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Executive Summary

ES.1 Introduction

On April 20, 2010, the Deepwater Horizon (DWH) mobile drilling unit exploded, caught fire, and
eventually sank in the Gulf of Mexico, resulting in a massive release of oil from the BP Exploration and
Production Inc. (BP) Macondo well, causing loss of life and extensive natural resource injuries. Pursuant
to the Oil Pollution Act (OPA), Title 33 United States Code (U.S.C.) § 2701 et seq., and the laws of
individual affected states, federal and 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 Trustees conducted a natural resource damages assessment (NRDA) to assess the
impacts of the DWH oil spill on natural resources and the services those resources provide; and
determine the type and amount of restoration needed to compensate the public for these impacts. OPA
further instructs the designated trustees to develop and implement a plan for the restoration,
rehabilitation, replacement, or acquisition of the equivalent of the injured natural resources under their
trusteeship (hereafter collectively referred to as “restoration”).

ES.2 Purpose of this Document

This document, the Phase V.3 Florida Coastal Access Project: Final Restoration Plan and Supplemental
Environmental Assessment (Phase V.3 RP/SEA), was prepared by the Florida Trustee Implementation
Group (FL TIG). The FL TIG includes two state trustee agencies and four federal trustee agencies: the
Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP); the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation
Commission (FWC); the United States Department of Commerce, represented by the National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA); the United States Department of the Interior (DOI),
represented by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), National Park Service (NPS), and
Bureau of Land Management (BLM); the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA); and the
United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (collectively the FL TIG).

This document serves as the Draft Restoration Plan (RP) under OPA and contains the associated
Supplemental Environmental Assessment (SEA) for the third phase of the Florida Coastal Access Project
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA; collectively referred to as the “Phase V.3 RP/SEA”).
The first and second phases of the Florida Coastal Access Project were evaluated and ultimately selected
in the Deepwater Horizon Qil Spill Phase V Early Restoration Plan and Environmental Assessment (Phase
V ERP/EA)? and the Deepwater Horizon Qil Spill Phase V.2 Florida Coastal Access Project: Final

1 Services (or natural resource services) means the functions performed by a natural resource for the benefit of another natural
resource and/or the public (15 C.F.R. § 990.30).
2The Phase V ERP/EA is available at www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/restoration-planning/phase-v.
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Restoration Plan and Supplemental Environmental Assessment (Phase V.2 RP/SEA)3, respectively. The FL
TIG prepared this Phase V.3 RP/SEA to inform the public about the restoration planning efforts for the
third phase of the project and to seek public comment on the proposed alternative.

Following public notice on the Florida DWH and the DWH Trustee websites® the Draft Phase V.3 RP/SEA
was released for a 30-day comment period. The deadline for submitting public comments on the Draft
Phase V.3 RP/SEA was July 22, 2019. During this time, the FL TIG hosted a public meeting in Santa Rosa
County, on July 18, 2019 to facilitate public understanding of the Phase V.3 RP/SEA. At the public
meeting, the FL TIG accepted verbal and written comments. In addition, the FL TIG accepted public
comments through a web-based comment submission site
(www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/restoration-areas/florida) and through U.S. Mail. Chapter 1 of this
Phase V.3 RP/SEA provides additional detail on the public comment process. A summary of the public
comments received and the FL TIG’s responses to those comments are addressed in Chapter 5 of this
Phase V.3 RP/EA.

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 identified for evaluation in this Phase V.3 RP/SEA may continue to be considered for
inclusion in future restoration planning.

ES.3 Summary of the Proposed Third Phase of the Florida Coastal Access Project

This Phase V.3 RP/SEA continues the restoration planning process begun prior to the settlement of the
DWH oil spill NRDA and includes discussion of the third phase of the Florida Coastal Access Project.

Analyses of alternatives were conducted in the previous phases of the Florida Coastal Access Project and
are incorporated by reference and summarized herein. In this Phase V.3 RP/SEA, the FL TIG is evaluating
in detail one action alternative (Navarre Beach Marine Park Addition) and the No Action Alternative. The
proposed action alternative includes the acquisition of a coastal inholding parcel within existing Navarre
Beach Marine Park property in Santa Rosa County (see Figure ES-1). The primary goal of the proposed
action alternative is to enhance the public’s access to the surrounding natural resources and increase
recreational opportunities. Additional details are provided in Chapter 2, the OPA evaluation is provided
in Chapter 3, and the NEPA environmental impact analysis is provided in Chapter 4. Based on the OPA
and NEPA evaluations, the FL TIG identified the implementation of the proposed action, the Navarre
Beach Marine Park Addition, as the preferred alternative.

The proposed action is estimated to cost approximately $2 million. Acquisition of the parcel would
create further recreational uses and coastal access for the public and enhance the public’s recreational
experiences.

3The Phase V.2 RP/SEA is available at www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/2018/02/florida-trustee-implementation-group-
releases-phase-v2-final-restoration-plan.
4 Florida DWH website: www.deepwaterhorizonflorida.com; DWH Trustee website: www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov
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Figure ES-1. Location of the Proposed Alternative

n Propemny of interest
1 wetland (USFWS Hwi)
0 Santa Rosa County land

Navarre Beach Marine Park Addition

SANTA ROSA COUNTY, FLORIDA

April 4, 2019, Capipright & The Trust fer Publ
Infonmation on this map is provided for purp:

ES-3



ES.4 Summary of OPA Evaluation and Environmental Assessment

This Phase V.3 RP/SEA addresses the third phase of the Florida Coastal Access Project, and supplements
the Phase V ERP/EA and Phase V.2 RP/SEA.®> The proposed action identified in this Phase V.3 RP/SEA was
screened based on the OPA-defined criteria (described in Chapter 3) and an environmental assessment
was conducted to determine the type and severity of potential environmental impacts that might result
from implementation of the proposed action (described in Chapter 4). Chapter 4 supplements the Phase
V ERP/EA with site-specific information on the action alternative and provides a NEPA analysis for
potential impacts for site-specific concerns anticipated from implementation of the action alternative
and the No Action Alternative, described as follows:

1. Navarre Beach Marine Park Addition, Santa Rosa County (Preferred): This alternative would
involve acquiring an approximately 4.75-acre private inholding within the existing Navarre Beach
Marine Park. Approximate cost for this alternative is $2 million.

2. No Action: Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed alternative would not be
implemented, and the parcel would not be acquired for preservation for recreational purposes.
The privately owned property could ultimately be sold for other purposes.

Alternatives analyses conducted in previous phases of the Florida Coastal Access Project are
incorporated by reference and summarized in Chapter 4, NEPA Analysis. As described below, the FL TIG
has determined that the action alternative would have no adverse environmental effects.

e Navarre Beach Marine Park Addition: The FL TIG’s NEPA analysis of the environmental
consequences determined that this alternative would have no adverse environmental effects.
The alternative would not involve any ground-disturbing activities and therefore would have no
adverse impacts on the physical or biological environment or cultural resources. The acquisition
and protection of this site could result in long-term benefits to the habitat and biological
resources. Further, visitation and human use of the site is not expected to increase substantially
as there are no restrictions to public access in place currently. Also, permanent shorebird signs
are placed on the adjoining park breeding habitat and would be placed on the Navarre Beach
Marine Park Addition site if needed to minimize disturbance during the breeding season. Finally,
environmental justice is not a factor in this proposed action as there is no potential for adverse
environmental, economic, social, or health impacts to communities and groups that meet
environmental justice criteria under Executive Order 12898,” Federal Actions to Address
Environmental Justice in Minority and Low Income Populations” (1994).

e No Action Alternative: Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed alternative would not be
implemented, and the parcel would not be acquired for preservation for recreational purposes.
The privately owned property could ultimately be sold for other purposes.

5The Phase V ERP/EA, Phase V.2 RP/SEA, and this Phase V.3 RP/SEA tier from the Final Programmatic and Phase Ill Early
Restoration Plan and Early Restoration Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (Phase |l ERP/PEIS), which is available
at www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/restoration/early-restoration/phase-iii.
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Ultimately the Trustees identified the Navarre Beach Marine Park Addition action alternative as
preferred for implementation in this Phase V.3 RP/SEA. Alternatives previously analyzed as part of the
Florida Coastal Access Project that were not selected for implementation could be identified as
preferred in future restoration plans.

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, no additional parcels would be acquired as part of the Phase V
Florida Coastal Access Project. The FL TIG has determined that the No Action Alternative would not
provide additional recreational use benefits. Without active NRDA restoration, the public would not be
compensated for losses to natural resources and their services during this recovery period (“interim”
losses). The No Action Alternative is described and analyzed in Chapter 4.
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Chapter 1. Introduction and Background

1.1 Introduction

The Florida Trustee Implementation Group (FL TIG) has prepared this Draft Restoration Plan and
Supplemental Environmental Assessment (RP/SEA) for the third phase of the Florida Coastal Access
Project to address part of the restoration of lost recreational use in the Florida Restoration Area as a
result of the Deepwater Horizon (DWH) oil spill (Phase V.3 RP/SEA).

The 2016 Deepwater Horizon Qil Spill Phase V Early Restoration Plan and Environmental Assessment
(Phase V ERP/EA) included an analysis and funding for the first phase of the Florida Coastal Access
Project (DWH Trustees 2016a) and the Deepwater Horizon Qil Spill Phase V.2 Florida Coastal Access
Project: Final Restoration Plan and Supplemental Environmental Assessment (Phase V.2 RP/SEA)
included an analysis and funding for the second phase of the Florida Coastal Access Project (FL TIG
2018). Both the Phase V ERP/EA and the Phase V.2 RP/SEA are incorporated herein by reference.® The
Florida Coastal Access Project was allocated approximately $45.4 million in Early Restoration funds. The
first phase of the project involved the acquisition and/or enhancement of four coastal project locations
in the Florida Panhandle and the second phase included the acquisition and enhancement of one coastal
project location. The project proposed in this Phase V.3 RP/SEA would be funded using the remaining
funds not utilized for the first and second phases of the Florida Coastal Access Project. The primary goal
of the project is to enhance the public’s access to the surrounding natural resources and increase
recreational opportunities. In this Phase V.3 RP/SEA, the FL TIG identified the proposed action, the
Navarre Beach Marine Park Addition, as the preferred alternative which consists of the acquisition of a
coastal inholding parcel at Navarre Beach Marine Park in the Florida Panhandle. No recreational
amenities are proposed as part of this project.

The purpose of restoration, as discussed in the Phase V ERP/EA, the Phase V.2 RP/SEA, and the 2016
Deepwater Horizon Qil 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 services to baseline conditions and compensate for interim losses,
in accordance with the Qil Pollution Act of 1990 (OPA) and associated natural resource damage
assessment (NRDA) regulations. The PDARP/PEIS also sets forth the process for subsequent DWH
restoration planning, including a post-settlement DWH Trustee governance structure that established a

640 C.F.R. §1502.21 states “Agencies shall incorporate material into an environmental impact statement by reference when the
effect will be to cut down on bulk without impeding agency and public review of the action. The incorporated material shall be
cited in the statement and its content briefly described.” The Phase V ERP/EA contains information on the Early Restoration
process and the first phase of the Florida Coastal Access Project, available at www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/restoration-
planning/phase-v; the Phase V.2 RP/SEA contains information on the second phase and is available at
www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/2018/02/florida-trustee-implementation-group-releases-phase-v2-final-restoration-plan.

