would be
expected. Depth would be subject to final design, but there would a small volume of substrate displaced
in the marine and adjacent areas (approximately 35 square feet for each launch) from the piling
installation. During construction, BMPs and boom placement along with other avoidance and mitigation
measures required by state and federal regulatory agencies would be employed to minimize any water
quality and sedimentation impacts.

Excavation would also occur in the terrestrial environment for construction of shelters, restrooms,
entrance drive, parking, and kiosks. There would be approximately 300 and 200 square feet of soils
disturbed per NWFWMD, TNC, and Escambia shelter, respectively. There would likely be less than 50
square feet of soils disturbed from installation of TNC kiosks and restrooms would likely disturb less than
75 square feet of soils. Construction and digging activities, including staging areas for construction
equipment, would utilize existing development footprints and disturbed areas where possible (e.g.,
existing roads into the site), but digging and staging equipment would disturb some soils. The restrooms
are likely to be composting toilets or portable units that do not need connections to sewer or water.
Although development of canoe launches would impact soils and sediments, they would concentrate
activity along the shoreline and ultimately reduce the impacts to the shoreline. Terrestrial work that
may affect hydrology and water quality includes construction of additional impervious surfaces such as
bathrooms, road, parking lot, and shelters. Additional impervious surfaces could alter onsite stormwater
run-off. In-water activities can temporarily impact water quality by increasing turbidity.

Specific mitigation measures would be implemented during construction to minimize erosion and
overall soil impacts. Construction involving ground disturbances from proposed improvements including
construction of impervious surfaces and site preparation activities would have short-term minor and
long-term adverse impacts on geology, substrates, hydrology, and water quality.
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In summary, the project would have short-term and long-term minor adverse impacts to physical
resources.

Biological Resources

Construction activities in water and on land associated with this project could result in short-term
impacts to aquatic habitat due to erosion and increased turbidity during construction. The release of
sediments during in-water and terrestrial construction would be controlled using BMPs and mitigation
to protect aquatic habitat, prevent the transport of sediment into waterways, confine impacts to
construction sites, and minimize the magnitude of the impacts on water quality in Perdido River and
Bay. Any work in waters of the U.S., including wetlands, associated with this alternative would be
coordinated with the USACE pursuant to Section 404 of the CWA. Coordination with the USACE and final
authorization pursuant to CWA/RHA would be completed prior to final design and construction. USACE
and NMFS construction guidelines would be followed, where possible, regarding launch construction
(USACE and NMFS 2001).

In-water and terrestrial improvements would avoid wetlands to the extent practical and feasible and are
subject to regulatory consultations depending on the final d