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Executive Summary
The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) is conducting a Project Development and
Environment (PD&E) Study for roadway and bridge improvement alternatives along State Road
(SR) 684 (Cortez Road) from SR 789 (Gulf Drive) to 123rd Street West, a distance of 0.912 mile
(mi) in Manatee County, Florida.
The existing Cortez Bridge was constructed in 1956 to replace the original 1921 wooden bridge
connecting Anna Maria Island with the mainland in Manatee County. This bridge is one of three
bridge facilities that provide vehicular access over Anna Maria Island/Gulf Intracoastal Waterway
(GICW) to and from Anna Maria Island. The PD&E Study will evaluate alternatives that will
address the problem of the deteriorating SR 684 (Cortez Road), which is a designated evacuation
route.
The purpose of the PD&E Study is to provide documented environmental and engineering analyses
to assist the FDOT Office of Environmental Management (OEM), the lead agency, the lead federal
agency, in reaching a decision on the type, location and conceptual design of the necessary
improvements, in order to accommodate future traffic demand in a safe and efficient manner. The
PD&E Study also satisfies the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
and other related state and federal environmental laws and regulations, and qualifies the project
for federal-aid funding of future development phases of the project.
Routine bridge inspections have identified functional, safety, and structural problems associated
with the age of the existing bridge, including concrete delaminations, cracks, spalls, and other
deficiencies. The Cortez Bridge has been rated Functionally Obsolete and Structurally Deficient;
however, the bridge is not rated Scour Critical. The moveable spans contain fracture critical
elements, meaning that failure of those elements would result in substantial collapse of the bridge.
Improvement alternatives considered for this facility include rehabilitation and replacement of the
current bridge. The development of a new corridor would result in significant social and
environmental impacts, and would not address the problem of the deteriorating SR 684 Bridge.
Therefore, developing a new corridor or improving a parallel roadway is not an option for this
project.
Bridge improvement alternatives evaluated in the PD&E Study included a No-Build (Repair)
Alternative, a Rehabilitation Alternative, and Replacement Alternatives. The No-Build (Repair)
Alternative involves the continued routine maintenance and minor repairs of the bridge to keep it
operating in a safe condition for a comparatively short period of time relative to other alternatives
(i.e. an additional ten years after the recent ten-year repair, or until 2034). Repairs could consist of
fixing spalled or cracked concrete, replacement of bearing pads, electrical and mechanical repairs,
and other repairs to lighting, curbs, navigation fenders, bridge tender house, structural pile jackets,
pavement striping, etc. These short-term repairs will not bring the bridge up to current design
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standards or avoid the need to post weight limit restrictions or other constraints (speed) on the
bridge.
The Rehabilitation Alternative included substantial repairs that are expected to extend the service
life for a significant period of time (i.e. 25 years after the recent ten-year repair, or until 2049).
This included all of the minor repairs listed above, plus bringing the bridge up to current standards
as much as possible, to avoid posting weight limits on the bridge, by replacing all the beams and
the entire deck. Examples included replacement of mechanical and electrical systems, crutch bents,
pile jackets, widening to accommodate wider lanes or shoulders and bike lanes, and replacement
of the traffic railings with modern traffic barriers. Rehabilitation is expected to extend the service
life by 25 years.
Three general bridge replacement alternatives were evaluated for this PD&E Study:


Low-Level Bascule: This concept includes building a new bascule (draw) bridge with a
minimum vertical navigational clearance of 21 feet (ft) above mean high water (MHW) at
the fenders when the bascule leaves are lowered. This meets the established vertical guide
clearance set by the United States Coast Guard (USCG).



Mid-Level Bascule: This concept includes a replacement bascule bridge with a navigation
clearance of 35 to 45 ft above mhw at the fenders. Based on data provided by the bridge
tender at the Cortez Bridge and allowing for tidal fluctuations, a height of 45-ft would
allow over 50 percent of the waterway users that currently require the bridge to open to
pass under the bridge without an opening. A height of 35-ft would allow one third of the
waterway users to pass under the bridge without an opening.



High-Level Fixed-Span: This concept includes a high-level fixed-span replacement
bridge over the existing GICW navigation channel. The vertical navigational clearance will
be 65 ft. Based on data provided by the bridge tender and allowing for tidal fluctuations,
this height would allow approximately 98 percent of boats that currently require the
existing bridge to open to safely navigate under the proposed structure.

Since this project is not intended to increase capacity, only two-lane typical sections were
considered. The proposed two-lane undivided bridge typical section includes two 12-ft travel lanes
and two 10-ft shoulders which can accommodate bicyclists and disabled vehicles.
In addition, 10-ft sidewalks were evaluated on each side of the bridge, separated from the shoulder
by a concrete barrier wall. A 4.5-ft high pedestrian/bicycle railing will be provided on the outside
of the sidewalks. The design speed for all proposed typical sections is 40 miles per hour (mph),
maintaining the existing posted speed of 35 mph.
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The bridge replacement alternatives that were evaluated are listed here:







Low-Level Bascule Bridge, North Alignment
Low-Level Bascule Bridge, South Alignment
Mid-Level Bascule Bridge, North Alignment
Mid-Level Bascule Bridge, South Alignment
High-Level Fixed Bridge, North Alignment
High-Level Fixed Bridge, South Alignment

However, the two Build Alternatives are the replacement of the existing low-level drawbridge with
a new drawbridge providing approximately 35-ft of vertical navigational clearance (Mid-Level)
and the 65-ft (High-Level) fixed bridge alternative, both on the northern alignment. The sidewalks
will be 10-ft. These two alternatives, along with the No-Build (Repair) Alternative, will be carried
forward for further consideration at a Public Hearing.
This Natural Resources Evaluation (NRE) is conducted as part of the overall PD&E Study. The
purpose of the NRE is to summarize the potential impacts to wetlands, federal- and state-listed
species and their habitats, and essential fish habitat. Identification of measures to avoid, minimize
and mitigate for any potential impacts is also discussed. This Draft NRE documents the results of
geographic information system (GIS) data reviews, field reviews, coordination with regulatory
agencies including comments received through the Efficient Transportation Decision Making
(ETDM) process, and aerial interpretation for potential impacts to the resources listed above.
Coordination was conducted with federal and state agencies throughout the study process.
Protected Species and Habitat
Animals and plants evaluated herein are protected under the following state and federal acts:







Federal Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (ESA)
State threatened and endangered species regulations (Ch. 379.2291, Florida Statutes and
Chapter 68A-27, Florida Administrative Code)
Preservation of Native Flora of Florida (Ch. 5B-40 Florida Administrative Code)
Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918, as amended
Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act
Federal Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972, as amended

Database reviews were conducted to identify potential habitat for protected species and critical
habitat found within and near the study area bounded by S.R. 789 (Gulf Drive) to 123rd Street West
and 200 ft from the centerline of the existing bridge to the north and south. Field evaluations of
the study area were conducted on June 24-28, 2013 by environmental scientists familiar with
Florida natural communities and protected species.
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Based on this evaluation, 23 state and federally-protected species were identified that may be
affected by the proposed project. The following list presents those species that may be affected
by the proposed project: golden leather fern (Acrostichum aureum), Florida golden aster
(Chrysopsis floridana), aboriginal prickly apple (Harrisia aboriginum), Sanibel love grass
(Eragrostis pectinacea var. tracyi), roseate spoonbill (Platalea ajaja), little blue heron (Egretta
caerulea), tricolored heron (Egretta tricolor), reddish egret (Egretta rufescens), piping plover
(Charadrius melodus), American oystercatcher (Haematopus palliates), red knot (Calidris
canutus rufa), bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), wood stork (Mycteria Americana), Gulf
sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus desotoi), smalltooth sawfish (Pristis pectinate), West Indian
manatee (Trichechus manatus), eastern indigo snake (Drymarchon corais couperi), gopher tortoise
(Gopherus polyphemus), loggerhead turtle (Caretta caretta), green turtle (Chelonia mydas),
Kemp’s Ridley turtle (Lepidochelys kempii), leatherback turtle (Dermochelys coriacea), and
Hawksbill turtle (Eretmochelys imbricate).
Potential impacts to protected species were evaluated for all alternatives. The No-Build Alternative
and the Rehabilitation Alternative would not result in direct impacts. All six Build Alternatives
would result in permanent unavoidable impacts to protected species foraging areas.
A finding of “no effect” was assigned for the golden leather fern, Florida golden aster, aboriginal
prickly pear, Sanibel love grass, and gopher tortoise. A finding of “may affect, not likely to
adversely affect” was assigned for the roseate spoonbill, little blue heron, tri-colored heron, reddish
egret, piping plover, American oystercatcher, red knot, bald eagle, wood stork, Gulf sturgeon,
smalltooth sawfish, West Indian manatee, eastern indigo snake, Atlantic loggerhead turtle, green
turtle, the leatherback turtle, the hawksbill turtle, and Kemp’s Ridley turtle.
Based upon previous assessments, ongoing coordination with regulatory agencies, and the
measures provided by the FDOT, it has been determined that the proposed project “may affect, not
likely to adversely affect” or jeopardize the existence of any threatened or endangered species,
even though they are known or expected to occur in the study area. The project will not affect
United State Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)-designated Critical Habitat for any species as
none occurs within or adjacent to the project area.
Wetlands
Upland and wetland habitats in the study area were identified through field reviews and classified
using the FDOT’s Florida Land Use, Cover and Forms Classification System (FLUCFCS).
Portions of three wetlands, three other surface waters (OSW), four seagrass beds, two areas of livebottom, oyster clumps, and non-vegetated bottom were identified within the study area.
Wetland habitat identified within the study area includes mangrove swamp and salt tern habitat.
Other surface waters consist of three drainage ditches. Seagrass habitat identified includes mixed
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beds of shoal grass, manatee grass, and turtle grass. A variety of epifauna were observed in the
live bottom communities, including corals, soft corals, fleshy macroalgae, and sponges. Oyster
clumps included small aggregations of American oyster. Non-vegetated bottom comprised the
remaining area of open water under the bridge alignments.
The No-Build Alternative and Rehabilitation Alternative would not directly impact wetlands,
seagrass areas, surface waters, or essential fish habitat (EFH). The two Build Alternatives (35-ft
Bascule Bridge North Alignment and the 65-ftFixed Bridge North Alignment) indicate no impacts
to mangrove wetlands associated with both the eastern and western shorelines of Anna Maria
Sound, as well as adjacent to the eastern terminus of the project corridor. There is no OSW impact
anticipated with the 35-ft Bascule Bridge North Alignment alternative. There are 0.02 ac. of
impacts to OSWs anticipated for the 65-ft Fixed Bridge North Alignment alternative. Both Build
Alternatives would impact 0.01 acre of seagrass. Each of the six bridge replacement alternatives
are discussed in detail in the Section 2 of this document.
Potential direct wetland and seagrass impact areas were scored under the Uniform Mitigation
Assessment Method (UMAM) (Chapter 62-345 Florida Administrative Code) to determine the
functional loss that each alternative would incur. The wetlands within the study area have been
impacted by the surrounding landscape and adjacent land uses including proximity to SR 684. The
wetland areas also have experienced habitat fragmentation due to surrounding development. The
mangrove wetlands received a score of 0.4 (Wetland 2) and 0.3 (Wetland 3) functional units per
acre, indicating that these wetlands provide about 30-40% of the ecological functions compared to
a natural undisturbed mangrove system. The seagrass beds were estimated at a UMAM value of
0.87, or approximately 87% of the functional value of undisturbed natural seagrass beds. No
UMAM evaluation was conducted for the OSWs, as the impacts are not likely to require
mitigation. Live bottom impacts were not evaluated through UMAM, as these impacts are typically
avoided or offset through in-kind measures rather than assessed through UMAM.
In addition to providing an assessment of their current conditions, UMAM also requires an
assessment of the wetland and seagrass habitat under their future, post-construction, conditions.
For the purposes of this report, it is assumed that all impacts to wetlands will result in the loss of
100% of functional value within the footprint of the study area. For seagrasses, the impact will be
a partial decline in abundance due to shading, which is estimated to result in a “with-shading”
value of 0.5, for a loss of 0.37 functional value per acre. The loss per acre is then multiplied by
the acres of impact to determine the total UMAM functional units of loss.
The PD&E Study originally included other alternatives; however, the 35-ft vertical navigational
clearance (Mid-Level) and the 65-ft (High-Level) fixed bridge alternatives, both on the northern
alignment), are the only two Build Alternatives being recommended for future analysis. These two
Build Alternatives will result in UMAM functional loss of 0.004 units of seagrass function and no
direct loss of mangrove function.
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Unavoidable impacts to wetlands, other surface waters, seagrass and EFH will require mitigation.
Essential Fish Habitat
Within the proposed corridor area, six habitats qualify as EFH based on National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Essential Fish Habitat: A Marine Fish Habitat
Conservation Mandate for Federal Agencies, Gulf of Mexico Region (revised 2010). The EFH
identified within the project area includes estuarine emergent wetlands, mangrove wetlands,
estuarine water column, submerged aquatic vegetation (seagrass), mud/sand/shell/rock substrates
(non-vegetated bottom), and live bottom. The six types of EFH that were identified within the
project area provide foraging areas and shelter for a variety of species.
If the No Build Alternative is selected, there will be no impacts to EFH. Construction of the Build
Alternatives (new bridge) will likely result in permanent direct impacts to the EFH habitats from
installation of the bridge structure and piers/pilings. Permanent direct impacts to managed species
will occur in the form of habitat loss associated with the proposed bridge replacement.
Permanent indirect impacts to estuarine water column EFH resulting from construction of one of
the Build Alternatives would include additional structure within the water column. Permanent
indirect impacts to seagrass and live bottom EFH could result from shading impacts from the
proposed bridge. It should be noted that, if a new bridge is constructed, removal of the existing
bridge structure would also eliminate the existing shading properties of that structure. Temporary
indirect impacts to EFH resulting from construction of the Build Alternatives would include
increased turbidity within the estuarine water column resulting from construction activities.
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Section 1.0
Introduction
The FDOT is conducting a PD&E Study for roadway and bridge improvement alternatives along
SR 684 (Cortez Road) from SR 789 (Gulf Drive) to 123rd Street West in Manatee County, Florida.
The Project Location Map (Figure 1-1) illustrates the location and limits of the Study.

1.1 Project Description
The PD&E Study limits encompass the portion of SR 684 (Cortez Road) from SR 789 (Gulf Drive)
at milepost (MP) 0.000 within the City of Bradenton Beach on Anna Maria Island to 123rd Street
West at MP 0.912 within Cortez Village, a distance of approximately 0.9 miles (mi). The project
is located within Sections 03 and 04, Township 34 South, Range 16 East, within the Bradenton
Beach United States Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute (1:24,000) quad map, and the USGS
“Sarasota” 15-minute by 30-minute (1:100,000) quad map. The existing Cortez Bridge was
constructed in 1956 to replace the original 1921 wooden bridge connecting Anna Maria Island
with the mainland in Manatee County. The Cortez Bridge is a 2,617-ft seven-inch-long undivided
two-lane low-level bascule (drawbridge) structure (Bridge Number 130006) that spans the Gulf
Intracoastal Waterway (GICW), a marked federal navigational channel which generally runs
north/south through Sarasota Bay and Anna Maria Sound between the mainland and the barrier
islands. The existing fixed spans are 37-ft 5-inches wide, while the drawbridge span is 36-ft 4inches wide. SR 684 (Cortez Road) is not part of the National Highway System or the Florida
Strategic Intermodal System (SIS); however, the Intracoastal Waterway within the PD&E Study
area is on the SIS. In addition, both SR 684 (Cortez Road) and SR 789 (Gulf Drive) are designated
evacuation routes by the Florida State Emergency Response Team (SERT). SR 789 (Gulf Drive)
from the Longboat Key Bridge to 5th Avenue in Holmes Beach is also designated as the Bradenton
Beach Scenic Highway.
SR 684 (Cortez Road) is an east-west urban principal arterial that provides one of three vehicular
access routes to Anna Maria Island. SR 789 (Gulf Drive) is classified as an urban collector. SR
684 (Cortez Road) is constrained to two lanes from SR 789 (Gulf Drive) to east of Cortez Bridge
by the Manatee County Comprehensive Plan and the Sarasota/Manatee Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO) Year 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP).
Land use along SR 684 (Cortez Road) west of the bridge is generally commercial (marina) and
residential, with the Bradenton Beach Police Station located adjacent to SR 684 (Cortez Road).
There are no access points between SR 789 (Gulf Drive) and the bridge. Access to these adjacent
properties is provided by local streets. Land use along SR 684 (Cortez Road) east of the bridge
use is commercial and residential, with side street and driveway connection points. The Access
Classification is Access Class 7, which is typically found in urbanized areas where existing land
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Figure 1-1: Project Location Map
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use and roadway sections are built out to the maximum feasible intensity and where significant
land use changes or roadway widening will be limited.
Cortez Village is located just east of the bridge. The Cortez Historic District, which encompasses
the historic portion of the community located south of SR 684 (Cortez Road), is listed on the
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).
Bridge improvement alternatives to be evaluated in this PD&E Study include a No-Build (Repair)
Alternative, a Rehabilitation Alternative, and Replacement Alternatives. The No-Build (Repair)
Alternative involves the continued routine maintenance and minor repairs of the bridge to keep it
operating in a safe condition for a comparatively short period of time relative to other alternatives
(i.e. an additional ten years after the recent ten-year repair, or until 2034). Repairs could consist of
fixing spalled or cracked concrete, replacement of bearing pads, electrical and mechanical repairs,
and other repairs to lighting, curbs, navigation fenders, bridge tender house, structural pile jackets,
pavement striping, etc. These short-term repairs will not bring the bridge up to current design
standards or avoid the need to post weight limit restrictions or other constraints (speed) on the
bridge.
The Rehabilitation Alternative includes substantial repairs that are expected to extend the service
life for a significant period of time (i.e. 25 years after the recent ten-year repair, or until 2049).
This includes all of the minor repairs listed above, plus bringing the bridge up to current standards
as much as possible, to avoid posting weight limits on the bridge, by replacing all the beams and
the entire deck. Examples could include replacement of mechanical and electrical systems, crutch
bents, pile jackets, widening to accommodate wider lanes or shoulders and bike lanes, and
replacement of the traffic railings with modern traffic barriers. Rehabilitation is expected to extend
the service life by 25 years.
Initially, bridge replacement alternatives included two-lane low-level and mid-level draw (bascule)
bridge and a high-level fixed bridge constructed along the same corridor. The bridge replacement
alternatives have a 75-year service life.
After the initial two-lane bridge replacement alternatives were evaluated and presented at an
Alternatives Public Workshop, Manatee County requested a dedicated transit lane be evaluated
exclusively for buses. In addition, a reversible general use lane alternative was evaluated.
However, since the analysis of transit and reversible lanes revealed minimal benefit with high cost,
the transit and reversible lane alternatives were dropped from further consideration. Subsequently,
an updated typical section was evaluated, as described later in this report.

1.2 Purpose
The purpose of the PD&E Study is to provide documented environmental and engineering analyses
to assist the FDOT Office of Environmental Management (OEM), the lead agency, in reaching a
decision on the type, location and conceptual design of the necessary improvements, in order to
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address the structural and functional deficiencies of the existing bridge while accommodating
future traffic demand in a safe and efficient manner. The PD&E Study also satisfies the
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other related state and federal
environmental laws and regulations, and qualifies the project for federal-aid funding of future
development phases of the project.

1.3 Purpose of Report
This Draft NRE is one of several documents that were prepared as part of the PD&E Study. This
report documents the proposed project’s wetlands and protected species involvement. Pursuant to
Presidential Executive Order 11990 entitled Protection of Wetlands, (May 24, 1977) the US
Department of Transportation (USDOT) has developed a policy, Preservation of the Nation’s
Wetlands (USDOT Order 5660.1A), dated August 24, 1978, which requires all federally-funded
highway projects to protect wetlands to the fullest extent possible. In accordance with this policy,
as well as Part 2, Chapter 9 – Wetlands and Other Surface Waters of the FDOT PD&E Manual,
the project alternatives and No-Build alternative were assessed to determine potential impacts to
wetland and other surface waters associated with the construction of each alternative.
This report also documents existing wildlife resources and habitat types found within the project
area for potential occurrences of federal- and state-listed protected plant and animal species and
their suitable habitat in accordance with Part 2, Chapter 16 – Protected Species and Habitat of
the FDOT PD&E Manual and the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (ESA). Potential
impacts to protected species and habitats that may support these species are also addressed in this
report.
An EFH Assessment is also included as part of this report in accordance with Part 2, Chapter 17
– Essential Fish Habitat of the FDOT PD&E Manual and the requirements of the MagnusonStevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSFCMA) as amended through October 11,
1996 and reauthorized in 2007, to assess waters and substrate necessary to fish for spawning,
breeding, feeding, and development to maturity.
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Section 2.0
Alternatives Considered
SR 684 (Cortez Road) is one of three bridge facilities that provide vehicular access to and from
Anna Maria Island. The development of a new corridor would result in significant social and
environmental impacts and would not address the problem of the deteriorating SR 684 Bridge,
which is a designated hurricane evacuation route. Therefore, developing a new corridor or
improving a parallel roadway is not an option for this project. Rehabilitation or replacement of
the current bridge within the existing corridor provides for the most feasible solution.

2.1 No-Build (Repair) Alternative
The No-Build (Repair) Alternative consists of continuing the normal maintenance and minor
repairs of the existing bridge in its current configuration while keeping the bridge operating in a
safe condition and maintaining the existing typical sections. Repairs include installing cathodic
protection pile jackets, repairing the concrete (sealing cracks, patching spalls, etc.) in the piles,
pile caps, deck, beams, and traffic railing, repairing the fender system, repairing the bascule span
operational machinery, upgrading the bascule span electrical systems, and repairing the bascule
span steel in order to extend the service life 10 years. The No-Build Alternative also includes the
full replacement of the superstructure on six of the fixed spans, including the beams, deck, and
traffic railing, and the installation of 10 crutch bents.
The No-Build (Repair) Alternative requires closure of the bridge for approximately nine weeks to
make the repairs. At the end of the 10-year period, an extensive rehabilitation or replacement of
the bridge would be required. The No-Build Alternative does not require stormwater management
facilities (SMFs) since it does not alter the existing roadway or add additional capacity. Therefore,
no treatment of the runoff will occur. The existing bridge will remain in its current configuration
and no additional travel lanes are proposed. The brush curbs will remain in place. Curbs of this
type are known to launch errant vehicles, causing them to go over or through the bridge rail. The
bridge rails are not designed for an airborne vehicle. In addition, the No-Build alternative may not
prevent the need to place weight restrictions on the bridge, meaning that heavy trucks could be
restricted.
The estimated total capital cost of the No-Build (Repair) Alternative, including the fixed and
movable repairs, is $8,162,792. Annual maintenance costs are estimated at $50,000 to include
normal minor repairs.
The No-Build (Repair) Alternative will remain under consideration throughout the alternatives
analysis and evaluation process.
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2.2 Transportation Systems Management Alternative
The Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative consists of low cost capital
improvements that maximize the efficiency of the existing system. TSM improvements include,
but are not limited to, improved traffic signals and intersection geometries, sidewalks, bicycle
facilities, signal timing, transit improvements and improved access features. While these
improvements may provide additional capacity and access control, the purpose of this project is to
address the structural condition of the existing bridge. Therefore, the TSM Alternative does not
meet the purpose and need of the project. However, the TSM Alternative could be implemented
on an interim basis for some segments of the facility until the Preferred Alternative, either the
Rehabilitation Alternative or a bridge replacement alternative, could be fully constructed.

2.3 Multi-Modal Alternatives
While the multi-modal and transit alternatives also have the potential to improve traffic operations
along the corridor, these alternatives fail to fulfill the need to address the structural condition of
the existing bridge. Planned projects to add transit systems and sidewalks and shoulders for
bicycles will not eliminate the need for improvements to the bridge. While multi-modal features
are integral parts of the Build Alternative in the form of roadway lanes, sidewalks, shoulders, and
bike lanes, the multi-modal alternative fails to fulfill the purpose and need for the project.
Therefore, multi-modal/transit alternatives were not considered as stand-alone solutions for the
existing bridge deficiencies.

2.4 Rehabilitation Alternative
The Rehabilitation Alternative provides the necessary rehabilitation and repair of the existing
bridge to keep it operating in a safe condition and extends the service life by an additional
25 years. The bridge’s existing design speed of 40 miles per hour (mph) and posted speed of 35
mph will remain unchanged by this alternative. This alternative includes repairing the concrete,
replacing all the concrete beams and the entire deck, installing cathodic protection pile jackets,
installing 10 crutch bents, replacing the fender system, replacing the electrical and mechanical
systems, repairing and painting the bascule span steel, and other repairs to extend the service life
by 25 years and avoid the need to post the bridge for weight restrictions. In addition, the existing
9 inch (in) high brush curbs and non-crash tested bridge railings will be replaced. A 32-in vertical
shape traffic barrier with an aluminum bicycle bullet railing will be constructed at the back of
sidewalk as shown in Figure 2-1. In order to replace the superstructure, a temporary bridge will
be constructed, avoiding the need for extended bridge closure and detours. Replacement of the
bridge would be required at the end of the 25-year period.
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Figure 2-1: Proposed Rehabilitation Typical Sections
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2.5 Bridge Replacement Alternatives
The USCG establishes minimum navigational guide clearances for the GICW at this location. They
are a 21-ft vertical clearance for a new drawbridge and a 65-ft vertical clearance for a new fixed
bridge. The horizontal guide clearance for all bridge replacements is 90 ft perpendicular between
fenders. However, FDOT is considering a 100-ft wide channel, which is a 10-ft increase over the
existing condition.
Three general bridge replacement alternatives were evaluated for this PD&E Study:


Low-Level Bascule: This concept includes building a new bascule (draw) bridge with a
minimum vertical navigational clearance of 21 ft above mean high water (MHW) at the
fenders when the bascule leaves are lowered. This meets the established vertical guide
clearance set by the USCG.



Mid-Level Bascule: This concept includes a replacement bascule bridge with a navigation
clearance of 45 ft above MHW at the fenders. Based on data provided by the bridge tender
at the Cortez Bridge and allowing for tidal fluctuations, this height would allow over 50
percent of the waterway users that currently require the bridge to open to pass without an
opening.



High-Level Fixed-Span: This concept includes a high-level fixed-span replacement bridge
over the existing GICW navigation channel. The vertical navigational clearance will be 65 ft
above MHW. Based on data provided by the bridge tender and allowing for tidal fluctuations,
this height would allow approximately 98 percent of boats that currently require the existing
bridge to open to safely navigate under the proposed structure.

2.5.1 Initial Proposed Bridge Typical Sections
Since this project is not intended to increase capacity, only two-lane typical sections were
considered. The proposed two-lane undivided bridge typical section includes two 12-ft travel lanes
and two 10-ft shoulders which can accommodate bicyclists and disabled vehicles.
In addition, one 8-ft sidewalk would be included on each side of the bridge, separated from the
shoulder by a concrete barrier wall. A 4.5-ft high pedestrian/bicycle railing will be provided on
the outside of the 8-ft sidewalks. The initial proposed bridge typical sections are shown in Figure
2-2 for the fixed and bascule (draw) bridge alternatives. The design speed for all proposed typical
sections is 40 mph, maintaining the existing posted speed of 35 mph.
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2.6 Proposed Bridge Replacement Alternatives
The evaluation of all bridge replacement alternatives included an evaluation of a center alignment,
a north alignment, and a south alignment. A qualitative analysis was prepared for the north, center
and south alignment options. Based on this analysis, the center alignment was eliminated from
further consideration. The project length is not significantly different for the center, north or south
alignments, however, costs, environmental impacts, maintenance of traffic (vehicular and vessel),
and permitting aspects may differ.
All bridge replacement alternatives include the same proposed typical section described previously
and are summarized here:







Low-Level Bascule Bridge, North Alignment
Low-Level Bascule Bridge, South Alignment
Mid-Level Bascule Bridge, North Alignment
Mid-Level Bascule Bridge, South Alignment
High-Level Fixed Bridge, North Alignment
High-Level Fixed Bridge, South Alignment

Environmental effects are similar for all of the bridge replacement alternatives. Considering the
horizontal alignment, the south alignment will have a direct impact on the Bradenton Beach Marina
submerged lands lease within the existing right-of-way (ROW). The north alignment will be closer
to the Bridgeport Condominiums; however, there is no direct impact to any parcels or businesses.
Therefore, because it minimizes direct impacts to adjacent properties, the north alignment was
selected, and only the northern alternatives are summarized below.
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Figure 2-2: Initial Proposed Replacement Typical Sections
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2.6.1 Low-Level Bascule Bridge, North Alignment
The Low-level Bascule Alternative (North Alignment) would replace the existing Cortez Bridge
with a new low-level bascule structure similar to the existing structure, with a 21-ft vertical
navigational clearance (above MHW) when the bridge is closed. The new structure would be built
9 ft to the north of the existing structure, utilizing the proposed typical sections shown in Figure
2-2.
Both west and east of the bridge the roadway approach maintains the existing two-lane roadway
configuration. The acceleration/merge lane on the west side and the center turn lane on the east
side will remain. The bridge includes an 8-ft sidewalk on both sides which will transition to the
existing 5-ft sidewalks along the at-grade roadway on each end.
Taking into account the MHW elevation of 1.3 ft, the proposed profile accommodates a minimum
21-ft vertical navigational clearance over the existing GICW. The fixed approaches to the bascule
bridge accommodate a 6.75-ft structure depth (140-ft span length), except in the westernmost 540
ft and easternmost 360 ft of the bridge where the structure depth was reduced to 4.5 ft (90-ft span
lengths). This reduced structure depth was used to decrease visual and environmental impacts by
lowering the elevations of the west and east abutments which minimized the footprint of the
proposed sloped abutments, while keeping the superstructure above the splash zone and wave crest
elevation.
The maximum bascule span structure depth is assumed to be 10 ft. The proposed bridge will be
approximately 2,670 ft in length, and will reach a maximum deck elevation of 32.7 ft in the closed
position. This is a 6.5-ft increase from the existing 26.2-ft elevation at the main channel. The
profile will allow for the 12-ft splash zone, wave crest, a slightly longer bascule span, and a
modern, robust design. The bascule portion would consist of two bascule leaves forming a 180-ft
span over a 100-ft wide navigational channel.
Statistically, based on data provided by the bridge tender at Cortez Bridge, this vertical clearance
will allow approximately the same waterway users that pass under the existing bridge to pass under
the replacement bridge without requiring the bridge to open.
The Low-level Bascule Alternative (North Alignment) maintains existing driveway and side road
connection on the east side. As with the existing condition, the proposed bridge will not
accommodate vehicular traffic under the bridge from one side of the causeway to the other.
However, a sidewalk will be provided under each end of the bridge.
2.6.2 Mid-Level Bascule Bridge, North Alignment
The Mid-Level Bascule Alternative (North Alignment) would replace the existing Cortez Bridge
with a new mid-level bascule structure similar to the existing structure, with a 45-ft vertical
navigational clearance when the bridge is closed. The new structure would be built 9 ft to the
north of the existing structure, utilizing the proposed typical sections shown in Figure 2-2.
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Both west and east of the bridge the roadway approach maintains the existing two-lane roadway
configuration. The acceleration/merge lane on the west side and the center turn lane on the east
side will remain. The bridge includes an 8-ft sidewalk on both sides which will transition to the
existing sidewalks along the at-grade roadway on each end.
Taking into account the MHW elevation of 1.3 ft, the proposed profile accommodates a minimum
45-ft vertical navigational clearance over the existing GICW. The fixed approaches to the bascule
bridge accommodate a 6.75-ft structure depth (140-ft span length), except in the westernmost 450
ft and easternmost 180 ft of the bridge where the structure depth was reduced to 4.5 ft (90-ft span
lengths). This reduced structure depth was used to decrease visual and environmental impacts by
lowering the elevations of the west and east abutments which minimized the footprint of the
proposed sloped abutments, while keeping the superstructure above the splash zone and wave crest
elevation. The maximum bascule span structure depth is assumed to be 10 ft. The proposed bridge
will be approximately 2,705 ft in length, and will reach a maximum deck elevation of 56.6 ft in
the closed position. This is a 30.5-ft increase from the existing 26.2-ft elevation at the main
channel. The profile will allow for the 12-ft splash zone, wave crest, a slightly longer bascule span,
and a modern, robust design. The bascule portion would consist of two bascule leaves forming a
180-ft span over a 100-ft wide navigational channel.
Based on data provided by the bridge tender at Cortez Bridge, this vertical clearance will allow
over 50 percent of the waterway users that currently require the existing bridge to open to pass
under the replacement bridge without requiring the bridge to open.
The Mid-Level Bascule Alternative (North Alignment) maintains existing driveway and side road
connection on the east side. As with the existing condition, the proposed bridge will not
accommodate vehicular traffic under the bridge from one side of the causeway to the other.
However, a sidewalk will be provided under each end of the bridge.
2.6.3 High-Level Fixed, North Alignment
The High-Level (65-ft) Fixed Alternative (North Alignment) proposes to replace the existing
Cortez Bridge with a new high-level fixed structure providing 65 ft of vertical clearance over the
GICW. The new structure would be built 9 ft to the north of the existing structure, utilizing the
proposed typical section (fixed bridge portion only) shown in Figure 2-2.
Both west and east of the bridge the roadway approach maintains the existing two-lane roadway
configuration. The acceleration/merge lane on the west side and the center turn lane on the east
side will remain. The bridge includes an 8-ft sidewalk on both sides which will transition to the
existing sidewalks along the at-grade roadway on each end.
Taking into account the MHW elevation of 1.3 ft, the proposed profile accommodates a minimum
65-ft vertical navigational clearance over the existing GICW. The fixed spans accommodate a
6.75-ft structure depth (140-ft span length), except in the westernmost 450 ft of the bridge where
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the structure depth was reduced to 4.5 ft (90-ft span lengths). This reduced structure depth was
used to decrease visual and environmental impacts by lowering the elevations of the west abutment
which minimized the footprint of the proposed sloped abutments, while keeping the superstructure
above the splash zone and wave crest elevation. The main span structure depth is assumed to be
8.5-ft, allowing a 180-ft span length. The proposed bridge will be approximately 2,965-ft in length,
and will reach a maximum deck elevation of 75 ft. This is a 48.8-ft increase from the existing 26.2ft elevation at the main channel. The profile will allow for the 12-ft splash zone, wave crest, a
slightly longer bascule span, and a modern, robust design.
Based on data provided by the bridge tender at Cortez Bridge, this vertical clearance will allow
approximately 98 percent of the waterway users that currently require the existing bridge to open
to pass under the replacement bridge.
Since the eastern touchdown point of the high-level (65-ft) replacement bridge is east of 125th
Street West, local access will be affected. The replacement bridge will pass over 127th Street West,
allowing the existing local roadway to connect between the north and south sides of Cortez Road.
A new roadway will be developed north of Cortez Road to connect it with 127th Street West.
Central Avenue and Avenue A will no longer connect directly to Cortez Road. Access to the
Restaurant, Marina, and Scuba Shack south of Cortez Road will be via 127th Street West and the
new connecting roadway, as will the restaurant and marinas north of Cortez Road. Access to Cortez
Road from 125th Street West and the other connections to the east will remain unchanged from the
existing conditions.