7 The PDARP/PEIS and Record of Decision (ROD) are available at www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/restoration-planning/gulf-

plan/.
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TIG for each of the eight Restoration Areas, including the Florida Restoration Area (described in Chapter
5 of the PDARP/PEIS). Each TIG conducts restoration planning for the funding allocated to its Restoration
Area. The FLTIG is responsible for restoring the natural resources and services within the Florida
Restoration Area that were injured by the DWH oil spill.

1.2 Authorities and Regulations
1.2.1 OPA Compliance

As an oil pollution incident, the DWH oil spill is subject to the provisions of OPA, 33 U.S.C. § 2701 et seq.
The DWH Trustees are the 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 restoration plans to compensate for those injuries.® Collectively, these Trustees make up the
DWH Trustee Council and the TIGs comprise different Trustees depending on the Restoration Area they
represent. The FL TIG comprises six of the DWH Trustees, two state and four federal trustee agencies:
FDEP, FWC, DOI, NOAA, EPA, and USDA.

NRDA is described under Section 1006 of OPA (33 U.S.C. § 2706) and the OPA NRDA implementing
regulations (15 C.F.R. Part 990). In accordance with the OPA NRDA regulations, this Phase V.3 RP/SEA
identifies a proposed action alternative to implement the third phase of the Florida Coastal Access
Project, evaluates the alternative under various criteria, and proposes a preferred alternative for
implementation.

1.2.2 NEPA Compliance

Under the OPA regulations, federal trustees are to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act of
1969 (NEPA), 42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq., and the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) NEPA
implementing regulations, 40 C.F.R. § 1500 et seq., when planning restoration projects. NEPA requires
federal agencies to consider the potential environmental impacts of planned actions.

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 C.F.R. § 1501.5(a)).
DOl serves as the lead federal agency for NEPA compliance on this Phase V.3 RP/SEA and has reviewed
this document in accordance with the CEQ’s NEPA implementing regulations and DOI NEPA

8 The following federal and state agencies are designated Trustees under OPA for the DWH oil spill: The U.S. Department of
Commerce, represented by the National Oceanic Atmospheric Administration (NOAA); U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI),
represented by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), National Park Service (NPS), and Bureau of Land Management (BLM);
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; U.S. Department of Agriculture; Florida Department of Environmental Protection and
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission; Alabama Department of Conservation and Natural Resources and Alabama
Geological Survey; Mississippi Department of Environmental Quality; Louisiana Coastal Protection and Restoration Authority
Oil Spill Coordinator’s Office, Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality, Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries,
and Louisiana Department of Natural Resources; Texas Parks and Wildlife Department, Texas General Land Office, and Texas
Commission on Environmental Quality.



implementing procedures (43 C.F.R. Part 46). Each of the other federal and state co-Trustees on the FL
TIG is participating as a cooperating agency pursuant to NEPA (40 C.F.R. § 1508.5).

Supplemental NEPA Analysis

This Phase V.3 RP/SEA provides NEPA analysis for the third phase of the Florida Coastal Access Project by
supplementing the NEPA analysis for the first and second phases of the project discussed in the Phase V
ERP/EA and Phase V.2 RP/SEA, respectively. The CEQ and DOI regulations (40 C.F.R. § 1502.9(c) and 43
C.F.R. §§46.120, 46.320) provide that, when a proposed action differs from the proposed action
described in an existing EA, an agency may augment the EA to make it consistent with the proposed
action. The supplemental NEPA analysis provided in this Phase V.3 RP/SEA augments the Phase V
ERP/EA and Phase V.2 RP/SEA. This Phase V.3 RP/SEA incorporates by reference the applicable Phase V
ERP/EA and Phase V.2 RP/SEA NEPA analyses. This supplemental analysis considers any additional
environmental impacts that would result from the third phase of the Florida Coastal Access Project that
are not described and analyzed in the Phase V ERP/EA and Phase V.2 RP/SEA.

Intent to Adopt the Phase V.3 RP/SEA NEPA Analysis by Federal Agency Members of the FL TIG

Each federal cooperating agency on the FL TIG intends to adopt, if appropriate, the NEPA analysis in this
Phase V.3 RP/SEA. In accordance with 40 C.F.R. § 1506.3(a), each of the three federal cooperating
agencies participating on the FL TIG will review the Phase V.3 RP/SEA for adequacy in meeting the
standards set forth in its own NEPA implementing procedures. Each agency will then make a decision
whether to adopt the analysis to inform its own federal decision-making and fulfill its responsibilities
under NEPA.

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®; applications to Early Restoration can be
found in Chapters 1 through 3 of the Phase V ERP/EA.

1.3 Relationship of this Phase V.3 RP/SEA to Early Restoration and Post-Settlement
Restoration Planning

This section briefly summarizes the background and chronology of important events affecting the DWH
Trustees restoration planning and implementation and describes the relationship of this Phase V.3
RP/SEA to both Early Restoration and the Post-Settlement phases of DWH restoration planning.2 It is
the FL TIG’s intent to remain consistent with the analysis and decision documented in the Phase V
ERP/EA in proposing the third phase of the Florida Coastal Access Project. The FL TIG also intends that
this Phase V.3 RP/SEA is consistent with the restoration goals and types analyzed and described in the
PDARP/PEIS as the programmatic plan for all current and future DWH restoration planning.

9 Chapters 5 and 6 of the PDARP/PEIS are available at www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/sites/default/files/wp-
content/uploads/Chapter-5 Restoring-Natural-Resources 508.pdf and

www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/sites/default/files/wp-content/uploads/Chapter-6 _Environmental-Consequences 508.pdf
10 For a more detailed summary, see Chapter 1 of the Phase V.2 RP/SEA (www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/2018/02/florida-

trustee-implementation-group-releases-phase-v2-final-restoration-plan).
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1.3.1 Early Restoration and Relationship to the Phase V ERP/EA

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 from the BP Macondo well, causing loss of life and extensive
natural resource injuries. On April 20, 2011, BP agreed to provide up to $1 billion toward Early
Restoration projects in the Gulf of Mexico to address injuries to natural resources caused by the DWH oil
spill.1* A programmatic Early Restoration plan and environmental impact statement was prepared in
2014 by the DWH Trustees to analyze the environmental impacts from the implementation of a suite of
Early Restoration projects (Final Phase 1ll ERP/PEIS).

The Phase V ERP/EA with a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) was published in January 2016. The
NEPA analysis of the first phase of the Florida Coastal Access Project in the Phase V ERP/EA was
“tiered”? from the Phase Il ERP/PEIS. As explained in the Phase V ERP/EA, the FL TIG anticipated
expending the balance of the total estimated Florida Coastal Access Project funding in future phases of
the project. The second phase of the project, as described in the Phase V.2 RP/SEA, uses an estimated
$3.2 million. These funds include acquiring the Salinas Park Addition property, constructing passive
recreational amenities, and ten years of operation and maintenance costs. The Phase V.2 RP/SEA stated
that the Trustees’ intent for the third phase of the Florida Coastal Access Project would be described,
proposed, and selected by the Trustees in a future restoration plan, in the same manner and using the
same criteria as described in the Phase V ERP/EA and in accordance with OPA, NEPA, and other
applicable laws, and after public review of the proposed actions. This Phase V.3 RP/SEA fulfills the
Trustees’ intent by proposing a preferred alternative for the third phase of the project and
supplementing the environmental analysis in the Phase V ERP/EA and Phase V.2 RP/SEA with impacts
anticipated from the proposed third phase.

1.3.2 Settlement and Relationship to the PDARP/PEIS

In February 2016, the DWH Trustee Council issued a PDARP/PEIS detailing a specific proposed plan to
select and implement restoration projects across the Gulf of Mexico region over the next 15 years. As a
programmatic restoration plan, the PDARP/PEIS provides direction and guidance for identifying,
evaluating, and selecting future restoration projects to be carried out by the TIGs (Section 5.10.4 and
Chapter 7 of the PDARP/PEIS).

In April 2016, the United States District Court for the Eastern District of Louisiana entered a Consent
Decree resolving civil claims by the DWH Trustees against BP arising out of the DWH oil spill.'* Under the
Consent Decree, BP agreed to pay, over a 15-year period, a total of $8.1 billion in natural resource

11 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

12 When a federal agency prepares a programmatic NEPA analysis, such as a PEIS, the agency may “tier” subsequent, narrower
environmental analyses on site-specific plans or projects from the programmatic analysis (40 C.F.R. § 1502.4(b); 40 C.F.R.
§1508.28).

13 See United States v. BPXP et al., Civ. No. 10-4536, centralized in MDL 2179, In re: Qil Spill by the Oil Rig “Deepwater Horizon”
in the Gulf of Mexico, on April 20, 2010 (E.D. La.)
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damages (which includes S$1 billion that BP previously committed to pay for Early Restoration projects),
and up to an additional $700 million (some of which will be in the form of accrued interest) for adaptive
management or to address injuries to natural resources that are presently unknown but may come to
light in the future.

Once a settlement was achieved, Early Restoration concluded, and planning responsibilities transitioned
from the overall Trustees to the specific TIGs. The balance of funding originally pledged for Early
Restoration has been incorporated into the settlement; however, projects begun under Early
Restoration will be completed as originally planned under their respective funding stipulations. And,
decisions concerning any unexpended Early Restoration funds are made by the appropriate TIG for that
project.

1.4 Purpose and Need

The purpose of the proposed action for this third phase of the Florida Coastal Access Project is to restore
part of the lost recreational use in Florida due to the DWH oil spill, consistent with the Phase V ERP/EA
and the PDARP/PEIS. A summary of the DWH oil spill-related recreational use losses is provided in
Section 2.1.1 of this Phase V.3 RP/SEA and in Section 4.10 of the PDARP/PEIS. The Trustees initiated
recreational use restoration under the Framework Agreement with an emphasis on infrastructure and
improving fishing access. In Phase V and Phase V.2, access to natural resources was increased through
land acquisition including recreational infrastructure improvements in Florida. The proposed action is
needed to continue implementation of the Florida Coastal Access Project described, analyzed and
approved in Phase V of Early Restoration. The proposed action is needed to fulfill the commitment made
to the public in Phase V of Early Restoration and is also consistent with the PDARP/PEIS programmatic
goal to “Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities” through the restoration approach “Enhance
public access to natural resources for recreational use.”

1.5 Proposed Action: Implementation of the Third Phase of the Florida Coastal Access Project

To meet the above stated purpose and need, the FL TIG proposes to implement the third phase of the
Florida Coastal Access Project through the acquisition of one coastal parcel of land described in this
Phase V.3 RP/SEA, the Navarre Beach Marine Park Addition, to provide compensatory restoration of lost
recreational use in Florida. This would be accomplished using the funds remaining from implementation
of the first and second phases of the Florida Coastal Access Project.

This alternative consists of the acquisition of an approximately 4.75-acre coastal inholding parcel in
Santa Rosa County within the existing Navarre Beach Marine Park property. The approximate cost is $2
million. The purchase of the Navarre Beach Marine Park Addition parcel would be achieved via a
partnership between the FL TIG and The Trust for Public Land (TPL), a non-profit organization working to
create parks and protect land for the benefit of the public. The property would be donated to the
County to be operated and managed as a public park. Additional details on the proposed action are
provided in Chapter 2.
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The analyses of alternatives from the earlier phases of the Florida Coastal Access Project are
incorporated by reference herein and are briefly summarized in Chapter 4 (NEPA Analysis).

Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed action alternative would not be implemented, and the
parcel would not be acquired or preserved for recreational purposes. The privately owned property
could ultimately be sold for other purposes. 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 (40 C.F.R. § 1502.14(d)).

1.6 Public Involvement

1.6.1 Public Involvement in the Phase V ERP/EA and Phase V.2 RP/SEA: First and Second
Phases of the Florida Coastal Access Project

The public comment period for the first phase of the Florida Coastal Access Project proposed in the
Draft Phase V ERP/EA opened on December 1, 2015 and closed on December 31, 2015 (80 Fed. Reg.
75126-75128; December 1, 2015). During that time, the DWH Trustees (the TIGs had not been
established yet) hosted one public meeting in Panama City, Florida on December 14, 2015. At the public
meeting, the Trustees accepted written and oral comments that were recorded by a court reporter. In
addition, the Trustees hosted a web-based comment submission site and provided a P.O. Box and email
address as other means for the public to provide comments. Ultimately, the Trustees only received
comments provided at the public meeting and web-based submissions. A summary of the comments
and Trustee responses can be found in Chapter 4 of the Phase V ERP/EA.%*

The public comment period for the second phase of the Florida Coastal Access Project proposed in the
Draft Phase V.2 RP/SEA opened on November 8, 2017 and closed on December 8, 2017 (82 Fed. Reg.
51858-51860; November 8, 2017). During that time, the FL TIG hosted a public meeting in Port St. Joe,
Gulf County, on November 16, 2017. As with the Draft Phase V ERP/EA, the FL TIG accepted written and
oral comments at the public meeting, hosted a web-based comment submission site, and provided a
P.0O. Box for comments submitted through U.S. Mail. Ultimately, the FL TIG received comments at the
public meeting and via the web-based submission site, and a summary of the comments and FL TIG
responses are provided in Chapter 6 of the Phase V.2 RP/SEA.?*

1.6.2 Public Involvement in this Phase V.3 RP/SEA: Third Phase of the Florida Coastal Access
Project

Following public notice, the Draft Phase V.3 RP/SEA was released for public review and comment; public
comments were due by July 22, 2019. An electronic copy of the Draft Phase V.3 RP/SEA was available at
www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/restoration-areas/florida. A hard copy of the Draft Phase V.3 RP/SEA

was made available during the public comment period at the Santa Rosa County Library. During the

14 The Phase V ERP/EA is available at www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/restoration-planning/phase-v.
15 The Phase V.2 RP/SEA is available at www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/2018/02/florida-trustee-implementation-group-

releases-phase-v2-final-restoration-plan.
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public comment period, the FL TIG accepted written comments through a web-based comment
submission site (www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/restoration-areas/florida) and through U.S. Mail.

The FLTIG also hosted a public meeting at the Navarre Beach Marine Science Station in Navarre, Florida
on July 18, 2019 to facilitate the public review and comment process for the actions proposed in this
Phase V.3 RP/SEA. The FL TIG accepted verbal and written comments at the public meeting. The
presentation from the public meeting is available on www.gulfspillrestoration.gov.

The FL TIG received 17 comments on the Draft Phase V.3 RP/SEA. The FL TIG considered the public
comments received in finalizing this Phase V.3 RP/SEA. Chapter 5 of this Phase V.3 RP/SEA provides a
summary of all of the public comments received on the Draft Phase V.3 RP/SEA and the FLTIG's
responses to those comments. This final Phase V.3 RP/SEA reflects revisions to the Draft RP/SEA based
on updates from the FL TIG on compliance with other laws and regulations; no changes were necessary
from the public comments.

1.6.3 Administrative Record

The Trustees opened a publicly available Administrative Record (AR) for the NRDA for the DWH oil spill,
including restoration planning activities, concurrently with publication of the 2010 Notice of Intent (NOI)
(pursuant to 15 C.F.R. § 990.45). DOI is the lead federal Trustee for maintaining the AR.%® This AR site is
also used by the FL TIG for DWH restoration planning.

Information about restoration project implementation is being provided to the public through the AR
and other outreach efforts, including at www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov.

1.7 Decision to be Made

This Phase V.3 RP/SEA is intended to provide the public with information and analysis documenting the
FL TIG’s selection and implementation of the restoration alternative identified as the preferred
alternative in this plan. Based on the findings of the OPA and NEPA analyses documented in this Phase
V.3 RP/SEA, the federal Trustees of the FL TIG prepared a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI)
provided in Appendix C. Prior to implementation of the preferred alternative, all required compliance
reviews will be completed. Should future substantial changes or significant new circumstances arise, the
FL TIG would consider the need to supplement the relevant analyses.

1.8 Document Organization

e Chapter 1 (Introduction): Introductory information and context for this Phase V.3 RP/SEA;

o Chapter 2 (Restoration Planning Process and Restoration Alternatives): Background on the
NRDA restoration planning process, current status of the Florida Coastal Access Project,
coordination with other restoration planning efforts, screening process, and a description of the
restoration alternatives;

16 The AR can be found at www.doi.gov/deepwaterhorizon/adminrecord.
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Chapter 3 (OPA Evaluation): Evaluation of the restoration alternatives and rationale for
preferred restoration alternative;

Chapter 4 (NEPA Analysis of the Reasonable Range of Alternatives): Discussion of the affected
environment and environmental impacts from the restoration alternatives, basis for
supplementary NEPA analysis, cumulative impacts, and compliance with federal and state
environmental protection laws that may apply to the proposed action;

Chapter 5 (Summary of Public Comments received on the Draft Phase V.3 RP/SEA and FL TIG
Responses).

Literature Cited: A list of literature used in the development of this Phase V.3 RP/SEA;
Appendix A (Phase V.3 RP/SEA List of Preparers and Reviewers): |dentification of individuals
who substantively contributed to the development of this Phase V.3 RP/SEA;

Appendix B (Phase V.3 Florida Coastal Access Project Monitoring and Adaptive Management
Plan): Project-specific monitoring plan for the third phase of the Florida Coastal Access Project.
Appendix C (Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) from Implementation of the Phase V.3
Florida Coastal Access Project: Final Restoration Plan and Supplemental Environmental
Assessment).
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Chapter 2. Restoration Planning Process and
Restoration Alternatives

As described in Chapter 1, this Phase V.3 RP/SEA continues the restoration planning process begun prior
to the settlement of the DWH oil spill NRDA. Previous steps in this process included evaluating the injury
from the DWH oil spill, selecting and implementing pre-settlement restoration projects as part of the
Early Restoration program undertaken jointly by the DWH Trustees and BP, and planning for
programmatic restoration as part of the PDARP/PEIS (DWH Trustees, 2016).1” Upon completion of the
settlement with BP, the DWH Trustees created the FL TIG to implement comprehensive DWH
restoration planning in the Florida Restoration Area.

2.1 Restoration Planning Context

The proposed restoration project considered in this Phase V.3 RP/SEA is intended to partially
compensate for DWH oil spill-related recreational use losses in Florida. The DWH oil spill resulted in
losses to the public’s use of natural resources for outdoor recreation, such as boating, fishing, going to
the beach, and generally using and enjoying the Gulf’s environment.

Recreational losses in Florida have been partially addressed through Early Restoration projects, which
includes the $45.4 million allocated to the Florida Coastal Access Project in Phase V of Early
Restoration.® In addition to the Early Restoration projects selected in Florida, the FL TIG has selected a
number of recreational use projects to restore a portion of the recreational use losses in Florida in the
FL TIGs first post-settlement restoration plan, the Final Restoration Plan 1 and Environmental
Assessment: Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands; Nutrient Reduction; Water Quality; and
Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities (RP1/EA).?

Additional detail on the injury assessment for recreational use losses is provided in Chapter 4 of the
PDARP/PEIS, and on the restoration planning context, in Chapter 2 of the Phase V.2 RP/SEA.

2.1.1 Current Status of Florida Coastal Access Project

Early Restoration funds included $45.4 million allocated to the Florida Coastal Access Project. The third
phase of the Florida Coastal Access Project, covered in this Phase V.3 RP/SEA, will draw funds from those
that remain after implementation of the first and second phases of the Florida Coastal Access Project.

The first phase of the Florida Coastal Access Project provided for the acquisition and/or creation and
enhancement of four waterfront parks: Innerarity Point Park, Captain Leonard Destin Park, Lynn Haven
Bayou Park and Preserve, and Island View Park (Figure 2-1). At the time of publication of this Phase V.3
RP/SEA, the construction of the park amenities has begun at Innerarity Point Park, Captain Leonard

17 The PDARP/PEIS is available at: www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/restoration-planning/gulf-plan/.
18 The Phase V ERP/EA is available at: www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/restoration-planning/phase-v.

19 The RP1/EA is available at: www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/2019/03/florida-trustees-approve-final-restoration-plan-1
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Destin Park, and Lynn Haven Bayou Park and Preserve. The Island View Park was substantially completed
in August 2018, but was destroyed by Hurricane Michael on October 10, 2018. Franklin County, the
owner of Island View Park, is seeking Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) reimbursement
to reconstruct the amenities.

The second phase of the Florida Coastal Access Project provided for the acquisition and enhancement of
one waterfront parcel: the Salinas Park Addition (Figure 2-1). The Salinas Park Addition parcel was
acquired in February 2018. At the time of publication of this Phase V.3 RP/SEA, the design development
for the park has been completed and construction of the elevated boardwalk on the new parcel has
begun. However, Hurricane Michael caused extensive damage to the Gulfside parcel and minor damage
to the existing bayside parcel. The damage caused by the hurricane prompted Gulf County to re-
evaluate the placement of the amenities to be constructed and to request a change to the scope of the
project that would place all amenities on the existing bayside parcel.

Based on the most recent cost estimates for construction of the park amenities associated with the first
and second phases of the Florida Coastal Access Project, approximately $40.3 million will be utilized for
the first phase and $3.2 million for the second phase. More information on the status of other DWH
NRDA restoration projects, including a summary of funds obligated and expended on each project, can
be found on NOAA’s Gulf Spill Restoration Project Atlas, www.habitat.noaa.gov/storymap/dwh/

Figure 2-1. Location of Existing Phase V Projects (orange font) and the Proposed Action (purple font)
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2.1.2 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. During the course of the restoration planning process, the FL TIG has coordinated and will
continue to coordinate with other DWH oil spill and Gulf of Mexico restoration programs, including the
Resources and Ecosystems Sustainability, Tourist Opportunities, and Revived Economies of the Gulf
Coast States (RESTORE) program and the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation (NFWF) Gulf
Environmental Benefit Fund (GEBF). The FL TIG hopes to develop synergies with these programs to
ensure effective use of funds and to achieve maximum benefit to natural resources in Florida.

2.2 Screening Process

The Early Restoration project selection process included project solicitation and project screening in
addition to negotiation with BP, evaluation and environmental review of proposed projects under OPA
and NEPA, and public review and comment. This process resulted in the Trustees and BP agreeing to the
Florida Coastal Access Project for incorporation into a restoration plan for public review and comment.