2.7 Comparative Evaluation
In order to evaluate the study alternatives, a qualitative and quantitative evaluation matrix shown
in Table 2-1 was prepared using criteria from a multitude of categories including socioeconomic,
environmental, cultural, potential hazardous material/petroleum contamination, and costs [design,
ROW, construction, and Construction Engineering and Inspection (CEI)]. The matrix data was
developed utilizing raster-based aerial photography depicting the proposed concepts and ROW
needs for each alternative.

2.8 Initial Build Alternatives
The purpose of this project is to address the structural and functional deficiencies of the existing
bridge. The No-Build (Repair) Alternative is a short-term (ten years) solution to address the
deteriorating structural condition of the Cortez Bridge. It maintains the existing substandard
roadway width without shoulders, and it would keep the brush curb that has been shown to be a
safety hazard. It would provide no assurance that weight limits may be imposed in the future to
restrict heavy vehicles. It provides no relief to vulnerability of ship impact and storm surge
damages. Implementing the No-Build (Repair) Alternative would require closure of the bridge for
nine weeks and a detour via Anna Maria Bridge or Ringling Bridge to maintain traffic during the
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Table 2-1: Alternatives Evaluation Matrix
North Alignment
Mid-Level High-Level
Bascule
Fixed

South Alignment
Mid-Level High-Level
Bascule
Fixed

No-Build
(Repair)

Rehabilitation
(1)

17.5 ft

17.5 ft

21 ft

45 ft

65 ft

21 ft

45 ft

65 ft

10

25

75

75

75

75

75

75

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0.21

0
0
0.21

4
0
0.21

0
0
0.23

0
0
0.23

3
0
0.23

None
0/0
0
0
0
0
2
58.2/37.0
63

None
0/0
0
0
0
0
2
58.2/37.0
0

Low
0/1
0.00
0.01
0
17
2
58.2/37.0
0

Low
0/1
0.00
0.01
0
17
2
37.8/24.0
0

Low
0/1
0.00
0.01
0
21
2
0/0
0

Low
0/1
0.02
0.04
0
12
2
58.2/37.0
0

Low
0/1
0.02
0.04
0
12
2
37.8/27.0
0

Low
0/1
0.01
0.04
0
12
2
0/0
0

None
None
None
None
None
None

None
None
Minor
None
Minor
None

Impacted
Impacted
Impacted
Impacted
Impacted
None

Impacted
Impacted
Impacted
Impacted
Impacted
None

Impacted
Impacted
Impacted
Impacted
Impacted
None

None
Minor
Impacted
Impacted
None
None

None
Minor
Impacted
Impacted
None
None

None
Minor
Impacted
Impacted
None
None

Design (10% of Total Construction)
Roadway Right-of-Way
Wetland and Seagrass Mitigation (2)
Roadway Construction
Bridge Construction
CEI (10% of Total Construction)

$811,279
$0
$0
$0
$8,112,792
$811,279

$3,012,596
$0
$0
$330,830
$29,795,130
$3,012,596

$7,778,916
$16,000
$107,572
$1,695,886
$76,093,270
$7,778,916

$8,022,264
$16,000
$107,572
$1,695,886
$78,526,755
$8,022,264

$4,859,712
$2,748,000
$107,572
$2,653,975
$45,943,146
$4,859,712

$7,781,424
$16,000
$178,261
$1,720,973
$76,093,270
$7,781,424

$8,024,773
$16,000
$178,261
$1,720,973
$78,526,755
$8,024,773

$4,857,233
$2,675,000
$177,001
$2,629,187
$45,943,146
$4,857,233

Total Cost

$9,735,350

$36,151,152

$93,470,559

$96,390,741

$61,172,117

$93,571,352

$96,491,534

$61,138,800

Vertical Navigational Clearance above
MHW at Fender when Bridge is in Closed
Position:
Life of Alternative (years)
Right-of-Way Impacts
Parcels Impacted
Relocations
Additional Submerged Lands (ac)

Low-Level
Bascule

Low-Level
Bascule

Natural, Environmental and Physical Resource Involvement
Species/Habitat (Potential Impacts)
Potential Contamination Sites (high/medium risk)
Wetlands (ac) (landward)
Seagrasses (ac) (submerged)
Archaeological and Historic Sites
Potential Noise Sensitive Sites
Potential Section 4(f) Sites (Paddling Trails)
Projected 2036 Average Travel Delay (EB/WB) (sec/veh)
Bridge Closure Required (days)

Estimated Utility Impacts
Bright House Networks Manatee
Florida Power and Light
Verizon Florida, Inc.
Manatee Co. Transportation Dept.
Manatee Co. Utility Operations
TECO – Peoples Gas – Sarasota

Estimated Capital Costs (2014 Dollars)

(1)
(2)

Includes Temporary Bridge ($14,620,800). Does not include maintenance and operating costs
Wetland and seagrass mitigation includes additional mitigation for Essential Fish Habitat, and assumes seagrass mitigation construction for this project and Anna Maria Island Bridge

2-10

SR 684 (Cortez Bridge and Approaches) PD&E Study
Draft Natural Resources Evaluation

construction period. In the past, bridge closure has resulted in controversy as traffic congestion
increases, potentially affecting emergency response times, and the business community suffers.
Although the No-Build (Repair) Alternative does not meet the Purpose and Need to address the
functional deficiencies and is not a long-term solution to address the structural deficiencies for the
project, it will remain under consideration throughout the alternative analysis and evaluation
process.
The Rehabilitation Alternative is a longer-term (25 years) solution than the No-Build (Repair)
Alternative. It would strengthen the bridge such that weight limits will not be imposed during the
25-year life of this alternative to restrict heavy vehicles allowable under current regulations.
Rehabilitation includes full replacement of the approach span superstructure, including all the
concrete beams and the concrete deck, thereby resolving the serviceability concern with the
original beam design’s limitations.
However, this alternative maintains the existing substandard bridge configuration with no
shoulders (see Figure 2-1) and keeps the presence of the brush curb that has been shown to be a
safety hazard. The Rehabilitation Alternative provides no relief to vulnerability of ship impact
since the old piles will remain. The Rehabilitation Alternative also provides no relief from storm
surge damage, since the profile would not change, leaving the superstructure below the wave crest
elevation. The rehabilitation is an investment in a new, yet substandard superstructure, supported
by an old, functionally obsolete, and deteriorated substructure that will continue to deteriorate due
to the extremely corrosive environment. Some of the repairs done in the past have been ineffective
as evidenced by the fact that corrosion continues to deteriorate the steel and concrete, thus
requiring new repairs. No methodology exists to precisely predict how long repairs to an old
structure will last, adding uncertainty to the estimated costs and projected reliability of the facility.
The temporary bridge required for maintenance of traffic is estimated to cost $14.6 million, and
will be removed after the new bridge is constructed; therefore, it does not add to the reliability of
the facility after the rehabilitation project. The width of the rehabilitated deck will require a design
exception since it does not meet AASHTO criteria requiring a minimum bridge width equaling the
approach lanes plus eight ft.
The substandard typical section will also require design variations for substandard shoulder width,
the use of brush curb, and locating the bridge railing at the back of the sidewalk, behind the brush
curb. Rehabilitation does not provide any improvement in levels of service or reductions in traffic
delays. Overall public opinion has not demonstrated overwhelming support for the Rehabilitation
Alternative. Finally, the Rehabilitation Alternative does not meet the purpose and need to address
the functional deficiencies since it maintains the existing substandard bridge width. For these
reasons, and considering the other advantages and disadvantages, the Rehabilitation
Alternative has been eliminated from further consideration.
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In terms of financial investment, the four best investment alternatives, listed in order of estimated
life-cycle cost, lowest to highest, are:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Immediate replacement with a high-level (65-ft) fixed bridge
No-Build (Repair) followed by replacement with a high-level (65-ft) fixed bridge
Immediate replacement with a low-level drawbridge
Immediate replacement with mid-level drawbridge

In terms of bridge height, there has been a common voice from the Cortez Village community
representatives that a high-level (65-ft) fixed bridge would destroy the character of the village and
the local preference is for a low-level drawbridge. In addition, since the Anna Maria Bridge is
planned for replacement with a fixed span, another fixed-span bridge at Cortez would create an
area where boats taller than 65 ft could not traverse. A drawbridge at Cortez would allow tall boats,
currently moored south of SR 64 (Manatee Avenue/Anna Maria Bridge) and north of SR 684
(Cortez Road), to travel the Intracoastal Waterway to the south and west to the Gulf of Mexico via
Longboat Pass or New Pass.
Public outreach for this PD&E study and a prior PD&E Study revealed vocal opposition to a highlevel (65-ft) fixed bridge from the Cortez Village community leaders and some elected officials.
A drawbridge similar to the existing bridge is perceived as a more fitting alternative for the historic
Cortez fishing village. Although the cost of the high-level (65-ft) fixed bridge is the lowest of all
the alternatives, both initially ($30 million less expensive) and over the 75-year life of the bridge,
the potential visual impacts are viewed by some as unacceptable. The access changes at the east
touchdown point of the high-level (65-ft) fixed alternative would require ROW acquisition and
other access changes that are not required with the drawbridge alternatives. The connection from
Central Avenue will no longer be possible with a high-level (65-ft) fixed bridge, and 127th Street
will need to be relocated to the north. Access to the Tide Tables restaurant will be via 127th Street
West under the high-level (65-ft) fixed bridge. In addition, as stated previously, since the SR 64
(Manatee Avenue/Anna Maria Bridge) bridge is already identified for replacement with a highlevel fixed bridge with 65 ft of vertical navigational clearance, another fixed bridge at SR 684
(Cortez Road) would create an area along the GICW within Anna Maria Sound where sailboats
with masts in excess of 65 ft cannot traverse. Of the bridge replacement alternatives, the highlevel (65-ft) fixed bridge has garnered the most support overall throughout the study, most likely
due to the reduced delay and lowest cost. Therefore, for the above-mentioned reasons, the highlevel (65-ft) fixed bridge will be carried forward for further evaluation.
A common theme from those who live on Anna Maria Island or use the bridge to commute is that
some relief from travel delay is needed. While the low-level drawbridge does not provide any
significant reduction in delay, the mid-level drawbridge has a 45 ft vertical navigation clearance
that is expected to reduce openings by 50% compared to the existing condition.
However, for the mid-level drawbridge the profile grade (5.5%) on the east side of the channel
exceeds five percent in order to touch down at 127th Street West. This does not meet Americans
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with Disabilities Act (ADA) design criteria, unless flat landings are provided intermittently along
the sidewalk. Providing landings within the sidewalk creates discontinuities in the walking surface,
complicates construction and increases costs. A flatter grade at five percent or less would simplify
construction, be more accessible and “comfortable” for pedestrians and bicyclists, and it would
not increase cost.
A new 35-ft bascule alternative was developed as a compromise to address the above noted
concerns with the mid-level drawbridge and still address travel delays, a drawbridge with 4.5%
maximum grades will result in approximately 35 ft of vertical clearance under the bridge. By
doubling the existing vertical clearance, it will allow more than one third of the boats, that currently
require the bridge to open, to pass underneath; meaning that openings are expected to be reduced
by up to one third. Travel delays would be reduced, yet the bridge height would be lower than the
45 ft drawbridge alternative. The 4.5% percent grade would comply with ADA without requiring
sidewalk plateaus (flat landings), and be easily accessible to fishermen, pedestrians and bicyclists.
For comparison, this is less than the five percent grade on the Ringling Bridge. The touchdown
points on both sides of the bridge are the same as the low- and mid-level alternatives, thereby
maintaining the intersection with 127th Street West. Taking into account the MHW elevation of
1.3 ft and an estimated bascule span structure depth of 10 ft., the proposed profile accommodates
a minimum 35-ft vertical navigational clearance over the GICW. The fixed approaches to the
bascule bridge accommodate a 6-ft structure depth (140 ft span length). The proposed bridge will
be approximately 2,693 ft in length and will reach a maximum deck elevation of 46.4 ft at the
center of the navigation channel. This is a 20.2-ft increase from the existing 26.2 ft deck elevation.
This compromise profile will allow for the low member of the superstructure to clear the 12-ft
splash zone and the wave crest elevation. It will provide for a bascule span slightly longer than the
existing, and a modern, robust bridge design. The drawbridge portion would consist of two bascule
leaves (i.e. a double-leaf bascule) forming a 170-ft span over a 100-ft wide navigational channel.
In summary, the compromise drawbridge alternative incorporates the best features of the low- and
mid-level drawbridge alternatives. It provides a profile that touches down at the same locations as
the other drawbridge alternatives, maintains sidewalk grades of less than five percent, and yet
raises the vertical clearance at the channel to reduce the number of bridge openings by up to a third
compared to existing conditions.
Since the 21-ft bascule alternative provides no benefits to traffic from reduced openings, or
to vessels from an increased navigational clearance, it was dropped from consideration.
Therefore, the two Build Alternatives are the replacement of the existing low-level
drawbridge with a new drawbridge providing approximately 35 ft of vertical navigational
clearance and the 65-ft fixed bridge alternative, both on the northern alignment. These two
alternatives, along with the No-Build (Repair) Alternative, will be carried forward for
further consideration at a Public Hearing.
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2.9 Refined Two-Lane Bridge Typical Section
Upon completion of the bus lane evaluation, the study team presented a status update to the
Manatee County Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) at their June 7, 2016 meeting. The
presentation included the conclusion that the benefits of the bus lanes did not justify the additional
cost. Part of the discussion included the desire for ample amenities to accommodate bicycle and
pedestrians for both transportation and recreation. A concern was whether the 8-ft sidewalks are
wide enough, given the high pedestrian and bicycle usage on the SR 789 (Ringling Causeway
Bridge). Furthermore, both the existing Ringling Bridge and the proposed SR 64 (Anna Maria
Island Bridge) have two 10-ft sidewalks. A new typical section was evaluated which included two
10 ft sidewalks and two 7-ft buffered bike lanes in addition to the 10-ft shoulders and 12-ft lanes.
This typical section was evaluated and displayed for public review at a Public Workshop in August
2016. However, the width was determined to be excessive since it exceeds normal design standards
and has not been constructed before in Florida. This concept was dropped from further
consideration.
Therefore, a new bridge typical section was developed as shown in Figure 2-3. This is similar to
the original two-lane typical section, except the sidewalk widths were increased from 8 ft to 10 ft.,
for an overall bridge width of 68-ft 8-inches. The 10-ft sidewalks are consistent with the Ringling
Bridge and proposed SR 64 Anna Maria Bridge and offers generous opportunities for bicycle and
pedestrian use. The 10-ft width also satisfies a request from Manatee County (email October 10,
2015) for 10-ft sidewalks. This typical section will apply to the 35-ft bascule and 65-ft fixed bridge
alternatives. The Evaluation Matrix for the refined two-lane bridges with 10-ft shoulders and 10ft sidewalks is found in Table 2-2. The alternatives evaluated in Table 2-2 will be carried
forward as the Build Alternatives for consideration at a Public Hearing.
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Figure 2-3: Proposed Build Alternative Typical Section
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Table 2-2: Proposed Build Alternatives Evaluation Matrix
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Section 3.0
Existing Conditions
3.1 Existing Land Use
Upland and wetland habitats in the study area were identified through field reviews and classified
using the FDOT’s Florida Land Use, Cover and Forms Classification System (FLUCFCS). The
project corridor is located within an urbanized setting, with most urbanization concentrated at both
the west and eastern ends of the project. Within the study area, identified land uses include:
Residential, High Density (FLUCFCS 130), Commercial and Services (FLUCFCS 140),
Recreational (FLUCFCS 180), Open Land (FLUCFCS 190), and Roads and Highways (FLUCFCS
814). Table 3-1 presents the land uses identified within the study area.
Table 3-1: Existing Land Uses (FLUCFCS) within 200 feet of the Project Area and Within
Proposed SMF Alternatives
FLUCFCS

FLUCFCS Description

NWI
Code

NWI Description

Estimated
Acreage

Urban Land Use
130

Residential, High Density

N/A

N/A

1.36

140

Commercial and Services

N/A

N/A

0.18

180

Recreational

N/A

N/A

0.09

190

Open Land (Urban)

N/A

N/A

0.36

814

Roads & Highways

N/A

N/A

1.59

Upland Hardwood Forests

N/A

N/A

3.24

Upland Land Use
420

Wetlands and Surface Waters
510

Streams and Waterways (other
surface waters)

R2UBHx

Riverine, unconsolidated bottom,
permanently flooded, excavated

0.55

540

Bays & Estuaries

E1OW

Estuarine, Subtidal, Open Water

23.50

612

Mangrove Swamps

E2SS3/
E2FO

Estuarine, Intertidal Scrub Shrub,
Broad-Leaved
Evergreen/
Estuarine, Intertidal, Forested

0.012

651

Tidal Flats

E2FL

Seagrass

E2AB2

Estuarine, Intertidal, Flats

0.0001

Marine Habitat
911
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One type of upland land use occurs within the study area, which consisted of Upland Hardwood
Forests (FLUCFCS 420). Four wetland and surface water habitat types occur within the study area.
Surface waters identified include Streams and Waterways (FLUCFCS 510) and Bays and Estuaries
(FLUCFCS 540). Wetland habitats include Mangrove Swamps (FLUCFCS 612) and Tidal Flats
(FLUCFCS 651). Seagrass beds (FLUCFCS 911) were also identified within the study area.

3.2 Methodology
3.2.1 Wetlands and Essential Fish Habitat
Wetland and marine habitats were evaluated within a study area bounded by SR 789 (Gulf Drive)
to the west, 123rd Street West to the east, and 200 feet from the centerline of the existing bridge to
the north and south. In addition to field surveys, a variety of resources were reviewed including
Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) soil database for Manatee County, USGS
Topographic Quadrangle Maps, Southwest Florida Water Management District (SWFWMD) Land
Use Maps, USFWS National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) database, and aerial photography.
General field surveys of the study area were conducted on June 24-28, 2013 by environmental
scientists familiar with Florida wetland communities. The purpose of the field investigation was
to locate and verify wetland areas identified during the database review, as well as to estimate
boundaries of wetland areas not identified by the available literature. Pedestrian and snorkeling
surveys were conducted within the study area.
3.2.2 Protected Species and Habitat
Data collection consisted of literature review of existing sources for information useful in
identifying the occurrence or potential occurrence of wildlife species listed as threatened,
endangered or species of special concern (collectively recognized as protected species), as defined
by the USFWS and/or the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FFWCC). In
addition, the presence of designated critical habitat and/or vegetative communities and land uses
with the potential to support listed species was evaluated. The literature review included, but was
not limited to, the following sources: Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS/formerly
known as the Soil Conservation Service) Soil Survey of Manatee County, Florida (1984), U.S.
Geological Survey Topographic Quadrangle Maps, FFWCC Bald Eagle and Waterbird Colony
databases, Florida Natural Areas Inventory (FNAI) Manatee County Tracking List, previous
studies available, and false-color infrared and true color aerial photography of the project corridor.
Additional resources, such as the FNAI Biodiversity Matrix and the FNAI Field Guides to the Rare
Plants and Rare Animals of Florida, were used to evaluate habitat and vegetative community
requirements for those species potentially occurring within the proposed project corridor.
General field surveys of the study area were conducted on June 24-28, 2013 by environmental
scientists familiar with Florida natural communities and protected species. The purpose of the
field surveys was to locate and verify natural areas and potential protected species habitat identified
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during the database review as well as to estimate boundaries of habitats not identified during
literature reviews.

3.3 Wetlands and Surface Water Communities
Four wetland and surface water habitat types occur within the study area. Surface waters identified
include Streams and Waterways (FLUCFCS 510) and Bays and Estuaries (FLUCFCS 540).
Wetland habitats include Mangrove Swamps (FLUCFCS 612) and Tidal Flats (FLUCFCS 651).
3.3.1 Streams and Waterways (FLUCFCS 510)
The stream and waterways designation has been given to upland-cut roadside ditches. These areas
are further classified as other surface waters (OSW). Vegetation observed within ditches included
black mangrove (Avicennia germinans), buttonwood (Cephalanthus occidentalis), white
mangrove (Laguncularia racemosa), coinwort (Centella asiatica), bermudagrass (Cynodon
dactylon), saltgrass (Distichlis spicata), glasswort (Salicornia sp.), Australian pine (Casuarina
equisetifolia), and bahiagrass (Paspalum notatum). Three areas, OSW 1, OSW 2, and OSW 3,
have been identified under the streams and waterways designation. These OSWs are located east
of the Cortez Boulevard Bridge within the project ROW and are considered roadside ditches and
swales. The three OSWs currently function as drainage and conveyance for the surrounding areas
run-off and roadway sheet flow. These OSWs are artificially excavated linear features and are
therefore not considered SWFWMD jurisdictional wetlands. However, OSW 1 and OSW 2 are
United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) jurisdictional Waters of the U.S. due to
hydrologic connection with Anna Maria Sound and Sarasota Bay which are subject to the ebb and
flow of the tide and susceptible to use in interstate or foreign commerce.
3.3.2 Bays and Estuaries (FLUCFCS 540)
This designation has been given to Sarasota Bay, which connects to Anna Maria Sound. Sarasota
Bay comprises approximately 23.4 acres within the study area. The Sarasota Bay Estuary system
is considered an Outstanding Florida Water (OFW) as defined by the State under Chapter 62302.700 FAC. Sarasota Bay consists of man-made open channels for boats and shallow coastal
waters.
3.3.3 Mangrove Swamps (FLUCFCS 612)
Mangrove swamps are primarily located along the shoreline within the study area. These wetland
areas are coastal hardwood communities established in the intertidal and subtidal zones. In addition
to black mangrove, red mangrove (Rhizophora mangle), and white mangrove, vegetation includes
seagrape (Coccoloba uvifera) and buttonwood. Two areas, WL 2, and WL 3, have been identified
under the mangrove swamp designation. The referenced wetlands may provide foraging or nesting
habitat for state and federally-protected wading bird species.
3.3.4 Tidal Flat (FLUCFCS 651)
Wetland WL1 is an isolated saltern habitat located along the south side of the Cortez Boulevard
project corridor. The primary portion of this wetland is dominated by low growth herbaceous
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saltern species including, sea oxeye (Borrichia frutescens), glasswort, and salt grass. This wetland
is located adjacent to a drainage system associated with OSW 1 and is tidally influenced via
hydrologic connection. Wetland 1 may provide nesting and limited foraging habitat for wading
birds.

3.4 Marine Communities
Three types of marine habitats were identified within the study area, seagrass beds (FLUCFCS
911), estuarine water column (FLUCFCS 540), and live bottom (FLUCFCS 540).
3.4.1 Seagrass Beds (FLUCFCS 911)
Seagrass beds are communities found in the marine environment. The beds are comprised of
flowering plants that provide important habitat for marine fauna. The three seagrass species
identified within the study area are shoal grass (Halodule wrightii), manatee grass (Syringodium
filiforme), and turtle grass (Thalassia testudinum). A total of 4 seagrass beds were identified within
the study area. Seagrass beds located within the project corridor may provide foraging habitat for
the West Indian manatee (Trichechus manatus), smalltooth sawfish (Pristis pectinata), and marine
sea turtle species.
3.4.2 Estuarine Water Column (FLUCFCS 540)
The estuarine water column is the avenue by which nutrients and migrating organisms are
transported between river systems and the ocean. This environment is productive yet stressful to
many organisms, due to variable temperature and salinity. Many species that spawn in marine
waters enter the estuarine water column during their larval life stages, where they utilize the
abundant food, suitable substrate, and shelter from predators.
The GICW runs north/south through the project area. The GICW is an estuarine connection
between Anna Maria Sound to the north and Sarasota Bay to the south and contains a channel that
has been dredged for navigation. In the vicinity of Cortez Bridge, the depths in Anna Maria Sound
and Sarasota Bay are shallow (<5 ft) and the depths within the navigation channel are up to 12 ft
Anna Maria Sound and Sarasota Bay are heavily utilized for recreation.
The estuarine water column located within the project corridor may provide foraging habitat for
the West Indian manatee, smalltooth sawfish, marine sea turtle species and the larval stages of
numerous anadromous species.
3.4.3 Live Bottom (FLUCFCS 540)
Live bottoms are defined as “those areas that contain biological assemblages consisting of such
sessile invertebrates as sea fans, sea whips, hydroids, anemones, ascidians, sponges, bryozoans,
seagrasses, or corals living upon and attached to naturally occurring hard or rocky formations with
rough, broken, or smooth topography favoring the accumulation of turtles and fishes” (Gulf of
Mexico Fishery Management Council, 1998). A preliminary reconnaissance of the survey area
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revealed the presence of live bottom habitat in the northwest and southwest quadrants of the
existing bridge. The live bottom habitat in the northwest quadrant of the bridge was patchy in
nature, with the biota being mostly associated with rocks and boulders separated by sandy areas.
In the southwest quadrant of the bridge, immediately adjacent to the bridge, the live bottom habitat
was associated with a more consistent “pavement” type of rock structure; however, further from
the bridge (between the pavement rock and the seagrass beds), the live bottom was patchy in
nature. No other corals or live bottom species were encountered.

3.5 Future Land Use
Land use along SR 684 (Cortez Road) west of the bridge is generally commercial (marina) and
residential, with the Bradenton Beach Police Station located adjacent to SR 684 (Cortez Road).
There are no access points between SR 789 (Gulf Drive) and the bridge. Access to these adjacent
properties is provided by local streets. Land use along SR 684 (Cortez Road) east of the bridge
use is commercial and residential, with side street and driveway connection points. No changes in
land use would occur if the proposed project is to be implemented within or near the project study
limits.
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Section 4.0
Protected Species and Habitat
The project study limits were assessed for the presence of suitable habitat for federal- and statelisted protected species and USFWS Critical Habitat in accordance with 50 Code of Federal
Regulation (CFR) Part 402, Section 7(c) of the ESA. The study area was also evaluated for the
occurrence of plant and animal species protected by the Florida Endangered and Threatened
Species Act (Chapter 379.2291, Florida Statutes and Chapter 68A-27, Florida Administrative
Code (FAC)) and Preservation of Native Flora of Florida (Ch. 5B-40 FAC), and Part 2, Chapter
16 – Protected Species and Habitat of the FDOT PD&E Manual.

4.1 Methodology
General pedestrian, snorkeling, and scuba surveys of the study area only produced direct
observations of one state-protected species and no observations of federally-protected species. A
list of the species targeted during the general surveys is presented below in Table 4-1. The table
was developed utilizing the FNAI’s Biodiversity Index, which provides a statewide database on
documented, likely, and potentially occurring rare species, habitat available on site, whether the
species was observed, and the ETDM programming screen summary report for this project. No
federally-designated Critical Habitat for protected species occurs within the study area.

4.2 Agency Coordination
The FDOT understands that the USFWS, National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and/or
FFWCC may either request or require additional information regarding specific aspects of project
design and/or construction such as pile driving and/or a project blasting plan. Given the early stage
of this project (i.e., within the PD&E phase) this information is not currently available and will not
be available until project design is finalized and environmental permit applications are submitted
to the applicable agencies [US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), USCG and Water
Management District (WMD)/Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP)].
Based on coordination with the USFWS and the NMFS to comply with Section 7 of the ESA, the
FDOT will reinitiate consultation and provide all information necessary to complete consultation
for the aforementioned species prior to advancing the project
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Table 4-1: Potentially Occurring Listed Plant and Wildlife Species
State Listing
(FFWCC)

Federal
Listing
(USFWS)

Golden leather fern
Florida golden aster
Aboriginal prickly
apple

Threatened
Endangered

None
Endangered

Endangered

Endangered

Sanibel love grass

Endangered

None

Platalea ajaja

Roseate spoonbill

Threatened

None

Egretta caerulea

Little blue heron

Threatened

None

Egretta tricolor

Tri-colored heron

Threatened

None

Egretta rufescens

Reddish egret

Threatened

None

Charadrius melodus

Piping plover

Threatened

Threatened

Haematopus palliates

American
oystercatcher

Threatened

None

Calidris canutus rufa

Red knot

Threatened

Threatened

Haliaeetus leucocephalus**

Bald eagle

None

None

Mycteria americana

Wood stork

Threatened

Threatened

Acipenser oxyrinchus desotoi

Gulf sturgeon

Threatened

Threatened***

Pristis pectinata

Smalltooth sawfish

Endangered

Endangered

Species

Common Name

Habitat

Determination of Effect

Plants*
Acrostichum aureum
Chrysopsis floridana
Harrisia aboriginum
Eragrostis pectinacea var. tracyi

Mangrove swamp
Sand pine and oak scrub
Coastal strand vegetation and
tropical coastal hammocks
Beach dunes, maritime
hammocks, coastal strands,
coastal grasslands

No Effect
No Effect

Marine, estuarine, palustrine,
mangroves
Estuarine, lacustrine, riverine,
tidal marsh, tidal swamp
Estuarine, lacustrine, riverine,
tidal marsh, tidal swamp
Tidal Marsh, unconsolidated
substrate, mangrove island,
barren sands, mudflats, estuarine
Open, sandy beaches and tidal
mudflats and sandflats
Beach dune, exposed marine and
estuarine substrate, mudflat,
beach, sandbar

May affect, not likely to
adversely affect
May affect, not likely to
adversely affect
May affect, not likely to
adversely affect

No effect
No effect

Birds

Intertidal, marine habitats
Estuarine, lacustrine, riverine,
tidal marsh, tidal swamp
Estuarine tidal swamps/marshes,
lacustrine, seepage stream,
ditches, ruderal

May affect, not likely to
adversely affect
May affect, not likely to
adversely affect
May affect, not likely to
adversely affect
May affect, not likely to
adversely affect
May affect, not likely to
adversely affect
May affect, not likely to
adversely affect

Fish
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Common Name

State Listing
(FFWCC)

Federal
Listing
(USFWS)

West Indian manatee

Threatened

Threatened

Alluvial stream, blackwater
stream, spring fed stream,
estuarine, marine

May affect, not likely to
adversely affect

Drymarchon corais couperi

Eastern indigo snake

Threatened

Threatened

Mangrove swamp, upland

May affect, not likely to
adversely affect

Gopherus polyphemus

Gopher tortoise

Threatened

Candidate

Coastal grasslands and dune
communities

No effect

Caretta caretta

Loggerhead turtle

Threatened

Threatened

Marine; nesting on beaches

Chelonia mydas

Green turtle

Endangered

Endangered

Marine; nesting on beaches

Lepidochelys kempii

Kemp’s Ridley turtle

Endangered

Endangered

Marine; nesting on beaches

Dermochelys coriacea

Leatherback turtle

Endangered

Endangered

Marine; nesting on beaches

Eretmochelys imbricata

Hawksbill turtle

Endangered

Endangered

Marine; nesting on beaches

Species

Habitat

Determination of Effect

Mammals
Trichechus manatus
Reptiles

May affect, not likely to
adversely affect
May affect, not likely to
adversely affect
May affect, not likely to
adversely affect
May affect, not likely to
adversely affect
May affect, not likely to
adversely affect

*State listed plants are listed by the Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (FDACS)
** Regulated under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act and Migratory Bird Treaty Act
*** Also listed by NOAA/NMFS
USFWS = United States Fish and Wildlife Service
FFWCC = Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
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to construction. Similarly, the FDOT will coordinate further with the FFWCC during the project
design phase for impacts associated with state-listed species.

4.3 General Corridor Survey Results
Through reviews of existing data, field evaluations, and analysis of all collected data,
determinations of effect were made for the following 19 vertebrate species that are federally or
state-protected and have the potential to occur in the study area: roseate spoonbill, little blue heron,
tricolored heron, reddish egret, piping plover, American oystercatcher, red knot, bald eagle, wood
stork, Gulf sturgeon, smalltooth sawfish, West Indian manatee, eastern indigo snake, gopher
tortoise, loggerhead turtle, green turtle, Kemp’s Ridley turtle, leatherback turtle, and Hawksbill
turtle
Additionally, according to FNAI report data, four state and/or federally-protected plant species
have the potential to occur within the proposed project area. These plant species include: Florida
golden aster, aboriginal prickly pear, and Sanibel love grass and golden leather fern. No protected
plant species were observed within or adjacent to the proposed project corridor during the field
surveys. If any protected plant species are observed during the continued design or construction of
the project, coordination with the Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services
(FDACS) and/or the USFWS will be initiated. The following species descriptions include effect
determinations that apply to each build alternative. The no-build alternative would have no effect
to each species described below.

4.4 Federally-Listed Species
Federally-listed species which have been identified in the vicinity of the study limits or that may
have potential to occur include the Florida golden aster, aboriginal prickly pear, Sanibel love grass,
golden leather fern, piping plover, red knot, bald eagle, wood stork, Gulf sturgeon, smalltooth
sawfish, West Indian manatee, eastern indigo snake, loggerhead turtle, green turtle, Kemp’s Ridley
turtle, leatherback turtle, and Hawksbill turtle.
4.4.1 Golden leather fern
The golden leather fern is listed as threatened by the FDACS. The golden leather fern is found in
mangrove swamp habitat. This species was not observed during the field reviews. The project is
expected to have “no effect” on this species.
4.4.2 Florida golden aster
The Florida golden aster is a perennial herb in the aster family with a distribution limited to a few
counties in west-central Florida. The Florida golden aster occurs in sand pine and oak scrub or in
disturbed areas at the edges of scrub habitat. According to information from the FNAI report, this
species has the potential to occur within a few miles of the study area. This species was not
observed during the field reviews. The project is expected to have “no effect” on this species.
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4.4.3 Aboriginal prickly apple
The aboriginal prickly pear occurs in Florida in coastal strand vegetation (relatively low salttolerant shrubs and grasses), tropical coastal hammocks with trees including gumbo limbo
(Bursera simaruba), wild lime (Zanthoxylum fagara), or live oak (Quercus virginiana).
Populations are likely to be on shell mounds created by pre-European local residents, or at least
on sites with shelly substrates. Plants may be quite close to the mangrove zone, but not in it.
According to information from the FNAI report, this species has the potential to occur within a
few miles of the study area. This species was not observed during the field reviews. The project
is expected to have “no effect” on this species.
4.4.4 Sanibel love grass
Sanibel love grass is often associated with drier, compact soils of disturbed beach dunes, maritime
hammocks, coastal strands, costal grasslands, old fields, clearings and other disturbed sites.
According to information from the FNAI report, this species has the potential to occur within a
few miles of the study area. This species was not observed during the field reviews. The project
is expected to have “no effect” on this species.
4.4.5 Piping plover
The piping plover is listed as threatened by both the USFWS and FFWCC. The piping plover may
uses coastal habitats such as tidal flats, beaches, and dunes. This species does not breed in Florida
but overwinters in the state. No high-use wintering areas are known within the study area.
No piping plovers were observed during the field surveys. Winter surveys for this species will be
conducted during the construction phase. Should this species be identified within the work area
during surveys, construction will be suspended until the piping plover (s) has departed the work
area. Therefore, the project “may affect, not likely to adversely affect” the piping plover.
4.4.6 Red knot
The red knot is listed as a state- and federally-threatened species. This highly migratory bird
species may be found seasonally using intertidal, marine habitats, especially near coastal inlets,
estuaries, and bays along the east coast of the United States (including Florida) during its annual
migrations between breeding grounds in the Central Canadian Arctic and wintering areas along
the coast of Chile and Argentina in South America. Areas within the project are not known to
provide significant foraging or staging/refuge habitat for the species, and the species has not been
observed during field reviews. However, the species could occur at least rarely within or adjacent
to the project limits. Should this species be identified within the work area during construction,
the Contractor will be required (through contractual language and/or permit conditions) to
temporarily suspend work activities until the red knot(s) has departed the applicable work area(s).
Therefore, FDOT has determined that the proposed project “may affect, not likely to adversely
affect” the red knot.
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4.4.7 Bald eagle
The bald eagle has been removed from federal and state protection under the ESA and the
Threatened and Endangered Species Act, respectively. Protection of the bald eagle, at the federal
level, is now regulated under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA) and Migratory
Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). Under BGEPA, bald eagle nests are protected through the
implementation of a 660-foot zone extending outward from a nest tree. Currently the requirements
do not allow construction activities within the 0 to 330-foot buffer of any active nests during the
nesting season (October 1 to May 15). Construction between the 330-foot and 660-foot buffer
would either occur outside of nesting season or a qualified biologist would monitor the nest if
construction activity occurs during the nesting season. No bald eagle nests were identified within
660 feet of the study area. The closest documented nests (MN030 and MN033) are approximately
1.5 miles southeast and northeast, respectively, of the eastern terminus of study area.
An updated eagle nest survey will be performed during the permitting phase of the Preferred
Alternative, as new nests may be established closer to the study area. If new eagle nests are
identified within 660 ft of the Preferred Alternative and construction during the nesting season
cannot be avoided, the FDOT will implement a monitoring program in accordance with the
USFWS’ 2007 Bald Eagle Monitoring Guidelines to assure no disturbance to the eagle. If
construction activities are outside of the 660-ft protection zone, no coordination with either the
USFWS or FFWCC is necessary. Due to the lack of observations during the field review, the
additional surveys to be conducted throughout the permitting process, and the implementation of
monitoring if new nests are established during construction, a determination of “may affect, not
likely to adversely affect” is appropriate for the bald eagle.
4.4.8 Wood stork
The wood stork is listed by both the USFWS and FFWCC as threatened. According to current
USFWS data, the entire study area falls within the core foraging area (CFA) (15.6 miles) of one
known wood stork nesting colony. Figure 4-1 details the location of this wood stork nesting colony
(Ayers Point – Dot Dash) in relation to the study area. Based on the USFWS compensation
guidelines for the wood stork, habitat compensation is required to be within the appropriate CFA
or within the service area of a USFWS-approved mitigation bank. OSWs and wetlands occurring
within the project boundary were evaluated for wood stork suitable foraging habitat (SFH) under
the ESA. Based on evidence of inundation (stain lines, hydrophytic vegetation, standing water),
OSW 1 includes SFH. OSW 2 and OSW 3 are not considered SFH for wood storks due to the
infrequency of inundation and lack of prey availability. Mitigation for wetlands is not anticipated
for the build alternatives, both of which avoid new impacts to wetlands. In addition, due to de
minimis impacts to OSWs, no mitigation is anticipated for impacts to these roadside ditches. In
the event that USACE requires purchase of mitigation credit, this may be conducted via the
purchase of freshwater emergent (herbaceous) wetland mitigation bank credits at Tampa Bay
Mitigation Bank or through the FDOT Mitigation Program in accordance with Chapter 373.4137
F.S. Due to the de minimis impact to OSWs within the project corridor, a prey foraging analysis
for the wood stork is not anticipated.
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Figure 4-1: Wood Stork Colony Location
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Based on the project’s potential wetland impacts, the project “may affect, not likely to adversely
affect” the wood stork or its CFA. During the project’s Design phase, when more specific design
information is available, the FDOT will re-evaluate wetlands affected by the project. If wetlands
or other surface waters conducive to wood stork foraging will be impacted by the final design,
FDOT will coordinate with the USFWS and propose measures to minimize effects to the wood
stork and its colonies or propose compensation for adverse effects to the species.
4.4.9 Gulf sturgeon
The Gulf sturgeon is listed as threatened by both the USFWS, NMFS, and FFWCC. This species
inhabits coastal systems and generally spawns in most major coastal rivers in areas with limestone
outcrops. The major threat to this species is loss of high-quality spawning areas due to damming
of coastal rivers. The project is not within a known spawning area for the species. Although nonbreeding animals have been observed in Sarasota Bay, the presence of the Gulf sturgeon in Anna
Maria Sound and Sarasota Bay is considered infrequent. No Gulf sturgeon were observed during
the field review. However, habitat suitable for use by the Gulf sturgeon occurs within the project
area.
Therefore, the FDOT will utilize USFWS and NMFS’ “Gulf Sturgeon Protection Guidelines”
during bridge construction (Appendix A), should one of the Build Alternatives be selected.
Similarly, if the contractor proposes blasting for any bridge demolition, the FDOT and their
contractor will be required through contractual language and permitting requirements to submit a
blasting plan (Appendix B) and acquire appropriate approvals from the USFWS, NMFS, and
FFWCC prior to proceeding to assure that the blasting does not adversely affect this species. This
blasting plan is expected to be consistent with the USFWS’s “Guidelines for the Protection of
Manatees and Sea Turtles During the Use of Explosives in the Waters of the State of Florida”.
Contractor adherence to the agency-approved project blasting plan and implementation of the
USFWS and NMFS’ Gulf Sturgeon Protection Guidelines (Appendix A) are expected to avoid
and minimize adverse impacts to the species. These measures will also be included in the NEPA
document. Therefore, the project “may affect, not likely to adversely affect” the Gulf sturgeon.
4.4.10 Smalltooth sawfish
The smalltooth sawfish, a federal and state-endangered species, inhabits shallow coastal waters.
The NMFS exerts jurisdiction over this species under the ESA. Juveniles of this species are often
found in shallow mud or sand banks (NMFS), 2006). Adult sawfish spend time in both shallow
coastal waters and deeper waters of the continental shelf. The presence of the smalltooth sawfish
in Anna Maria Sound and Sarasota Bay is considered infrequent. No smalltooth sawfish were
observed during the field review. However, habitat suitable for use by the smalltooth sawfish
occurs within the project area.
Therefore, the FDOT will utilize NMFS’ Sea Turtle and Smalltooth Sawfish Construction
Conditions during bridge construction (Appendix C) should one of the Build Alternatives be
selected. If the contractor proposes blasting for the demolition of the existing bridge, the contractor
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will be required through contractual language and permitting requirements to submit a blasting
plan (Appendix B) and acquire appropriate approvals from the USFWS, NMFS, and FFWCC
prior to proceeding to assure that the blasting does not adversely affect this species. This blasting
plan is expected to be consistent with the USFWS’s “Guidelines for the Protection of Manatees
and Sea Turtles During the Use of Explosives in the Waters of the State of Florida”. These
measures will also be included in the NEPA document. With these precautions in place, the project
“may affect, not likely to adversely affect” the smalltooth sawfish.
4.4.11 West Indian manatee
The West Indian manatee is protected as threatened by the USFWS and FFWCC. The manatee
occurs in coastal waters and larger rivers in southwest Florida but was not observed during the
field surveys in the study area. Critical Habitat has not been designated within the project area.
However, manatees are anticipated to travel in the project vicinity.
FFWCC Standard Protection Measures for the species, adopted by the USFWS, will be
implemented to assure there is no adverse effect to the manatee. Construction of the Preferred
Alternative is not anticipated to negatively impact manatee habitat; however, the proposed
improvements may create construction hazards, such as increased boat and barge traffic, during
the construction period. These issues will be addressed during construction through the
implementation of the Standard Manatee Construction Conditions, which includes standard
protection measures (Appendix D). If the contractor proposes blasting for the demolition of the
existing bridge, the contractor will be required through contractual language and permitting
requirements to submit a blasting plan (Appendix B) and acquire appropriate approvals from the
USFWS and FFWCC prior to proceeding to assure that the blasting does not adversely affect the
manatee. This blasting plan is expected to be consistent with the USFWS’s “Guidelines for the
Protection of Manatees and Sea Turtles During the Use of Explosives in the Waters of the State of
Florida”. These measures will be included in the NEPA document. Through implementation of
these measures, the manatee is not expected to be adversely affected by the project. Therefore, the
proposed project “may affect, not likely to adversely affect” the manatee.
4.4.12 Eastern indigo snake
The eastern indigo snake is protected as a threatened species by the USFWS and the FFWCC. The
eastern indigo snake occurs throughout most of Florida and can be found in a range of habitats
including mangrove swamps.
No eastern indigo snakes were encountered during the field review. However, mangrove swamp
and suitable upland habitat for the eastern indigo snake occur within the study area. Therefore, the
most current version of the USFWS’ Construction Precautions for the Eastern Indigo Snake will
be implemented during construction. A copy of the protection guidelines has been provided as
Appendix E. Based on the August 2013 Eastern Indigo Snake Programmatic Key, the project
build alternatives will impact less than 25 acres of xeric habitat supporting less than 25 active and
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inactive gopher tortoise burrows, along with the implementation of the construction precautions,
the project “may affect, not likely to adversely affect” the eastern indigo snake.

4.4.13 Sea turtles
Five marine turtle species potentially occur in the project area: the Atlantic loggerhead turtle,
green turtle, the leatherback turtle, the Hawksbill turtle, and the Kemp’s Ridley turtle. The
USFWS and NMFS share jurisdiction of marine turtles, with NMFS having lead responsibility for
the conservation and recovery of sea turtles in the marine environment and USFWS having lead
responsibility for turtles on nesting beaches. These species are also state-protected. As no suitable
nesting beaches are present for marine turtles in the project area, NMFS will be responsible for
any issues regarding marine turtles on this project.
However, these species do have the potential to occur in the area within coastal waters. The FDOT
will utilize NMFS’ Sea Turtle and Smalltooth Sawfish Construction Conditions during bridge
construction (Appendix C), should one of the Build Alternatives be selected. If the contractor
proposes blasting for the demolition of the existing bridge, the contractor will be required through
contractual language and permitting requirements to submit a blasting plan (Appendix B) and
acquire appropriate approvals from the USFWS, NMFS, and FFWCC prior to proceeding to assure
that the blasting does not adversely affect these species. These measures will also be included in
the NEPA document. With these precautions in place, the project “may affect, not likely to
adversely affect” the loggerhead, green, leatherback, hawksbill, or Kemp’s Ridley turtles.

4.5 State-Listed Species
State-listed species which were identified in the vicinity of the corridor or which have potential to
occur are a variety of species including brown pelican, roseate spoonbill, limpkin, little blue heron,
snowy egret, tricolored heron, reddish egret, white ibis, American oystercatcher, and gopher
tortoise.
4.5.1 Wading birds
Five state-protected wading birds species (little blue heron, reddish egret, limpkin, roseate
spoonbill, and tri-colored heron) potentially occur within the study area. These species are listed
by the FFWCC as threatened. A review of the FWC Breeding Bird Atlas did not identify any
known breeding colonies within the study area. Within a 5-mile radius there are three documented
wading bird breeding colonies. Figure 4-2 identifies the three nearest known breeding colonies
(Atlas no. 615023, 615311, and 615026) located near the study area.
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Figure 4-2: Wading Bird Breeding Colonies
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The closest of the wading bird breeding colonies is Atlas no. 615023, which is approximately 1.5
miles south of the study area.
Wetlands and other surface waters within the study area may be used by these species for limited
foraging and nesting. Typically, by providing compensation for unavoidable wetland impacts, the
regulatory agencies consider impacts to these species’ foraging areas offset. Therefore, the project
“may affect, not likely to adversely affect” the state-listed wading bird species.
4.5.2 American oystercatcher
The American oystercatcher is listed by the FFWCC as threatened. This species is not listed by
the USFWS. The oystercatcher uses beach, mud flat, and shell fish beds for nesting and foraging.
No American oystercatchers were observed during the field surveys. Should this species be
identified within the work area during surveys, construction will be suspended until the
oystercatcher(s) has departed the work area. Therefore, the project “may affect, not likely to
adversely affect” the American oystercatcher.
4.5.3 Gopher tortoise
The gopher tortoise is listed as threatened by FFWCC and is a candidate for federal listing in
Florida. The gopher tortoise occurs in a variety of upland habitats including coastal grasslands and
dune communities. Disturbed habitats such as roadsides and vacant open areas often support
populations of gopher tortoises. No gopher tortoises or gopher tortoise burrows were observed
during the general wildlife surveys for this project. Should gopher tortoises be found on site,
burrows must be avoided or tortoises must be relocated out of the construction area; relocation
activities would require a relocation permit issued by FFWCC. Based on the lack of observations
during the reviews conducted, the project is expected to have “no effect” on the gopher tortoise.

4.6 Critical Habitat
The project corridor was assessed for Critical Habitat designated by Congress in 50 CFR 424.
review of the USFWS’s available GIS data indicates there is no Critical Habitat within the project
limits or surrounding areas; therefore, the proposed bridges will have no involvement with Critical
Habitat.
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Section 5.0
Wetland and Surface Water Impacts
5.1 Evaluated Alternatives
Two Build Alternatives remain under consideration for this bridge facility: the replacement of the
existing low-level drawbridge with a new drawbridge providing approximately 35-ft of vertical
navigational clearance and the 65-ft fixed bridge alternative, both on the northern alignment. These
two alternatives, along with the No-Build (Repair) Alternative, will be carried forward for further
consideration at a Public Hearing.

5.2 Methodology
This project was evaluated for impacts to wetlands in accordance with Executive Order 11990,
“Protection of Wetlands”, dated May 24, 1977, Title 23, Part 777 of the CFR, and the requirements
set forth in FDOT’s PD&E Manual, Part 2, Chapter 9 (Wetlands and Other Surface Waters). In
order to determine the preliminary locations and boundaries of existing wetland areas, site-specific
data were collected and reviewed. Site-specific data reviewed included the following:







US Department of Agriculture, NRCS, soil database for Manatee County
(http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov)
USGS, Topographic Quadrangle Maps, 7.5 Minute Series
SWFWMD Land Use Maps based on the FDOT FLUCFCS 2009
USFWS NWI database (http://www.fws.gov/wetlands/index.html)
USFWS Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the United States
(Cowardin et al, 1979)
Aerial photography

Wetland and marine habitats were evaluated within a study area bounded by SR 789 (Gulf Drive)
to the west, 123rd Street West to the east, and 200 feet from the centerline of the existing bridge to
the north and south. Using the above information, potential wetland, OSW and seagrass areas were
identified within the study area. These areas were mapped on aerials, labeled using both the
FLUCFCS classification system and corresponding NWI code, and given a unique identifier
(Figures 5-1 through 5-3).
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Figure 5-1: FLUCFCS Map
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Figure 5-2: Wetland and Other Surface Waters Impact (North 35-ft Bascule Bridge Alignment)
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Figure 5-3: Wetland and Other Surface Waters Impact (North High Level Fixed Alignment)
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General field surveys of the study area were conducted on June 24-28, 2013 by environmental
scientists familiar with Florida wetland communities. The purpose of the field investigation was
to locate and verify wetland areas identified during the database review, as well as to estimate
boundaries of wetland areas not identified by the available literature. Pedestrian and snorkeling
surveys were conducted within the study area.
Wetland areas within the study area were assessed using the state wetland jurisdictional
methodology, as described in Chapter 62-340, Florida Administrative Code (FAC), and the
USACE Wetland Delineation Manual (1987) and 2010 Regional Supplement applying the “three
parameter” approach: presence of hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, and hydrology to estimate
boundaries of wetlands. Nuisance and exotic plant infestations, shifts in historical plant
communities, and any other disturbances were also noted. The boundaries of OSWs were
identified at the ordinary high water level utilizing hydrobiological indicators including
hydrophytic vegetation, soils, adventitious rooting, and stain lines. For OSWs that exhibited side
slopes of 4:1 or steeper, the top of bank (TOB) was utilized as the upland boundary. OSWs were
further evaluated for wood stork SFH pursuant to the ESA and USFWS guidance.
Summer season snorkeling surveys were conducted to map seagrass limits. These surveys
consisted of demarcating the extent of seagrass beds within the study area and swimming random
transects to note seagrass coverage, general health of the bed, and any utilization by wildlife.
Please refer to Figure 5-4 for seagrass maps. Visibility and access were good during the snorkeling
surveys.
EFH was identified and evaluated in accordance with the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation
and Management Act (MSFCMA) of 1976 (as amended in 1996 and reauthorized in 2007), as
further described in Section 6.0.

5.3 Impact Evaluation
Potential direct wetland, seagrass, and surface water impacts were estimated for each of the viable
alternatives considered (see Table 2-1). For the purpose of this study, it was assumed that all
wetland, seagrass, and surface water habitats identified within the limits-of-construction of each
of the bridge replacement alternatives would be impacted. This methodology overestimates the
direct impacts to estuarine open water, because it includes all surface water habitat under the
bridge, rather than just where new pilings will be installed. Direct impacts to estuarine open water
will be revised during the design phase once the exact limits of construction and the location of
bridge pilings are determined. Impacts from the two Build Alternatives are discussed below.
The two Build Alternatives (35-ft Bascule Bridge North Alignment and the 65-ft Fixed Bridge
North Alignment) indicate no impacts to mangrove wetlands associated with both the eastern and
western shorelines of Anna Maria Sound, as well as adjacent to the eastern terminus of the project
corridor. There is no OSW impact anticipated with the 35-ft Bascule Bridge North.
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Figure 5-4: Benthic Survey
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Alignment alternative. There are 0.02 ac. of impacts to OSWs anticipated for the 65-ft Fixed
Bridge North Alignment alternative. Both Build Alternatives would impact 0.01 acre of seagrass.
Please refer to Table 5-1 for impacts to wetlands and OSWs associated with the No-Build, and the
two Build Alternatives. Shading impacts to seagrasses have been included in this analysis.
Wetland function was evaluated using the UMAM (62-345, F.A.C.). UMAM is the method
accepted by both the SWFWMD and the USACE to determine both the amount of functional loss
due to wetland impacts and the mitigation necessary to offset the loss. UMAM assesses wetland
function by scoring three indicators of wetland and other surface water function: location and
landscape support, water environment, and community structure. The PD&E Study originally
included more than the two Build Alternatives (35-ft of vertical navigational clearance (MidLevel) and the 65-ft (High-Level) fixed bridge alternative, both on the northern alignment),
however, the two Build Alternatives are the only alternatives being recommended for future
analysis. These two alternatives will result in UMAM functional loss of 0.004 units of seagrass
function and no direct loss of mangrove function. Please refer to Appendix D for the UMAM data
sheets.
Table 5-1: Estimated Direct Permanent Impacts to Wetlands, Seagrass, and Surface
Waters

No-Build

Estimated Acres of Direct
Wetland and Other Surface
Water Impacts
0.00

35 ft Bascule (North)

0.00

4.00

0.01

65 ft Fixed (North)

0.02

3.97

0.01

Alternative

Estimated Acres over
Estuarine Open Water

Estimated Acres of
Seagrass Impacts

0.00

0.00

Mitigation for wetlands is not anticipated for the two Build Alternatives, both of which avoid new
impacts to wetlands. In addition, due to de minimis impacts to OSWs, no mitigation is anticipated
for impacts to these roadside ditches. In the event that USACE requires purchase of mitigation
credit, this may be conducted via the purchase of freshwater emergent (herbaceous) wetland
mitigation bank credits based on mitigation bank availability at that time or through the FDOT
Mitigation Program in accordance with Chapter 373.4137 F.S. Seagrass mitigation alternatives
to offset the 0.004 functional loss of seagrass function may include construction of a seagrass
mitigation area or purchase of private mitigation credits if available at the time of permitting.

5.4 Coordination with Permitting Agencies
The USACE and SWFWMD regulate wetlands and surface waters within the project area. The
USFWS, NMFS, US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), and the FFWCC review and
comment on these permit applications. It is currently anticipated that the following permits will
be required for this project:
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Permit
Individual Environmental Resource Permit (ERP)
Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act
Section 404 Clean Water Act Nationwide Permit
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit
U.S. Coast Guard Bridge Permit

Issuing Agency
SWFWMD
USACE
USACE
USEPA, FDEP
USCG

The SWFWMD requires an ERP when construction of any project results in the creation of a water
management system or in impacts to waters of the state or isolated wetlands.
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Section 6.0
Essential Fish Habitat
The EFH Assessment is included as part of this report in accordance with Part 2, Chapter 17 –
Essential Fish Habitat of the FDOT PD&E Manual and the requirements of the MSFCMA. EFH
includes all types of aquatic habitat such as open waters, wetlands, seagrasses and substrate
necessary to fish for spawning, breeding, feeding, and development to maturity.

6.1 Magnuson-Stevens Act
The MSFCMA of 1976 was amended in 1996 and reauthorized in 2007. Under the requirements
of the MSFCMA, EFH Assessment consultation is required for the proposed project. Since the
proposed Cortez Bridge project potentially involves impacts to EFH, this EFH Assessment was
conducted under the provisions of the MSFCMA. This report section represents the FDOT’s
initiation of EFH consultation with NMFS.
EFH is separated into marine and estuarine habitats. The 1998 Generic Amendment for Addressing
Essential Fish Habitat (NOAA 1998) defines EFH as all estuarine waters and substrates (mud,
sand, shell, rock, and associated biological communities), including the sub-tidal vegetation
(seagrass and algae) and adjacent intertidal vegetation (marshes and mangroves) necessary for fish
spawning, breeding, feeding or growth to maturity (16 U.S.C. 1802(10)).
The MSFCMA established standards for fishery conservation and management, and created eight
Regional Fishery Management Councils (FMCs) to apply those national standards in fishery
management plans (FMPs). The MSFCMA, as amended, requires a FMP to be based upon the
best available scientific and economic data for each commercial species (or related group of
species, such as “reef fishes”) that is in need of conservation and management within each
respective region. The Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council (GMFMC) has jurisdiction
over the fisheries within the project area.
Another provision of the MSFCMA requires that the FMC identify and protect EFH for every
species managed by the FMP (50 CFR 600). The MSFCMA also requires federal agencies to
provide consultation on activities that may adversely affect EFH designated in the FMP. The
NMFS, a service of the US Department of Commerce, NOAA, is responsible for implementing
this mandate.
Project-related activities may have direct (e.g., physical disruption) or indirect (e.g., loss of prey
species) effects on EFH and may be site-specific or habitat-wide. The potential effects must be
evaluated individually and cumulatively. The NMFS provides comments and recommendations
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to the responsible federal permitting agency. That information is considered by the permitting
agency, and may be included in the recommendation as part of the permit conditions. According
to 50 CFR 600.920 (e)(3), an EFH assessment must include:





A description of the proposed action
An analysis of the effects, including cumulative effects, of the action on EFH, the managed
species and associated species by life history stage
The federal agency’s reviews regarding the effects of the action on EFH
Proposed mitigation, if applicable

6.2 Existing Conditions
The GICW within the project area is an estuarine connection between Anna Maria Sound to the
north and Sarasota Bay to the south (see Figure 1-1 for a Project Location Map). The closest
hydrologic connections to the marine waters of the Gulf of Mexico occur approximately two miles
south of the project location at Longboat Pass and approximately six miles north-northwest of the
project location at the mouth of Tampa Bay. The project corridor is located in the northern portion
of the SWFWMD’s Southern Coastal Watershed, which extends along the southwestern shore of
Florida from the mouth of Tampa Bay to the mouth of Charlotte Harbor (SWFWMD, 2000). In
the project vicinity, watershed inputs (freshwater runoff) include several sources, where 59 square
miles of watershed drain into 45 square miles of open water in Upper Sarasota Bay. A small area
drains into Palma Sola Bay, located northeast of the project area. In addition, freshwater runoff
enters Sarasota Bay from several of the sub-basins that drain into Sarasota Bay; the Bowlees Creek
system; Whitaker Bayou; Hudson Bayou; other mainland coastal areas; and the barrier islands of
Longboat Key, Lido Key, and Anna Maria Island. Portions of Anna Maria Island also drain to
Anna Maria Sound, located north of the project area. The mouth of the Manatee River is located
east-northeast of the project area and discharges large amounts of freshwater near the northern end
of Anna Maria Sound/southern Tampa Bay.
Loss of natural habitat is an issue of concern for Sarasota Bay. Since 1950, intertidal wetland
acreages have decreased by approximately 39 percent (SWFWMD 2000). Dredging activities
(including the GICW) have degraded approximately 14 percent of the Sarasota Bay bottom
(SWFWMD, 2000). In addition, a 30 percent loss in seagrass from dredge and fill activities was
observed from 1950 to 1988 and substantial declines in fisheries have been observed (SWFWMD,
2000).

6.3 Agency Coordination
In comments on the ETDM Programming Screen Summary Report for this project, the NMFS
indicated that an EFH Assessment should be submitted for the proposed project. In addition, as
part of their Advance Notification correspondence, the NMFS provided a list of managed species
that may need to be included in the EFH Assessment. Those species are included in Table 6-1,
6-2

SR 684 (Cortez Bridge and Approaches) PD&E Study
Draft Natural Resources Evaluation

Table 6-1: Managed Species with EFH within the Project Area
Species
Fishery
Management Plan

Penaeid Shrimp
Red Drum

Reef Fish - Snappers

Reef Fish Groupers

Reef Fish – Wrasses
Stone Crab
Coastal Migratory
Pelagics
Highly Migratory
Species
Coral

Life Stages Potentially Occurring in the Project Area
Larvae

Scientific Name

Brown shrimp
Pink shrimp
White shrimp
Red drum
Mutton snapper
Schoolmaster
Cubera snapper
Gray snapper
Dog snapper
Lane snapper
Yellowtail snapper
Goliath grouper
Red grouper
Black grouper
Nassau grouper
Yellowmouth grouper
Gag grouper
Yellowfin grouper
Hogfish
Stone crab
Gulf stone crab

Penaeus aztecus
Penaeus duorarum
Penaeus setiferus
Sciaenops ocellatus
Lutjanus analis
Lutjanus apodus
Lutjanus cyanopterus
Lutjanus grieus
Lutjanus jocu
Lutjanus synagris
Ocyurus chrysurus
Epinephelus itjara
Epinephalus morio
Epinephalus bonaci
Epinephalus striatus
Mycteroperca interstitialis
Mycteroperca microlepis
Myteroperca venenosa
Lachnolaimus maximus
Menippe mercenaria
Menippe adina

Spanish mackerel

Scomberomorus maculatus



Bull shark
Lemon shark
Bonnethead shark
Corals within the
Class Anthozoa

Carcharhinus leucas
Negaprion brevirostris
Sphyma tiburo
























Juvenile

SubAdult

Common Name

N/A

Egg

PostLarvae























Adult
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HAPC
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Mangroves





Estuarine
Emergent
Wetlands




EFH Type(s) Utilized
Estuarine
Water
Seagrass
Column



































N/A





N/A
N/A
N/A







N/A



Estuarine NonVegetated
Bottom









Live
Bottom
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which contains a list of managed species that may be potentially affected by the proposed project.
Impacts to those managed species have been addressed in this document.

6.4 Field Surveys
A benthic survey (conducted on June 24-27, 2013) was conducted to identify benthic community
types present within the project area. The benthic survey area extended 200 feet north and south
of the existing SR 684 centerline. A preliminary reconnaissance of the survey area revealed the
presence of seagrasses, non-vegetated bottom, and live bottom within the survey area. A team of
biologists documented the location of the seagrass and live bottom habitats.
The seagrass edge-of-bed was recorded as one biologist snorkeled over the seagrass edge while a
second biologist followed behind with a Trimble GeoXT 6000 series handheld unit running ESRI
ArcPad 10.0 (hereafter referred to as the Trimble unit). The polyline GIS data collected along the
edge of seagrass was added to ArcMap 10.0. All map figures were generated in ArcMap 10.0.
To define the extent of the live bottom habitat, a combination of aerial photo interpretation and
field verification were used. Aerial photographs of the project area were analyzed to identify aerial
signatures of potential live bottom habitat. GIS was used to assign specific locations (points)
within the potential live bottom aerial signature locations to be field verified.

In the field, a team of biologists using scuba or snorkel gear field navigated to each of the assigned
points to verify the presence/absence of live bottom. Appropriate data were recorded at each point
using the Trimble unit. Additionally, to further define the boundaries of the live bottom areas, the
biologist team (using scuba) swam several transects parallel to the bridge to document the edges
of the live bottom habitat. The team used a surface buoy to signal to a biologist on the surface
who then collected the global positioning system (GPS) position of the surface buoy with the
Trimble unit. The GPS data were added to ArcMap 10.0 to create a habitat map.

6.5 Analysis of Impacts to EFH
Project-related activities may have direct (e.g., physical disruption) or indirect (e.g., loss of prey
species) effects on EFH and may be site-specific or habitat-wide.
6.5.1 Permanent Direct Impacts
Table 6-2 details the estimated permanent direct impacts to EFH for each of the original project
alternatives. All alternatives are shown for the potential impacts to EFH since they were originally
assessed, however the No-Build and Build Alternatives (35-ft Bascule Bridge North Alignment
and the 65-ft Fixed Bridge North Alignment) are the only proposed alternatives for future analysis.
If the No-Build is selected, there will be no impacts to EFH. Construction of a new bridge will
likely result in permanent direct impacts to the EFH habitats from installation of the bridge
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structure and piers/pilings. At this time, the locations of any proposed bridge piers/pilings are
unknown. Therefore, the impacts to the EFH habitats were calculated based on the entire limits of
construction (project footprint).
6.5.2 Temporary Direct Impacts
The method of construction for the proposed Cortez Bridge has not yet been determined.
Temporary direct impacts that may occur from the proposed construction activities cannot be
precisely calculated at this time. Further coordination with the agencies will take place during the
design phase and prior to permitting when temporary impacts can be determined.
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Table 6-2: Estimated Permanent Direct Impacts to EFH
EFH Resource

FLUCCS Code
and Habitat

EFH Type

Tidal Connection

No Build
acres

35-ft Bascule
acres

65-ft Fixed
acres

Wetland WL1

651 Tidal Flats

Estuarine
Emergent

Yes

0.00

0.00

0.00

Mangrove

Yes

0.00

0.00

0.00

Mangrove

Yes

0.00

0.00

0.00

Yes

0.00

0.00

0.0002

Yes

0.00

0.00

0.00

Total Impacts to Mangrove Wetland EFH

0.00

0.00

0.00

Total Impacts to Estuarine Emergent Wetland EFH
Seagrass Bed 1
911
Seagrass
Seagrass Bed (Patch)
911
Seagrass
2
Seagrass Bed 3
911
Seagrass
Seagrass Bed 4
911
Seagrass

Yes

0.00
0.00

0.00
0.01

0.0002
0.01

Yes

0.00

0.0005

0.0005

Yes
Yes

0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.01

0.01

0.00

4.00

3.90

0.00

4.00

3.90

0.00

3.16

3.15

0.00

3.16

3.15

0.00

0.83

0.83

0.00

0.83

0.83

Wetland WL2
Wetland WL3
OSW 1
OSW 2

612 Mangrove
Swamp
612 Mangrove
Swamp
510 Streams and
Waterways
510 Streams and
Waterways

Estuarine
Emergent
Estuarine
Emergent

Total Impacts to Seagrass EFH
Anna Maria Sound

540

Bays and
Estuaries

Yes

Total Impacts to Estuarine Water Column EFH
Vegetated Bottom

540

Bays and
Estuaries

Yes

Total Impacts to Non-Vegetated Bottom EFH
Live Bottom

540

Bays and
Estuaries

Yes

Total Impacts to Live Bottom EFH

6.5.3 Permanent Indirect Impacts to EFH
Permanent indirect impacts to estuarine water column EFH resulting from construction of one of
the Build Alternatives would include additional structure within the water column. Permanent
indirect impacts to seagrass and live bottom EFH could result from shading impacts from the
proposed bridge. It should be noted that, if a new bridge is constructed, removal of the existing
bridge structure would also eliminate the existing shading properties of that structure. Permanent
indirect impacts to EFH due to shading from new bridge construction will be addressed in a
shading effects evaluation and documented in an addendum to the EFH Assessment during the
final design and permitting phase of this project. Because the design details and method of
construction for the proposed Cortez Bridge project have not yet been determined, permanent
indirect impacts to EFH habitat that may occur from the proposed construction activities cannot
be precisely calculated at this time.
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6.5.4 Temporary Indirect Impacts to EFH
Temporary indirect impacts to EFH resulting from construction of any of the Replacement
Alternatives would include increased turbidity within the estuarine water column resulting from
construction activities. Thus, temporary direct impacts have been estimated by calculating all EFH
impacts that could potentially occur within the existing ROW limits, which would represent the
greatest expected extent of construction activities. These impacts are estimated in Table 6-3. The
six build alternatives all have identical temporary direct impact estimates (all impacts are based on
the existing ROW lines). Note that these impact estimates are likely an overestimate of the actual
impacts to EFH that will occur during construction. Further coordination with the agencies will
take place during the design phase and prior to permitting when temporary impacts can be
accurately determined.
Increased turbidity could result in the burial of benthic species, re-suspension of potentially
contaminated sediments, and physical impairment to estuarine species, such as the clogging of
gills from suspended particulates resulting in suffocation or abrasion of sensitive epithelial tissue.
However, the juvenile and adult life stages of the managed species are considered to be motile and
highly capable of eluding adverse conditions. Turbidity will be addressed through established
permit conditions, implementation of FDOT’s Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge
Construction, and other Best Management Practices to minimize impacts from construction.
6.5.5 Evaluation of Cumulative Impacts to EFH
Cumulative impacts are defined as impacts on the environment which result from the incremental
impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions
regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions.
Cumulative impacts represent the incremental effects of the proposed action when added to other
past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future actions, regardless of what entities or persons
undertake such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor, but
collectively significant, actions taking place over a given period of time (43 CFR 56003, Nov. 29,
1978). Inclusion of other projects within this cumulative impacts analysis is based on identifying
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Table 6-3: Estimated Temporary Indirect Impacts to EFH
No Build

Rehab

35-ft
Bascule
acres

65-ft
Fixed
acres

0

0

0.01

0.01

Wetland WL3

0

0

0.02

0.02

Wetland WL1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0.2

0.2

0

0

0.005

0.005

0

0

0.02

0.02

0

0

0.001

0.001

0

0

0.01

0.01

0

0

0.03

0.03

Estuarine Water
Column

0

0

11.52

11.52

Non-Vegetated
Bottom

0

0

9.54

9.54

Live Bottom

0

0

1.92

1.92

0

0

0.06

0.06

0

0

23.28

23.28

EFH
Resource

EFH Type

Wetland WL2
Mangrove Wetland
Mangrove

OSW 1

Estuarine Emergent

OSW 2
Seagrass Bed
1
Seagrass Bed
(Patch) 2
Seagrass Bed
3
Seagrass Bed
4
Anna Maria
Sound
NonVegetated
Bottom
Live Bottom

Seagrass

OSW 3 (NonEFH
N/A
Wetland)
Total Temporary Indirect Impact to
EFH

common attributes between impacts from other projects and potential impacts from the proposed
Cortez Bridge project.
To analyze possible cumulative impacts from the proposed project, similar projects that could
occur within the same estuarine system (including Anna Maria Sound to the north and Sarasota
Bay to the south) were reviewed. The projects included are based on the likelihood of completion,
and only “reasonably foreseeable” future actions are evaluated as part of the cumulative analysis.
Therefore, based on the anticipated geographic and temporal impacts of the proposed Cortez
Bridge project, other actions that were not expected to affect similar resources during the duration
of effects resulting from the proposed Cortez Bridge project were excluded from further
consideration.