As part of planning for the Florida Coastal Access Project, the Trustees identified potential alternatives
from many sources, including but not limited to: project submissions to the state project portal by the
public; Gulf restoration reports, research, management plans and related efforts; and Trustee
information collection activities. FDEP and FWC hosted public meetings to inform the public about the
DWH NRDA process and, in particular, the Early Restoration process. As part of these meetings, the FL
TIG solicited specific ideas that could be implemented as part of the Early Restoration process. In
addition to the public meetings, FDEP also set up a website, where members of the public could submit
and view restoration proposals.? The FL TIG compiles, and regularly updates, a list of proposals received
for consideration when developing potential projects to be part of future restoration efforts. When
identifying potential Early Restoration projects, the FL TIG only considered projects that would occur
within the limited geographic area of the eight coastal counties of the Panhandle region (Escambia —
Wakulla County), the area in which boom were deployed and that was impacted by response and
Shoreline Cleanup Assessment Technique (SCAT) activities related to the DWH oil spill. This process led
to the selection of the alternatives that were included in each phase of the Florida Coastal Access
Project.

To select the specific alternative for consideration in this third phase of the Florida Coastal Access
Project, the FL TIG evaluated the compiled list of proposals for properties for potential acquisition and
assessed the willingness of property owners to sell; the cost; political and civic conditions; approximate
property value, size, and configurations; habitat conditions; and proximity to existing parks.

As stated in Chapter 1, the FL TIG anticipated expending the balance of the total estimated Florida
Coastal Access Project funding in future phases of the project. The screening process the FL TIG utilized

20 Florida DWH website: www.deepwaterhorizonflorida.com
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to select the specific alternative considered in this third phase of the Florida Coastal Access Project is
described in more detail in the Phase V ERP/EA and the Phase V.2 RP/SEA.

2.3 Restoration Alternatives

Based on the screening process described above, the FL TIG identified the proposed action,
implementation of the Navarre Beach Marine Park Addition, for analysis in the third phase of the Florida
Coastal Access Project evaluated in this Phase V.3 RP/SEA. The alternatives that were not selected in the
Phase V.2 RP/SEA for implementation at that time are incorporated by reference into this RP/SEA and
summarized below. The FL TIG also evaluates the No Action Alternative as a benchmark to compare the
magnitude of environmental effects of the action alternative. The proposed action alternative and the
No Action Alternative are described below.

2.3.1 Alternatives Evaluated and Identified as Non-Preferred

The FLTIG identified two additional alternatives as part of the reasonable range of alternatives for the
Florida Coastal Access Project: Alligator Point Park and Little Redfish Addition to Grayton Beach State
Park. Alligator Point Park would involve acquiring 7.4 acres in Franklin County and providing recreational
use amenities; and Little Redfish Addition to Grayton Beach State Park would involve acquiring 7.06
acres adjacent to Grayton Beach State Park in Walton County. These alternatives were evaluated in
accordance with OPA and NEPA and identified as non-preferred. These alternatives each have potential
for providing public natural resource benefits but are less likely to succeed than the preferred
alternative due to a lack of support from the local communities. The evaluation of these alternatives is
provided in the Phase V.2 RP/SEA.

2.3.2 Navarre Beach Marine Park Addition (Preferred)

The proposed action, implementation of the Navarre Beach Marine Park Addition, includes the
acquisition of an approximately 4.75-acre undeveloped parcel on the north side of Santa Rosa Island in
Santa Rosa County, Florida, as shown in Figure 2-2. The parcel is a private inholding within the existing
Navarre Beach Marine Park property, which is owned and operated by Santa Rosa County. The parcel
includes approximately 0.1 miles of frontage along Santa Rosa Sound and consists of a mixture of sandy
beach and beach dune habitat. Wetland habitat also exists near the west side of the parcel.

The FL TIG proposes to purchase this privately owned parcel as an extension of the existing park. This
would enhance the public’s access to the surrounding natural resources and increase recreational
opportunities within Navarre Beach Marine Park. The new parcel would be accessible from the existing
park property, Gulf Boulevard on the south side, and via boat or kayak in Santa Rosa Sound. In addition
to the proposed action, two DWH NRDA Early Restoration Phase Ill projects are in progress in the area
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and involve the construction of additional recreational amenities on existing Gulfside and Santa Rosa
Sound side parcels of the Navarre Beach Marine Park.?!

The proposed purchase of the Navarre Beach Marine Park Addition would be achieved via a partnership
between the FL TIG and TPL. TPL currently holds an option agreement to buy the property. If this
proposed alternative is selected, TPL would exercise its option and acquire a fee simple title to the
property. After acquiring the title, TPL would, at the direction and under the oversight of the FL TIG,
donate the property to Santa Rosa County to be operated as a new addition to the Navarre Beach
Marine Park. The property deed would include restrictions on future use and designate that the land be
continually used as a public park to maintain public access to natural resources. Further, the property
would be managed in accordance with the applicable federal and state laws, as a public park for passive
outdoor recreation.

The parcel’s natural resources and habitat (Figure 2-3) would be conserved for the benefit of wildlife
using the area for foraging, shelter, and burrowing. Existing dune habitat would be protected using sand
fencing and/or kiosks with informational signage to educate visitors about the wildlife in the area such
as shorebirds and beach mice.

The proposed purchase of the property would be consistent with the Early Restoration goals to
“Enhance Public Access to Natural Resources for Recreational Use” and “Enhance Recreational
Experiences” as well as the goal of the PDARP/PEIS to “Provide and Enhance Recreational
Opportunities.” The proposed purchase and addition to the park would provide the public with access to
the natural resources in and near Navarre Beach Marine Park, enhancing the public’s access to natural
resources for recreational purposes and enhancing the public’s recreational experiences.

2.3.3 No Action Alternative

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 (40 C.F.R.
§ 1502.14(d)). In this case, the No Action Alternative is to leave the existing property in its current
conditions. This means that the property considered above would not be acquired for recreational
purposes with DWH NRDA funds. The property could ultimately be sold for other purposes.

21 The DWH NRDA Phase Il Early Restoration projects near the Preferred Alternative include the Navarre Beach Park Coastal
Access and Dune Restoration project (www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/navarre-beach-park-coastal-access-and-dune-
restoration) and the Navarre Beach Park Gulfside Walkover Complex (www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/navarre-beach-park-

gulfside-walkover-complex).
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Figure 2-2. Location of the Proposed Navarre Beach Marine Park Addition Alternative
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Figure 2-3. Navarre Beach Marine Park Addition




Chapter 3. OPA Evaluation

3.1

Introduction

According to the OPA NRDA regulations, trustees are responsible for identifying a reasonable range of
restoration alternatives (15 C.F.R. § 990.53(a)(2)) that can be evaluated according to the OPA evaluation
standards (15 C.F.R. § 990.54). Chapter 2 describes the screening and identification of a reasonable

range of alternatives for evaluation under OPA. The following section describes the considerations the

FL TIG included when performing the OPA evaluation of these alternatives. This evaluation process is
informed by the OPA criteria found in 15 C.F.R. § 990.54(a), as well as the PDARP/PEIS.

For each alternative in the reasonable range of alternatives, the OPA criteria are evaluated

independently, and a determination is made regarding how well the alternative meets that element.

Trustees then identify preferred restoration alternatives based on their evaluation using the OPA criteria
(15 C.F.R. § 990.54). The FL TIG applied each of the OPA criteria to the reasonable range of alternatives.
This section provides the following: (1) a summary of the considerations and questions evaluated under

each of the OPA criteria, and (2) a narrative summary of each alternative’s evaluation with respect to

those criteria.

3.2

OPA Evaluation of the Reasonable Range of Alternatives

The OPA criteria considered by the FL TIG when evaluating each alternative are:

The cost to carry out the alternative (“Cost-Effectiveness”);

The extent to which each alternative is expected to meet the FL TIG’s goals and objectives in
returning the injured natural resources and services to baseline and/or compensating for
interim losses (“Restoration Goals and Objectives”);

The likelihood of success of each alternative (“Likelihood of Success”);

The extent to which each alternative will prevent future injury as a result of the incident, and
avoid collateral injury as a result of implementing the alternative (“Prevent Future Injury and
Avoid Collateral Injury”);

The extent to which each alternative benefits more than one natural resource and/or service
(“Benefits Multiple Resources”); and

The effect of each alternative on public health and safety (“Public Health and Safety”).

These criteria, and how the FL TIG evaluated them, are described in the table below.

OPA Evaluation Criteria Description of Evaluation Considerations

Cost-Effectiveness The FL TIG considered the anticipated costs of the alternative,

including the costs for land acquisition and monitoring and
maintenance. The FL TIG also considered whether the costs were
reasonable and comparable to other equivalent restoration
alternatives.
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OPA Evaluation Criteria

Description of Evaluation Considerations

Restoration Goals and Objectives

Likelihood of Success

Prevent Future Injury and Avoid Collateral
Injury

Benefits Multiple Resources

Public Health and Safety

The FL TIG considered how well the alternative addresses the
recreational use injuries described in the PDARP/PEIS. The FL TIG also
evaluated the nature, magnitude, and distribution of recreational use
benefits expected to be provided to the public. This evaluation
includes each alternative’s nexus to injury; nature and scale of
anticipated benefits from the alternative; and the alternative’s
location and accessibility to the public.

In determining the likelihood of success, the FL TIG considered the
approach to implementing each alternative including whether the
alternative utilizes techniques previously implemented successfully by
the FL TIG or other Trustees. The FL TIG also considered the local
community and landowners support for the project, willingness of the
landowner to sell, and the suitability of the site for a public park.

The FL TIG evaluated whether the restoration alternative has direct or
indirect collateral environmental impacts and whether those impacts
are positive or negative. Additional information on these
considerations is provided in Chapter 4 of this Phase V.3 RP/SEA.

The FL TIG considered whether each alternative provided benefits to
multiple resources or multiple resource services that may make the
alternative more valuable to the public (e.g., by providing both
recreational and non-use (ecological) values, storm-protection
benefits, or habitat improvements that may benefit ecological
resources injured by the DWH oil spill).

The FL TIG considered whether there are any aspects of the
alternative that could negatively affect public health and safety that
cannot be mitigated.

Additional criteria:

Geographic location: The geographic location of the alternative was a consideration. The FL TIG
evaluated the geographic distribution along the Florida panhandle of projects planned for during
Early Restoration planning, the locations of the sites in the first and second phases of the Florida
Coastal Access Project, and whether the proposed alternative would occur within the limited
geographic area of the eight coastal counties in the Florida Panhandle, as discussed in Section
2.2.

Complementing and Enhancing Existing Public Access: The FL TIG considered whether the
proposed alternative would complement or enhance existing public access points (e.g., public
parks). In particular, the FL TIG considered whether each proposed alternative was near or
adjacent to any existing parks, the distribution of existing public access points, and whether the
alternatives were in areas where the public may be more likely to benefit from expanded park
amenities and additional access to the natural resources.
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3.2.1 Navarre Beach Marine Park Addition OPA Evaluation

The OPA evaluation of the proposed Navarre Beach Marine Park Addition alternative using the criteria
established by the OPA regulations in 15 C.F.R. § 990.54(a) is described below.

Cost-Effectiveness

The estimated cost for the land acquisition of the Navarre Beach Marine Park Addition parcel is
approximately $2 million. TPL currently holds an option agreement with the landowner to purchase the
property. This is a preliminary cost estimate based on the contract between TPL and the landowner for
the parcel acquisition and estimated oversight costs based on similar past projects. This cost estimate is
consistent with FDEP’s past experience acquiring comparable properties. Based on these estimates, the
project actions would be able to be conducted at a reasonable cost.