Ongoing and/or planned projects that spanned the Anna Maria Sound and Sarasota Bay were
identified from the program listings and further evaluated to determine if the proposed actions
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included either new bridge construction, or replacement of an existing bridge with a wider
footprint, as these actions would result in the cumulative impact of additional shading of benthic
habitat within the basin. Based on the review of these planning resources, the six projects
discussed below were identified that could possibly impact EFH.
Anna Maria Bridge No. 130054 (SR 64 over Anna Maria Sound/GICW)
The preferred alternative is the high-level fixed bridge with a 65-foot vertical clearance to be built
south of the existing bridge. According to the February 2009 Draft Wetland Evaluation Report
(FDOT, 2009) for the project, direct impacts to the estuarine water column, wetlands (including
mangrove wetlands), seagrasses, and non-vegetated bottom will occur from the proposed Anna
Maria Bridge replacement project, currently in the final design stage.
Cortez Bridge No. 130006 (SR 684 over GICW)
A repair/rehabilitation project has recently been completed on the Cortez Bridge to keep the bridge
in safe and operable condition for the next 10 years. There were no impacts to seagrasses or
mangroves in the vicinity of Cortez Bridge associated with this repair project, due to seagrass beds
protected from contractor boats with a series of marker buoys. The project is the subject of this
PD&E study.
New Pass Bridge No. 170158 (SR 789 over New Pass)
The proposed action includes protection and maintenance of the structural, mechanical, and
electrical components of this bascule bridge. Based on the description of the work type, no EFH
impacts are anticipated, and in-water work will include sufficient provisions to minimize any
temporary impacts. Ongoing maintenance activities occur periodically.
Little Ringling Bridge Bridge Nos. 170951/170022 (SR 789 over the Coon Key Waterway
from Coon Key to Bird Key)
The addition of a bicycle/pedestrian facility to the Little Ringling Bridge is a Transportation
Alternative Program (TAP) priority project. No design details or concept plans were found.
Therefore, evaluation of potential EFH impacts can only be discussed in general for this type of
project. It is assumed that this type of project will not entail the placement of additional pilings.
Therefore, EFH impacts would be limited to temporary conditions during construction, which will
be minimized through the use of turbidity curtains and other standard measures.
Sarasota County Scour Countermeasures at Various Locations
FDOT records indicate that several bridges (170014, 170920, 170120, 170141, and 170060) may
be funded for scour countermeasures. However, no work descriptions were found. Based on the
type of project, it is assumed that work will consist of installation of one or more of the following:
cathodic pile jackets, riprap, geoweb/geo-textile, and/or scour apron. As such, EFH impacts would
be minor and be limited to the estuarine water column and/or non-vegetated bottom. It is assumed
that any temporary construction-related impacts to EFH will be minimized through standard
measures such as turbidity curtains.
6-9

SR 684 (Cortez Bridge and Approaches) PD&E Study
Draft Natural Resources Evaluation

Manatee County Scour Countermeasure at Various Locations
No locations or work descriptions were found. Based on the type of project, it is assumed that
work will consist of installation of one or more of the following: cathodic pile jackets, riprap,
geoweb/geo-textile, and/or scour apron. As such, EFH impacts would be minor and be limited to
the estuarine water column and/or non-vegetated bottom. It is assumed that any temporary
construction-related impacts to EFH will be minimized through standard measures such as
turbidity curtains.
Only the Anna Maria Bridge and Cortez Bridge projects are expected to result in potential direct
impacts to EFH. Each project will be required to obtain environmental permits, and avoid and
minimize impacts to EFH to the extent practicable. Those EFH impacts that cannot be avoided or
minimized, such as bridge pier construction, will be mitigated if necessary. Since proposed
cumulative impacts will be avoided, minimized, or mitigated, the proposed Cortez Bridge project
is anticipated to have only minor cumulative effects when added to past, present, or foreseeable
future projects in the area.

6.6 Avoidance and Minimization of Impacts to EFH
The FDOT has determined that, if the project should proceed with one of the Build Alternatives,
complete avoidance of impacts to EFH will not be possible. The nature of the potential Build
alternatives (i.e., replacement of the existing bridge over the GICW) will result in unavoidable
impacts to EFH.
At this point in the preliminary design phase of the proposed Cortez Bridge project, attempts to
avoid and minimize impacts to EFH have not yet been fully examined. However, minimization of
direct impacts to EFH has attempted by designing the proposed Build Alternatives along the
northern existing ROW over the GICW. Furthermore, the 65-ft Fixed Bridge would minimize
impacts to seagrass and mangrove EFH:



Direct impacts to seagrass EFH impacts were reduced from 0.04 ac (South Alignment) to
0.01 ac (North Alignment)
Direct impacts to mangrove EFH impacts were eliminated by selecting the North
Alignment (mangrove impacts from the South Alignment were 0.01 ac)

It is anticipated that as the project continues into the design phase, FDOT will employ, to the extent
practicable, design features and construction methodologies that will avoid and/or minimize
impacts to EFH. Efforts will be made to avoid impacts to live bottom (i.e., corals) from the
proposed project. It is anticipated that a more comprehensive assessment of the live bottom
communities will be conducted during the design phase. Once the locations of the proposed bridge
pilings has been determined, a comprehensive assessment of impacts to live bottom will be
conducted and a plan to avoid, minimize and mitigate for impacts to live bottom will be produced.
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6.7 Compensatory Mitigation for Impacts to EFH
Because a Preferred Alternative has yet to be selected for the project (to be determined after the
Public Hearing is conducted) and design plans are not yet available, the FDOT has not yet
developed a mitigation plan for the project. However, several mitigation options for impacts to
EFH have been evaluated and are discussed below.
6.7.1 Seagrass Mitigation
Preliminary mitigation options to offset potential impacts to seagrass habitat associated with the
Cortez Bridge project, as well as the Anna Maria Bridge (SR 64/Manatee Avenue), have been
investigated. As described before, an estimated 0.004 seagrass UMAM credit would be required
to offset the impacts from either of the two Build Alternatives. The FDOT evaluated several
potential options to provide compensatory mitigation for impacts to seagrass in a Conceptual
Seagrass Mitigation Plan (dated February 2014). This conceptual mitigation plan was developed
to demonstrate that the potential construction of one of the Build Alternatives is permittable. This
conceptual plan includes cost estimates and timeframes for ROW acquisition, mitigation construction,
seagrass transplantation, permitting, and long-term monitoring. A discussion of permitting constraints
and timeframes was also provided. Five individual “build” mitigation options were evaluated,
including the restoration of substrate elevation within depressional areas (fill placement) at two
locations and the creation of seagrass habitat from existing elevated areas (sand bar/spoil island
sediment removal with or without seagrass transplantation) from three locations. Summed, the
mitigation options would result in a total of 6.39 acres of seagrass habitat and 0.92 net functional
gain units. The use of seagrass mitigation bank credits was also explored in the plan.
A meeting was held with NMFS (Dr. David Rydene) on June 14, 2013, where NMFS indicated
that all the mitigation options identified appear to be viable. Dr. Rydene also indicated that a
mitigation project would achieve success when the density and coverage of seagrass reaches values
consistent with existing seagrass beds in the surrounding area. The success of a mitigation project
would not affect the construction schedule. Dr. Rydene also indicated that, should use of mitigation
bank credits be selected for the project, NMFS would prefer that a mitigation bank within the
service area be used, if available. Mitigation banks outside the service area could be used at a
higher ratio.
The Mangrove Point Mitigation Bank (MPMB) appears to be the most feasible mitigation bank
option to offset seagrass impacts. The Mitigation Service Area (MSA) for the MPMB is proposed
to be the entire estuarine component of the Tampa Bay watershed and the tidally influenced
reaches of the rivers emptying into Tampa Bay. An ERP has been issued by the SWFWMD
(Permit No. 43035355.002, issued 11/22/13) and the wetland mitigation bank ledger has been
approved for a total of 100.5 UMAM mitigation credits, including 1.21 UMAM seagrass
mitigation credits. Approval from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is currently pending.
However, approval of the permit and release of seagrass mitigation credits is not certain. Release
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of the mitigation credits for purchase is dependent upon meeting various criteria within 3‐5 years.
Construction of the proposed Anna Maria Bridge and Cortez Bridge projects are not anticipated to
begin in less than five years; thus, the MPMB appears to be a viable option for the purchase of
credits for these projects.
6.7.2 Live Bottom Mitigation
The June 2013 benthic community assessment revealed the presence of live bottom habitat in the
northwest and southwest quadrants of the existing Cortez Bridge study corridor. Epifauna that
were observed within the live bottom communities included scleractinian corals and soft corals.
Due to the patchy nature of the live bottom habitat, the live bottom areas and the associated impact
acreages presented are likely an overestimation of the actual impacts that may result from the build
alternatives. It is anticipated that a comprehensive assessment of the live bottom communities will
be conducted (e.g., species assemblages, percent cover of corals, etc.) during the design phase,
once the locations of the proposed bridge piers are determined.
During the design phase, the FDOT will avoid and minimize impacts to live bottom EFH and
corals to the extent practicable. This may include relocation of corals to suitable habitat in the
project vicinity prior to construction. Furthermore, silt curtains or another type of barrier will be
used to reduce turbidity and sedimentation during construction. In the event that impacts to corals
are unavoidable, a mitigation plan will be developed.

6.8 Federal Action Agency Determination
At this point in the PD&E phase, the spatial extent of the project impact alternatives is preliminary.
Thus, a determination regarding the effects of the proposed action is not available at this time. In
accordance with the Memorandum of Understanding dated December 14, 2016 ad executed by the
Federal Highway Administration and FDOT, the OEM will serve as the lead federal agency for
the purpose of the PD&E phase of this project. The OEM will coordinate with all applicable
regulatory agencies to determine the proper determination of effects that the Preferred Alternative,
once selected, will have on EFH. This section will be revised in the future.
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Section 7.0
Conclusions
7.1 Protected Species and Habitat
7.1.1 Conclusions
Through reviews of existing data, field evaluations, and analysis of all collected data,
determinations of effect were made for 19 vertebrate species that are federally or state-protected
and have the potential to occur in the study area: roseate spoonbill, little blue heron, tricolored
heron, reddish egret, piping plover, American oystercatcher, red knot, bald eagle, wood stork, Gulf
sturgeon, smalltooth sawfish, West Indian manatee, eastern indigo snake, gopher tortoise,
loggerhead turtle, green turtle, Kemp’s Ridley turtle, leatherback turtle, and Hawksbill turtle
Additionally, according to FNAI report data, four state and/or federally-protected plant species
have the potential to occur within the proposed project area. These plant species include: Florida
golden aster, aboriginal prickly pear, Sanibel love grass and golden leather fern. No protected
plant species were observed within or adjacent to the proposed project corridor during the field
surveys. If any protected plant species are observed during the continued design or construction of
the project, coordination with the FDACS and/or the USFWS will be initiated.
The No-Build Alternative would result in temporary impacts to the foraging habitat of some
protected species to allow normal maintenance of the existing bridge. This Alternative would
involve the continuation of current maintenance practice and would not involve new construction.
With the use of the Standard Manatee Construction Conditions, Gulf Sturgeon Protection
Guidelines and the Sea Turtle and Smalltooth Sawfish Construction Conditions, the No-Build
Alternative “may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect” protected species potentially
occurring in the project area.
Rehabilitation of the current bridge would likely increase boat and barge traffic in the study area.
This increase would be attributed to additional construction and support equipment needed to
perform the bridge rehabilitation. With the increase in equipment the risk of conflict with wildlife
increases. Use of the Standard Manatee Construction Conditions, Gulf Sturgeon Protection
Guidelines and the Sea Turtle and Smalltooth Sawfish Construction Conditions, will eliminate or
reduce the likelihood of adverse impacts to these species during rehabilitation activities. This
alternative “may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect” the above-referenced species.
The Build Alternatives would result in both unavoidable permanent and temporary impacts to
habitats potentially used by protected species, and would impact seagrass habitat and mangrove
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swamp. The Build Alternatives would result in the loss of potential foraging habitat for wading
birds and the wood stork, and would also result in impacts to potential foraging habitat of the
manatee and green sea turtle. However, all permanent impacts would be mitigated by the FDOT,
pursuant to Part IV. Chapter 373, F.S. and 33 U.S.C.s. 1344, thereby offsetting the impact to that
habitat.
Based on the potential impacts to foraging habitat and potential effects from construction activities,
the Build Alternatives are anticipated to have the following effect determinations on the potential
protected species in the project area: the brown pelican, gopher tortoise, golden leather fern,
Florida golden aster, Aboriginal prickly apple, and Sanibel love grass all received a “no effect”
determination. Species receiving a “may affect not likely to adversely affect” include: the Gulf
sturgeon, bald eagle, little blue heron, tri-colored heron, snowy egret, white ibis, piping plover,
roseate spoonbill, reddish egret, limpkin, American oystercatcher, red knot, wood stork, West
Indian manatee, eastern indigo snake, smalltooth sawfish, the loggerhead turtle, green turtle,
leatherback turtle, Kemp’s Ridley turtle, and hawksbill turtle.
An evaluation of the alternative roadway alignments was performed to determine secondary and
cumulative impacts created by the proposed roadway. Because no additional capacity is being
proposed secondary impacts, such as increased noise, pile driving, increased development, or
increased traffic, from the project are not expected to be significant. Because mitigation will be
required within the same drainage basin for all unavoidable impacts, cumulative impacts are not
anticipated.
7.1.2 Implementation Measures
To assure these species will not be adversely affected by the proposed project, the FDOT will
adhere to the following:






The FDOT will perform updated wildlife surveys for the species discussed in this report,
and other wildlife species, during the project Design phase to ascertain the involvement, if
any, of listed species.
Based on coordination with the USFWS and the NMFS to comply with Section 7 of the
ESA, the FDOT will reinitiate consultation and provide all information necessary to
complete consultation for the aforementioned species prior to advancing the project to
construction. Similarly, the FDOT will coordinate further with the FFWCC during the
project design phase for impacts associated with state-listed species.
Should gopher tortoise burrows be located within the project area, the FDOT will avoid
burrows in accordance with FFWC regulations. For burrows that cannot be avoided during
construction, the FDOT will apply for a gopher tortoise relocation permit from the
FFWCC.
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During the Construction phase of a Build Alternative, the FDOT will conduct winter
surveys of the project area for the piping plover. Should this species be identified within
the work area during surveys, construction will be suspended temporarily until the piping
plover departs the work area.
Impacts to suitable foraging habitat for the federally-protected wood stork will be mitigated
through the purchase of credits from a U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service-approved mitigation
bank pursuant to Section 373.4137, F.S. or as otherwise agreed to by the FDOT and the
appropriate regulatory agencies.
During the Construction phase, the FDOT will implement the Standard Specifications for
Road and Bridge Construction and other Best Management Practices to avoid adverse
impacts to wetlands and water quality within the project limits to the maximum practicable
extent.
During the Construction phase, the FDOT will implement Best Management Practices to
avoid and minimize adverse percussive and shockwave impacts to marine fauna to the
maximum extent practicable. If demolition of the existing structure is anticipated, the
FDOT will require the selected contractor to develop a blasting plan and obtain prior
approval from FWC, NMFS, USFWS, and SWFWMD regarding demolition. This blasting
plan is expected to be consistent with the USFWS’s “Guidelines for the Protection of
Manatees and Sea Turtles During the Use of Explosives in the Waters of the State of
Florida”

7.13 Commitments
To assure these species will not be adversely affected by the proposed project, the FDOT will
make the following commitments:







The FDOT will implement the Sea Turtle and Smalltooth Sawfish Construction
Conditions for protection of the five species of marine turtles (green turtle, leatherback
turtle, hawksbill turtle, Kemp’s Ridley turtle, loggerhead turtle) and the smalltooth
sawfish potentially occurring in the area. Note that no suitable nesting beaches for the
marine turtles are found in the project area and protective measures are for turtles in
open water only.
The FDOT will implement the Gulf Sturgeon Protections Guidelines, during the
Construction phase of a Build Alternative.
The Standard Manatee Construction Conditions will be implemented to assure that the
West Indian manatee will not be adversely impacted by the project.
The Construction Precautions for the Eastern Indigo Snake will be implemented to
assure that the eastern indigo snake will not be adversely impacted by the project.
During the project Design and Permitting phase, the FDOT will develop a seagrass
protection and (if applicable) mitigation/restoration plan for the project area. This plan
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will be implemented prior to or during the project Construction phase based on future
coordination.
In the event that impacts to corals are unavoidable, a mitigation plan will be developed.

Given the above implementation measures and commitments provided by the FDOT, it has been
determined that the proposed project is not likely to adversely affect any threatened or endangered
species or designated critical habitat.

7.14 Wetlands and Essential Fish Habitat
The proposed project alternatives were evaluated for impacts to wetlands in accordance with
Executive Order (EO) 11990. Based on the type and location of project impacts, the FDOT has
determined that that there is no practicable alternative to the proposed construction in wetlands.
The proposed project will have no significant short-term or long-term adverse impacts to wetlands.
In accordance with EO 11990, the Department has undertaken all actions to minimize the
destruction, loss or degradation of wetlands, and to preserve and enhance the natural and beneficial
values of wetlands in carrying out the agency’s responsibilities. Nonetheless, the Department has
determined that there is no practicable alternative to construction impacts occurring in wetlands.
Any unavoidable impacts to wetlands will be mitigated to achieve no net loss of wetland function.
Wetland impacts which will result from the construction of this project will be mitigated pursuant
to Section 373.4137, F.S. to satisfy all mitigation requirements of Part IV. Chapter 373, F.S. and
33 U.S.C. s.1344. Compensatory mitigation for this project will be completed through the use of
mitigation banks and any other mitigation options that satisfy state and federal requirements.
A UMAM analysis (Appendix F) was performed to determine an estimate to the functional loss
due to wetland and seagrass impacts from the recommended alternatives. Typically impacts to
OSW do not require mitigation. For this project, the minor impact to OSWs is not anticipated to
require mitigation due to the loss of less than 0.01 UMAM functional unit.
Preliminary mitigation options to offset potential impacts to seagrass habitat associated with the
Cortez Bridge project, as well as the Anna Maria Bridge (SR 64/Manatee Avenue), have been
investigated. The FDOT evaluated several potential options to provide compensatory mitigation
for impacts to seagrass in a Conceptual Seagrass Mitigation Plan (dated February 2014), provided
as Appendix G (via CD), including concepts for nearby constructed seagrass mitigation as well
as the use of seagrass mitigation bank credits at the Mangrove Point Mitigation Bank if available.
These mitigation options would all offset the anticipated seagrass impacts for any of the bridge
alternatives.
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Gulf Sturgeon Protection Guidelines

CONSTRUCTION SPECIAL PROVISIONS
GULF STURGEON PROTECTION GUIDELINES
(PURSUANT TO NMFS AND USFWS)
The Gulf sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus desotoi) is listed under the Endangered Species Act as
threatened. It is managed under the joint jurisdiction of the National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Potential habitat for the Gulf
sturgeon is located within the limits of this project.
The following special provisions will be incorporated into any construction contract where
involvement with sturgeon may occur:
The FDOT has coordinated with the NMFS and USFWS early in the project development stage.
The following provisions are intended to avoid/ protect known spawning habitats, nursery areas,
feeding areas and thermal refuges.
1. The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) shall advise all FDOT project
personnel and Contractor personnel on the project that there are civil and criminal
penalties for harming, harassing or killing sturgeon. The FDOT and the Contractor will
be held responsible for any sturgeon harmed, harassed, or killed as a result of the project
activity.
2. The FDOT shall provide information to all FDOT and Contract personnel for
identification of sturgeon.
3. Appropriate work shift personnel will be instructed in the appearance, habits, biology,
migratory patterns, and preservation of sturgeon. At least one of these trained personnel
will be on site during construction activities to maintain a constant surveillance for these
species, assure the cessation of activities (such as dredging, excess turbidity, and
construction barge activity), which may endanger these species, and assure that
uninhibited passage for the animals is provided.
4. Post signs on site warning of the presence of sturgeon, of their endangered status and
federal protection, and precautions needed.
5. Turbidity from construction activity will be adequately controlled to prevent degradation
of the quality and transparency of the water. When sturgeon are present, turbidity curtains
of appropriate dimension will be used to restrict the animals’ access to the work area.
Pollution booms or turbidity curtains should use tangle resistant or hemp rope when
anchoring, or employ surface anchors' to prevent entangling sturgeon. Continuous
surveillance will be maintained in order to free animals which may become trapped in silt
or turbidity barriers.
6. No dredging of the river bottom will be conducted for barge access.
September 2012

7. Drilled shaft pile construction will be used whenever prudent and feasible as determined
by FDOT.
8. Care shall be taken in lowering equipment or material below the water surface and into
the stream bed. These precautions will be taken to ensure no harm occurs to any sturgeon
which may enter the construction area undetected.
9. Construction debris shall not be discarded into the water.
10. If the use of explosives is necessary, the following protection measures will be employed
for projects in FDOT's District 3
a. In riverine areas:
 No blasting will occur in known spawning, staging, feeding, or nursery areas.
 In-water explosive work should be avoided between the months of April to
October.
 If explosive work becomes necessary within the April to October time frame,
a non-lethal "Fish Scare" charge will be detonated one minute prior to
detonation of the underwater blast.
b. In estuarine areas:
 No blasting will occur in known spawning, staging, feeding, or nursery areas.
 In-water explosive work should be avoided between the months of October to
April.
 If explosive work becomes necessary within the October to April time frame,
a non-lethal "Fish Scare" charge will be detonated one minute prior to
detonation of the underwater blast.
c. In the event that a sturgeon is killed during blasting, the NMFS and the USFWS
will be notified immediately.
National Marine Fisheries Service
by email at:
takereport.nmfsser@noaa.gov

US Fish and Wildlife Service
1601 Balboa Ave.
Panama City, Florida 32405
Tel: (850) 769-0552

11. Any sturgeon carcass will be secured on site or held in a freezer until an agency
representative arranges for its transport for analysis.
12. Following completion of the project, a report summarizing any involvement with
sturgeon will be prepared for USFWS and NMFS.

September 2012
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PURPOSE
This document is intended to provide guidance for mitigation planning and consultation purposes
with state and federal agencies for new projects in the southeast U.S. using explosives. Although
there are many other direct and indirect affects associated with the use of activities using
explosives that may affect protected species, this guidance focuses on the determination of
effects and avoidance of blast effects to protected species and their habitats from underwater
explosions.
Killing or harassing threatened and endangered species and destruction or adverse modification
of critical habitat is prohibited under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). Similar protection
from harm and harassment are offered to all marine mammals under the Marine Mammal
Protection Act (MMPA). Although marine plants are listed (i.e., Johnson’s seagrass) and marine
invertebrates are being considered for listing under the ESA, this guidance document applies to
protected species of fishes, sea turtles, marine mammals, and their habitats.
INTRODUCTION
The Endangered Species Act provides Federal protection for the West Indian manatee
(Trichechus manatus) and six species of sea turtles (green, Chelonia mydas; hawksbill,
Eretmochelys imbricata; Kemp’s ridley, Lepidochelys kempii; leatherback, Dermochelys
coriacea; loggerhead, Caretta caretta; olive ridley, Lepidochelys olivacea). The Marine
Mammal Protection Act provides Federal protection for manatees, dolphins and whales. Under
State of Florida statutes, the Florida Manatee Sanctuary Act provides protection for the manatee
and the Marine Turtle Protection Act provides protection for sea turtles. These Federal and State
statutes provide the regulatory authority for required compliance with these guidelines by the
blasting proponent (e.g., the person(s) who is(are) proposing works or undertakings that involve
the use of explosives). The guidelines provided herein should be for the protection of manatees,
whales, mammalian dolphins and sea turtles. These guidelines are intended for in-shore or nearshore projects, and do not specifically address the blasting affects associated with the
decommissioning of offshore oil and gas structures in federal waters.
Federally-listed species of fish and critical habitats under the jurisdiction of NOAA Fisheries
Service that occur in Florida should also be covered under these guidelines. When blasting is
used as a construction/demolition method, the protective measures for marine mammals and sea
turtles should also pertain to the following ESA-listed species:
•
•
•
•

Gulf sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus desotoi)
Shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum)
Smalltooth sawfish (Pristis pectinata)
Johnson’s seagrass

The detonation of explosives in the marine environment has in some instances caused injury
and/or death to both marine mammals and sea turtles as reviewed by Ketten (1995), Lewis
(1996), and Keevin and Hempen (1997). Individual scientific publications also document the
potential for marine mammal (Fitch and Young 1948; Hanson 1954; Reiter 1981; Wright 1971;
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Wright 1982) and sea turtle (O’Keeffe and Young 1984; Duronslet et al. 1986; Klima et al. 1988;
Gitschlag and Renaud 1989; Gitschlag 1990; Gitschlag and Herczeg 1994) injury and/or death.
Based on the best available scientific information describing the potential for marine mammal
and sea turtle injury/death, the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC), in
cooperation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS), has prepared these guidelines to provide information to project proponents on
the conservation and protection of marine mammals and sea turtles from adverse impacts
resulting from the use of confined or open-water explosives in Florida’s waters. Within the
context of these guidelines, an explosive is defined as a chemical compound which, when
detonated, creates a compressional wave having an almost instantaneous rise time to a very high
peak pressure followed by a decay to below ambient pressure by either rapid oxidation or the
breaking of high-energy chemical bonds.
APPLICABLE FEDERAL AND STATE LEGISLATION
These guidelines for the protection of marine mammals and sea turtles, the application and
review procedures and processes, and reporting requirements that are outlined in this document
apply in the context of the State and Federal legislative authorities briefly summarized below.
The Endangered Species Act
Section 9 (16 U.S.C. 1538) - Prohibited Acts
(a) General
(1)…it is unlawful for any person subject to the jurisdiction of the United States to(B) take any such species within the United States or the territorial sea of the
United States;
(C) take any such species upon the high seas;
Section 3 (16 U.S.C. 1532) - Definitions
(18) The term “take” means to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or
collect, or to attempt to engage in any such conduct.
The Marine Mammal Protection Act
Section 102 (16 U.S.C. 1372) - Prohibitions
(a)…it is unlawful(1)(A) for any person or vessel or other conveyance to take any marine mammal in
waters or on lands under the jurisdiction of the United States;
Section 3 (16 U.S.C. 1362) - Definitions
(13) The term “take” means to harass, hunt, capture, or kill, or attempt to harass, hunt, capture, or
kill any marine mammal.
(18)(A) The term “harassment” means any act of pursuit, torment, or annoyance which(i) has the potential to injure a marine mammal or marine mammal stock in the wild; or
(ii) has the potential to disturb a marine mammal or marine mammal stock in the wild by
causing disruption of behavioral patterns, including but not limited to, migration, breathing,
nursing, breeding, feeding, or sheltering.
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The Florida Manatee Sanctuary Act
Title XXVII, Section 370.12 – Marine animals; regulation
(2) Protection of Manatees or Sea Cows
(d)…it is unlawful for any person at any time, by any means, or in any manner intentionally or
negligently to annoy, molest, harass, or disturb or attempt to molest, harass, or disturb any
manatee; injure or harm or attempt to injure or harm any manatee; capture or collect or attempt
to capture or collect any manatee; pursue, hunt, wound, or kill or attempt to pursue, hunt, wound,
or kill any manatee, or possess, literally or constructively, any manatee or any part of any
manatee.
The Marine Turtle Protection Act
Title XXVII, Section 370.12 – Marine animals; regulation
(1)Protection of Marine Turtles
(d)(5) Any person, firm, or corporation that illegally takes, disturbs, mutilates, destroys, causes
to be destroyed, transfers, sells, offers to sell, molests, or harasses any marine turtle species, or
the eggs or nest of any marine turtle species as described in this subsection, commits a third
degree felony.
GUIDELINES
In seeking authorization to conduct underwater blasting in the State of Florida, the project
proponent is responsible for providing a Blasting Plan. These guidelines are to be used to
develop a site-specific Blasting Plan to be submitted to the appropriate State and Federal
regulatory agencies (i.e., U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, U.S.
Coast Guard, and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers) as well as the FWC. This site-specific plan is
to be submitted during the permitting process and approved before permit issuance. The permit
will then reference the plan and the conservation measures within the plan will become permit
conditions. Revision of the plan would require a permit modification.
THE BLASTING PLAN
The Blasting Plan must include the following components: (1) Blasting Design, (2) Impact
Assessment, (3) Mitigation Plan, and (4) Endangered Species Watch Plan. Each of these
components is described in detail below.
1. Blasting Design
The project proponent shall provide a “detailed” written description of the project blasting
design, which must include a diagram(s) of the blasting design. At a minimum, the following
information must be included:
a. Type of initiation system to be employed. [Is the system fully electric or completely nonelectric? Are there parts of both? Is any detonation cord used?]
b. Timing and duration of underwater blasting, the limitation to daylight shooting, and any tidal
and/or seasonal restrictions.
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c. Expected type and weight of explosives to be used per shot for production shots and the
maximum charge weight per interval of 25 milliseconds (preferred). Sequentially list every
charges’ total delay time in increasing time order. Any charge weights with less than 9milliseconds interval are summed to find the maximum charge weight per delay.
d. Blast pattern and geometry of the individual shots for a small project or of a general blast
production for a large blasting program. Test program to develop from small charges to the
maximum charge weight per delay interval necessary for production. The expected production
charge weight per delay, spacing and burden between borings, placement of explosives within
borings, stemming type and minimum length of stemming placement within the structure (note
3.e. below), and the location of the initiator within the boring. [A small project (e.g., bridge
demolition) will have a limited blasting plan, perhaps completely prepared. A large program
(e.g., harbor rock removal) will have a general blasting program that varies through the project.
A program may be needed to scale the first charge weight per delay to the maximum charge
weight per delay for the project.]
e. Description of millisecond-delays that will be used if multiple charges are required.
f. Detailed description of the material to be blasted (i.e., substrata characteristics, description of
concrete and reinforcement, etc.) and surrounding geology (water depth, water width, sediment
thickness, rock or structure being removed, etc.).
g. Detailed description of control measures that will be employed to assure that hole spacing,
burden, hole depth, charge placement, delay interval, the stemming minimum, and recording of
the shot have met the conditions of the permit and submitted plan.
2. Impact Assessment
The project proponent shall provide a “detailed” Environmental Impact Assessment of the
proposed blasting project. At a minimum, the following information must be included:
a. The likelihood of sea turtles and marine mammals being in the blasting area. The proponent
shall consult existing scientific literature and the FWC and/or other resource agencies. Pre-blast
marine mammal/sea turtle surveys may be required, at the discretion of the FWC, USFWS,
NMFS, or other reviewing/permitting agencies.
b. A description of the marine mammal/sea turtle “exclusion zone” that will be developed and
used for underwater blasting programs to provide species’ protection. The preferred minimum
exclusion zone radius or range from which to protect marine mammal/sea turtles is 500 linear
feet beyond the perimeter of placed blasting agents for a shot. The preferred maximum
exclusion zone is a 2,000-foot radius beyond the blast perimeter for a submerged shot. An
additional 500 feet should be added to the calculated radius or exclusion zone in order to
adequately control animals being precluded from this area. When underwater blasting will be
conducted in a very controlled manner for a protracted period of months and has acceptable
project monitoring, the project proponent may apply to the FWC and other appropriate
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permitting agencies for a special review of exclusion zone criteria.
Underwater explosions can be broadly categorized as either “confined” or “open-water.”
Confined shots produce much less environmental damage for the same charge weight when
compared to open-water shots (Nedwell and Thandavamoorthy 1992; Hempen et al. 2005). For
confined shots, the pressure waves are dominantly radiated into a stiff medium (such as rock or a
massive structure founded on rock) and remain in that medium. Confined shots have vertical
heights of the stiff medium exposed to water (or loose sediment below water) of less than half
the smaller areal (horizontal) dimension of removal. [For example, removal of a stiff medium
(rock or concrete) exposed to 8 feet of the water and sand vertically for the smaller horizontal
removal dimension of 20 linear feet would safely radiate most of its energy into the stiff
medium. Alternatively, removal of a concrete column with 8 feet vertically surrounded by water
and mud, and a horizontal diameter of less than 16 feet, would be presumed to adversely transmit
most of its energy to the water. The former example is a low-impact confined blast, while the
latter is an open-water blast that may have high organism impact.] Blasting in the water column,
not connected to a structure, has a high transmission of pressure waves through the water
column. Blast removal of some stiff-medium structures below the water surface (e.g., columns,
piers, or pilings) releases its energy directly to the surrounding water column or loose sediment,
which has a high transmission of pressure waves through the water column. Underwater blasting
with high transmission to the water column and, thus potentially high organism impact, shall be
termed open-water blasting.
The “exclusion zone”, also referred to as the “watch zone” shall be calculated using the
following methods, appropriate to the type of blasting:
Open Water Blasting
The exclusion zone for open-water blasting shall be determined from the open-water shot’s
maximum charge weight per delay, with an additional buffer of 500 feet. For an open-water
shot’s maximum charge weight per delay of less than 0.19 pound, the exclusion-zone radius of
300 linear feet applies. The maximum charge weight per delay of a confined shot shall not
exceed 57 pounds for the exclusion-zone criterion beneath the waters of the State of Florida,
because the exclusion-zone radius would be greater than 2,000 linear feet. The equation for the
open-water blasting exclusion-zone radius, EZOW, for maximum charge weights per delay
between 0.19 to 57 pounds is:
1/3

EZOW (feet) = (520 w )(2) + 500 feet
Where w is the maximum charge weight (in pounds) per delay of an individual openwater shot.
Confined Blasting
The exclusion zone for confined blasting shall be determined from the confined shot’s
maximum charge weight per delay, with an additional buffer of 500 feet. For a confined shot’s
maximum charge weight per delay of less than 1.5 pound, the “exclusion zone” radius of 500
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linear feet applies. The maximum charge weight per delay of an open-water shot shall not
exceed 450 pounds for the exclusion-zone criterion beneath the waters of the State of Florida,
because the exclusion zone radius would be greater than 2,000 linear feet. The equation for the
confined blasting exclusion zone radius, EZC, for maximum charge weights per delay between
1.5 to 450 pounds is:
1/3