Restoration Goals and Objectives

This proposed action alternative meets the following restoration goals identified in the Phase Il
ERP/PEIS: the “Enhance Public Access to Natural Resources for Recreational Use” and “Enhance
Recreational Experiences” which can include enhancing or constructing infrastructure and providing or
improving access to natural resources in publicly owned areas. This proposed alternative is also
consistent with the PDARP/PEIS and the goal of the “Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities”
Restoration Type, to “increase recreational opportunities such as fishing, beach-going, camping, and
boating with a combination of ecological restoration and creation of infrastructure, access, and use
opportunities.” The purchase of the property would enhance public access to natural resources for
recreational purposes by providing additional lands along the coast where the public can access the
natural resource and habitat along Santa Rosa Sound. The additional parcel would also enhance the
public’s recreational experiences for beach-going and boating in the area.

This project has a clear nexus to the injuries described in the PDARP/PEIS because it would provide
recreational use benefits to the public by enhancing public access to the coastal natural resources and
recreational opportunities.

Likelihood of Success

The parcel proposed for acquisition has a willing seller and TPL holds an option agreement to buy the
property, increasing the likelihood of this alternative’s success. The FL TIG has successfully implemented
similar acquisition projects as part of its day-to-day natural resource management responsibilities at
public parks and other state-owned properties along the Florida coast, and is currently in the process of
constructing recreational amenities at adjacent parcels within the Navarre Beach Marine Park. Further,
based on conversations with local leaders, we understand that the local community supports the
acquisition of the proposed inholding parcel within the existing Navarre Beach Marine Park property.
Therefore, the alternative’s goal of enhancing public access to natural resources for recreational use and
enhancing recreational experiences has a high likelihood of success.
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Prevent Future Injury and Avoid Collateral Injury

This proposed alternative is not expected to contribute to preventing future injury from the DWH oil
spill. The PDARP/PEIS indicates that recreational uses have recovered (DWH Trustees 2016b).22 The
purpose of the alternative is only to provide compensatory restoration for losses that occurred between
April 2010 and November 2011, after which the Trustees concluded that recreational use returned to
baseline levels (DWH Trustees 2016b). Implementation of the alternative is also not expected to cause
collateral damage to the environment. In fact, acquisition of the parcel would prevent future
development and construction of the habitat along Santa Rosa Sound and would conserve the natural
resources in the parcel. Implementation of the alternative would also provide additional protection for
natural resources. Chapter 4 of this Phase V.3 RP/SEA provides additional analyses of the environmental
consequences of this alternative.

Benefits Multiple Resources

The primary NRDA benefit of this proposed action is to provide and enhance recreational uses. The
property proposed for acquisition is adjacent to the Santa Rosa Sound. The acquisition would maintain
and protect the natural resources adjacent to the Sound and provide habitat benefits to species that
utilize the dune habitat and adjacent aquatic areas.

Public Health and Safety

Adverse impacts on public health and safety are not expected from this proposed action. To minimize
public health impacts, Santa Rosa County would provide and regularly maintain trash receptacles in the
park. Implementation of this project would be managed to prevent impacts to health and safety.

Summary of Evaluation of Navarre Beach Marine Park Addition

The land acquisition costs for the Navarre Beach Marine Park Addition are well documented,
reasonable, and appropriate. The alternative has a strong nexus to the recreational injury from the DWH
oil spill and can reasonably be expected to provide benefits to the public over an extended timeframe.
The alternative would provide enhanced public access to resources that were injured by the DWH oil
spill. This alternative would protect valuable shoreline and dune habitat from future development and
provide for the effective management of ongoing recreational use. Public safety issues are not expected
to be a concern. Finally, the action alternative has a high probability of success since TPL holds an option
agreement to buy the property, the FL TIG has successfully implemented similar acquisition and
recreational park projects, and the alternative has local community support.

3.2.2 Summary of OPA Evaluation of Alternatives from Phase V.2 RP/SEA

The FL TIG evaluated Alligator Point Park and Little Redfish Addition to Grayton Beach State Park
alternatives using the criteria established by the OPA regulations in 15 C.F.R. § 990.54(a). The OPA
evaluations provided in the Phase V.2 RP/SEA are incorporated by reference herein and summarized
below.

22 PDARP/PEIS: www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/restoration-planning/gulf-plan/.

3-4


http://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/restoration-planning/gulf-plan/

Alligator Point Park - Franklin County: This alternative would involve land acquisition, recreational
amenity design planning, construction, management, and monitoring and maintenance and was
estimated to cost approximately $3.7 million. The costs are reasonable and appropriate. The alternative
has a strong nexus to the recreational injury caused by the DWH oil spill. The alternative would provide
new and enhanced public access to the natural resources on Alligator Point and would enhance the
recreational experiences of visitors to the proposed park and would also protect habitat and resources
from future development. While the FL TIG has successfully implemented other similar acquisition and
recreational park projects, those projects had strong local support. This alternative is not anticipated to
have local community support, which significantly reduces the likelihood of success.

Little Redfish Lake Addition to Grayton Beach State Park - Walton County: This alternative would
involve land acquisition and the planning, design and construction of park amenities and infrastructure
improvements. The land acquisition was estimated to cost approximately $4.7 million. The land
acquisition costs of the alternative are reasonable and appropriate (infrastructure costs would have an
alternate funding source). The alternative has a strong nexus to the recreational injury caused by the
DWH oil spill. The alternative would provide new and enhanced public access to the natural resources
adjacent to Grayton Beach State Park and would enhance the recreational experiences of visitors to the
new parcel and improved areas. The proposed alternative would protect habitat and resources from
future development along Little Redfish Lake. Although the FL TIG has successfully implemented other
similar acquisition and recreational park projects, this alternative does not have local community
support, which significantly reduces the likelihood of success.

3.3 Monitoring and Adaptive Management

The restoration objective for the third phase of the Florida Coastal Access Project is to restore a portion
of lost recreational opportunities caused by the DWH oil spill by increasing the public’s access to the
natural resources and enhancing the public’s recreational experiences. The specific objectives relevant
to project monitoring are 1) to acquire the parcel and 2) to provide visitors with park access. The project
will be deemed successful once the property has been acquired and the new parcel is incorporated into
the Navarre Beach Marine Park. As such, performance criteria for this project are the satisfactory
acquisition of the property and transfer of the property to the County with a deed restriction ensuring
public use.

Project monitoring would be conducted consistent with the monitoring and adaptive management plan
provided in Appendix A, which is consistent with the monitoring plan provided in the Phase V ERP/EA.?

3.4 Evaluation of Natural Recovery

Pursuant to the OPA 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

23 The Phase V ERP/EA is available at: www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/restoration-planning/phase-v.
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baseline” (40 C.F.R. § 990.53([b][2]).?* Under a natural recovery alternative, no additional restoration
would be done by the Trustees to accelerate recovery of injured natural resources or to compensate for
lost services using DWH NRDA funding at this time. The Trustees 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.

According to Section 4.10.3.3.4 of the PDARP/PEIS recreational injury assessment (page 4-657), the
recreational use injury began in May 2010 and lasted through November 2011. The entire recreational
use injury quantified in the PDARP/PEIS represents interim loss that occurred during this period.
Because visitation returned to pre-spill levels by the end of November 2011, future natural recovery is
not available to provide compensation for remaining interim losses. The PDARP/PEIS (Section 5.8.2, page
5-92) also notes that interim losses of natural resources would not be compensated under a natural
recovery alternative. Based on this determination, the FL TIG did not further evaluate natural recovery
as a viable alternative under OPA, and natural recovery is not considered further in this Phase V.3
RP/SEA.

3.5 OPA Evaluation Conclusion

The FL TIG completed its OPA evaluation of the set of reasonable alternatives and concluded that the
following alternative best meets the goals of the Phase V ERP/EA and the PDARP/PEIS, at this time, and
is therefore identified as the FL TIG’s preferred alternative:

e Navarre Beach Marine Park Addition.

The OPA analysis indicates that this alternative would provide recreational benefits with a strong nexus
to the recreational use injuries caused by the DWH spill. The alternative occurs within the eight coastal
county region of the Florida Panhandle, which is described in Section 2.2. This alternative provides
recreational benefits from the land acquisition of the coastal parcel, which protects valuable habitat and
creates additional public access to coastal natural resources. These benefits would be broadly available
to the public over an extended timeframe.

The Navarre Beach Marine Park Addition alternative would also benefit other natural resources and
services. Specifically, land protection prevents the negative environmental impacts of development
(e.g., habitat loss, impaired water quality). This approach would also ensure that any collateral damage
to the environment is minor and mitigated. Furthermore, no adverse impacts on public health are
anticipated from the alternative.

Based on similar experience in Florida, the FL TIG determined that the action alternative could be
implemented at a reasonable cost and would have a high probability of success. Further, deed

24 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 Alterative are considered separately and described in Chapter 4 of this
Phase V.3 RP/SEA.
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restriction would be included to ensure that the purpose of compensating for lost recreational use as
described in this Phase V.3 RP/SEA is maintained in perpetuity. As described above, the FL TIG also
incorporated by reference the evaluation of two additional alternatives as part of the set of reasonable
alternatives: Alligator Point Park and Little Redfish Lake Addition to Grayton Beach State Park. The OPA
evaluation indicates that these alternatives have potential for providing public natural resource benefits
but are less likely to succeed due to a lack of support from the local communities.



Chapter 4. NEPA Analysis of the Reasonable Range of
Alternatives

4.1 Approach to the NEPA Analysis

The Phase V ERP/EA describes the Trustees’ decision to expend the approved funds for the Florida
Coastal Access Project in phases to help meet the project goals and public expectations. The NEPA
analysis provided in this Phase V.3 RP/SEA for the third phase of the Florida Coastal Access Project
supplements the analysis completed for the first two phases of the project.?® This chapter describes the
environmental impacts of the proposed action (implementation of the preferred alternative) and
provides a brief description and summary of impacts from the alternatives analyzed. This Phase V.3
RP/SEA incorporates by reference all relevant background information on the Florida Coastal Access
Project, the NEPA analysis of the Florida Coastal Access Project conducted in the Phase V ERP/EA, and
the NEPA analysis of the non-preferred alternatives conducted in the Phase V.2 RP/SEA. The NEPA
analyses for all phases of the Florida Coastal Access Project tier from the Phase Il ERP/PEIS.

This chapter provides a brief summary of the NEPA analysis for the Florida Coastal Access Project from
Phase V and Phase V.2 and presents a NEPA analysis for Phase V.3. The proposed action in this Phase V.3
RP/SEA consists of land acquisition only; no recreational amenities or habitat restoration is planned. As
such, the NEPA analysis presented in this chapter is concise with sufficient evidence and analysis for
determining whether to prepare an environmental impact statement or FONSI, and to aid the FLTIG's
compliance with NEPA (40 CFR § 1506.3, 40 CFR § 1508.9).%¢

Context and intensity of environmental effects resulting from the action are considered in the NEPA
analysis. Context refers to area of impacts (local, statewide, etc.) and duration (e.g., whether they are
short- or long-term impacts). Intensity refers to the severity of impacts. Intensity is described in terms of
whether the impact would be beneficial or adverse. Impact definitions (minor, moderate, major) are
consistent with the use in the Phase Ill ERP/PEIS and PDARP/PEIS. Based on the scope of the proposed
action, the NEPA analysis described below anticipates either no impact, or beneficial impacts to affected
natural resources resulting from implementation of the Phase V.3 proposed action.

Consistent with the Phase Il ERP/PEIS and the PDARP/PEIS, the FL TIG considered the following physical,
biological, and socioeconomic resources:

e Physical Resources: Geology and Substrates, Hydrology and Water Quality, Air Quality, Noise;
e Biological Resources: Habitats, Wildlife Species (Including Birds), Marine and Estuarine Fauna
(Fish, Shellfish, Benthic Organisms), Protected Species;

25 CEQ regulations and DOI NEPA implementing procedures provide for supplementing NEPA analyses when a proposed action
differs from the proposed action analyzed in a previous document (40 C.F.R. § 1502.9(c) and 43 C.F.R. § 46.320).

26 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).
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e 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.

4.2 Summary of NEPA Analysis for Florida Coastal Access Project Phases Vand V.2
4.2.1 PhaseV ERP/EA

The Trustees selected the Florida Coastal Access Project in Phase V of Early Restoration and conducted
site-specific NEPA analysis on the first phase, which involved the acquisition and/or enhancement of
four coastal project locations in the Florida Panhandle: Innerarity Point Park, Captain Leonard Destin
Park, Lynn Haven Bayou Park and Preserve, and Island View Park. All four were ultimately selected for
implementation.

The Trustees determined that the acquisition stages of the project would have no adverse
environmental effects, and therefore could proceed independent of and prior to the completion of all
compliance reviews required for the final design and construction stages of the alternatives (including
those conducted under the Endangered Species Act [ESA], Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act [MSFCMA], National Historic Preservation Act [NHPA], and Clean Water Act [CWA],
among others).

NEPA analysis of the environmental consequences determined that the construction stages of the
project would result in short-term and long-term minor to moderate adverse impacts to many resources
(including geology and substrates, water quality and hydrology, noise, biological environment, as well as
socioeconomics and cultural resources). Moderate short-term adverse impacts could occur to tourism
and recreation, and aesthetics and visual resources; however, long-term benefits are expected for those
resources after construction completion. The Phase V ERP/EA FONSI stipulated that coordination on
required compliance reviews would be completed prior to initiating construction at any of the project
component sites. After the completion of these reviews, designs for each of the project components
would be modified as necessary to avoid and/or minimize adverse impacts to natural resources,
including protected species, essential fish habitat (EFH), cultural resources, and wetlands. The project
components in Phase V are not expected to substantially contribute to adverse cumulative impacts on
affected resources.

4.2.2 Phase V.2 RP/SEA

The Phase V.2 RP/SEA addresses the second phase of the Florida Coastal Access Project, and
supplements the Phase V ERP/EA. The alternatives identified in the document were screened based on
the OPA-defined criteria (described in Chapter 3 of the document) and an environmental assessment
was conducted to determine the type and severity of potential environmental impacts that could result
from implementation of the proposed alternatives (described in Chapter 4 of the document). Chapter 4
of the document supplements the Phase V ERP/EA and provides NEPA analysis for potential impacts for
site-specific concerns anticipated from implementation of the action alternatives and the No Action
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Alternative. The alternatives that were not selected in the Phase V.2 RP/SEA for implementation at that
time are incorporated by reference into this Phase V.3 RP/SEA and summarized below.

Alligator Point Park - Franklin County: This alternative would involve acquiring 7.4 acres and providing
recreational use amenities. Approximate cost for this alternative is $3.7 million. The SEA anticipated that
impacts to physical resources (geology and substrates; hydrology and water quality; air quality and
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions; noise) resulting from construction and site preparation activities
would include short-term and long-term minor adverse impacts, as impacts would be localized and best
management practices (BMPs) would be implemented.

Impacts to biological resources (habitat; migratory birds; protected species; EFH; invasive species) would
include short-term and long-term minor adverse impacts, primarily during the construction period, but
also as a result of increased visitation to the site over the longer term. Impacts to protected species
would be unlikely. If any protected species would be present at the Alligator Point Park site, appropriate
measures and BMPs to minimize impacts would be followed.

Some minor adverse impacts to socioeconomic resources (socioeconomics; environmental justice;
cultural resources; infrastructure; land and marine management; aesthetics and visual resources;
tourism and recreation; public health and safety) could occur as a result of impacts on aesthetics,
localized disruptions to services, and additional burdens on the public infrastructure expected as part of
construction activities. Short-term beneficial impacts to employment are anticipated during
construction. Long-term impacts are generally anticipated to be beneficial to socioeconomic resources
as a result of more lands being accessible for public use, and positive impacts to visitor experience and
public access. However, if local residents consider the increased park use to be a detriment, this minor
adverse effect would be long-term. Threats to public health and safety from construction activities
would be minimized through construction BMPs.

Little Redfish Lake Addition to Grayton Beach State Park - Walton County: This alternative would
involve acquiring 7.06 acres. A separately funded connected action that involves providing recreational
use amenities in lands within the park area is also evaluated.?” Approximate cost for this alternative
(from DWH NRDA funds) is $4.7 million. No adverse impacts would occur from the acquisition of the
Little Redfish Lake Addition. The following NEPA analysis summary addresses the impacts associated
with the connected action to construct recreational amenities inside the park if the Little Redfish Lake
Addition were approved for implementation.

Little Redfish Lake Addition Connected Action
The Phase V.2 RP/SEA anticipates that impacts to physical resources (geology and substrates; hydrology
and water quality; air quality and GHG emissions; noise) resulting from construction and site preparation

27 Connected actions include actions that are closely related to the alternative and therefore should be discussed in the same
impact statement or NEPA analysis (40 CFR § 1508.2).



activities would include short-term and long-term minor adverse impacts, as impacts would be localized
and BMPs would be implemented.

Impacts to biological resources (habitat; migratory birds; protected species; EFH; invasive species) would
include short-term and long-term minor adverse impacts, primarily during the construction period, but
also as a result of increased visitation to the site over the longer term. Impacts to protected species
could be short-term and minor, but appropriate measures and BMPs to minimize impacts to species and
critical habitat would be followed. Restoration activities to restore parts of the existing park to oak and
pine scrub would have short-term minor adverse impacts due to ground disturbances during the
restoration process, but overall would have long-term beneficial impacts on habitat.

Some minor adverse impacts to socioeconomic resources (socioeconomics; environmental justice;
cultural resources; infrastructure; land and marine management; aesthetics and visual resources;
tourism and recreation; public health and safety) could occur as a result of impacts on aesthetics,
localized disruptions to services, and additional burdens on the public infrastructure expected as part of
construction activities. Short-term beneficial impacts to employment are anticipated during
construction. Long-term impacts are generally anticipated to be beneficial to socioeconomic resources
as a result of more lands being accessible for public use, and positive impacts to visitor experience and
public access. However, if local residents consider the increased park use to be a detriment, this minor
adverse effect would be long-term. Threats to public health and safety from construction activities
would be mitigated through construction BMPs.

4.3 Proposed Action - Acquisition of the Navarre Beach Marine Park Addition
4.3.1 Affected Environment

The proposed project area is an approximately 4.75-acre, privately owned inholding within the Santa
Rosa County Navarre Beach Marine Park, which is located on a barrier island with a gently sloping sandy
beach and dune system, between the Gulf of Mexico and Santa Rosa Sound (Figure 2-1). Santa Rosa
Sound is a waterway in the Pensacola Bay system connecting Pensacola Bay and Choctawhatchee Bay in
Florida. The project area has a gently sloping sandy beach and dune system along the Gulf of Mexico
side of Navarre Beach Marine Park, and a gently sloping sandy beach and dune system on the Santa
Rosa Sound side (Phase Ill ERP/PEIS, Chapter 12, Sections 12.71 and 12.72).

The parcel is characterized by a small, but well-developed scrub dune system consisting of sea oats and
scrub oak (Figure 2-2). Approximately 300 linear feet of beach area is on the Santa Rosa Sound and is not
known to attract nesting sea turtles. However, sea turtles do nest on the Gulfside, south of the project
area. Occasionally nesting females crawl north and could end up near the project area. The beach and
dunes provide suitable habitat for terrestrial mammals, such as the Santa Rosa beach mouse, skunks,
raccoons, coyotes, and other predators. The existing habitat is of good quality and no invasive plant
species were observed during a March 2019 site visit. The beaches provide habitat for shorebirds, and
species protected under the ESA that could occur at the site include the federally threatened piping
plover and red knot, which utilize the area for winter foraging. The site does not fall within Critical
Habitat (CH) for the piping plover; however, piping plover CH Unit FL-3 includes approximately 118 acres
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of lands between 0.09 and 0.76 miles east of the eastern end of State Road 399 on the Santa Rosa
Sound side, near the project area (66 Federal Register 36038). Permanent shorebird signs are placed at
the Phase Il Early Restoration Gulfside and Santa Rosa Sound side project locations to help minimize
disturbance to breeding birds.

There is currently no visible restriction on public access to the property and signs of human presence
(footprints, minimal trash) are present. Small pieces of gravel and asphalt from storm surge events are
pervasive in the sand over approximately half of the site (and adjoining properties), with larger pieces of
asphalt (6 to 36 inches long) present in some areas. No cultural resources protected under Section 106
of the NHPA are known to occur on the site.

4.3.2 Environmental Consequences

Physical Resources — Consistent with the analysis previously completed in the Phase V ERP/EA and the
Phase V.2 RP/SEA, due to the lack of any planned ground-disturbing activities, use of equipment or
machinery, acquisition of the parcel would have no adverse impacts on the physical environment. The
potential for long-term beneficial impacts exists, due to protection of the land in perpetuity and
adjacent waters of Santa Rosa Sound from development. Further, pursuant to the Coastal Zone
Management Act of 1972, the Federal Trustees on the FL TIG submitted a consistency determination for
state review and received a consistency determination from the Florida State Clearinghouse on July 12,
2019.

Biological Resources - The PDARP/PEIS states that conservation of habitat through fee title acquisition,
use restrictions, and improved management could have a long-term benefit to any habitat on the
property acquired or protected. These habitats can be important for food supply and various life stages
of some species. These benefits would depend on project-specific goals and the location of acquired
land. Consistent with the analysis previously completed in the Phase V ERP/EA and the Phase V.2
RP/SEA, an important benefit from the acquisition and resultant protection of this site from
development is the continuance, in perpetuity, of non-fragmented habitat currently provided by the
site. Visitation and human use of the site is not expected to increase substantially as there are currently
no restrictions to public access in place. Bringing the parcel under Santa Rosa County park ownership in
perpetuity would benefit habitats by including it in existing Santa Rosa County park management
activities for trash removal, landscape maintenance, and enforcement of prohibited activities. Also,
permanent shorebird signs are placed on adjoining park breeding habitat and would be placed on the
Navarre Beach Marine Park Addition site if needed to minimize disturbance during the breeding season.

The FL TIG has completed technical assistance with the appropriate regulatory agencies for this project
and determined there will be no effects, thus no consultations are required.