EZOW (feet) = (520 w ) + 500 feet
Where w is the maximum charge weight (in pounds) per delay of an individual confined
shot.
c. A record of the type of underwater blasting (open-water or confined), procedures to reduce
impacts, calculations of blast parameters, actual placement of explosive agents, organism
exclusion zone distance calculations, and plans for observation shall be filed on-site before every
shot is fired. Records for each shot of the blasting program shall be retained by the project
proponent for the duration of project and made available to the FWC, USFWS, and NMFS
immediately onsite or within two business days to the specified mailing address, as requested.
The following records shall be kept for each placement position or boring: (1) - the upper and
lower bounds of cemented or consolidated material to be removed or blasted; (2) - the weight of
blasting agents and explosives, and their upper and lower bounds; (3) - stemming material
appropriate for the size of the borehole; and (4) - upper and lower bounds of the stemming
placement within the cemented or consolidated material (usually rock or concrete). The record
shall include the sequence of delays from the shortest to longest individual delay time with the
total weight of blasting agent at that delay time. The record keeping shall provide enough detail
to allow interpretation of the quality of shooting and level of compliance with the Blasting Plan.
d. A description of the monitoring program shall be implemented to record particle velocities
when a blasting position is within 1,000 feet of a land-based location. Particle velocity
monitoring independently confirms proper shot performance without the cost and difficulty of
either pressure-wave recording or organism testing. Reports of particle velocity monitoring
should be available to the FWC, USFWS, and NMFS, if requested, on the third business day
following the shot.
e. Quantitative evaluation of potential marine mammal/sea turtle (i.e., manatee feeding areas,
etc.) habitat that will be destroyed by the blasting project.
3. Mitigation Plan
The project proponent shall prepare a Mitigation Plan that shall include a detailed discussion of
the measures employed to avoid or minimize the adverse impacts of blasting. Keevin (1998)
provides a general description of mitigation techniques that may be useful to explosives
engineers. The following measures shall be included in the Mitigation Plan:
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a. Blasting shall be conducted during the time when manatees, other marine mammals, and sea
turtles are least likely to be in the blasting area. Proponents should consult with the FWC,
USFWS, and NMFS to determine the appropriate timing.
b. In tidal areas, the blasting proponent shall conduct blasting during the recommended tidal
phase deemed appropriate for the area (i.e., slack or low-tide conditions).
c. The volume and length of all blasting agents, detonation cord, and explosives will be limited
to the minimum necessary to conduct the work in a manner that is efficient, safe for workers, and
protective of aquatic and marine organisms. Initiation of explosive charges should be conducted
with the minimum length of detonation cord possible or should utilize alternative initiation
systems. Detonation cord has its own impact radius (injury/kill zone) along the entire length of
submerged detonation cord.
d. All shock-tubes and detonation cord or electric wires will be recovered and removed after
each blast.
e. After loading a charge in a hole, the hole will be back-filled (stemmed) with angular
stemming material. The stemming material shall be uniform, crushed, angular stone. The
stemming material shall be within the range of 1/20 to 1/8 of the borehole diameter being
confined. The stemming shall not be acceptable if it contains more than 10% fines (smaller than
1/20 of the hole diameter). Stemming material shall be placed a minimum vertical length of
three borehole diameters above the placed charge within sound rock or concrete. A standard
procedure of logging the hole and placing the explosives shall be established to resolve and
verify the proper placement of stemming material.
f. If multiple charges are required, time-delays should be used to reduce the overall detonation
pressures to a series of smaller explosions. Delays shall be used to effectively develop the
removal while lowering the maximum charge weight per delay to as low as reasonably
achievable. Delays of less than a 9-millisecond interval shall not be counted as delays. All
charges within any 9-millisecond interval shall be summed to resolve the maximum charge
weight per delay for a given shot.
g. In addition to these measures, the proponent should consider additional mitigation measures
including, but not limited to the following: Deployment of barriers or coffer dams in shallow
water.
4. Endangered Species Watch Plan (WP)
The project proponent shall prepare a WP using the guidance below to ensure that marine
mammals and sea turtles are not in the exclusion zone during blasting events.
a. A formal WP Coordination Meeting shall be held at least one (1) week prior to the first
blasting event to review the WP, to discuss the responsibilities of all parties, and to review and
approve the schedule of events. Personnel invited to the WP Coordination Meeting shall be
contacted at least two (2) weeks prior to the first detonation event. Contacted invitees shall
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include the Explosives Engineer, the observation team, FWC, USFWS, NMFS, U.S. Coast
Guard, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and other interested parties. The agenda shall be
coordinated with the FWC, USFWS, and NMFS prior to the meeting. The meeting shall include
the latest information concerning the possible presence of manatee, other marine mammals, and
sea turtles during blasting, the logistics of the detonation schedule, details of the aerial survey,
the communications plan, and the responsibilities of all parties involved.
b. The WP shall include time tables for the endangered species observation periods (e.g., start
times for aerial surveys, boat surveys, and land-based surveys), observer positions, and a copy of
the WP log sheet and map to record manatee and/or sea turtle sightings.
c. The WP shall include a list of names and qualifications of the observers. Approval of the
observers is at the discretion of the FWC, USFWS, and NMFS and will be made prior to the
blasting event.
d. The watch crew shall consist of a minimum of a WP Coordinator, four land or boat-based
observers, and one aerial observer. All observers shall have had previous experiences in
observing/spotting marine mammals and sea turtles or be approved by the FWC, USFWS, and
NMFS. The aerial observer shall have a minimum of 30 aerial hours of experience observing sea
turtles and marine mammals, a large number of which was flying aerial surveys as a secondary
observer during blasting events.
e. Observers shall follow the protocol established for the WP and shall conduct the watch in
good faith and to the best of their ability.
f. Each observer shall be equipped with a two-way radio that will be dedicated exclusively to the
watch. Observers will be equipped with a cell phone as a backup verbal communications
system. Observers shall also be equipped with polarized sunglasses, binoculars, a red flag for
backup visual communication, and a sighting log with a map to record sightings.
g. All blasting events shall be weather dependent. Climatic conditions must be suitable for
optimal viewing. Slack water, low tide provides optimal viewing conditions. Blasting is
prohibited if wind speeds are in excess of 10 knots, during periods of fog and heavy rain. The
WP Coordinator shall determine if optimal observation conditions occur prior to initiation of the
survey for each blast event.
h. All blasting events shall occur during daylight hours to ensure that optimal observation
conditions occur.
i. A continuous aerial survey shall be conducted by helicopter or airplane, beginning one hour
prior to the start of blasting. The survey route shall be designed in conjunction with the FWC,
USFWS, and NMFS. After detonation, the aerial survey crew will make a complete survey of
the blast area. The aerial survey crew shall continue surveillance of the survey areas for 30
minutes post-blast in case there is a need of aerial tracking of an injured sea turtle or marine
mammal.
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j. The additional observers shall be located at predetermined positions around the blast site.
These positions will be situated to provide maximum visibility of the exclusion zone and will be
approved by the FWC, USFWS, and NMFS. The observers shall begin surveying the area one
hour prior to the blast event and continue observing for one half hour after the blasting event.
k. The perimeter of the exclusion zone shall be marked with brightly colored buoys and an
added 300-foot radius perimeter around the exclusion zone shall be marked with white buoys for
aerial reference.
l. All of the observers shall be in close communication with the blaster in order to halt the blast
event, if the need arises. The event shall be halted (delayed), if a marine mammal or sea turtle is
spotted within 300 feet of the perimeter of the exclusion zone. If a marine mammal or sea turtle
is observed swimming in the direction of the blast zone and their arrival time is projected to
coincide with the blast, the blasting event shall be halted. The blasting event shall be halted
immediately upon the request of any observer. The blast shall not take place until the animal(s)
move out of the area under its own volition. Animals shall not be herded away or harassed into
leaving. If the animal(s) is not sighted a second time, the blasting shall not resume until 30
minutes after the initial sighting.
m. If an injured or dead marine mammal or sea turtle is sighted after the blasting event, the WP
Coordinator shall contact the FWC through their Hotline at 1-888-404-FWCC, the NOAA
Fisheries Service’s Southeast Regional Hotline at 305-862-2850. Notification shall also be given
to the FWC Imperiled Species Management Section at 850-922-4330, and the USFWS at the
Jacksonville Ecological Services Office at 904-232-2580 (if the project is located in north
Florida), or the Vero Beach Field Office at 772-562-3909 (if in south Florida).
n. If there are any problems encountered during blasting, the problems shall be evaluated by the
observers and explosives engineer. Logistical solutions will be presented to the FWC, USFWS,
and NMFS for their approval. Corrections to the WP shall be made prior to the next blasting
event.
o. Within two (2) weeks after completion of all the blasting events, the WP Coordinator will
submit a summary report to the FWC, USFWS, and NMFS. The report shall include the
observer logs, provide the names of the observers and their positions during the event, the
number and location of manatee, other marine mammals, and sea turtles sighted and the actions
that were taken when the animals were observed. The report shall reference the appropriate
permit or other authorization numbers.
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Appendix C:

Sea Turtle and Smalltooth Sawfish
Construction Conditions

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE

Southeast Regional Office
263 13th Avenue South
St. Petersburg, FL 33701
SEA TURTLE AND SMALLTOOTH SAWFISH CONSTRUCTION CONDITIONS
The permittee shall comply with the following protected species construction conditions:
a. The permittee shall instruct all personnel associated with the project of the potential presence of
these species and the need to avoid collisions with sea turtles and smalltooth sawfish. All
construction personnel are responsible for observing water-related activities for the presence of
these species.
b. The permittee shall advise all construction personnel that there are civil and criminal penalties for
harming, harassing, or killing sea turtles or smalltooth sawfish, which are protected under the
Endangered Species Act of 1973.
c. Siltation barriers shall be made of material in which a sea turtle or smalltooth sawfish cannot
become entangled, be properly secured, and be regularly monitored to avoid protected species
entrapment. Barriers may not block sea turtle or smalltooth sawfish entry to or exit from
designated critical habitat without prior agreement from the National Marine Fisheries Service’s
Protected Resources Division, St. Petersburg, Florida.
d. All vessels associated with the construction project shall operate at “no wake/idle” speeds at all
times while in the construction area and while in water depths where the draft of the vessel
provides less than a four-foot clearance from the bottom. All vessels will preferentially follow
deep-water routes (e.g., marked channels) whenever possible.
e. If a sea turtle or smalltooth sawfish is seen within 100 yards of the active daily
construction/dredging operation or vessel movement, all appropriate precautions shall be
implemented to ensure its protection. These precautions shall include cessation of operation of
any moving equipment closer than 50 feet of a sea turtle or smalltooth sawfish. Operation of any
mechanical construction equipment shall cease immediately if a sea turtle or smalltooth sawfish is
seen within a 50-ft radius of the equipment. Activities may not resume until the protected species
has departed the project area of its own volition.
f.

Any collision with and/or injury to a sea turtle or smalltooth sawfish shall be reported
immediately to the National Marine Fisheries Service’s Protected Resources Division (727-8245312) and the local authorized sea turtle stranding/rescue organization.

g. Any special construction conditions, required of your specific project, outside these general
conditions, if applicable, will be addressed in the primary consultation.

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

Appendix D:

Standard Manatee Construction Conditions

STANDARD MANATEE CONDITIONS FOR IN-WATER WORK
2011
The permittee shall comply with the following conditions intended to protect manatees from
direct project effects:
a.

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

b.

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

c.

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

d.

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

e.

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

f.

Temporary signs concerning manatees shall be posted prior to and during all in-water
project activities. All signs are to be removed by the permittee upon completion of the
project. Temporary signs that have already been approved for this use by the FWC
must be used. One sign which reads Caution: Boaters must be posted. A second sign
measuring at least 8½ " by 11" explaining the requirements for “Idle Speed/No Wake”
and the shut down of in-water operations must be posted in a location prominently
visible to all personnel engaged in water-related activities. These signs can be viewed
at http://www.myfwc.com/WILDLIFEHABITATS/manatee_sign_vendors.htm. Questions
concerning these signs can be forwarded to the email address listed above.

APPENDIX C: Additional Conditions for In-water Activities in Manatee Habitat, March
2011
Note: These conditions may be subject to revision at any time. It is our intention that the most
recent version of these conditions will be utilized during the evaluation of the permit application.
Depending on the work proposed and the location, further protective measures may be required
in addition to the standard manatee conditions (Appendix B). Additional information regarding:
(1) dredging techniques/methods; (2) planned start and end times; (3) the amount of material to
be removed; (4) the specific project location; (5) spoil disposal location; and (6) a current
submerged vegetation survey (documenting the presence/absence of vegetation and the extent of
any project-related impacts, if any, to submerged aquatic vegetation occurring on-site) should be
provided to expedite the review process.
The additional protective measures that may be required include (but are not limited to):
x

Impacts to submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) must be avoided. If impacts have been
avoided to the greatest extent practicable, impacts must be minimized (see Appendix E
and Appendix F for minimizing impacts after avoidance has taken place).

x

For dredging projects that do not impact SAV and involve less than 50,000 cubic yards,
additional measures outlined in the 2011 Manatee Key shall be followed. For dredging
projects involving more than 50,000 cubic yards, additional measures may be necessary.
Areas not identified in the Key may also require special conditions.

x

In-water activities may need to be conducted at times of the year when manatees are not
likely to be found in the project area. In particular, activities shall not occur in or near
manatee aggregation areas or important manatee areas when manatees are present.

x

Dedicated manatee observers, whose sole responsibility is to watch for manatees, may be
needed and must be positioned on each vessel to watch for manatees. The observer must
be experienced in manatee observation techniques and assist direct dredging
activity-related personnel with complying with the standard manatee conditions
(Appendix B). The manatee observer must be on site during all in-water activities.

x

If observers are required, but conditions (weather, heavy currents, etc.) are such that
manatees cannot be seen within 50 to 100 feet, in-water activity shall not be conducted.

x

In areas of high manatee use, in-water activities may not be conducted at night,
particularly clamshell dredging.

x

Movement of work boats and barges should be minimized at night.

APPENDIX C: Additional Conditions for In-water Activities in Manatee Habitat, March
2011
x

All watercraft-access facilities that accommodate large vessels, particularly those 100
feet or more in length, shall provide a fendering system to reduce the probability of
crushing manatees between wharves and bulkheads or between vessels moored together.
Fenders, mooring buoys, or cantilevered docks must provide a minimum standoff
distance of 4 feet (for fenders and buoys, under maximum compression).

Appendix E:

Construction Precautions for the Eastern
Indigo Snake

STANDARD PROTECTION MEASURES FOR THE EASTERN INDIGO SNAKE
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
August 12, 2013
The eastern indigo snake protection/education plan (Plan) below has been developed by the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) in Florida for use by applicants and their construction
personnel. At least 30 days prior to any clearing/land alteration activities, the applicant shall
notify the appropriate USFWS Field Office via e-mail that the Plan will be implemented as
described below (North Florida Field Office: jaxregs@fws.gov; South Florida Field
Office: verobeach@fws.gov; Panama City Field Office: panamacity@fws.gov). As long as the
signatory of the e-mail certifies compliance with the below Plan (including use of the attached
poster and brochure), no further written confirmation or “approval” from the USFWS is needed
and the applicant may move forward with the project.
If the applicant decides to use an eastern indigo snake protection/education plan other than the
approved Plan below, written confirmation or “approval” from the USFWS that the plan is
adequate must be obtained. At least 30 days prior to any clearing/land alteration activities, the
applicant shall submit their unique plan for review and approval. The USFWS will respond via email, typically within 30 days of receiving the plan, either concurring that the plan is adequate or
requesting additional information. A concurrence e-mail from the appropriate USFWS Field
Office will fulfill approval requirements.
The Plan materials should consist of: 1) a combination of posters and pamphlets (see Poster
Information section below); and 2) verbal educational instructions to construction personnel by
supervisory or management personnel before any clearing/land alteration activities are initiated
(see Pre-Construction Activities and During Construction Activities sections below).
POSTER INFORMATION
Posters with the following information shall be placed at strategic locations on the construction
site and along any proposed access roads (a final poster for Plan compliance, to be printed on 11”
x 17” or larger paper and laminated, is attached):
DESCRIPTION: The eastern indigo snake is one of the largest non-venomous snakes in North
America, with individuals often reaching up to 8 feet in length. They derive their name from the
glossy, blue-black color of their scales above and uniformly slate blue below. Frequently, they
have orange to coral reddish coloration in the throat area, yet some specimens have been reported
to only have cream coloration on the throat. These snakes are not typically aggressive and will
attempt to crawl away when disturbed. Though indigo snakes rarely bite, they should NOT be
handled.
SIMILAR SNAKES: The black racer is the only other solid black snake resembling the eastern
indigo snake. However, black racers have a white or cream chin, thinner bodies, and WILL BITE
if handled.
LIFE HISTORY: The eastern indigo snake occurs in a wide variety of terrestrial habitat types
throughout Florida. Although they have a preference for uplands, they also utilize some wetlands
1

and agricultural areas. Eastern indigo snakes will often seek shelter inside gopher tortoise
burrows and other below- and above-ground refugia, such as other animal burrows, stumps,
roots, and debris piles. Females may lay from 4 - 12 white eggs as early as April through June,
with young hatching in late July through October.
PROTECTION UNDER FEDERAL AND STATE LAW: The eastern indigo snake is
classified as a Threatened species by both the USFWS and the Florida Fish and Wildlife
Conservation Commission. “Taking” of eastern indigo snakes is prohibited by the Endangered
Species Act without a permit. “Take” is defined by the USFWS as an attempt to kill, harm,
harass, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, trap, capture, collect, or engage in any such conduct.
Penalties include a maximum fine of $25,000 for civil violations and up to $50,000 and/or
imprisonment for criminal offenses, if convicted.
Only individuals currently authorized through an issued Incidental Take Statement in association
with a USFWS Biological Opinion, or by a Section 10(a)(1)(A) permit issued by the USFWS, to
handle an eastern indigo snake are allowed to do so.
IF YOU SEE A LIVE EASTERN INDIGO SNAKE ON THE SITE:
•
•
•
•
•

Cease clearing activities and allow the live eastern indigo snake sufficient time to move
away from the site without interference;
Personnel must NOT attempt to touch or handle snake due to protected status.
Take photographs of the snake, if possible, for identification and documentation purposes.
Immediately notify supervisor or the applicant’s designated agent, and the appropriate
USFWS office, with the location information and condition of the snake.
If the snake is located in a vicinity where continuation of the clearing or construction
activities will cause harm to the snake, the activities must halt until such time that a
representative of the USFWS returns the call (within one day) with further guidance as to
when activities may resume.

IF YOU SEE A DEAD EASTERN INDIGO SNAKE ON THE SITE:
•
•
•

Cease clearing activities and immediately notify supervisor or the applicant’s designated
agent, and the appropriate USFWS office, with the location information and condition of
the snake.
Take photographs of the snake, if possible, for identification and documentation purposes.
Thoroughly soak the dead snake in water and then freeze the specimen. The appropriate
wildlife agency will retrieve the dead snake.

Telephone numbers of USFWS Florida Field Offices to be contacted if a live or dead
eastern indigo snake is encountered:
North Florida Field Office – (904) 731-3336
Panama City Field Office – (850) 769-0552
South Florida Field Office – (772) 562-3909

2

PRE-CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES
1. The applicant or designated agent will post educational posters in the construction office and
throughout the construction site, including any access roads. The posters must be clearly visible
to all construction staff. A sample poster is attached.
2. Prior to the onset of construction activities, the applicant/designated agent will conduct a
meeting with all construction staff (annually for multi-year projects) to discuss identification of
the snake, its protected status, what to do if a snake is observed within the project area, and
applicable penalties that may be imposed if state and/or federal regulations are violated. An
educational brochure including color photographs of the snake will be given to each staff
member in attendance and additional copies will be provided to the construction superintendent
to make available in the onsite construction office (a final brochure for Plan compliance, to be
printed double-sided on 8.5” x 11” paper and then properly folded, is attached). Photos of
eastern indigo snakes may be accessed on USFWS and/or FWC websites.
3. Construction staff will be informed that in the event that an eastern indigo snake (live or dead)
is observed on the project site during construction activities, all such activities are to cease until
the established procedures are implemented according to the Plan, which includes notification of
the appropriate USFWS Field Office. The contact information for the USFWS is provided on the
referenced posters and brochures.
DURING CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES
1. During initial site clearing activities, an onsite observer may be utilized to determine whether
habitat conditions suggest a reasonable probability of an eastern indigo snake sighting (example:
discovery of snake sheds, tracks, lots of refugia and cavities present in the area of clearing
activities, and presence of gopher tortoises and burrows).
2. If an eastern indigo snake is discovered during gopher tortoise relocation activities (i.e. burrow
excavation), the USFWS shall be contacted within one business day to obtain further guidance
which may result in further project consultation.
3. Periodically during construction activities, the applicant’s designated agent should visit the
project area to observe the condition of the posters and Plan materials, and replace them as
needed. Construction personnel should be reminded of the instructions (above) as to what is
expected if any eastern indigo snakes are seen.
POST CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES
Whether or not eastern indigo snakes are observed during construction activities, a monitoring
report should be submitted to the appropriate USFWS Field Office within 60 days of project
completion. The report can be sent electronically to the appropriate USFWS e-mail address listed
on page one of this Plan.
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Appendix F:

UMAM Analysis

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

Application Number

Assessment Area Name or Number

SR 684 (Cortez Road) from SR 789 (Gulf Drive) to 123rd
Street West (FPID Number: 430204-1)
FLUCCs code
Further classification (optional)
612
Basin/Watershed Name/Number

Tampa Bay/Coastal Areas

Wetland 2 (WL 2)
Impact Type

Mangrove Fringe
Affected Waterbody (Class)

Assessment Area Size

Direct Impact

Acres

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

III

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

Mangrove fringe located in NW quadrant of bridge, subject to routine maintenance/hedging. Densely developed upland to west (high-rise
residential). Open/tidal water body to east, north and south. Storm drain discharges into the southern portion of this AA.

Assessment area description

mangrove dominated fringe located along northwest quadrant of bridge, mud and scattered vegetated bottom, sparse small oysterbed. Dominant
vegetation includes black mangrove (Avicennia germinans ), buttonwood (Conocarpus erectus ), white mangrove (Laguncularia racemosa ), and red
mangrove (Rhizophora mangle ).

Significant Nearby Features
High-rise residential (west), highway/bridge (south), Sarasota Bay (south),
Palma Sola Bay and Manatee River (north)
Functions
Mangroves trap and cycle organic materials; provide important food chain
resources for marine organisms;provide habitat and nursery grounds for
many species; shoreline protection.
Anticipated Wildlife Utilization Based on Literature Review (List of species
that are representative of the assessment area and reasonably expected to
be found )

Roosting/foraging herons, egrets, spoonbills, sandpipers, ibises, and other
wading birds. Cover/nursery for variety of marine fish species, crustaceans
and shellfish. Attachment/substrate for oysters, barnacles, polychaetes.

Uniqueness (considering the relative rarity in relation to the regional
landscape.)
Moderately rare. Mangroves generally restricted to sporadic, narrow
fringe in this area, and a few isolated undeveloped parcels in this
region.
Mitigation for previous permit/other historic use
No
Anticipated Utilization by Listed Species (List species, their legal
classification (E, T, SSC), type of use, and intensity of use of the
assessment area)

Several species of wading birds (SSC)--intense foraging, roosting
Bald eagle (NL/Managed)--occasional foraging
Wood stork (T)--occasional foraging
Sea turtles (E and T)--occasional swimming, foraging
Piping plover (T)--foraging

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

Adjacent oyster clumps on hardbottom. Horseshoe crab swimming/foraging. Little green heron roosting/foraging.

Additional relevant factors:

Assessment conducted by:

E. Cronyn, P. Bates
Form 62-345.900(1), F.A.C. [effective date 02/04/2004]

Assessment date(s):

6/24/13

PART II – Quantification of Assessment Area (impact or mitigation)
(See Sections 62-345.500 and .600, F.A.C.)
Site/Project Name
Application Number
SR 684 (Cortez Road) from SR 789 (Gulf Drive) to 123rd Street
West (FPID Number: 430204-1)
Impact or Mitigation
Assessment conducted by:
Impact

Condition is optimal and fully
supports wetland/surface
water functions

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

w/o pres or
current

with

3

0

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

Wetland 2 (WL 2)
Assessment date:

EC, PB
Optimal (10)

Scoring Guidance
The scoring of each
indicator is based on what
would be suitable for the
type of wetland or surface
water assessed

Assessment Area Name or Number

Moderate(7)
Condition is less than
optimal, but sufficient to
maintain most
wetland/surface
waterfunctions

6/24/2013
Minimal (4)

Not Present (0)

Minimal level of support of
wetland/surface water
functions

Condition is insufficient to
provide wetland/surface
water functions

Habitat support moderate/minimal. Uplands intensely developed. Bay open/tidal.
Vegetation in vicinity of AA is altered, managed landscape dominated by non-native species.
Wildlife access to AA moderate/minimal. Bridge, upland development and boat traffic.
Downstream benefits to fish and wildlife minimal. Food chain/detrital support much less than historic.
Minimal support from adjacent areas. Uplands intensely developed.
Hydrologic impediments moderate. Bridge, navigation channel affect flows to/from AA.
Downstream habitat receives minimal support from AA. Stormwater discharges into AA.

Water levels and flows minimal. Bridge, channel, upland devel. alter flows.
Tide levels, soil moisture levels appropriate
Flow rates, soil depostion affected by stormwater outfall discharging within AA.
No evident hydrological stress on mangroves.
Depth of light penetration adversely affected by stormwater discharge and nutrients in runoff into AA from adjacent
uplands.

w/o pres or
current

with

5

0

.500(6)(c)Community structure

Species composition substantially altered from historic community.Small/narrow fringe remnant from historically
much larger mangrove forest.
Mangrove trimming substantially alters vertical structure, bird roosting/cover, and fish habitat. Absence of prop roots
limits cover for fish fry.

1. Vegetation and/or
2. Benthic Community
w/o pres or
current

with

3

0

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

If preservation as mitigation,

For impact assessment areas

Preservation adjustment factor =

current
or w/o pres

with

0.4

0.0

FL = delta x acres =
Adjusted mitigation delta =

If mitigation
Delta = [with-current]
-0.4

For mitigation assessment areas

Time lag (t-factor) =
Risk factor =

Form 62-345.900(2), F.A.C. [effective date 02-04-2004]

RFG = delta/(t-factor x risk) =

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

Application Number

Assessment Area Name or Number

SR 684 (Cortez Road) from SR 789 (Gulf Drive) to 123rd
Street West (FPID Number: 430204-1)
FLUCCs code
Further classification (optional)
612
Basin/Watershed Name/Number

Tampa Bay/Coastal Areas

Wetland 3 (WL 3)
Impact Type

Mangrove Fringe
Affected Waterbody (Class)

Assessment Area Size

Direct Impact

Acres

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

III

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

Mangrove fringe located in SE quadrant of bridge, on spoil from dredging of adjacent marina. Densely developed upland to east (commercial/retail),
marina to south, and bridge to north. Open/tidal water body to west.

Assessment area description

mangrove dominated pocket located along southeast quadrant of bridge, mud and scattered vegetated bottom, sparse small oysterbed. Dominant
vegetation includes black mangrove (Avicennia germinans ), seagrape (Coccoloba uvifera ), Brazilian pepper (Schinus terebinthifolius ), buttonwood
(Conocarpus erectus ), creeping oxeye (Sphagneticola trilobata ), white mangrove (Laguncularia racemosa ), and red mangrove (Rhizophora
mangle ).

Significant Nearby Features
Marina (south), highway/bridge (north), fill/parking area/commercial/retail
(east), open bay (east)
Functions
Mangroves trap and cycle organic materials; provide important food chain
resources for marine organisms;provide habitat and nursery grounds for
many species; shoreline protection.
Anticipated Wildlife Utilization Based on Literature Review (List of species
that are representative of the assessment area and reasonably expected to
be found )

Roosting/foraging herons, egrets, spoonbills, sandpipers, ibises, and other
wading birds. Cover/nursery for variety of marine fish species, crustaceans
and shellfish. Attachment/substrate for oysters, barnacles, polychaetes.

Uniqueness (considering the relative rarity in relation to the regional
landscape.)
Moderately rare. Mangroves generally restricted to sporadic, narrow
fringe in this area, and a few isolated undeveloped parcels in this
region.
Mitigation for previous permit/other historic use
No
Anticipated Utilization by Listed Species (List species, their legal
classification (E, T, SSC), type of use, and intensity of use of the
assessment area)

Several species of wading birds (SSC)--intense foraging, roosting
Bald eagle (NL/Managed)--occasional foraging
Wood stork (T)--occasional foraging
Sea turtles (E and T)--occasional swimming, foraging
Piping plover (T)--foraging

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

Brown pelican resting on piling within adjacent marina. Little blue heron foraging along shoreline adjacent to marina.

Additional relevant factors:

Assessment conducted by:

E. Cronyn, P. Bates
Form 62-345.900(1), F.A.C. [effective date 02/04/2004]

Assessment date(s):

6/24/13

PART II – Quantification of Assessment Area (impact or mitigation)
(See Sections 62-345.500 and .600, F.A.C.)
Site/Project Name
Application Number
SR 684 (Cortez Road) from SR 789 (Gulf Drive) to 123rd Street
West (FPID Number: 430204-1)
Impact or Mitigation
Assessment conducted by:
Impact

Condition is optimal and fully
supports wetland/surface
water functions

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

w/o pres or
current

with

2

0

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

Wetland 3 (WL 3)
Assessment date:

EC, PB
Optimal (10)

Scoring Guidance
The scoring of each
indicator is based on what
would be suitable for the
type of wetland or surface
water assessed

Assessment Area Name or Number

Moderate(7)
Condition is less than
optimal, but sufficient to
maintain most
wetland/surface
waterfunctions

6/24/2013
Minimal (4)

Not Present (0)

Minimal level of support of
wetland/surface water
functions

Condition is insufficient to
provide wetland/surface
water functions

Habitat support moderate/minimal. Uplands intensely developed east and north. Marina south. Bay open/tidal.
No supporting vegetation in vicinity of AA, buffer non-vegetated or exotic/nuisance species.
Wildlife access to AA minimal. Bridge, upland development and boat traffic.
Downstream benefits to fish and wildlife minimal. Food chain/detrital support much less than reference communty.
Hydrology substantially altered from reference community. High intertidal. Sheetflow from parking lot/bridge.
Downstream habitat receives minimal support from AA. Runoff dominated by upland impervious.

Water levels and flows minimal. Bridge, parking lot, upland devel. alter flows.
Tide levels, soil moisture levels not appropriate due to spoil/fill.
Flow rates, soil depostion inappropriate, non-natural system.
Species composition indicates less inundation than natural.
Depth of light penetration adversely affected by stormwater discharge and nutrients in runoff into AA from adjacent
uplands.

w/o pres or
current

with

3

0

.500(6)(c)Community structure

Species composition substantially altered from historic community.Small/narrow pocket on spoil/fill.
Invasive exotic species substantially reduce functions provided by structure, bird roosting/cover, and fish habitat.
Absence of prop roots and short inundation limits cover for fish fry.

1. Vegetation and/or
2. Benthic Community
w/o pres or
current

with

3

0

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

If preservation as mitigation,

For impact assessment areas

Preservation adjustment factor =

current
or w/o pres

with

0.3

0.0

FL = delta x acres =
Adjusted mitigation delta =

If mitigation
Delta = [with-current]
-0.3

For mitigation assessment areas

Time lag (t-factor) =
Risk factor =

Form 62-345.900(2), F.A.C. [effective date 02-04-2004]

RFG = delta/(t-factor x risk) =

1
2
3
4
5
6

Assessment Area
-

Mitigation Summary

1
2
3
4
5
6

Assessment Area
North Alternative
South Alternative
-

Impact Summary

Site/Project Name:

Mitigation Type
-

Impact Type
Direct Impact
-

Cortez Bridge

8
8
-

w/Impact

-

w/o Mit

-

w/Mit

Location and Landscape
Support

9
9
-

Current

Location and Landscape
Support

7
7
-

w/Impact

-

w/o Mit

0
0
TOTAL

w/Impact

-

w/o Mit

-

-

Mitigation Delta

0.37
0.37
-

-

Time Lag

0.03
0.00
0.03

0.03
0.04
0.07

Acres

Restoration
Enhancement
Preservation
Total Upland Mitigation

Acres Mitigation - Upland

w/Mit

Community Structure

9
9
-

Current

Impact Delta

November 11, 2013

Date:

Community Structure

Direct Impacts
Secondary Impacts
Total Impacts

TOTALS
Impacts

-

w/Mit

Water Environment

8
8
-

Current

Water Environment

Application Number:

Uniform Mitigation Assessment Method Summary

-

0.000

-

Functional Gain

0.026
0.000
-0.026

0.00

Acres

Total Functional Loss
Total Functional Gain
Mitigation Deficit

TOTAL

RFG

Secondary

Acres
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

-

PAF

Direct
0.03

Acres Mitigation - Wetland
Creation
0.00 Restoration
0.00 Enhancement
0.00 Preservation
Total Wetland Mitigation
0.00

Risk

0.011
0.015
0.026

Functional Loss

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

Application Number

Assessment Area Name or Number

FDOT DI AMB_Cortez SAV MIT

Cortez South Alternative

Further classification (optional)

FLUCCs code

Impact Type

9110
Basin/Watershed Name/Number

Direct Impact
Affected Waterbody (Class)

Assessment Area Size

0.04

Acres

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

Anna Maria Sound

OFW, Estuary of National Significance in 1987

Geographic relationship to and hydrologic connection with wetlands, other surface water, uplands
Cortex Bridge is located within Anna Maria Sound. Anna Maria Sound is part of and located at the northern extreme of the Sarasota
Bay National Estuary. The Sound connects Sarasota Bay with the southern portion of Tampa Bay and surrounding local water bodies
(i.e., Perico Bayou). The Sound receives diurnal tidal flushing from the waters of the Gulf of Mexico. Anna Maria Sound is bordered by
mixed development and stable mangrove shoreline communities primarily consisting of red mangroves.
Assessment area description
The impacted seagrass habitat is currently being evaluated through the FDOT PD&E process. There are two seagrass areas on the
south side of Cortez Bridge. Both of these seagrass areas are being considered as one for evaluation purposes due to similarity. This
impacted seagrass community is part of a much larger and connected seagrass meadow that is comprised of mixed seagrasses (H.
wrightii, S. filiforme, T. testudinum). These portions of impacted seagrass are part of larger seagrass meadows that are on the outer
fringe of the complex. The western seagrass meadow is adjacent to an existing and active marina supporting multiple varieties of boats
while the eastern seagrass meadow is located adjacent to the southeast touchdown of Cortez Bridge with some mangrove
connectivity.The overall seagrass beds in this area are relatively stable. As part of the PD&E process, one seagrass survey to map the
edge of bed occurred in June of 2013.
Significant Nearby Features
Functioning mangrove coastal fringe and oyster bars in close
proximity and existing hardbottom. Intracoastal Waterway
Functions
Providing habitat for a wide variety of fish and invertebrates
invertebrates.
Seagrass is used by a wide range of species as feeding grounds,
nurseries, and refuges from predation, providing food for various
Anticipated Wildlife Utilization Based on Literature Review (List of species
that are representative of the assessment area and reasonably expected to
be found )

Brown pelican (Pelecanus), grouper (Mycteroperca), shrimp
(Penaeus), red drum (Sciaenops), spanish mackerel
(Scomberomorus), porgies (Sparidae), grunts (Pomadasyidae),
snappers (Lutjanidae), mojarras (Gerridae) and a varietry of other fish
use seagrass meadows as nursery grounds.

Uniqueness (considering the relative rarity in relation to the regional
landscape.)
This area is not unique to the area. The Tampa Bay region to the
north has experienced increased seagrass habitat over the last
decade.
Mitigation for previous permit/other historic use
None
Anticipated Utilization by Listed Species (List species, their legal
classification (E, T, SSC), type of use, and intensity of use of the
assessment area)

FDOT is currently evaluating ESBA related matters for this
bridge section. When the review of this information is
completed, this section will be updated for consistency
purposes. [Refer to Anna Maria Bridge ESBA for currrently
available information

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

Additional relevant factors:
The preferred alternative has not been determined at this time. The UMAMs for Cortex Bridge are considered draft in nature until the
PD&E process is complete. This information is being generated to assimilate into the overall conceptual mitigation planning required
for Anna Maria Bridge and Cortez Bridge.

Assessment conducted by:

Assessment date(s):

A. Gelber

10/01/13

Form 62-345.900(1), F.A.C. [effective date 02/04/2004]

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

Application Number:

Assessment Area Name or Number:

FDOT DI AMB_Cortez SAV MIT

-

Impact or Mitigation:

Cortez South Alternative

Assessment Conducted by:

Impact
Scoring Guidance

Assessment Date:

A. Gelber
Optimal (10)

The scoring of each indicator is based on what Condition is optimal and fully
would be suitable for the type of wetland or supports wetland/surface water
surface water assessed
functions

10/01/13

Moderate(7)

Minimal (4)

Not Present (0)

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

Minimal level of support of
wetland/surface water
functions

Condition is insufficient to provide
wetland/surface water functions

Enter Notes below (do NOT score each subcategory individually)
The surrounding habitat is of high quality

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

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

b. Invasive plant species in proximity to AA.

No invasive species

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

No barriers to wildlife
Basin-wide benefits from SAV

d. Downstream benefits provided to fish and wildlife.

Reduced foraging habitat and refuge

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

No increase in flow or hydrologic impediments from impact

f. Hydrologic impediments and flow restrictions.
g. Dependency of downstream habitats on quantity or quality of discharges.

Current

With Impact

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

Additional This proposed impact area is an edge of a seagrass bed. It is proposed that based on the location in this seagrass meadow that further
Notes:
erosion or impact will not occur to this aspect for the overall ecological setting. It is currently unknown if the applicant will be dredging the
seagrasses or the direct impact to resources will arise from shading.

8

9

No disturbance

a. Appropriateness of water levels and flows.

Water levels will not be affected

b. Reliability of water level indicators.

N/A
N/A

c. Appropriateness of soil moisture.

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

d. Flow rates/points of discharge.

N/A

e. Fire history (frequency/severity).

With impact, zonation could be lost
Algal blooms erupt occasionally affecting light on
b
Reduced wildlife
utilization

f. Appropriate vegetative and/or benthic zonation.
g. Hydrologic stress on vegetation.
h. Use by animals with hydrologic requirements.
i. Plant community composition associated with water quality (i.e., plants tolerant of poor WQ).

Within the acres for impact, loss of structure
NA

j. Water quality of standing water by observation (I.e., discoloration, turbidity).
k. Water quality data for the type of community.

Current

With Impact

l. Water depth, wave energy, and currents.

Additional
Notes:

7

8

I. Appropriate/desirable species
.500(6)(c) Community Structure
X

Vegetation

4

Benthic

II. Invasive/exotic plant species
III. Regeneration/recruitment
IV. Age, size distribution.
V. Snags, dens, cavity, etc.
VI. Plants' condition.
VII. Land management practices.
VIII. Topographic features (refugia, channels, hummocks).

Both

IX. Submerged vegetation (only score if present).
Current

With Impact

9

0

X. Upland assessment area
Additional
Notes:

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

Current

Impact Acres =

0.04

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

0.8666667

0.5
FL = ID x Impact Acres =

Impact Delta (ID)

Current - w/Impact

0.366666667

0.015

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

At the current time, these UMAM scores are being used for
conceptual permit planning.

Appendix G:

Conceptual Seagrass Mitigation Plan

APPENDIX C
CONCEPTUAL SEAGRASS MITIGATION PLAN
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ExecutiveSummary

EXECUTIVESUMMARY

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) District 1 has requested Atkins to review
mitigationoptionstooffsetpotentialimpactstoseagrasshabitatassociatedwithtwoprojects:
SR 64/Manatee Avenue over the Intracoastal Waterway and the SR 684/Cortez Road Bridge
project over the Intracoastal Waterway (ICW).  Based on our review of the two projects, it is
anticipated that 0.7 credits (as measured by the Uniform Mitigation Assessment Method
(UMAM))willbenecessarytooffsettheprojects’seagrassimpacts.

This document provides a detailed analysis for the five mostͲfeasible individual seagrass
mitigation options (MOs) identified in the earlier studies, as well as a mitigation bank
alternative:
x MO#1
LinearChannel(fillingandnaturalrecruitmentofseagrasses)
x MO#3A SouthernSpoilIsland(scrapeͲdownandtransplantingofseagrasses)
x MO#3B NorthernSpoilIsland(scrapeͲdownandtransplantingofseagrasses)
x MO#5
AnnaMariaBridgeSandbar(scrapeͲdownandnaturalrecruitmentof
seagrasses)
x MO#7
LargeHoleSouthofPericoIsland(fillingandtransplantingofseagrasses)
x MangrovePointMitigationBank(purchaseofseagrasscredits)

The Mangrove Point Mitigation Bank (MPMB) is currently in the permitting process and is
anticipatedtohavesufficientseagrasscreditsavailableforpurchaseinapproximately3Ͳ5years,
atanestimatedcostof$250,000Ͳ$300,000for1.2UMAMcredits.Duetouncertaintiesinthe
permittingprocessandoutcomefortheMPMB,theotherfivealternativeswerereviewed,with
costandtimelineestimatesprovidedforeach.

Theoptionspresentedhereinincludeasummaryofalloptions,aswellasvariouscombinations
of options in order to offset the projects’ anticipated impacts. The costs range from
approximately$1.4Mtooffsettheminimumimpactsassociatedwiththeseprojects,to$4.5M
to complete all five nonͲmitigation bank options. If nonͲbank option(s) are selected, it is
anticipated that permits will be available within two to three years, with mitigation credits
available shortly thereafter (please refer to Appendix 1 for coordination with the National
MarineFisheriesService(NMFS)regardingmitigationandavailabilityofcredits).

Theoption(s)tobepursuedbyFDOT,thereforedependonconsiderationsofbothtimingand
cost. In the event that upͲfront mitigation is desired within the next 2 years, then nonͲ
mitigationbankoptionsprovidetheshortesttimeframeandcouldbeacquired,designedand
permittedforapproximately$200,000to$500,000,dependingonwhichoption(s)areselected.
Costs of construction, seagrass transplanting, and monitoring would be spread over an
additional5Ͳ6years.However,intheeventthatmitigationisnottimeͲsensitivewithinthenext
3 years, then monitoring the progress of the MPMB permitting and creditͲrelease schedule
wouldpotentiallyresultinalowerͲcostoption.InformationregardingtheMPMBwillbemore
certain and available as this mitigation bank proceeds through the permitting process.
FPID#425032Ͳ1Ͳ22Ͳ01
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ExecutiveSummary

An Environmental Resource Permit (ERP) has been issued by the Southwest Florida Water
ManagementDistrict(SWFWMD)forthisbank,andtheapprovalfromtheU.S.ArmyCorpsof
Engineersiscurrentlypending.

See the four tables at the end of this Summary for a breakdown of the various options and
costs.Thefirstofthesetablesincludesacostbreakdownofthemitigationoptionsbasedon
eachoptionbeingconductedindependently.
Thecostestimatespresentedhereinassumethateachofthefiveoptionswouldbeconstructed
independent of each other. If multiple mitigation options were selected for concurrent
construction, there would be an overall cost savings to the project. The costs as currently
presentedassumethateachoptionwouldrequireseparatelineitemsfor:
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

mobilization
demobilization
stagingareapreparation
turbiditytestingandqualitycontrol
survey
siltfence
turbiditycurtain
finishgrading


Apotential30%Ͳ50%reductionincostsmayberealizedbytheDistrictbycompletingseveralof
the options concurrently. For example, the opportunity for beneficial reuse of the material
excavatedfromthespoilislandstobereusedinthefillareasofOption1or7wouldreducethe
costofimportingfillfromanuplandsourcebyapproximately50%andwouldallowthematerial
tostaywithinthemitigationprojectsfurtherreducinghandlingcosts.Thesediscountedcosts
areresultingfromeconomyofscale/concurrentconstruction,andispredicatedontheassumed
availability of suitable substrate material. An estimate of construction costs assuming that all
mitigationoptionsareconductedconcurrentlyisincludedinTable8ofthefollowingdocument.

Sections 1.0 through 8.0 of this document provide additional detail of the UMAM value and
cost of each option, as well as design, construction, monitoring, maintenance and permitting
considerationsforeachoption.AppendicesincludeUMAMevaluations,conceptualengineering
designs,andpreviousagencycoordination.
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Transplantationcost
isbasedonplantings
at3footcenters

1

0.92

0.29

0.07

0.22

0.20

0.14

$161,120Ͳ$206,700

$72,960Ͳ$93,600

N/A

$45,600Ͳ$58,500

$42,560Ͳ$54,600

N/A

Transplantation
1
Cost 







v





$220,000

$81,400

$15,400

$48,400

$37,400

$37,400

2

MonitoringCost 

Estimatedcostisbasedontotalcostforalloptions
dividedintoeachMObasedonoverallacreage.

Totals:
2

2.40

Fillplacementwith
MO#7HoleSouth seagrass
transplantation
ofPericoIsland



0.50

Scrapedown
(sedimentremoval
withnatural
recruitment)

MO#5AMB
Sandbar

1.29

Scrapedown
(sedimentremoval
MO#3BNorthern withseagrass
SpoilIsland
transplantation)

1.10

1.10

Fillplacement
(naturalrecruitment)

MO#1(Linear
Channel)

Acres

Net
Functional
Gain

$326,000

$120,000Ͳ$165,000

$120,000Ͳ$165,000

Permitting/Design
Cost

$3,559,763

$977,550

$250,635

$818,580

$944,948

$568,050

Construction
Cost

$4,386,883Ͳ$4,457,463



TotalOverallCost
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ROWacquisitioncostassociatedwithMO#3Amayincreasebasedon
continuingcoordinationwithUSACEstaffinordertodetermineprocess
andcosttoreleasefederalspoileasement.

3

N/A

N/A

$308,000

$18,000

N/A

ROWAcquisition
3
Cost 

TableES1:TotalCostofEachMitigationOptionwithOverallCost


Scrapedown
(sedimentremoval
MO#3ASouthern withseagrass
SpoilIsland
transplantation)

Recommended
MitigationAction

Mitigation
Option(MO)
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ROWacquisitioncostassociatedwithMO#3Amayincreasebased
oncontinuingcoordinationwithUSACEstaffinordertodetermine
processandcosttoreleasefederalspoileasement.

3

TableES2:CostsperMitigationOptionCombination


Estimatedcostisbasedontotalcostforalloptions
dividedintoeachMObasedonoverallacreage.

2
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Section1



IntroductionandBackground

1.0
INTRODUCTIONANDBACKGROUND

TheFloridaDepartmentofTransportation(FDOT)District1iscurrentlyconductingamitigation
assessmentinordertoaddresspotentialimpactstobenthichabitatthatwasidentifiedduring
twoindependentProjectDevelopmentandEnvironment(PD&E)studies.Thesestudiesconsist
of the Anna Maria Bridge Replacement project (FPID 424436Ͳ1Ͳ22Ͳ01) located on SR 64/
Manatee Avenue over the Intracoastal Waterway (ICW) and the SR 684/Cortez Road Bridge
project(FPID430204Ͳ1Ͳ22Ͳ01)overtheIntracoastalWaterway.Potentialimpactstoseagrasses
areanticipatedinassociationwithbothprojects.Atkinswasretainedtoprovideamitigation
analysis and conceptual mitigation plan to address the need for compensatory mitigation for
impactstoseagrassesassociatedwiththeseproposedprojects.

Thisdocumentprovidesadetailedanalysisforfiveindividualseagrassmitigationoptions(MOs)
fortheAnnaMariaBridgeprojectandCortezBridgeprojects.Thisconceptualmitigationplan
includes conceptual design plans (including topographic and bathymetric survey results),
estimates of fill placement and fill removal, preliminary functional loss/gains evaluations
through Uniform Mitigation Assessment Method (UMAM), Chapter 62Ͳ345, Florida
Administrative Code (FAC), a conceptual longͲterm monitoring plan, and a discussion of
permitting recommendations, constraints, and timeframes. In addition, cost estimates for
mitigation(includingcostsforrightofway(ROW)acquisition,mitigationconstruction,seagrass
transplantation,permitting,andlongͲtermmonitoring)arealsoprovided.

During recent field work associated with the Cortez Bridge PD&E evaluation, hardbottom
habitat was found in close proximity to the Cortez Bridge.  Potential impacts to hardbottom
habitat,andsubsequentmitigationoptionsarenotconsideredaspartofthisevaluation,asthis
informationwillbeincludedindetailaspartoftheonͲgoingCortezRoadBridgePD&EStudy.

FieldAssessments
Two distinct field assessments (Summer 2011 and Summer 2013) have been conducted in
associationwiththeAnnaMariaBridgeandCortezBridgemitigationanalysis.Tasksassociated
withthesefieldassessmentsincludedseagrassedgeofbedmapping,mangrovemapping,and
terrestrial and inͲwater visual assessments to evaluate potential mitigation options with the
highest probability of success. All seagrass and mangrove mapping efforts were documented
using a Trimble GeoXT 6000 series handheld unit running ESRI ArcPad 10. InͲwater visual
assessments were conducted using a combination of snorkel and SCUBA equipment, as
determined by depths. The detailed methods and results of the field assessments are
documented in the Technical Memoranda dated September 7, 2011 and July 12, 2013,
which are included in Appendix 1, along with United States Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS)correspondence.

2011Assessment
TheSummer2011fieldassessment(June20Ͳ22andJuly21Ͳ22,2011)wasconductedtoprovide
an update of the original 2009 seagrass bed map along SR 64/Manatee Avenue (Anna Maria
Bridge)andwascompletedduringthePD&Estudy.Theupdatedseagrassedgeofbedlocations
FPID#425032Ͳ1Ͳ22Ͳ01
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IntroductionandBackground

werethenutilizedtoestimateimpactsandmitigationrequirementsbasedonthePD&EStudy
preferred alternative (Alternative 3BS – HighͲLevel FixedͲBridge, Typical Section B, South
Alignment) (Please refer to Figure 1).  Based upon the updated 2011 seagrass survey, the
estimatedseagrassimpactfromthepreferredalternativeis1.87acreswhichisaslightincrease
over the 1.81 acres of impact identified during the original 2009 survey.  Additionally, five
potential seagrass MOs were identified and preliminarily evaluated during the field effort.
ThesefiveMOsincludedMO#1ͲLinearChannel,MO#2ͲDredgeHoleSouthofCortezBridge,
MO #3A Ͳ Southern Spoil Island, MO #3B Ͳ Northern Spoil Island, and MO #4 Ͳ Dredge Hole
NorthwestofAnnaMariaBridge(Table1).Eachmitigationoptionwillbediscussedinfurther
detailbelow.

2013Assessment
The Summer 2013 field assessment (June 24Ͳ27, 2013) was conducted to reevaluate the five
previouslyͲidentifiedpotentialseagrassMOs,aswellastoconductapreliminaryevaluationof
four additional potential seagrass mitigation sites to ensure functional habitat losses were
properlycompensated.ThefouradditionalMOsincludedMO#5ͲAnnaMariaBridgeSandbar,
MO#6ͲSmallHoleSouthofCortezRoadBridge,MO#7ͲLargeHoleSouthofPericoIsland,
andMO#8ͲShrimpHouse/DerelictVessel(Table1).Eachmitigationoptionwillbediscussedin
furtherdetailbelow.TheSummer2013fieldassessmentalsoincludedabenthicsurveyalong
the SR 684/Cortez Road Bridge corridor over the Intracoastal Waterway (please refer to
Figure2foramapofseagrassbedsoccurringadjacenttotheCortezRoadBridge).Thefindings
of this benthic survey will be provided in separate documents (i.e., Essential Fish Habitat
AssessmentandWetlandEvaluationReport)aspartoftheCortezRoadBridgePD&EStudy.

Table1:MitigationOptionsEvaluatedfortheAnnaMariaBridgeReplacementProject
andtheCortezBridgePD&EStudy
MitigationOption(MO)
MO#1ͲLinearChannel

Evaluated
Summer2011,
Summer2013
MO#2ͲDredgeHoleSouthofCortezBridge
Summer2011,
Summer2013
MO#3AͲSouthernSpoilIsland
Summer2011,
Summer2013
MO#3BͲNorthernSpoilIsland
Summer2011,
Summer2013
MO #4 Ͳ Dredge Hole Northwest of Anna Summer2011,
MariaBridge
Summer2013
MO#5ͲAnnaMariaBridgeSandbar
Summer2013

PriorityRankingasofJuly2013
HighPriority–
Conceptualmitigationplandeveloped
LowPriority–
Discountedfromfurtheranalysis
MediumPriority–
Conceptualmitigationplandeveloped
MediumPriority–
Conceptualmitigationplandeveloped
LowPriority–
Discountedfromfurtheranalysis
HighPriority–
Conceptualmitigationplandeveloped
LowPriority–
Discountedfromfurtheranalysis
MediumPriority–
Conceptualmitigationplandeveloped
LowPriority–
Discountedfromfurtheranalysis

MO #6 Ͳ Small Hole South of Cortez Road
Summer2013
Bridge
MO#7ͲLargeHoleSouthofPericoIsland
Summer2013
MO#8ͲShrimpHouse/DerelictVessel

Summer2013
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These nine individual MOs were evaluated to determine their feasibility for use as mitigation
forimpactsassociatedwithboththeAnnaMariaandCortezRoadbridgeprojects.Duringthe
previousfieldassessments,eachmitigationoptionwasanalyzedtodeterminethelocationof
mangrove and upland vegetation (MOs #3A and #3B), edge of seagrass bed, and any
access/depth restrictions based on constructability. Based on these collected data, each
mitigation option was ranked in order of priority/feasibility (i.e., high, medium, low priority).
DetaileddescriptionsofallnineMOsandthereasonsforeachpriorityrankingaredocumented
intheTechnicalMemorandumdatedJuly12,2013.ThefourMOsthatwereassignedaLOW
priorityranking(MO#3ͲDredgeHoleSouthofCortezBridge,MO#4ͲDredgeHoleNorthwest
ofAnnaMariaBridge,MO#6ͲSmallHoleSouthofCortezRoadBridge,andMO #8ͲShrimp
House/Derelict Vessel) were determined to be infeasible and were eliminated as potential
mitigation options. The remaining five MOs are evaluated individually in Section 5.0 of this
documentandshownontheconceptualmitigationplans(Appendix2).

MitigationBankAlternative
TheMangrovePointMitigationBank(MPMB)islocatedinTampaBay,northoftheAnnaMaria
BridgeandCortezBridgeprojects(pleaserefertoFigure3forlocationmapoftheMPMB).As
currently proposed by the mitigation banker, the Mitigation Service Area (MSA) will include
bothprojects.TheMPMBiscurrentlyinthepermittingprocess.AnEnvironmentalResource
Permit(ERP)hasbeenissuedbytheSouthwestFloridaWaterManagementDistrict(SWFWMD)
(PermitNo.43035355.002,issued11/22/13)andthewetlandmitigationbankledgerhasbeen
approved for a total of 100.5 UMAM mitigation credits, including 1.21 UMAM seagrass
mitigation credits.  Approval from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is currently pending.
AcopyoftheSWFWMDERPPermitisincludedinAppendix3.Releaseofthemitigationcredits
forpurchaseisdependentuponmeetingvariouscriteria(seeSpecialCondition33oftheERP
permit) within 3Ͳ5 years.  Thus, the 1.21 seagrass mitigation credits are anticipated to be
availableforpurchasewithin3Ͳ5years.TheMPMBoptionisfurtherevaluatedinSections2.0,
6.0and8.0ofthisdocument.
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2.0
CONCEPTUALMITIGATIONCONSIDERATIONS

CompensatoryMitigationOptions
TheFDOTwilldeterminethemostappropriatemethodformitigationofseagrassimpactsfrom
theproposedAnnaMariaBridgeandCortezBridgeprojectsincoordinationwiththeapplicable
regulatoryagencies.Optionsincludethepurchaseofcreditsfromanapprovedmitigationbank,
creation/restoration of seagrass habitat, or a combination of the two.  The Mangrove Point
MitigationBank(MPMB)islocatedinTampaBay,northoftheAnnaMariaBridgeandCortez
Bridgeprojects.Specifically,theMPMBisa503acrearealocatedwestofRuskin,northof19th
Avenue, and west of US 41 in southern Hillsborough County, Florida.  The Mitigation Service
Area(MSA)fortheMPMBisproposedtobetheentireestuarinecomponentoftheTampaBay
watershedandthetidallyinfluencedreachesoftheriversemptyingintoTampaBay.TheMPMB
iscurrentlyinthepermittingprocessandisanticipatedtohave1.2 seagrasscreditsavailable
forpurchaseinapproximately3Ͳ5years.ConstructionoftheproposedAnnaMariaBridgeand
Cortez Bridge projects are not anticipated to begin in less than five years; thus, the MPMB
appearstobeaviableoptionforthepurchaseofcreditsfortheseprojects.

The following paragraphs in this section describe considerations that should be taken into
accountwhenproceedingwiththefiveMOsthatinvolveseagrasshabitatcreation/restoration.
Eachmethodcomeswithitsowndegreeofriskandsuccess.

EstablishingAppropriateElevations
ThroughoutFlorida,waterbodiesthatcontainseagrassesexperiencevariablelightpenetration.
In the Tampa Bay region, light limitation within the water column is a primary factor in
determining the depths at which seagrass beds occur. The target depth/elevation for all
mechanical dredging or filling activities at a mitigation site is therefore equivalent to the
depth/elevation of the seagrass beds surrounding the mitigation site.  Before seagrass can
colonizeamitigationsite,theappropriatesubstrateelevationmustbeobtained.Methodsfor
establishinganappropriateelevationincludescrapedown(sedimentremoval)iftheelevation
ofthemitigationsiteishigherthanthesurroundingareaand/orfillplacementiftheelevationis
lowerthanthesurroundingarea.

ScrapeDown(SedimentRemoval)
At sites where the existing bottom elevation is higher than surrounding seagrass beds,
sedimentwouldberemoved(scrapeddown)toachievetheappropriateelevationsneededto
achieve seagrass colonization.  This is the method that would be recommended for MO #3A,
#3B,and#5.

FillPlacement
Sediment placement is a restoration technique that returns the seafloor to original grade,
stabilizes substrate to prevent further erosion, and prepares an area for colonization by
seagrasses.ThisistherecommendedmethodforMO#1and#7.Differentsedimentplacement
techniques are available. Installation of loose fill is appropriate for placement in large
excavationswithadepthgreaterthan20centimeters(cm)(~8inch).Loosefillmayconsistof:
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(1) a sediment mixture with substrate characteristics (e.g., grain size, color, organic content)
similar to the surrounding area or (2) limestone pea rock (National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration([NOAA]andtheFloridaDepartmentofEnvironmentalProtection[FDEP]2004].
Fine sediments from the local area will eventually fill the interstitial spaces of the limestone
pearock.

At shore, loose fill is loaded onto a work barge capable of traveling in shallow water depths.
Theworkbargenavigatestothemitigationsiteandanchorsorspudswithinthesite(orwithin
an adjacent navigation channel, if possible, to minimize impacts to the surrounding area).
Usingsnorkelorscubagear,aminimumofonebiologistandonecontractorareresponsiblefor:
(1)fillingtheentireexcavationtomatchsurroundinggrade,(2)levelingtheloosefillwithinthe
site,and(3)ensuringnoimpactstosurroundingseagrassesduringtherestorationactivity.All
onwaterconstructionwillneedtoadheretobestmanagementpracticestoavoidorminimize
turbiditywhichwillbeclearlystatedinthestateandfederalpermits.Approximatelyoneweek
after completion of construction, the sediment fill elevation is measured (allowing time for
settlement).  If the elevation of the sediment fill is greater than 10 cm above or below the
elevationofthesurroundingarea,sedimentisadded,removed,orredistributedasnecessary.
Anyfillplacementmethodusedshouldnotadverselyimpactsurroundingnaturalresourcesor
forthefollowingreasons:
x

All restoration activities are conducted within the boundaries of the mitigation site
(including vessel anchoring/spudding) and minimal contact should be made with the
surroundingarea.
x Turbiditycurtains,withaminimum5Ͳfoot(ft)depth,mustbesecurelyanchoredaround
theinsideedgeofthemitigationsitepriortobargespudding/anchoringorfillplacement
operations to prevent direct or indirect impacts to surrounding seagrass beds.
The turbidity curtains remain in place until turbidity levels at the mitigation site are
consistentwithreferencesites.
x Turbiditymonitoringshouldbeconductedthroughoutthedurationoftheconstruction
toensureindirectimpactstothesurroundingenvironmentarenegligible.

NaturalRecruitmentvs.SeagrassTransplantation
Oncetheappropriateelevationandsedimentshavebeenestablishedatthemitigationsite,the
next step is to establish seagrasses within the graded site.  In most cases, the preferred
technique for establishing seagrasses is via natural recruitment/colonization from the
surrounding seagrass beds.  The natural recruitment technique is less labor, time, and cost
intensive.However,incertaincircumstances,seagrasstransplantationintoamitigationsiteis
preferable to natural recovery in order to minimize time lag and thereby achieving greater
mitigationcredit.

Seagrass transplantation is an effective method used to stabilize sediments and decrease
recoverytimeatamitigationsite(Fonsecaetal.1998).Thistechniqueinvolvesthecollection
of seagrass material from a donor site and subsequent installation of that material at the
mitigationsite.Seagrassdonormaterialiscollectedinportionsknownasplantingunits(PUs).
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The PUs are obtained by selective removal of healthy seagrass with intact rhizomes from a
designateddonorsite.Thedonorsiteisideallylocatedneartheproposedmitigationsite(to
ensureminimalvariationingeneticdifferencesbetweenresidentseagrassesandtransplanted
seagrasses)andhassimilarenvironmentalconditions(e.g.,lightonbottom,salinity,sediment
type,tidalcurrentspeed,waveexposure,temperature)asthemitigationsite(NOAAandFDEP
2004,Fonsecaetal.1998).Tominimizestresstothecollectedseagrass,everyeffortshouldbe
made to plant PUs at the mitigation site within the same day as collection. Transplanting
activitiesshouldalsooccurduringthebeginningofseagrassgrowingseason(seagrassgrowing
seasonfromJune1ͲSeptember30)toachievethegreatestamountofestablishmentinthefirst
year and, therefore, increase probability of PU survival and meeting the permitted and
established success criteria for the project.  If the mitigation site required fill placement,
seagrass transplantation should occur ш30 days after fill placement activities are complete.
Thisallowsthefillmaterialtoequilibratewithinthespecificmitigationsite.

There are several factors to consider when determining whether seagrass transplantation is
recommended for a given mitigation site, including size of the site, site energy, and species
compositionofsurroundingseagrassbeds.Thesefactorsarediscussedbelow.

MitigationSiteSize
Natural recruitment is often effective for sites that are small in area (generally <0.25 acres
[ac.]).  However, for larger mitigation sites (>0.25 ac.), the lengthy time required for natural
recruitment may prevent the project from meeting the successcriteria within the designated
timeperiod.Inthesecases,seagrasstransplantationisoftenrecommended.

MitigationSiteEnergy
In sites that experience high energy (high current velocities), seagrass transplantation is not
recommendedduetopotentialdamagetotransplantedPUs.Seagrasstransplantationisonly
appropriateatlowͲtoͲmoderateenergysiteswheretheprobabilityoflosingtransplantstohigh
watervelocityislow(NOAAandFDEP2004).Whenusingthistechnique,considerationshould
also be given to the likelihood of future damage events in the area.  If the transplant site is
locatedinahightrafficarea,theseagrasstransplantationeffortisatriskandtheprobabilityof
transplantsuccessislow.

SurroundingSeagrassSpecies
Naturalrecruitmentisofteneffectiveforsitesthataresurroundedbyseagrassbedscontaining
faster growing species.  Shoal grass (Halodule wrightii) and manatee grass (Syringodium
filiforme)arethefastergrowing,opportunisticspecies.Theycanserveastemporarysubstitutes
for climax species such as turtle grass (Thalassia testudinum) (NOAA and FDEP 2004).
Additionally, for mitigation sites that lack a surrounding seagrass bed or large sites that are
surrounded by seagrass beds containing slower growing seagrass species (e.g., Thalassia
testudinum), natural recruitment may prevent the project from meeting the success criteria
withinthedesignatedtimeperiod.


FPID#425032Ͳ1Ͳ22Ͳ01



AnnaMariaBridgeandCortezBridgePD&EStudies
DraftConceptualSeagrassMitigationPlan



6







February2014

Section2



ConceptualMitigationConsiderations

UpͲFrontMitigationvs.PostͲConstructionMitigation
TheNMFScoordinationletter,datedSeptember22,2011(pleaserefertoAppendix1),states
that compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts to essential fish habitat should be
“completed, monitored and deemed successful prior to the construction of the new bridge.”
If the FDOT elects to conduct upͲfront mitigation (mitigation conducted prior to project
construction),theappropriatedonorsitefortheproposedAnnaMariaBridgeandCortezBridge
projectswouldbetheproposedimpactareasforthoseprojects(pleaserefertoFigure1fora
map of the three Anna Maria Bridge seagrass impact areas). If upͲfront mitigation is not
feasible,aseparatedonorsitewouldneedtobeidentified.Anappropriatedonorsiteshould
notbelocatedwithinahighenergyenvironment,sincehighcurrentareascaninitiateerosion
scarpsthatcanspreadanddamagethedonorbed(Partiquin1975).Turtlegrass(T.testudinum)
istypicallyavoidedduringPUcollectionduetoitsslowgrowthandthedifficultyincollectinga
sufficient number of apical meristems (undifferentiated meristematic tissue found in the
rhizomesofseagrass)duringharvestingefforts.Incaseswhereturtlegrassisusedfordonor
material,largerPUswouldneedtobecollectedinordertocaptureasufficientnumberofapical
meristems.  Seagrass PUs should be collected from various areas in the donor site to avoid
creating a large hole in the donor bed’s standing stock and to decrease the amount of time
requiredforthedonorbedtoreplenishitself(NOAAandFDEP2004).Repeatedharvestfrom
donorsiteswithinacalendaryearshouldbeavoided(Fonsecaetal.1998).Itisalsoimportant
tonotethatshouldFDOTelecttoconductpostͲconstructionmitigation(whichwouldrequire
agency approval since the NMFS correspondence in Appendix 1 specifically requires upͲfront
mitigation),thetimelagforofthemitigationwillincreaseduetotheincreaseintheamountof
timerequiredfortheproposedmitigationtofullyoffsettheseagrassimpacts.

SeagrassTransplantationConsiderations
Ifseagrasstransplantationisrequired,severaldifferentseagrasstransplantationmethodologies
may be implemented, depending on the site conditions and seagrass species used.
Availablemethodsincludetheuseofpluggingdevices(devicethatcapturesseagrassalongwith
theassociatedsediment),bareroot,peatpots(biodegradablepotscontainingtheseagrassPU),
andstaples(biodegradablestaplestosecureaPU).

The appropriate spacing of seagrass PU within a mitigation site is necessary for a successful
project.PUspacingtypicallyrangesfrom0.5mto2.0m(oncenter)dependingonthesizeand
conditionofthedamagesite(Fonsecaetal.1998).Forthisconceptualmitigationplan,planting
ofPUsisproposedon3Ͳft(0.914m)centers.

Studies have shown that introduction of nitrogen and phosphorus into nutrient limited areas
canstimulateseagrassgrowth(Kenworthyetal.2000,Powelletal.1989b,Powelletal.1991,
Fourqurean et al. 1995).  At mitigation sites where the sediment is nutrientͲlimited, nutrient
augmentation(viafertilizerspikes)maybeneededtoincreasetherecoveryrateofseagrasses.
Nutrientrequirementswouldbedependentuponthesourceandnutrientprofileoffillmaterial
andwillbeevaluatedduringfuturemitigationplanningphases.
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3.0
ESTIMATESOFREQUIREDMITIGATION

The current estimated seagrass impact for the Anna Maria Bridge Replacement project is
1.87 acres.  This estimate is based upon the 2011 seagrass survey results and the preferred
alternative (Alternative 3BS – HighͲLevel FixedͲBridge, Typical Section B, South Alignment)
identified in the Project Development and Environment (PD&E) Study. The 1.87 acres (ac.) of
direct impact for the Anna Maria Bridge project include impacts in three separate impact
areas:SGͲ1(0.24ac.),SGͲ3(0.59ac.),andSGͲ4(1.04ac.).PleaserefertoFigure1foramapof
the three Anna Maria Bridge seagrass impact areas. The Uniform Mitigation Assessment
Method(UMAM)assessments(pleaserefertoAppendix4fortheUMAMformsandFigures4AͲ
E for maps showing the UMAM assessment areas) of the Anna Maria Bridge seagrass impact
areasindicatethattheproposedimpactswoulddecreasethelocationandlandscapesupport
scores(from9to8),thewaterenvironmentscores(from8to7),andthecommunitystructure
scores(froma9to0)atallthreeimpactsites(Table2).Theproposedimpactswillresultina
functional loss (FL) of approximately 0.37 per acre for each of the three areas. The FL of the
impactsforthesethreeareastotals0.69UMAMunits(0.09unitsforSGͲ1,0.22unitsforSGͲ3,
and0.38unitsforSGͲ4).
Table2:ImpactSummariesoftheAnnaMariaBridgeSeagrassImpactAreas
Assessment
Area
SGͲ1
SGͲ3
SGͲ4
TOTAL

Location&
WaterEnvironment
LandscapeSupport
w/
w/
Current
Current
Impact
Impact
9
8
8
7
9
8
8
7
9
8
8
7

Community
Structure
w/
Current
Impact
9
0
9
0
9
0

Impact
Delta
0.37
0.37
0.37

Acres

Functional
Loss

0.24
0.59
1.04
1.87

0.088
0.216
0.381
0.69


A preferred alternative has not yet been selected in the Cortez Bridge PD&E process.
It is anticipated that two possible alignments will be investigated during the upcoming PD&E
Study:analignmentnorthoftheexistingbridgeandanalignmentsouthoftheexistingbridge.
TwoestimatesofseagrassimpactswereobtainedfortheCortezBridgeproject(CortezBridge–
NorthAlignmentandCortezBridge–SouthAlignment).Theseagrassimpactforthepotential
northalignmentwasestimatedbycalculatingtheareaofseagrasswithintheexistingtheFDOT
rightofway(ROW)northoftheexistingbridge.Theseagrassimpactforthepotentialsouth
alignment was estimated by calculating the area of seagrass within the existing FDOT ROW
south of the existing bridge. The current estimated seagrass impact for the Cortez Bridge
projectrangesfrom0.022–0.042ac.,dependingonthealignmentselected(Table3).
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The total seagrass impact acreage for the two bridge projects ranges from 1.89 Ͳ 1.91 ac.
(Table3),dependingonwhichalignmentisselectedfortheCortezBridgeprojectandagency
approvalofUMAMscores.Undereitheralignment,theseimpactsrepresentafunctionalloss
andrequiredmitigationofapproximately0.70UMAMunits.TheUMAMformsareprovidedin
Appendix4.