Socioeconomic Resources and Environmental Justice — Environmental Justice is not a factor in this
proposed action as there is no potential for adverse environmental, economic, social, or health impacts
to communities and groups that meet environmental justice criteria under Executive Order 12898,
“Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority and Low Income Populations” (1994). Due
to the lack of planned ground-disturbing activities, there is no potential for effect to any cultural

4-5



resources. Consistent with the analysis previously completed in the Phase V ERP/EA and the Phase V.2
RP/SEA, placement of the site under the protection of the Santa Rosa County park system, in perpetuity,
would ensure that any as yet undiscovered cultural resources would remain protected and available for
future data collection. Benefits to recreational use would occur due to the addition of the site to the
Santa Rosa County park system. The public’s access to the beach and adjoining county park recreational
facilities would remain unhindered. Finally, acquisition of the parcel would have only minimal impacts
on the County task base.

4.4 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, none of the alternatives would be acquired or improved for
recreational purposes. All three privately owned properties could ultimately be sold for other purposes.
Long-term benefits from the preferred alternative, acquisition of the Navarre Beach Marine Park
Addition, to all resources analyzed would not be realized. Not placing the parcel under ownership and
management of the Santa Rosa County park system would continue the threat of development or other
uses that could ultimately have adverse impacts to natural resources and to the public’s use of the area
for recreational purposes and access to recreational facilities in the adjacent areas.

4.5 Cumulative Impacts of the Alternatives Summary

This third phase of the Florida Coastal Access Project cumulative impacts analysis tiers from the Phase IlI
ERP/PEIS, Phase V ERP/EA, and Phase V.2 RP/SEA analyses of cumulative impacts relevant to this phase
of the Florida Coastal Access Project are incorporated by reference.

The proposed action, acquisition of the Navarre Beach Marine Park Addition, would not contribute to
adverse cumulative impacts, either locally or regionally as no adverse impacts to physical or biological
resources would occur if the project is implemented. Long-term beneficial impacts to physical and
biological resources would occur if the project is implemented. The only adverse impact to
socioeconomic resources would be from the removal of the parcel from private ownership contribution
to the county tax base, and the potential of those taxes that would occur if the property were to be
developed. This adverse socioeconomic impact, when taken into consideration of the total taxation from
private property would be minor, especially when balanced with the benefits that would occur to all
other socioeconomic resources. The NEPA analysis of the alternatives summarized in this Phase V.3
RP/SEA found no significant adverse cumulative impacts from implementation of any of the alternatives.
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Chapter 5. Summary of Public Comments received on
the Draft Phase V.3 RP/SEA and FL TIG
Responses

5.1 Introduction

The public comment period for the FL TIG Draft Phase V.3 RP/SEA opened on June 22, 2019 and ended
onJuly 22, 2019. In order to present the plan and encourage public comment, the FL TIG held a public
meeting on July 18, 2019 in Navarre, Florida. Additional information on the public comment process is
provided in Section 1.6.

The FLTIG hosted a web-based comment submission site (DOI’s Planning, Environment and Public
Comment [PEPC] webpage), and provided a P.O. Box and email address for the public to provide
comments. During the public comment period, the FL TIG received 17 comments. Following the
comment period, the FL TIG reviewed all submissions and grouped and summarized similar or related
comments for purposes of response. As described below, all comments submitted during the period for
public comment were reviewed and considered by the FL TIG prior to finalizing this Phase V.3 RP/SEA.
All public comments will be included in the Administrative Record.

5.2 Comment Analysis Process

Comment analysis is a process used to compile similar public comments into a format that can be
addressed by Trustees. Comments were sorted into logical groups by topic. The process was designed to
capture and condense all comments received rather than to restrict or exclude any ideas. This process
allows the FL TIG to provide an organized and comprehensive response to public comments, consistent
with OPA and NEPA regulations. DOI’s PEPC database was used to manage many of the public
comments. The database stores the full text of all submissions and allows each comment to be grouped
by topic.

5.3 Summarized Comments and FL TIG Responses

1. Comment: 17 commenters indicated general support for the Draft Phase V.3 Plan. In particular,
commenter(s) indicated support for acquiring the Navarre Beach Marine Park Addition parcel
for maintenance as a public park by the County of Santa Rosa, preventing future development of
the parcel, conserving the parcel's natural resources, and enhancing public access of the parcel.

Response: The FL TIG acknowledges the support expressed for the proposed restoration project.

2. Comment: Commenter suggested consideration of opening part of the area to non-permanent
trailer style concessions, so visitors have more reasons to visit and stay in the park.

Response: The proposed project includes only acquisition of the in-holding parcel and no
amenities. Projects funded in previous phases of the Florida Coastal Access Project included only
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passive amenities (e.g., boardwalks, wildlife viewing platforms, picnic pavilions, and piers) in
addition to parcel acquisition. The commenter could refer this suggestion to the County, as the
owner of the park.

Comment: Commenter suggested including signage in the project, which describes the species
that utilize the natural habitat in the area, as well as a low impact boardwalk over sensitive
lands, gravel parking lot, garbage cans (which are emptied regularly) and primitive picnic tables.

Response: There are two Deepwater Horizon Natural Resource Damage Assessment Phase Il
Early Restoration projects in the area (Navarre Beach Soundside and Gulfside) which are in
progress and involve the construction of additional recreational amenities on existing parcels of
the Navarre Beach Marine Park similar to such suggested in this comment. These Phase I
projects, which have been substantially constructed, included boardwalks, kayak launch, parking
lots, and site-specific signage for shorebirds and sea turtles.
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Appendix B. Phase V.3 Florida Coastal Access Project
Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan

B.1 Introduction

This monitoring and adaptive management plan identifies the monitoring needed to evaluate progress
toward meeting project objectives and to support any necessary adaptive management of the
restoration project. Where applicable, it identifies key sources of uncertainty and incorporates
monitoring data and decision points that address these uncertainties. As not all projects will have the
same sources and degree of uncertainty, this monitoring and adaptive management plan is scaled
according to level of uncertainty, scope, scale, and Restoration Type associated with this project.

This monitoring and adaptive management plan is a living document and may be updated as needed to
reflect changing conditions and/or new information. Any future revisions to the Phase V.3 RP/SEA will
be made publicly available through the Trustee Council Restoration Portal and accessible through the
Deepwater Horizon (DWH) Trustee website.?

B.1.1 Overview of the Proposed Project

The third phase of the proposed Florida Coastal Access Project continues the restoration planning
process begun prior to the settlement of the DWH oil spill natural resource damage assessment. In this
phase, the Florida Trustee Implementation Group (FL TIG) has evaluated one proposed action
alternative: Navarre Beach Marine Park Addition.

The Navarre Beach Marine Park Addition alternative includes the acquisition of an approximately 4.75-
acre undeveloped coastal parcel on the north side of Santa Rosa Island in Santa Rosa County, Florida.
The purpose of this project is to acquire the parcel through a fee simple purchase by the Trust for Public
Land (TPL) and transfer it to Santa Rosa County. The acquisition of the parcel would include an
appropriate land protection restriction in the deed to ensure the land is managed in accordance with
the applicable federal and state law and ensure the property is not used for purposes other than
conservation and restoration of natural resources and for passive outdoor recreation without sufficient
approvals.

The parcel is a private inholding within existing Navarre Beach Marine Park property and near wetland
habitat which is on the west side of the parcel. The parcel includes approximately 0.1 miles of frontage
along Santa Rosa Sound and includes a mixture of sandy beach and beach dune habitat. The primary
goal of this alternative is to enhance the public’s access to the surrounding natural resources and
increase recreational opportunities.

28 Trustee Council Restoration Portal: www.diver.orr.noaa.org; DWH Trustee website: www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov
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B.1.2 Restoration Goal and Objectives

The overall goal of Navarre Beach Marine Park Addition alternative is to enhance the public’s access to
the surrounding natural resources and increase recreational opportunities in order to restore for a
portion of the lost recreation use injuries sustained on lands in Florida. The specific restoration
objectives relevant for this monitoring plan are: (1) to acquire the parcel; and (2) to provide visitors
access to the natural resources.

B.1.3 Conceptual Setting and Anticipated Outcomes

Table 1 below outlines the conceptual setting for the Navarre Beach Marine Park Addition alternative,
which forms the basis of this monitoring plan and includes a summary of the proposed activities, the
expected outcome, and the desired outcomes.

Table 1. Conceptual Setting for Navarre Beach Marine Park Addition
Activity Output Short-term outcome Long-term outcome
e Acquire the coastal e The parcel is e Parcel is managed e The public are able to use the area as a
parcel acquired as a park park in perpetuity

B.1.4 Roles and Responsibilities

The Implementing Trustee from the FL TIG, through their third-party agent, the TPL, would be
responsible for acquiring the proposed parcel. During the first year following acquisition, TPL and/or
Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) employees would document the use of the park
by the public.

B.2 Project Monitoring, Performance Criteria, and Potential Corrective Actions

The proposed monitoring for this restoration project was developed to evaluate project performance,
key uncertainties, and potential corrective actions, if needed. Performance criteria will be used to
determine restoration success or the need for corrective action (15 C.F.R. § 990.55(b)(1)(vii)).

Information on each monitoring parameter is provided below. Note that Table 2 does not include all
possible options for corrective actions; rather, it includes a list of potential actions for each individual
parameter to be considered if the project is not performing as expected once implemented. Other
corrective actions may be identified post-implementation, as appropriate.



Table 2.

Monitoring Parameters

Monitoring Timing, Frequency, Sample Size and/or Potential
Parameter Questions/Purpose of Method Duration Sites Performance Criteria | Corrective

Parameter Action(s)
Acquisition of Has the coastal parcel been TPL would The closing would occur | 1; at the selected The land parcel is Resolution with
the selected acquired? exercise option within four months of alternative location acquired seller so the

parcel for Was the project on the property selecting the alternative parcel is acquired
public use infrastructure and amenities | and acquire the

constructed and completed coastal parcel

as designed and contracted?
Number of Documentation of the FL TIG would Deed document and/or 1; at the selected 4.75 acres acquired N/A
acres acquired | number of acres acquired for | document the field-based survey alternative location

public use and access number of acres

acquired

Number of Are the public able to access | Visual Visual observations 4 times; at the 1 new public access N/A
public access the parcel and are they using | observation conducted once per selected alternative point provided, and
points the area as a park? quarter for one year location public are able to use
provided the area as a park
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B.3 Monitoring Schedule

The schedule for the restoration monitoring is shown in Table 3, separated by monitoring activity. Post-
implementation monitoring would occur during closing and after the parcel is transferred to the County
for use as a public park.

Table 3. Monitoring Schedule
Monitoring Timeframe
Monitoring Parameters Post-Implementation Monitoring
Review the closing documents X
Observations of visitors X

B.4 Reporting and Data Requirements

Reporting would occur after the parcel is acquired. The monitoring report would summarize the
information collected, document whether the parcel was acquired, and if the park is being used by the
public.



Appendix C. Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI)
from Implementation of the Phase V.3
Florida Coastal Access Project: Final
Restoration Plan and Supplemental
Environmental Assessment)

C1 Overview and Background

The “Florida Trustee Implementation Group Deepwater Horizon Qil Spill Phase V.3 Florida Coastal Access
Project: Final Restoration Plan and Supplemental Environmental Assessment” (Phase V.3 RP/SEA) is an
integrated restoration plan and supplemental environmental assessment prepared by the Florida
Trustee Implementation Group (FL TIG) to address injuries to natural resources and their services caused
by the Deepwater Horizon (DWH) oil spill, using Natural Resource Damage funds. In the Phase V.3
RP/SEA, the FL TIG analyzed four alternatives, including no action, and selected for implementation the
acquisition of a coastal inholding parcel within the Navarre Beach Marine Park in Santa Rosa County.