Table3:EstimatedSeagrassImpactsandRequiredMitigation
fortheAnnaMariaBridgeandCortezBridgeProjects
Project
AnnaMariaBridge
CortezBridge–NorthAlignment
CortezBridge–SouthAlignment
Total(withsouthalignment)

EstimatedSeagrass
Impacts(ac)
1.87
0.022
0.042
1.89–1.91

FunctionalLossUnits/
RequiredMitigation
0.685
0.011
0.015
0.70
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4.0
CONCEPTUALMITIGATIONPLANFORINDIVIDUALMITIGATIONOPTIONS

Thefivefeasiblemitigationoptions(MOs)arelistedinTable4,alongwiththerecommended
mitigation action for each MO. These five MOs are described in detail below. Please refer to
Appendix2:SheetCͲ001foraprojectlayoutshowingthelocationofallsixMOsrelativetothe
Anna Maria Bridge and Cortez Bridge crossings. Each seagrass MO was evaluated using
the Uniform Mitigation Assessment Method (UMAM). The UMAM Forms are provided in
Appendix4.

Table4:RecommendedMitigationActionsfortheSixFeasibleMitigationOptionsEvaluated
fortheAnnaMariaBridgeReplacementProjectandtheCortezBridgePD&EStudy
MitigationOption(MO)
MO#1ͲLinearChannel
MO#3AͲSouthernSpoilIsland
MO#3BͲNorthernSpoilIsland
MO#5ͲAnnaMariaBridgeSandbar
MO#7ͲLargeHoleSouthofPericoIsland

RecommendedMitigationAction
Fillplacement
Scrapedown(sedimentremoval)withseagrasstransplantation
Scrapedown(sedimentremoval)withseagrasstransplantation
Scrapedown(sedimentremoval)
Fillplacementwithseagrasstransplantation


MO#1(LinearChannel)
MO#1consistsofalinearchannelthatislocatednorthwestoftheexistingSR64/AnnaMaria
Bridge (please refer to Appendix 2: Sheet CͲ300).  The linear channel extends in a northeast
direction and terminates at the existing navigation channel.  The linear channel is relatively
shallow (bathymetry ranging from Ͳ4.0 to Ͳ6.0 feet [ft]) and the substrate consists of
unvegetated,sandybottom.Shoalgrass(Halodulewrightii),turtlegrass(Thallasiatestudinum),
and manatee grass (Syringodium filiforme) have been documented within the seagrass beds
locatedadjacenttothenorthandsouthofthelinearchannel.

TheconceptualmitigationplanforMO#1includesseagrassrestorationviatheinstallationof
~5,800cubicyards(CY)offillwithinthedesignfilltemplate(pleaserefertoAppendix2:Sheet
CͲ300),bringingthesitetoatargetelevationofͲ3.0ft(NAVD88)tomatchtheelevationofthe
surroundingseagrassbeds.SeagrasstransplantationisnotrecommendedatMO#1,because
naturalrecruitmentofseagrassesfromtheadjacentseagrassbedsislikelyduetothenarrow
channelͲlike nature of the site and the faster growing seagrass species found within the
adjacentbeds(shoalgrassandmanateegrass).AugmentingthisMOwithplantingseagrassis
anoption.

MO #1 would provide approximately 1.1 acres (ac.) of seagrass mitigation. The UMAM
assessment (please refer to Table 5 and Appendix 4) of MO #1 indicates that the proposed
restorationwouldincreasethelocationandlandscapesupportscoresatthesite(froman8toa
9),thewaterenvironmentscore(froma7toan8),andthecommunitystructurescore(froma
0 to a 9). The proposed restoration results in a mitigation delta of approximately 0.37.
Aconservativeplanningleveltemporallagfactorof1.25wasassigned,assixtotenyearsare
anticipatedbetweenthetimetheseagrassimpactsareanticipatedtooccurandthetimewhen
themitigationisanticipatedtofullyoffsettheimpacts.Aconservativeplanninglevelmitigation
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Table5:UMAMSummariesandCostsAssociatedwiththeFiveMOsEvaluated
TotalCostofEachMitigationOptionandTotalOverallCost
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risk factor of 2.25 was assigned, which represents slightly higher than moderate risk of
uncertaintythatthethesuccesscriteriawillbeachieved.Thefunctionalgain(FG)ofMO#1is
estimatedat0.143.

Construction access to MO #1 would be relatively simple due to the close proximity of the
navigation channel located adjacent to the eastern end of the site.  The cost estimate and
permittinginformationforMO#1isprovidedinSections4.0and5.0ofthisdocument.

MO#3A(SouthernSpoilIsland)
MO #3A consists of a spoil island located northeast of the SR 64/Anna Maria Bridge (please
refer to Appendix 2: Sheet CͲ300).  A 1.54 ac. mangrove fringe (please refer to Appendix 2:
Sheet CͲ301) surrounds the majority of the island and consists of red (Rhizophora mangle),
white (Laguncularia racemosa), and black mangroves (Avicennia germinans).  The waterward
edgeofmangroveswasdelineatedbasedonaerialinterpretationofthehighwaterline.The
northernandinteriorportionsoftheislandconsistlargelyofuplandnuisanceexoticvegetation,
including Australian pine (Casuarina sp.) and Brazilian pepper (Schinus terebinthifolius).
Theuplandatthislocationwasdocumentedtoinclude1.10ac.Theseagrassbedssurrounding
the island are relatively shallow (ranging from Ͳ1.0 to Ͳ3.0 ft, based on aerial analysis and
bathymetricdata).Shoalgrass,turtlegrass,andmanateegrasswereobservedintheseagrass
bedssurroundingtheisland.

The conceptual mitigation plan for MO #3A includes the scrape down (sediment removal) of
upland areas located in the northern and interior portions of the island to create a seagrass
lagoonwithintheisland.Thescrapedownwouldincludetheremovalof~9,510CYoffillwithin
the design fill template (please refer to Appendix 2: Sheet CͲ301). This excavation includes a
2Ͳft overͲexcavation to allow for the placement of sediment that is appropriate for seagrass
habitat.Furthergeotechnicalanalysiswouldprovideadditionalclarityonthefeasibilityorneed
to over excavate at this location. If appropriate grain size sediments resided at the finished
elevation,overexcavationmaynotberequired.Suitablesedimentwillthenbeinstalledand
the site will be graded to a target elevation of Ͳ3.0 ft (NAVD88) to be consistent with the
elevation of the surrounding seagrass beds.  The side slope between the existing mangroves
and the seagrass mitigation lagoon will be 6:1, thus creating a littoral shelf and discouraging
erosionfromtheadjacentmangrovearea.

Basedonthesizeandpositionofthemitigationsite,transplantationofseagrassplantingunits
(PUs)withintheseagrassmitigationlagoonatMO#3Aisrecommendedbecauserapidnatural
recruitmentofseagrassesfromtheadjacentseagrassbedscouldrequirealengthytimeperiod
andmightinhibitthecapacitytomeetthesuccesscriteriafortheproject.Thesourceofdonor
material will likely depend on whether the FDOT conducts upͲfront mitigation (in which case
seagrassPUsmaybeharvestedfromthebridgeimpactareas)orpostͲconstructionmitigation(a
donor site would need to be identified).  Information regarding the number of PUs and
estimated cost of seagrass transplantation for MO #3A is included in Section 6.0 of this
document.
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MO#3Awouldprovideapproximately1.10ac.ofseagrassmitigation.TheUMAMassessment
(please refer to Table 5 and Appendix 4) of MO #3A indicates that the proposed restoration
would increase the location and landscape support scores at the site (from an 8 to a 9), the
waterenvironmentscore(froma0toan8),andthecommunitystructurescore(froma0to
a 9). The proposed restoration results in a mitigation delta of approximately 0.60.
A conservative planning level temporal lag factor of 1.25 was asigned, as six to ten years are
anticipatedbetweenthetimetheseagrassimpactsareanticipatedtooccurandthetimewhen
themitigationisanticipatedtofullyoffsettheimpacts.Aconservativeplanninglevelmitigation
risk factor of 2.25 was assigned, which represents slightly higher than moderate risk of
uncertainty that the the success criteria will be achieved. The FG of MO #3A is estimated
at0.234.

ConstructionaccesstoMO#3Awouldrequireaconstructionbargetoapproachtheislandfrom
the marked navigation channel into the shallow water adjacent to the existing island.  It is
assumed the construction barge used would be approximately 28Ͳft wide with a draft of
approximately 3Ͳ4 ft when loaded. Based on field observations, Atkins estimated the most
appropriate barge access route (please refer to Appendix 2: Sheet CͲ301), which minimizes
impactstoexistingseagrassesandmangroves.Theproposedexcavationforbargeaccesswill
dredgethisareatoabottomelevationofͲ4.0ft(NAVD88)with2:1sideslopesalongthedredge
channeltoallowforconstructionbargeaccess.Thisbargeaccessrouteis0.13ac.andwould
requireapproximately385CYofsedimentexcavationwhichwillresultin0.09ac.ofimpactto
seagrasses(Table2).AsdiscussedinSection3.0ofthisdocument,theproposedbargeaccess
excavationwillresultinafunctionalloss(FL)of0.033units.ThereforethenetFGis0.201.

PostͲconstruction,thisbargeaccesschannelwillserveasaflushingchannel,allowingwaterto
enter/exittheseagrassmitigationlagoon.ThecostestimateandpermittinginformationforMO
#3AisprovidedinSections6.0and7.0ofthisdocument.

MO#3B(NorthernSpoilIsland)
MO #3B consists of a spoil island located northͲnortheast of the SR 64/Anna Maria Bridge
(please refer to Appendix 2: Sheet CͲ300). A 1.24 ac. mangrove fringe (please refer to
Appendix2:SheetCͲ302)islocatedontheeasternportionoftheislandandconsistsofwhite
and black mangroves. The waterward edge of mangroves was delineated based on aerial
interpretation and field evaluation of the high water line. The western portion of the island
consists primarily of exotic vegetation, including Australian pine, Brazilian pepper, and
carrotwood (Cupaniopsis anacardioides).  The upland vegetation was documented to include
1.29 ac. The seagrass beds surrounding the island are relatively shallow (ranging from
approximately Ͳ1.0 to Ͳ5.0 ft (NAVD88), based on aerial analysis and bathymetric data).
Shoalgrassandmanateegrasswereobservedintheseagrassbedssurroundingtheisland.

The conceptual mitigation plan for MO #3B includes the scrape down (sediment removal) of
uplandareaslocatedinthewesternportionoftheislandtocreateseagrasshabitat.Thescrape
down would include the removal of ~13,280 CY of fill within the design fill template (please
refertoAppendix2:SheetCͲ302).Thisexcavationisproposedtoincludea2ͲftoverͲexcavation
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to allow for the placement of sediment that is appropriate for seagrass habitat. Suitable
sediment will then be installed and the site will be graded to a target elevation of Ͳ3.0 ft
(NAVD88)tobeconsistentwiththeelevationofthesurroundingseagrassbeds.Thesideslope
between the existing mangroves and the seagrass mitigation site will be 6:1, thus creating a
littoralshelfanddiscouragingerosionfromtheadjacentmangrovearea.

Based on the size of the mitigation site, transplantation of seagrass PUs within the seagrass
mitigation site at MO #3B is recommended because rapid natural recruitment of seagrasses
from the adjacent seagrass beds could require a lengthy time period and might inhibit the
capacity to meet the success criteria for the project.  The source of donor material will likely
depend on whether FDOT conducts upͲfront mitigation (in which case seagrass PUs may be
harvested from the bridge impact areas) or postͲconstruction mitigation (a donor site would
need to be identified).  Information regarding the number of PUs and estimated cost of
seagrasstransplantationforMO#3BisincludedinSection6.0ofthisdocument.

MO#3Bwouldprovideapproximately1.29ac.ofseagrassmitigation.TheUMAMassessment
(please refer to Table 5 and Appendix 4) of MO #3B indicates that the proposed restoration
would increase the location and landscape support scores at the site (from an 8 to a 9), the
waterenvironmentscore(froma0toan8),andthecommunitystructurescore(froma0to
a 9). The proposed restoration results in a mitigation delta of approximately 0.60.
A conservative planning level temporal lag factor of 1.25 was asigned, as six to ten years are
anticipatedbetweenthetimetheseagrassimpactsareanticipatedtooccurandthetimewhen
themitigationisanticipatedtofullyoffsettheimpacts.Aconservativeplanninglevelmitigation
risk factor of 2.25 was assigned, which represents slightly higher than moderate risk of
uncertainty that the the success criteria will be achieved. The FG of MO #3B is estimated
at0.275.

ConstructionaccesstoMO#3Bwouldrequireaconstructionbargetoapproachtheislandfrom
the marked navigation channel into the shallow water adjacent to the existing island.  It is
assumed the construction barge used would be approximately 28Ͳft wide with a draft of
approximately 3Ͳ4 ft when loaded.  Based on field observations, Atkins estimated the most
appropriate barge access route (please refer to Appendix 2:  Sheet CͲ302), which minimizes
impactstoexistingseagrassesandmangroves.Theproposedexcavationforbargeaccesswill
dredgethisareatoabottomelevationofͲ4.0ft(NAVD88)with2:1sideslopesalongthedredge
channeltoallowforconstructionbargeaccess.Thisbargeaccessrouteis0.15ac.andwould
requireapproximately535CYofsedimentexcavationwhichwillresultin0.14ac.ofimpactto
seagrasses(Table2).AsdiscussedinSection3.0ofthisdocument,theproposedbargeaccess
excavationwillresultinaFLof0.051units.Therefore,netFGis0.224.

PostͲconstruction,thisbargeaccesschannelwillserveasaflushingchannel,allowingwaterto
enter/exittheseagrassmitigationsite.ThecostestimateandpermittinginformationforMO
#3BisprovidedinSections6.0and7.0ofthisdocument.
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MO#5(AnnaMariaBridgeSandbar)
MO#5consistsofalinearsandbarthatabutsthesoutheastcorneroftheexistingSR64/Anna
Maria Bridge and extends south from the seawall approximately 350 ft (please refer to
Appendix2:SheetCͲ300).Thesandbarisshallow(themajorityofthesandbarisshallowerthan
Ͳ2.0ft)andthesubstrateconsistsofunvegetated,sandybottom.Thesandbardoesnotappear
to be a naturally occurring feature and is likely associated with sediment runoff from the
adjacentuplandsovertheseawall(pleaserefertoAppendix2:SheetCͲ303).Thesurrounding
seagrassbedwascomprisedprimarilyofcontinuousshoalgrass.Thisfeaturehasexistedsince
the early 1990s and review of historic aerials indicates that loss of seagrass in the area
hasincreased.

TheconceptualmitigationplanforMO#5includesthescrapedown(sedimentremoval)ofthe
linear sandbar to create seagrass habitat. The scrape down would include the removal of
~1,660 CY of fill within the design fill template (please refer to Appendix 2: Sheet CͲ303).
Thisexcavationincludesa2ͲftoverͲexcavationtoallowfortheplacementofsedimentthatis
appropriateforseagrasshabitat.Suitablesedimentwillthenbeinstalledandthesitewillbe
graded to a target elevation of Ͳ2.5 ft (NAVD88) to match the elevation of the surrounding
seagrass beds.  Seagrass transplantation is not recommended at MO #5, as the rapid natural
recruitment of seagrasses from the adjacent seagrass beds is anticipated due to the narrow,
smallnatureofthesiteandthefastergrowingseagrassspecies(shoalgrass)foundwithinthe
adjacentbeds.

ConstructionaccesstoMO#5wouldberelativelysimpleduetotheuplandareaandseawall
locatedadjacenttothenortheastcornerofthemitigationsite.Basedontheshallowdepthsat
themitigationsiteandpresenceofseagrassbedsadjacenttothewest,south,andeastofthe
sandbar,itisrecommendedthatconstructionequipmentaccessthesitefromlandorfromthe
sandbaritself,whichwouldavoidseagrassimpactsduringconstruction.

MO #5 would provide approximately 0.5 ac. of seagrass mitigation.  The UMAM assessment
(please refer to Table 5 and Appendix 4) of MO #5 indicates that the proposed restoration
would increase the location and landscape support scores at the site (from an 8 to a 9), the
waterenvironmentscore(froma7toan8),andthecommunitystructurescore(froma0to
a 9). The proposed restoration results in a mitigation delta of approximately 0.37.
A conservative planning level temporal lag factor of 1.25 was asigned, as six to ten years are
anticipatedbetweenthetimetheseagrassimpactsareanticipatedtooccurandthetimewhen
themitigationisanticipatedtofullyoffsettheimpacts.Aconservativeplanninglevelmitigation
risk factor of 2.25 was assigned, which represents slightly higher than moderate risk of
uncertainty that the the success criteria will be achieved. The FG of MO #5 is estimated
at0.065.

It is important to note that MO #5 will not be viable over the long term unless the
sedimentation issue that has created the existing sandbar is resolved prior to mitigation
construction. The existing sandbar appears to be associated with sediment runoff from the
adjacent uplands.  Improvements must be made to remove the source of this runoff, as any
FPID#425032Ͳ1Ͳ22Ͳ01
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mitigation conducted would simply be buried under additional sediment during future runoff
events.  An investigation regarding the source of the runoff (and proposed improvements to
removetherunoff)shouldbeconductedifMO#5isselected.Thecostestimateandpermitting
informationforMO#5isprovidedinSections4.0and5.0ofthisdocument.

MO#7(LargeHoleSouthofPericoIsland)
MO #7 consists of a large hole located south of the Perico Island, approximately halfͲway
between the SR 64/Anna Maria Bridge and the SR 684/Cortez Road Bridge (please refer to
Appendix2:SheetCͲ300).TheholereachesdepthsofͲ6.0ft(NAVD88)anditissurroundedby
intact seagrass beds. The substrate within the hole consists of unvegetated, sandy bottom.
Turtlegrasswasdocumentedwithinthesurroundingseagrassbed.

TheconceptualmitigationplanforMO#7includestheinstallationof~11,800CYoffillwithin
thedesignfilltemplate(pleaserefertoAppendix2:SheetCͲ304),bringingthesitetoatarget
elevation of Ͳ3.0 ft (NAVD88) to match the elevation of the surrounding seagrass beds.
Based on the size of the mitigation site and the slowͲgrowing seagrasses (turtle grass)
surroundingthesite,transplantationofseagrassPUswithintheseagrassmitigationsiteatMO
#7isrecommended.Naturalrecruitmentofseagrassesfromtheadjacentseagrassbedscould
requirealengthytimeperiodandmightinhibitthecapacitytomeetthesuccesscriteriaforthe
project.  The source of donor material will likely depend on whether the FDOT conducts upͲ
frontmitigation(inwhichcaseseagrassPUsmaybeharvestedfromthebridgeimpactareas)or
postͲconstructionmitigation(adonorsitewouldneedtobeidentified).Informationregarding
the number of PUs and estimated cost of seagrass transplantation for MO #7 is included in
Section6.0ofthisdocument.

ConstructionaccesstoMO#7wouldrequirethenavigationofaconstructionbarge(assumed
40Ͳft barge with a draft of 4 ft) from the navigation channel located south of MO #7 to the
mitigation site. Based on field observations, Atkins estimated the most appropriate barge
accessroute(pleaserefertoAppendix2:SheetCͲ304),whichminimizesimpactstotheexisting
seagrass bed surrounding the mitigation site.  The barge would navigate through the deeper
waterlocatedaroundtheperipheryofthesiteintotheshallowwateradjacenttothewestof
thesite.Thebargeaccessrouteis0.4ac.Asmallamountofexcavationisrequiredtobringthe
shallowportionsofthebargeaccessroute(locatedimmediatelyadjacenttothemitigationsite)
downtoatargetelevationofͲ4.0ft(NAVD88)toallowforbargeaccess.Toaccommodatethe
barge access channel, approximately 80 CY of sediment would need to be excavated from a
0.07 ac. area.  This excavation will result in 0.07 ac. of impact to seagrasses (Table 2).
AsdiscussedinSection3.0ofthisdocument,theproposedbargeaccessexcavationwillresult
inaFLof0.026units.

MO #7 would provide approximately 2.4 ac. of seagrass mitigation. The UMAM assessment
(please refer to Table 5 and Appendix 4) of MO #7 indicates that the proposed restoration
would increase the location and landscape support scores at the site (from an 8 to a 9), the
waterenvironmentscore(froma7toan8),andthecommunitystructurescore(froma0toa
9).Theproposedrestorationresultsinamitigationdeltaofapproximately0.37.Aconservative
FPID#425032Ͳ1Ͳ22Ͳ01



AnnaMariaBridgeandCortezBridgePD&EStudies
DraftConceptualSeagrassMitigationPlan



16







February2014

Section4

ConceptualMitigationPlanforIndividualMitigationOptions

planning level temporal lag factor of 1.25 was asigned, as six to ten years are anticipated
between the time the seagrass impacts are anticipated to occur and the time when the
mitigationisanticipatedtofullyoffsettheimpacts.Aconservativeplanninglevelmitigation
risk factor of 2.25 was assigned, which represents slightly higher than moderate risk of
uncertainty that the the success criteria will be achieved. The FG of MO #7 is estimated at
0.312.ThenetFGis0.286.

PostͲconstruction,thisbargeaccesschannelwillbereturnedtograde(Ͳ3.0ft)andseagrasses
shouldnaturallyrecruittotherestoredsite.Thecostestimateandpermittinginformationfor
MO#7isprovidedinSections6.0and7.0ofthisdocument.
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5.0
CONCEPTUALLONGͲTERMMONITORINGPLAN

PostͲconstructionmonitoringistypicallyconductedto:(1)determineifmitigationprojectsare
meeting success criteria, (2) assess the potential need for corrective action or supplemental
mitigation,and(3)advisefuturemitigationplanningefforts.

MonitoringSchedule
Mitigationsitesaretypicallymonitoredforaperiodoffiveyears(Uhrinetal.2011);however,
the schedule of monitoring events often depends upon the type of seagrass mitigation
undertaken.  With the exception of seagrass transplantation projects, monitoring events
typically occur at sixͲmonth intervals for the first two years and oneͲyear intervals for an
additional three years (i.e., monitoring events at 0, 6, 12, 18, 24, 36, 48, and 60 months).
Thebaseline(0Ͳmonth)monitoringeventisconductedatconstructioncompletionandshould
occurwithinseagrassgrowingseason(June1toSeptember30),ifpossible.Thisensuresthat
the maximum possible seagrass coverage is being represented at the mitigation site during a
majority of the monitoring events.  Two monitoring events (6Ͳmonth and 18Ͳmonth) could
potentiallyoccurduringthedormantseasonbutcouldstillbeinformativeintermsofoverall
mitigationsuccess.Inthecaseofseagrasstransplantationprojects,monitoringeventstypically
occur quarterly for the first year and biannually for an additional four years (i.e., monitoring
eventsat0,3,6,9,12,18,24,30,36,42,48,54,and60months;Fonsecaetal.1998).

Methodology
Duringeachmonitoringevent,qualifiedmarinebiologistsconductthemonitoringactivitiesat
the mitigation site(s) to ensure success criteria are being met.  Monitoring tasks include the
evaluation of seagrass within mitigation sites in comparison to adjacent reference areas
(seagrass community located in the area surrounding the mitigation site).  This includes
samplingapproximately1%ofeachmitigationsiteusing1Ͳm2quadratsandtheBraunBlanquet
(BͲB) visual assessment technique.  Note that the number of quadrats randomly conducted
withineachmitigationsiteshouldequalthenumberofquadratsrandomlydistributedaround
eachmitigationsitetocapturetheheterogeneityofthereferenceseagrasscommunity(Uhrin
etal.2009).Priortobeginningeachmonitoringevent,samplinglocationswithinthemitigation
site and surrounding reference areas are randomly predetermined (using ArcGIS or a similar
software program) and loaded into a surveyͲgrade Differential Global Positioning System
(DGPS) unit.  A team of two or more biologists navigate to each sampling location using the
DGPS unit.  At each sampling location, a 1Ͳm2 quadrat is temporarily placed on the substrate
andBͲBcoverdataarecollectedforeachindividualseagrassspecies,aswellastotalseagrass
cover(Table6).
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Table6:BͲBValuesandDefinitions
BͲBScore
0
0.1
0.5
1
2
3
4
5

SAVCover
absence
singleindividualramet(lessthan5%cover)
fewindividualramets(lessthan5%cover)
manyindividualramets (lessthan5%cover)
5Ͳ25%cover
25Ͳ50%cover
50Ͳ75%cover
75Ͳ100%cover



Todeterminethepercentcoverageforeachseagrassspeciesandthetotalseagrasscover,the
BͲBscoreswillbeconvertedtopercentages(usingrange midpoints) andaveragedoverall of
the quadrats assessed within each mitigation site or at reference sites.  Differences between
the mitigation site and the surrounding reference area help determine the overall success of
the mitigation project.  Photographs will also be collected at mitigation and reference site
samplinglocationsforarchivalpurposes.

If mitigation options (MOs) are selected that require fill placement (e.g., MO #1, MO #7),
additionalmonitoringtaskswillbeconducted.Biologistswillrecordsedimentelevationrelative
totheelevationofadjacentnaturalareas.Sedimentelevationcanbemeasuredelectronically
withadepthsounderormanuallyusingtransecttapes.

If mitigation options are selected that require seagrass transplantation, additionalmonitoring
taskswillbeconducted.Monitoringtasksincludemeasurementsofplantingunit(PU)survival
andshootdensity(Fonsecaetal.1998,Farrer2010).Atthisstageoftheconceptualmitigation
planning process, detailed seagrass monitoring plans can be further refined. This future
planning effort would revolve around developing a statistically significant use of a variety of
toolssuchasquadrats,transects,randomlygeneratedGlobalPositioningSystem(GPS)points,
sedimentsubsidencemonitoringstations,underwaterphotography,oracombinationofallof
thesetechniques.

IftheFDOTdoesnotconductupͲfrontmitigation,theseagrassdonorsitewillalsoneedtobe
monitored.  Prior to any seagrass collection effort, the donor site should be quantitatively
assessedforthepercentcoverageofseagrassesusingtheBͲBmethod.Thesamequantitative
assessment also occurs during each monitoring event.  Differences between preͲharvest
seagrass coverage and seagrass coverage calculated during each monitoring event will
determine the natural recovery rate at the donor site.  If a plugging device is used to collect
donormaterial,biologistsmayalsorevisitasmallsubsetoftheplugginglocationsinthedonor
site during each monitoring event and perform a qualitative assessment describing sediment
and seagrass recruitment into the plugging location.  Table 7 lists the mitigation action and
correspondingmonitoringmethodsrecommendedforeachoftheMOs.
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Table7:MitigationActionandMonitoringMethodsRecommendedforEachMO
MitigationSites
MO#1ͲLinearChannel
MO#3AͲSouthernSpoilIsland

MO#3BͲNorthernSpoilIsland

MO#5ͲAnnaMariaBridge
Sandbar
MO#7ͲLargeHoleSouthof
PericoIsland

RecommendedMitigation
Action
Fillplacement

MonitoringMethods

BͲBvisualassessment
SedimentElevation
Scrapedown(sedimentremoval) BͲBvisualassessment
withseagrasstransplantation
PUsurvivalandshootdensity
Donorsitemonitoring(ifneeded)
Scrapedown(sedimentremoval) BͲBvisualassessment
withseagrasstransplantation
PUsurvivalandshootdensity
Donorsitemonitoring(ifneeded)
Scrapedown(sedimentremoval) BͲBvisualassessment

Fillplacementwithseagrass
BͲBvisualassessment
transplantation
SedimentElevation
PUsurvivalandshootdensity
Donorsitemonitoring(ifneeded)


MitigationSuccessCriteria
The desired endpoint of seagrass mitigation is to obtain seagrass percent coverage values
withinthemitigationsitethatareequivalenttovalueswithinthereferencesites.Thefollowing
successcriteriashouldbemetattheendofafiveͲyearmonitoringperiod:
x

Mitigationareashouldcontainaminimumof80%oftheseagrassspeciescomposition
anddensityofthesurroundingarea.
x Noneterosion(greaterthan10cm)infilledareas.

APUsurvivalrateof75%orbettermustalsobemetafterthefirstyear.Iflessthan75%PU
survival, corrective action in the form of remedial action should be taken during the next
availableplantingperiod.

Reporting
Monitoring reports will be prepared by project biologists within 45 days of each monitoring
event.Themonitoringreportsincludethefollowing:
x
x
x
x
x

x

Project background and description including a brief description of the mitigation site
andthemitigationactionconducted
Mitigationsuccesscriteria
Technicalapproach,includingdetaileddescriptionofmonitoringmethods
Monitoringresults
Discussion including (1) comparisons between the mitigation site and surrounding
reference areas, (2) comparison of current monitoring data with previous monitoring
events (i.e., progress over time), and (3) comparison of monitoring results to project
successcriteria
Anyrecommendationsorcorrectiveactionstakenatamitigationsite
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6.0
CONCEPTUALCOSTESTIMATES

MitigationBankCreditPurchase
The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) may decide to purchase credits from an
approved mitigation bank (i.e., the Mangrove Point Mitigation Bank [MPMB]).  Based upon
reviewofthedraftstatepermitapplicationfortheMPMB,alongwithpreliminaryresearch,itis
estimatedthat1.2seagrasscreditswillbeavailableatMPMBinthefutureatanestimatedcost
of$250,000Ͳ$300,000.

ROWAcquisition
Right of way (ROW) acquisition is required for one of the five seagrass mitigation options
(MOs):MO#3A(SouthernSpoilIsland).TheestimatedcostforROWacquisitionisasfollows:
x MO#3A(73,095ft2,underprivateownership)Ͳ$308,000

Itshouldbenotedthattheincludedcostsareestimatesandnotbasedonanappraisal.

MitigationConstruction
The construction cost estimate for all five seagrass MOs (not including ROW acquisition) is
providedinTable8below.Thiscostestimatewascalculatedbasedondiscussionswithlocal
marinecontractorsinthesouthwestFloridaareaandisprovidedasa combinedestimatefor
construction of all the identified mitigation options. Conversations with the contractors
indicatedthatitwouldnotberealistictoprovidecostestimatesforeachindividualMOdueto
theneedtoconstructacombinationofthemitigationoptionsconcurrently,andtoutilizethe
fillmaterialfromoneoptionforanother.FollowingFDOTreviewofthemitigationplanandthe
identificationofthepreferredcombination,thecostforthatsuiteofoptionscanbecalculated.
Itisestimatedthattheconstructionwouldtakeapproximatelyninemonthstocomplete.
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Table8:CostEstimateforConstructionofAllFiveMOsMitigationConstruction
Item

Units*

Quantity

UnitCost

TotalCost

Mobilization

LS

1

$71,269

$71,269

Demobilization

LS

1

$71.269

$71,269

TemporarySpoilSite/StagingArea/SitePrep

LS

1

$10,000

$10,000

TurbidityTestingandQualityControl

LS

1

$25,000

$25,000

TemporaryMaintenanceofTraffic

LS

1

$5,000

$5,000

ExcavateSpoilIslandandFillChannel/Holes

CY

17,600

$30

$5228,000

RemoveExcessFillThatCannotBeUsedOnsite(Truckoffsite)

CY

6,850

$45

$308,250

Survey/Stakeout/AsͲbuilt

LS

1

$50,000

$50,000

FinishGradeDisturbedAreas

LS

1

$5,000

$5,000

StakedSiltFence

LF

1,500

$2

$3,000

FloatingTurbidityCurtain

LF

2,000

$8

$16,000

SubͲTotal

$1,092,788

Contingency(5%)

$54,639

Total

$1,147,427

*LS=LumpSum,CY=cubicyards


ItshouldbenotedthatthefillestimatesforMO#1andMO#7wereincreasedby30%inorder
to account for compaction of sediments and constructionͲassociated sediment loss.
Also,becausethenatureofthesubsurfacesedimentsforMO#3A,#3B,and#5areunknown,
the cost estimate for these three MOs includes a 2Ͳfoot (ft) overͲexcavation to allow for the
placement of sediment that is appropriate for seagrass habitat. Further analysis
(i.e., geotechnical assessment, engineering, etc.) would be required to determine if the overͲ
excavationisrequiredforsuccessfulmitigation.Costsmaybereducedifitisdeterminedthat
theoverͲexcavationisnotrequired.Thecostofengineeringandgeotechnicalassessmentare
includedintheoverallpermitanddesigncostsincludedintheexecutivesummarytablesand
section6.0ofthedocument.

It is also important to note that the costs provided are considered an estimate based on
communicationwithcontractors,vendors,resultsofrecentprojectbids,Atkinscostestimators,
etc.Theactualcosttocompletetheprojectmayvarybasedon,butnotlimitedto,timelag,
inflation,  fuel prices, contractor’s workload, material availability, potential restrictions on
construction/installation methods, modifications to the Plans and Specifications, permit
conditions,etc.

SeagrassTransplantation
SeagrasstransplantationisrecommendedforthreeofthefiveseagrassMOs,includingMO#3A
(SouthernSpoilIsland),MO#3B(NorthernSpoilIsland),andMO#7(LargeHoleSouthofPerico
Island).Basedonthesizeandconditionofthemitigationsite,3Ͳfootcentersareproposedfor
theplantingunit(PU)spacing(pleaserefertoFigure5).ThenumberofPUsrequiredateach
site calculated at 3,800Ͳ3,900 PUs per acre (based on planting lines with 3Ͳft centers and a
distance of 2.6 ft between respective PUs).  Based on communication with experienced
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contractors,acostof$8.00Ͳ$10.00perPUwasused.Acostestimatewasdevelopedforeach
of these MOs representing a cost range, dependent on the number of PUs required and the
costperPU(Table9).ThecostfortransplantationatallthreeMOs,shoulditberequired,is
estimatedtobe$161,120Ͳ$206,700.

Table9:CostEstimatesforSeagrassTransplantation,AssumingPlantingon3ͲfootCenters
MitigationSites

Mitigation
SiteSize

MO#3AͲSouthernSpoilIsland
MO#3BͲNorthernSpoilIsland
MO#7ͲLargeHoleSouthofPericoIsland
Total

1.1 acres
1.3 acres
2.4acres
5.3acres

No.Planting
UnitsRequired
5,320Ͳ 5,460
5,700Ͳ 5,850
9,120– 9,360
20,140– 20,670

Estimated
Transplantation
Cost
$42,560Ͳ$54,600
$45,600Ͳ$58,500
$72,960Ͳ$93,600
$161,120Ͳ$206,700


Itshouldbenotedthatthecostestimatesarealsobasedonusingseagrassdonormaterialfrom
theseagrassimpactareasassociatedwiththeAnnaMariaBridgeandCortezBridgeprojects.If
theFDOTelectstoconductpostͲconstructionmitigation,theseagrassdonormaterialwillneed
tocomefromadifferentsource,whichmayincreasethecostoftransplantation.