Implementation of the Phase V.3 RP/SEA will continue the restoration planning process begun prior to
the settlement of the DWH oil spill natural resource damage assessment (early restoration) as described
in the 2016 DWH Oil Spill Phase V Early Restoration Plan and Environmental Assessment (Phase V
ERP/EA). The Phase V ERP/EA analyzed the first phase of the Florida Coastal Access Project which
involved the acquisition and/or enhancement of four coastal project locations in Escambia, Okaloosa,
Bay and Franklin Counties in the Florida Panhandle®. The second phase was addressed in the Deepwater
Horizon Qil Spill Phase V.2 Florida Coastal Access Project: Final Restoration Plan and Supplemental
Environmental Assessment (Phase V.2 RP/SEA) and analyzed land acquisition and construction of public
amenities for three alternatives, located in Walton, Gulf and Franklin Counties®. Both are incorporated
herein by reference. The primary goal of the Florida Coastal Access Project is to enhance the public’s
access to the surrounding natural resources and increase recreational opportunities in the Florida
Restoration Area.

The FL TIG comprises the following state and federal Natural Resource Trustee Agencies: Florida
Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP); Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
(FWC); United States Department of the Interior (DOI), represented by the National Park Service, United
States Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), and Bureau of Land Management; United States Department of
Commerce, represented by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA); United States

29 The Phase V ERP/EA can be found at https://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/restoration-planning/phase-v.
30 The Phase V.2 RP/SEA is available at www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/2018/02/florida-trustee-implementation-group-

releases-phase-v2-final-restoration-plan.

C-1


https://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/restoration-planning/phase-v
https://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/2018/02/florida-trustee-implementation-group-releases-phase-v2-final-restoration-plan
https://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/2018/02/florida-trustee-implementation-group-releases-phase-v2-final-restoration-plan

Department of Agriculture (USDA); and United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

Under the Qil Pollution Act of 1990, damages recovered from parties responsible for natural resource
injuries are used to restore, replace, rehabilitate and/or acquire the equivalent of the injured natural
resources and services they provide (33 U.S.C. § 2706). When federal trustees are involved, these
restoration activities are subject to the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
(NEPA), 42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq. Therefore, the FL TIG prepared an integrated SEA to evaluate the
potential environmental impacts associated with the third phase of the Florida Coastal Access Project.
The Phase V.3 RP/SEA supplements the previous NEPA analyses prepared for the first and second phases
and is prepared in accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) NEPA regulations, and
all applicable federal agency NEPA procedures.

C.1.1 Lead and Cooperating Agencies

Pursuant to NEPA, the FL TIG designated DOI as the lead agency to supervise the preparation of the
NEPA analysis for the Phase V.3 RP/SEA (40 CFR § 1501.5(a)). Each of the other federal and state co-
Trustees participated as a cooperating agency pursuant to NEPA (40 CFR § 1508.5).

C.1.2 Adoption of the Phase V.3 RP/SEA NEPA analysis by Federal Agency members of FL TIG

Each federal agency member of the FL TIG must make its own independent evaluation of the NEPA
analysis in support of its FL TIG decision-making responsibilities. In accordance with 40 CFR § 1506.3(a),
each of the three federal agencies participating on the FL TIG has reviewed the Phase V.3 RP/SEA, found
it meets the standards set forth in its own NEPA implementing procedures and accordingly has adopted
the Phase V.3 RP/SEA NEPA analysis.

C.1.3 Public Participation

The Phase V ERP/EA and the Phase V.2 RP/SEA were both noticed in the Federal Register and on the FL
TIG websites and included 30-day public comment periods and public meetings. On June 21, 2019, the
FL TIG published a notice of availability for the Draft Phase V.3 RP/SEA in the Federal Register,
encouraging the public to review and comment (84 FR 29231). A Notice of Availability was also
published on the FL TIG website. These websites are:

e http://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov

e www.deepwaterhorizonflorida.com

The Draft Phase V.3 RP/SEA was finalized after considering input from the public during a 30-day public
comment period, during which a public meeting was held on July 18, 2019 in Navarre, FL. Public
comments that were received during this period were considered and summarized in the final Phase V.3
RP/SEA (See Chapter 5, Summary of Public Comments received on the Draft Phase V.3 RP/SEA and FL
TIG Responses).
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C.1.4 Purpose and Need

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to restore lost recreational use in Florida due to the DWH oil spill,
consistent with the previous phases of the Florida Coastal Access Project and the 2016 Deepwater
Horizon Qil Spill: Final Programmatic Damage Assessment and Restoration Plan/Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (PDARP/PEIS)3. A summary of the DWH oil spill-related recreational
use losses is provided in Section 2.1 of the Phase V.3 RP/SEA and in Section 4.10 of the PDARP/PEIS. The
proposed action is needed to continue the Florida Coastal Access Project described, analyzed and
approved in Phase V of early restoration. The Proposed Action is needed to fulfill the commitment made
to the public in Phase V and is also consistent with the PDARP/PEIS programmatic goal to “Provide and
Enhance Recreational Opportunities” through the restoration approach “Enhance public access to
natural resources for recreational use.”

C.2 Summary of the Proposed Action and Alternatives
C.2.1 Proposed Action and Alternatives

In the Phase V.3 RP/SEA, the FL TIG fully analyzed the Navarre Beach Marine Park Addition and
incorporated by reference two alternatives from the Phase V.2 RP/SEA. A no action alternative was also
analyzed. Based on the analysis, the FL TIG determined that, compared to the other alternatives,
implementation of the Navarre Beach Marine Park Addition project (Proposed Action) best meets the
purpose and need and OPA screening criteria developed by the FL TIG.

1. Navarre Beach Marine Park Addition: This alternative, which was selected by the FL TIG for
implementation, involves acquiring an approximately 4.75-acre privately-owned inholding
parcel within the existing Navarre Beach Marine Park, a county park in Santa Rosa County, and is
the FLTIG’s preferred alternative. This project consists of land acquisition only and construction
of recreational amenities was not proposed. The parcel will become part of the Navarre Beach
Marine Park and will be owned by Santa Rosa County, who will be responsible for maintaining it
as part of the Santa Rosa County Park System.

2. Little Redfish Lake Addition to Grayton Beach State Park, Walton County: This alternative was
incorporated by reference and summarized in the Phase V.3 RP/SEA. It involves acquiring 7.06
acres, and would not be improved or developed. It would be left in its natural state and the
habitat would be managed as part of Grayton Beach State Park. A separately funded connected
action that involves providing habitat improvement and recreational use amenities such as a
boardwalk, entrance improvements, trail improvements, kayak launch, restroom facilities and a
tent-only camping area in lands within the existing Grayton Beach State Park area is also
evaluated. This project could be further considered by the FL TIG in future restoration plans.

31 The PDARP/PEIS and Record of Decision (ROD) are available at www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/restoration-planning/gulf-
plan/.
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Alligator Point Park, Franklin County: This alternative involves acquiring 7.4 acres, establishing a
public park and providing recreational use amenities such as a kayak launch, parking and
restroom facilities, several picnic shelters and a short nature trail. This project could be further
considered by the FL TIG in future restoration plans.

No Action: The No Action alternative would leave all properties in their current conditions. This
means that the parcels would not be acquired for preservation and/or improved for recreational
purposes. These privately owned properties could ultimately be sold and developed for other
purposes.

Summary of the Supplemental Environmental Assessment

Chapter 4 of the Phase V.3 RP/SEA provides the analysis needed to assess the significance of the impacts

of the Proposed Action.

The Proposed Action would not result in significant adverse effects on public health or safety.
Land acquisition alone would have no adverse impact.

The Proposed Action would have no significant adverse impacts to unique characteristics of the
geographic area, and would have no significant adverse effects on wetlands, floodplains,
municipal water sources, ecologically critical areas, wild and scenic river corridors, park lands,
wilderness, wilderness research areas, research natural areas, inventoried roadless areas,
national recreation areas, or prime farmlands, particularly on a regional basis. No hydrologic
activities, construction, or large-scale ground disturbing activities are proposed.

The effects of the Proposed Action on the quality of the human environment are not
controversial. The Proposed Action is in general supported by the public. No public comments
indicated opposition to the Proposed Action.

There are no highly uncertain, unique, or unknown risks associated with the Proposed Action.
Land acquisition is a successful, well-established, and commonly used practice to meet the goals
of restoration for lost recreational use.

The Proposed Action neither establishes a precedent for future FL TIG actions with significant
effects nor represents a decision in principle about a future consideration. Future FL TIG actions
will be determined through separate planning processes.

The Proposed Action would not result in significant adverse cumulative impacts. Land
acquisition would not contribute to adverse cumulative impacts and would result in beneficial
cumulative impacts.

The Proposed Action would not threaten a violation of Federal, state, or local laws, or
requirements imposed for environmental protection. The Proposed Action is expected to be in
compliance with all applicable federal laws and regulations.
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e The Proposed Action would not adversely affect vulnerable marine or coastal ecosystems. The
geographic range and scope of the Proposed Action avoids adverse impacts to these
ecosystems. Further, no hydrologic activities, construction, or large-scale ground disturbing
activities are proposed.

e The Proposed Action would not adversely affect biodiversity or ecosystem functioning (e.g.,
benthic productivity, predator-prey relationships, etc.). Beneficial impacts are expected from
acquisition and preservation of important habitats.

e The Proposed Action is not expected to result in the introduction or spread of a nonindigenous
species. Placing the parcel under the Santa Rosa County park system management would
provide invasive species management and best practices to minimize the risk of the introduction
or spread of nonindigenous species.

C4 Agency Coordination and Consultation Summary

Under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, the FL TIG, after coordination with USFWS, determined
the Proposed Action would have “no effect” on threatened, endangered, or candidate species and that
no critical habitat would be adversely affected as a result of implementing the Proposed Action.

NOAA has reviewed the Proposed Action for compliance with the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act, and determined the project would have no effect on any species or
critical habitats under NOAA'’s jurisdiction.

Pursuant to the Coastal Zone Management Act, on behalf of the FL TIG federal trustees, DOl submitted a
consistency determination for state review coincident with public review of the Draft Phase V.3 RP/SEA.
The FDEP concurred with that determination of consistency with the enforceable policies of the Florida
Coastal Area Management Program for the proposed activities (see 15 C.F.R. Part 930).

The FL TIG determined there is “no potential to affect” cultural and historical resources protected under
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. The TIG is seeking concurrence with the FL State
Historic Preservation Office. The TIG will also seek concurrence with affected Tribes through Tribal
consultations. If through the concurrence/consultation process any cultural resources are identified, the
FL TIG will ensure that all applicable laws concerning the protection of cultural resources are followed.

The status of DWH federal regulatory permits/approvals is maintained online and updated as regulatory
compliance information changes at (https://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/environmental-

compliance/).

C.5 Determination

In view of the NEPA analysis contained in the supporting Phase V.3 RP/SEA for implementation of the
preferred alternative in the second phase of the Florida Coastal Access Project, the FL TIG federal
trustees have determined that the proposed action to implement the project will not significantly
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impact the quality of the human environment. Accordingly, preparation of an environmental impact
statement for this action is not necessary.

FOR THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

)

1 i 4 .
rebeowa. L H(lo
DEBORA L. MCCLAIN &
Alternate Department of the Interior Natural Resources Trustee Official for the Florida Trustee
Implementation Group

Date: 9/13/2019
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