Permitting
Theconceptualmitigationplandevelopedinthisdocumentrepresentsaportionoftheoverall
permittingprocess.Fromthecurrentstageofconceptualplanning,thecostestimateforthe
remaining work required to take the document to permit level (approximately 60% design)
would be an estimated $120,000. To bring the current document to construction level detail
(100%design)wouldbeapproximately$165,000.Thisestimateincludestasksthatmayneed
tobecompleted,suchas:

PermitLevelDesign(approximately60%)
x Application preparation and filing fees (including Sections A, C, E, and G of the “Joint
Application for Environmental Resource Permit/Authorization to Use State Owned
SubmergedLands/FederalDredgeandFillPermit”,Form547.27/ERP),
x Agency coordination (preͲapplication meetings, finalizing functional assessments per
Uniform Mitigation Assessment Method (UMAM), Request for Additional Information
[RAIs],etc.),
x EffortsassociatedwithlandͲacquisitioninvestigations,
x Geotechnicalinvestigations,
x DetailedflushingchanneldesignforMO#3Aand/orMO#3B,
x Definedconstructionmethodologiesofinstallationandconstruction,includingmethods
formovingequipmenttotheworksite,
x SedimentgrainͲsizeanalysis,and
x Sedimentorganiccontentanalysis
x Refinearealextentsofimpactforpermitapplication
x Cutcrosssectionsandrefinecut/fillvolumes
x Createdrawingsets,2sets8.5x11black&whiteand22x34blackandwhite
FPID#425032Ͳ1Ͳ22Ͳ01
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o Includingsurveyinformation
o Geotechnicaldata/Soils
o Seagrasssurvey
o Proposedconstructionarea
o Ingressandegressroutes,corridors
o Stagingareas,finaldisposallocations
o Bestmanagementpractices(siltfenceandturbiditybarriers)
x Clientreviewofoptions
x Atkinsrevisionofoptions/meetingcomments
x Signedandsealed5sets8.5x11and22x34B&Wdrawingsforpermit

ConstructionLevelDesign(100%)
x Includepermitalterations/conditions
x Costestimate
x Clientreviewofplans
x Atkinsrevisiondrawings/meetingcomments
x TechnicalSpecification
x Bidsheetwithquantitytakeoffs
x Engineer’sestimate
x Clientreviewofplans,specs&biddocs
x Atkinsrevisionofplans&docs/meetingcomments

PleaserefertoSection7.0ofthisdocumentforadiscussiononthepermittingconstraintsthat
areassociatedwiththeproposedconceptualmitigationplan.

LongͲTermMonitoring
The cost estimate associated with the longͲterm monitoring for all five seagrass MOs is
approximately$20,000permonitoringevent.Monitoringistypicallyrequiredfor5years(60
months) and will require between eight and thirteen separate events depending on whether
seagrass is simply allowed to naturally recruit into the mitigation area, or transplantation is
utilized.Therefore,basedonanaverageof11monitoringevents,theestimatedtotalcostof
longͲtermmonitoringfortheprojectisapproximately$220,000.Thisestimatewasgenerated
based on Atkins’ previous experience on seagrass mitigation projects of this type. Each
monitoringeventincludesmonitoringmultipleparametersatmultiplesites,includingreference
sites.PleaserefertoSection4.0ofthisdocumentwhichdetailsthemonitoringeventschedule.
It is also important to note that this is the typical timeframe for longͲterm monitoring for
similar mitigation projects; however, due to certain inherent risks involved with any seagrass
mitigation project (i.e., hurricanes and other weather related phenomena that may occur
duringorafterconstructionandmaycausedamagetothemitigationarea),thetimeframeto
demonstratesuccesstotheagenciesmaybelonger.
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7.0
PERMITTINGDISCUSSION

The overall timeframe for permitting is anticipated to be on the order of 24Ͳ36 months from
thecurrentstageofconceptualplanning.Furtherrefinementofthisconceptualmitigationplan
willberequiredpriortopreparingfinalplansofthevariousalternatives.

Thepermittingcomponentoftheoverallmitigationprojectwillrevolvearoundthestateand
federalpermitapplicationprocesses.Bothstateandfederalagenciesaretypicallyconsistentin
thefollowingareas:
x EvaluationofsitesusingtheUniformMitigationAssessmentMethod(UMAM)process
x Avoidingimpactstothreatenedandendangered(T&E)speciesduringconstructionand
inclusionofstandardprotectionmeasuresintheconstructionplans
x Inclusionofwaterqualityprotectionmeasures

The State provides clearing house reviews with all interested state agencies, such as Florida
Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP)/Southwest Florida Water Management
(SWFWMD), Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC), State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPO).  The federal process will coordinate with such branches as the
NationalMarineFisheriesService(NMFS),includingtheProtectedResourcesDivision(PRD)and
theHabitatConservationDivision(HCD).

If a Biological Opinion (BO) is deemed to be necessary for potential impacts to T&E species,
additional time and effort will be required.  The preparation of the BO by the agencies,
includinglegalreview,isestimatedtotakebetweensixandeightmonthswiththeresultbeing
ReasonableandPrudentMeasures(RPMs)tobeimplementedontheproject.

FederalSpoilEasementRelease
TheMO#3Bisland(96,864ft2)isundertheownershipoftheBoardofTrusteesoftheInternal
ImprovementTrustFund(TIITF)forthepurposeofdredgespoildisposal(perpetualeasement
no. 22922).  However, recent information provided by the FDEP Division of State Lands has
revealed that this spoil island is also encumbered by a perpetual easement to the U.S.
Government for the purposes of spoil disposal (Spoil Area MͲ16).  Atkins investigated the
processrequiredtoobtainreleaseofafederalspoileasement.AccordingtoMr.MarkBennett
withtheUSACE’sJacksonvilleDistrictManagementandDisposalBranch,thefollowingprocess
shouldbefollowedtoobtainreleaseofthefederalspoileasementonMO#3B:
x

FDOT should send a letter to Ms. Bertha A. Miller, Realty Specialist for the USACE
JacksonvilleDistrict.Thelettershouldincludeadescriptionoftheintent/purposeofthe
project, a map of the proposed project site, and construction plans (a 30% plans set
wouldbeadequate).Ms.Miller’scurrentcontactinformationisasfollows:



FPID#425032Ͳ1Ͳ22Ͳ01



AnnaMariaBridgeandCortezBridgePD&EStudies
DraftConceptualSeagrassMitigationPlan



25







February2014

Section7

PermittingDiscussion

BerthaA.Miller,RealtySpecialist
U.S.ArmyCorpsofEngineers
JacksonvilleDistrict
RealEstateDivision
P.O.Box4970
Jacksonville,FL32232Ͳ0019
Telephone:(904)232Ͳ3727
Email:bertha.a.miller@usace.army.mil
x
x

x
x


Ms.MillerwillroutethelettertotheappropriateUSACEstafftodeterminewhetherthe
easementcanbesurplused(i.e.,whetherUSACEforeseesanyneedfortheprojectsite
forfuturespoildisposaluse).
If the USACE determines that the project site can be surplused, FDOT will submit a
formalapplicationtotheUSACE.Theapplicationwouldincludetheapplicationform,a
feetocompensateUSACEforadministrativetime/effort,andpaymentfortheappraised
valueoftheeasement.Thetotalcostoftheeasementacquisitionisnotavailableatthis
time;however,itislikelytobesubstantiallylessthanthecostofpurchasingprivatelyͲ
ownedland(e.g.,MO#3A,forwhichROWacquisitioncostsaredescribedabove).
TheentireUSACEreviewprocesscanbeexpectedrequireuptosixmonths.
This process is separate from, and in addition to, the USACE regulatory permit
application(Section404/DredgeͲandͲFill)


SovereignSubmergedLands
AletterofconsentauthorizingactivitiesinsovereignsubmergedlandswillbenecessaryforMO
#1, #3B, #5 and #7. No fee or payment for the letter of consent or for the severance of
sovereignsubmergedlandsisnecessary,duetotheusebyapublicagencyforapublicpurpose.

Additionally, the FDEP is investigating additional seagrass mitigation options, including those
thatmaybeavailablethroughtheFDEPCoastalandAquaticManagedAreas(CAMA)office.
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8.0
SUMMARY

Theprimarygoalofthiseffortwastoprovideaconceptualmitigationplanforanticipatedseagrass
impacts associated with the Anna Marina Bridge and Cortez Bridge projects. The scope of the
conceptual mitigation plan included providing cost estimates and timeframes for right of way
(ROW) acquisition, mitigation construction, seagrass transplantation, permitting, and longͲterm
monitoring.Adiscussionofpermittingconstraintsandtimeframesisalsoprovided.

AnticipatedSeagrassImpacts
ThecurrentestimatedseagrassimpactfortheAnnaMariaBridgeReplacementprojectis1.87acres
(ac.)(baseduponthe2011seagrasssurveyresultsandAlternative3BS–HighͲLevelFixedͲBridge,
TypicalSectionB,SouthAlignment).ApreferredalternativehasnotyetbeenselectedintheCortez
BridgePD&Eprocess;however,seagrassimpactestimatesrangefrom0.022–0.042ac.,depending
on thealignment selected. The total seagrass impactacreage for the two bridge projects ranges
from1.89Ͳ1.91ac.,dependingonwhichalignmentisselectedfortheCortezBridgeproject.The
currentfunctionallossestimateforbothprojects(aswellastheseagrassimpactsassociatedwith
thebargeaccessroutesforMO#3A,#3B,and#7)is0.810UniformMitigationAssessmentMethod
(UMAM)units.

MitigationOptions
Fiveindividualmitigationoptions(MOs)wereconsideredinthisconceptualmitigationplan.Table
10belowsummarizestheproposedmitigationactionateachofthefiveMOs,alongwiththeirsize,
the estimated UMAM functional gain from the proposed mitigation, and estimates of fill
placement/excavationateachMO.

The net UMAM gain estimate from the various proposed mitigation options considered in this
conceptualplanis0.919.ThisisbasedonatimeͲlagofupto10years(1.25timeͲlagfactor)and
moderately high risk (2.25 risk factor), which results in a mitigation:impact acreage ratio of
approximately 3:1. This assumes that seagrass mitigation will be conducted concurrently with
construction. Should the FDOT envision conducting the mitigation in advance of the project, the
timeͲlag and risk factors in the UMAM scoring will be affected and thus potentially reduce the
mitigationrequirementstoa2:1acreageratio.Thiswouldreduceoverallforecastedcostsdefined
in this document.  These acreage ratios are consistent with NMFS guidance (see email
correspondencefromFDOTdatedOctober19,2011inAppendix1).Aconceptualplanutilizingall
five of the above mitigation options would result in an excess functional gain of 0.219 units;
therefore,notalltheproposedmitigationoptionswouldbenecessarytosatisfythetotalmitigation
needsoftheprojects.However,excessmitigationcreditcouldpossibly(pendingapprovalfromthe
agencies)beusedtooffsetimpactsassociatedwithfutureFDOTprojects.
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N/A

Fillplacementwithseagrass
transplantation

MO#7
LargeHolesouthof
PericoIsland

Scrapedown(sediment
removal)withseagrass
transplantation
Scrapedown(sediment
removal)withseagrass
transplantation

Fillplacement

Scrapedown(sediment
removal)

Total

Summary







17,600CY

11,800CY

None

None

None

5,800CY

Sediment
Estimatesfor
FillPlacement
(CubicYards)

28





25,390CY

BargeAccessͲ80CY

Scrapedown–1,600CY

ScrapedownͲ9,510CY
BargeAccessͲ385CY
Total9,895CY
ScrapedownͲ13,280CY
BargeAccessͲ535CY
Total13,815CY

None

SedimentEstimatesfor
FillExcavation
(CubicYards)



6.39

2.40

0.50

1.29

1.10

1.10

Acres



1.029

0.312

0.065

0.275

0.234

0.143

UMAM
Functional
Gain

Table10SummaryofInformationfortheFiveSeagrassMOsEvaluated

RecommendedMitigation
Action

MO#5
AMBSandbar

MO#3B
NorthernSpoilIsland

MO#3A
SouthernSpoilIsland

MO#1
LinearChannel

MitigationOption
(MO)

FPID#425032Ͳ1Ͳ22Ͳ01



AnnaMariaBridgeandCortezBridgePD&EStudies
DraftConceptualSeagrassMitigationPlan





Section8





0.110

0.026

0

0.051

0.033

0

UMAM
Functional
Loss

February2014

0.919

0.286

0.065

0.224

0.201

0.143

NetUMAM
Functional
Gain

Section8

Summary


Table11summarizesthecostestimatesandestimatedtimeframesforthevariouscomponentsof
theconceptualmitigationplan.Intotal,thetotalcostestimateforlandacquisition,construction,
permitting,andlongͲtermmonitoringrangesfrom$1,954,547Ͳ$2,045,127.
Table11:CostEstimatesandTimeframes
fortheComponentsoftheConceptualMitigationPlan
Item
ROWAcquisition
MitigationConstruction
SeagrassTransplantation

CostEstimate

EstimatedTimeframe
1

$326,000
($18,000forMO#3B+$308,000forMO#3A)
$1,147,427

TBD
9months
upto2months
12Ͳ18months
60months
N/A

$161,120Ͳ$206,700
$100,000Ͳ $145,0002
$220,0003
$1,954,547Ͳ $2,045,127

Permitting/Engineering
LongͲTermMonitoring
TotalCost
1

NotethatthepotentialforacquisitionofthelandassociatedwithMO#3Biscurrentlyunderinvestigation.Thiscostisanestimatebasedon
informationprovidedbyFDOT.
2
Thecostrangeforpermittingincludesestimateforenvironmental/engineeringefforttotakecurrentdocumenttopermitlevelandseparately
toconstructionlevel.
3
Thisestimateisbasedon11separatemonitoringeventsat$20,000perevent.


Alternatively, or in concurrence with this mitigation plan, FDOT may decide to purchase credits
from an approved mitigation bank (i.e., the Mangrove Point Mitigation Bank [MPMB]).
FrompreliminarydiscussionswiththemitigationbankrepresentativeandreviewoftheSWFWMD
permit with the State, it is estimated that 1.2 seagrass credits will be available at MPMB in the
futureatanestimatedcostof$250,000Ͳ$300,000forall1.2credits.However,thetotaloverall
mitigationcreditneedfortheprojectsis0.70,whichwouldbeapproximately$175,000.

Inconclusion,basedontheamountofmitigationdevelopedinthisconceptualplanandpending
theoutcomeofthepreliminaryagencydiscussionsontheUMAMsthatareprovidedaspartofthis
package, the FDOT has the option of developing a robust mitigation plan to address unforeseen
circumstances during bridge construction to apply additional credits, potentially apply excess
seagrasscreditstootherFDOTlocalprojects,oreliminatecertainoptionshighlightedinthisplanto
reducecosts.Forinstance,withtheexcessofmitigation(0.219functionalgainunits)basedonthe
conceptualUMAM,thereisthepotentialtoeliminateMO#3Afromthemitigationplan,whichhas
substantial costs for land acquisition and construction. This conceptual mitigation plan will be
furtherrefinedinthefuture,asFDOTproceedswithprojectplanning.
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Figure1:AnnaMariaBridgeSeagrassImpactMap
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Figure2:CortezRoadBridgePotentialSeagrassImpactMap
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Figure3:MangrovePointMitigationBankMap
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Figure4a:UMAMAssessmentAreasMap–Option1
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Figure4b:UMAMAssessmentAreasMap–Option3A
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Figure4c:UMAMAssessmentAreasMap–Option3B
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Figure4d:UMAMAssessmentAreasMap–Option5
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Figure4e:UMAMAssessmentAreasMap–Option7
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Figure5:SeagrassPlantingUnitSpacing
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Appendix 1
NMFS AGENCY COORDINATION / COMMENT
LETTER / GUIDANCE EMAIL



Southeast Regional Office
263 13th Avenue South
St. Petersburg, Florida 33701-5505
(727) 824-5317; FAX 824-5300
http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov
September 22, 2011

F/SER46:DR/mt

Commander (dpb)
USCG Seventh District
Brickell Plaza Federal Building
909 Southeast First Avenue
Miami, Florida 33131-3050
Dear Commander:
NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has reviewed the Florida Department of
Transportation’s (FDOT) letter dated September 14, 2011, and the accompanying document
regarding seagrass losses associated with the proposed replacement of the SR 64 Anna Maria
Island Bridge (see United States Coast Guard Public Notice 09-09) in Manatee County, Florida.
The FDOT document provided the results of a 2011 seagrass survey, updated estimates of
impacts to seagrasses, and outlined five potential compensatory mitigation options for offsetting
seagrass losses.
The updated seagrass impact estimate indicates that the preferred bridge replacement alternative
would result in the loss of 1.87 acres of seagrass. NMFS considers this a significant loss of an
important trust resource (along with its ecological functions). NMFS first choice is always
avoidance, followed by minimization, and finally compensatory mitigation for unavoidable
impacts to essential fish habitat. However, under certain conditions, the project may be
permitable, although this would require that sufficient compensatory mitigation for seagrass
losses be completed, monitored, and deemed successful prior to the construction of the new
bridge. The FDOT document demonstrates that potential opportunities for this type of
compensatory mitigation exist in the vicinity of the bridge project.
If you have questions regarding our views on this project, please contact Dr. Dave Rydene in our
St. Petersburg, Florida office. Dr. Rydene may be reached at the letterhead address or by
telephone at (727) 824-5379.

Virginia M. Fay
Acting Assistant Regional Administrator
Habitat Conservation Division

cc:
F/SER4
F/SER46 - Rydene
cc: email
FDOT (Elizabeth Serdynski)
EPA (Madolyn Dominy)
FL DEP (Lauren Milligan)
FL FWCC (FWCC Conservation Planning Services)
USFWS (Jane Monaghan)
SWFWMD (C. Lynn Miller)

Warren, Kimberly D
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Serdynski, Elizabeth [Elizabeth.Serdynski@dot.state.fl.us]
Wednesday, October 19, 2011 2:45 PM
Sands, Jon; Bizerra, Marlon; Schulz, Mark; Piazza, Chris; Setchell, Brent; Wilt, Jim; Mills,
Nicole
Serdynski, Elizabeth; Williams, Bryan; Warren, Kimberly D
FW: SR 64 Anna Maria Island Bridge seagrass mitigation options
David_Rydene.vcf

BasedonfurthercoordinationwithNMFSbelow,seagrassmitigationcanbedoneconcurrently
withtheproject.
Ifdoneconcurrentlyitwouldincreasetherequiredratio(i.e.3:1versus2:1).
Mitigationdoneconcurrentlyoraheadoftimewouldbothrequiremonitoringandacontingency
plan.

Thanks.


ElizabethSerdynski
EnvironmentalProjectManager
FloridaDepartmentofTransportation
801N.BroadwayAve.
Bartow,Florida33830
863.519.2805
Elizabeth.serdynski@dot.state.fl.us

ŞŞŞŞŞOriginalMessageŞŞŞŞŞ
From:DavidRydene[mailto:David.Rydene@noaa.gov]
Sent:Monday,October17,201112:41PM
To:Serdynski,Elizabeth
Subject:SR64AnnaMariaIslandBridgeseagrassmitigationoptions

HiElizabeth,

Sorrytotakesolongtogetbacktoyouonthis,butIwastravelingandthenmysupervisor
wastraveling.Ifinallyspoketomysupervisortodayinregardstocompensatorymitigation
forseagrasslossesduetothereplacementoftheSR64AnnaMariaIslandBridgeatsome
pointinthefuture.Ifthemitigationwasdoneconcurrentlywiththebridgeconstruction
youwouldbelookingata3:1mitigationratiobecauseoftheuncertainty,lossofecological
functionduetotimelag,etc.Ifthemitigationwasdoneaheadofconstructionanddeemed
successfulitwouldbemorelikea2:1ratio.Ineithercase,therewouldbesomethingonthe
orderof5yearsofmonitoringtodetermineiftheprojectwassuccessful(i.e.metsome
successbenchmark).Inaddition,acontingencyplanwouldhavetobeinplaceintheevent
thattheinitialmitigationfailed.

ŞDave

ŞŞ
DavidRydene,Ph.D.
FisheryBiologist
NationalMarineFisheriesService
HabitatConservationDivision
26313thAvenueSouth
St.Petersburg,FL33701
Office(727)824Ş5379
1

Cell(727)512Ş6782
Fax(727)824Ş5300


_____________________________________________________________________
ThismessagehasbeencheckedforallknownvirusesbyMessageLabs.
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CONCEPTUAL MITIGATION PLAN DRAWINGS





Appendix 3
MANGROVE POINT MITIGATION BANK
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Appendix 4
UMAM FORMS



1
2
3
4
5
6

Assessment Area
-

Mitigation Summary

1
2
3
4
5
6

Assessment Area
AMB SG-1 (Southwest
AMB SG-3 (South Cen
AMB SG-4 (Southeast
-

Impact Summary

Mitigation Type
-

Impact Type
Direct Impact
Direct Impact
Direct Impact
8
8
8
-

9
9
9
-

-

w/o Mit

-

w/Mit

Location and Landscape
Support

w/Impact

Current

Location and Landscape
Support

Anna Maria Bridge Preferred Alt 3BS

Site/Project Name:

7
7
7
-

w/Impact

-

w/o Mit

0
0
0
TOTAL

w/Impact

-

w/o Mit

-

-

Mitigation Delta

0.37
0.37
0.37
-

-

Time Lag

1.87
0.00
1.87

0.24
0.59
1.04
1.87

Acres

Restoration
Enhancement
Preservation
Total Upland Mitigation

Acres Mitigation - Upland

w/Mit

Community Structure

9
9
9
-

Current

Impact Delta

November 11, 2013

Date:

Community Structure

Direct Impacts
Secondary Impacts
Total Impacts

TOTALS
Impacts

-

w/Mit

Water Environment

8
8
8
-

Current

Water Environment

Application Number:

Uniform Mitigation Assessment Method Summary

0.000

-

Functional Gain

0.685
0.000
-0.685

0.00

Acres

Total Functional Loss
Total Functional Gain
Mitigation Deficit

TOTAL

RFG

Secondary

Acres
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

-

PAF

Direct
0.24
0.59
1.04

Acres Mitigation - Wetland
Creation
0.00 Restoration
0.00 Enhancement
0.00 Preservation
Total Wetland Mitigation
0.00

0.00

Risk

0.088
0.216
0.381
0.685

Functional Loss

1
2
3
4
5
6

Assessment Area
-

Mitigation Summary

1
2
3
4
5
6

Assessment Area
North Alternative
South Alternative
-

Impact Summary

Site/Project Name:

Mitigation Type
-

Impact Type
Direct Impact
-

Cortez Bridge

8
8
-

w/Impact

-

w/o Mit

-

w/Mit

Location and Landscape
Support

9
9
-

Current

Location and Landscape
Support

7
7
-

w/Impact

-

w/o Mit

0
0
TOTAL

w/Impact

-

w/o Mit

-

-

Mitigation Delta

0.37
0.37
-

-

Time Lag

0.03
0.00
0.03

0.03
0.04
0.07

Acres

Restoration
Enhancement
Preservation
Total Upland Mitigation

Acres Mitigation - Upland

w/Mit

Community Structure

9
9
-

Current

Impact Delta

November 11, 2013

Date:

Community Structure

Direct Impacts
Secondary Impacts
Total Impacts

TOTALS
Impacts

-

w/Mit

Water Environment

8
8
-

Current

Water Environment

Application Number:

Uniform Mitigation Assessment Method Summary

-

0.000

-

Functional Gain

0.026
0.000
-0.026

0.00

Acres

Total Functional Loss
Total Functional Gain
Mitigation Deficit

TOTAL

RFG

Secondary

Acres
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

-

PAF

Direct
0.03

Acres Mitigation - Wetland
Creation
0.00 Restoration
0.00 Enhancement
0.00 Preservation
0.00
Total Wetland Mitigation

Risk

0.011
0.015
0.026

Functional Loss

1
2
3
4
5
6

Assessment Area
Option 1
Option 3A
Option 3B
Option 5
Option 7
Option 9

Mitigation Summary

Assessment Area
Spoil Island A- Access
Spoil Island B - Access
Option 7 - Barge Accss

Impact Summary

1
2
3
4
5
6

Mitigation Options

Mitigation Type
Restoration
Creation
Creation
Restoration
Creation
-

Impact Type
Direct Impact
Direct Impact
8
8
8

w/Impact

8
8
8
8
8
-

w/o Mit

9
9
9
9
9
-

w/Mit

Location and Landscape
Support

9
9
9

Current

Location and Landscape
Support

Anna Maria Bridge Preferred Alt 3BS

Site/Project Name:

7
7
7

w/Impact

7
0
0
7
7
-

w/o Mit

0
0
0
TOTAL

w/Impact

0
0
0
0
0
-

w/o Mit

0.37
0.60
0.60
0.37
0.37
-

Mitigation Delta

0.37
0.37
0.37

1.25
1.25
1.25
1.25
1.25
-

Time Lag

0.23
0.00
0.23

0.09
0.14
0.07
0.30

Acres

Restoration
Enhancement
Preservation
Total Upland Mitigation

Acres Mitigation - Upland

9
9
9
9
9
-

w/Mit

Community Structure

9
9
9

Current

Impact Delta

November 12, 2013

Date:

Community Structure

Direct Impacts
Secondary Impacts
Total Impacts

TOTALS
Impacts

8
8
8
8
8
-

w/Mit

Water Environment

8
8
8

Current

Water Environment

Application Number:

Uniform Mitigation Assessment Method Summary

0.143
0.234
0.275
0.065
0.312
1.029

Functional Gain

0.110
1.029
0.919

1.10
1.10
1.29
0.50
2.40
6.39

Acres

Total Functional Loss
Total Functional Gain
Excess Mitigation

0.130
0.213
0.213
0.130
0.130
TOTAL

RFG

Secondary

Acres
4.79
1.60
0.00
0.00
6.39

n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
-

PAF

0.09
0.14

Direct

Acres Mitigation - Wetland
Creation
0.00 Restoration
0.00 Enhancement
0.00 Preservation
Total Wetland Mitigation
0.00

2.25
2.25
2.25
2.25
2.25
0.00

Risk

0.033
0.051
0.026
0.110

Functional Loss

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

Application Number

Assessment Area Name or Number

FDOT DI AMB_Cortez SAV MIT

AMB SG-1 (Southwest)

Further classification (optional)

FLUCCs code

Impact Type

Direct Impact

9110
Basin/Watershed Name/Number

Affected Waterbody (Class)

Assessment Area Size

0.24

Acres

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

Anna Maria Sound

OFW, Estuary of National Significance in 1987

Geographic relationship to and hydrologic connection with wetlands, other surface water, uplands
Anna Maria Bridge is located within Anna Maria Sound. Anna Maria Sound is part of and located at the northern extreme of the Sarasota
Bay National Estuary. The Sound connects Sarasota Bay with the southern portion of Tampa Bay and surrounding local water bodies (i.e.,
Perico Bayou). The Sound receives diurnal tidal flushing from the waters of the Gulf of Mexico. Anna Maria Sound is bordered by mixed
development and stable mangrove shoreline communities primarily consisting of red mangroves.
Assessment area description

The location of this impacted seagrass habitat was evaluated during the FDOT PD&E process. This impacted seagrass community is part
of a much larger and connected seagrass meadow that is comprised of mixed seagrasses (H. wrightii, S. filiforme, T. testudinum). This
portion of the larger seagrass meadow is at the outer fringe of the complex and adjacent to the existing seawall that stabilizes the upland
touchdown area of the Anna Maria Bridge. The overall seagrass beds in this area are relatively stable. There have been two edge of bed
surveys of this seagrass bed that occurred over multiple years. The results of this survey revealed very minimal change in overall aerial
coverage of seagrass.The seagrass community is relatively stable.

Significant Nearby Features

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

Functioning mangrove coastal fringe and oyster bars in close
proximity. Intracoastal Waterway

Seagrass meadows are abundant in this basin and not unique to
the Anna Maria Sound area.

Functions
Providing habitat for a wide variety of fish and invertebrates. Seagrass
is used by a wide range of species as feeding grounds, nurseries, and
refuges from predation, providing food for various organisms both
Anticipated Wildlife Utilization Based on Literature Review (List of species
that are representative of the assessment area and reasonably expected to
be found )

Mitigation for previous permit/other historic use

Brown pelican (Pelecanus), grouper (Mycteroperca), shrimp (Penaeus),
red drum (Sciaenops), spanish mackerel (Scomberomorus), porgies
(Sparidae), grunts (Pomadasyidae), snappers (Lutjanidae), mojarras
(Gerridae) and a varietry of other fish use seagrass meadows as
nursery grounds.

None
Anticipated Utilization by Listed Species (List species, their legal
classification (E, T, SSC), type of use, and intensity of use of the
assessment area)
Based on the Draft ESBA prepared for the project, 23 state and
federally listed species were indentified and reviewed for
potential impact based on each alternative. Of the 23 species, 8
species are marine dependent. Bald eagle (Haliaeetus), gulf
sturgeon (Acipenser), smalltooth sawfish (Pristis), west Indian
Manatee (Trichechus), Loggerhead (Caretta), Leatherback
(Dermochelys), Hawksbill (Eretmochelys), Kemp's Ridley
(Lepidochelys)

Observed Evidence of Wildlife Utilization (List species directly observed, or other signs such as tracks, droppings, casings, nests, etc.):
Variety of wading birds foraging in near by shallower seagrass shorelines, mullet, variety of crabs including commercially important blue
crabs. Most potential fish species vacate the areas when biologists are conducting field surveys. Ospreys were seen flying over waters of
the project area.
Additional relevant factors:

This information is being generated to assimilate into the overall conceptual mitigation planning required for Anna Maria Bridge and
Cortez Bridge.

Assessment conducted by:

Assessment date(s):

A. Gelber

10/01/13

Form 62-345.900(1), F.A.C. [effective date 02/04/2004]

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

Application Number:

Assessment Area Name or Number:

FDOT DI AMB_Cortez SAV MIT

-

Impact or Mitigation:

AMB SG-1 (Southwest)

Assessment Conducted by:

Impact

Assessment Date:

A. Gelber

10/01/13

Scoring Guidance

Optimal (10)

Moderate(7)

Minimal (4)

Not Present (0)

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

Condition is optimal and fully
supports wetland/surface water
functions

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

Minimal level of support of
wetland/surface water
functions

Condition is insufficient to provide
wetland/surface water functions

Enter Notes below (do NOT score each subcategory individually)
The surrounding habitat is of high quality

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

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

b. Invasive plant species in proximity to AA.

No invasive species

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

No barriers to wildlife
Basin-wide benefits from SAV

d. Downstream benefits provided to fish and wildlife.

Reduced foraging habitat and refuge

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

No increase in flow or hydrologic impediments from impact

f. Hydrologic impediments and flow restrictions.
g. Dependency of downstream habitats on quantity or quality of discharges.

Current

With Impact

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

Additional This proposed impact area is an edge of a seagrass bed. It is proposed that based on the location in this seagrass meadow that further erosion
or impact will not occur to this aspect for the overall ecological setting. It is currently unknown if the applicant will be dredging the seagrasses or
Notes:
the direct impact to resources will arise from shading.

8

9

No disturbance

a. Appropriateness of water levels and flows.

Water levels will not be affected

b. Reliability of water level indicators.

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

c. Appropriateness of soil moisture.

N/A

d. Flow rates/points of discharge.

N/A
N/A

e. Fire history (frequency/severity).

With impact, zonation could be lost

f. Appropriate vegetative and/or benthic zonation.

From time to time, algal blooms erupt

g. Hydrologic stress on vegetation.

Reduced wildlife utilization

h. Use by animals with hydrologic requirements.
i. Plant community composition associated with water quality (i.e., plants tolerant of poor WQ).

Within the acres for impact, loss of structure
NA

j. Water quality of standing water by observation (I.e., discoloration, turbidity).
k. Water quality data for the type of community.

Current

With Impact

l. Water depth,
p , wave energy,
gy, and currents.

Additional
Notes:

It is currently unknown if the applicant will be dredging the seagrasses or the direct impact to resources will arise from shading.

7

8

I. Appropriate/desirable species
.500(6)(c) Community Structure
x

Vegetation

4

Benthic

II. Invasive/exotic plant species
III. Regeneration/recruitment
IV. Age, size distribution.
V. Snags, dens, cavity, etc.
VI. Plants' condition.
VII. Land management practices.

4

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

Both

The complete structure of the SAV community is expected and

IX. Submerged vegetation (only score if present).
Current

With Impact

9

0

planned to be completely impacted from construction.

X. Upland assessment area
Additional
It is currently perceived that both of these structure elements will be impacted from either direct removal of shading from the new project.
Notes:

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

Current

Impact Acres =

0.24

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

0.5

0.8666667

FL = ID x Impact Acres =

Impact Delta (ID)

Current - w/Impact

0.366666667

0.088

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

At the current time, these UMAM scores are being used for
conceptual permit planning.

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

Application Number

Assessment Area Name or Number

FDOT DI AMB_Cortez SAV MIT

AMB SG-3 (South Central)

Further classification (optional)

FLUCCs code

Impact Type

9110
Basin/Watershed Name/Number

Direct Impact
Affected Waterbody (Class)

Anna Maria Sound

Assessment Area Size

0.59

Acres

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

OFW, Estuary of National Significance in 1987

Geographic relationship to and hydrologic connection with wetlands, other surface water, uplands
Anna Maria Bridge is located within Anna Maria Sound. Anna Maria Sound is part of and located at the northern extreme of the
Sarasota Bay National Estuary. The Sound connects Sarasota Bay with the southern portion of Tampa Bay and surrounding local water
bodies (i.e., Perico Bayou). The Sound receives diurnal tidal flushing from the waters of the Gulf of Mexico. Anna Maria Sound is
bordered by mixed development and stable mangrove shoreline communities primarily consisting of red mangroves.
Assessment area description

The location of this impacted seagrass habitat was evaluated during the FDOT PD&E process. This impacted seagrass community is
part of a much larger and connected seagrass meadow that is comprised of mixed seagrasses (H. wrightii, S. filiforme, T. testudinum).
There have been two edge of bed surveys of this seagrass bed that occurred over multiple years. The results of this survey revealed
very minimal change in overall aerial coverage of seagrass. The seagrass community is relatively stable.

Significant Nearby Features

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

Functioning mangrove coastal fringe and oyster bars in close
proximity. Intracoastal Waterway

Seagrass meadows are abundant in this basin and not unique to
the Anna Maria Sound area.

Functions
Providing habitat for a wide variety of fish and invertebrates
invertebrates.
Seagrass is used by a wide range of species as feeding grounds,
nurseries, and refuges from predation, providing food for various
Anticipated Wildlife Utilization Based on Literature Review (List of species
that are representative of the assessment area and reasonably expected to
be found )

Mitigation for previous permit/other historic use

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

Based on the Draft ESBA prepared for the project, 23 state and
federally listed species were indentified and reviewed for
Brown pelican (Pelecanus), grouper (Mycteroperca), shrimp
potential impact based on each alternative. Of the 23 species, 8
(Penaeus), red drum (Sciaenops), spanish mackerel
species are marine dependent. Bald eagle (Haliaeetus), gulf
(Scomberomorus), porgies (Sparidae), grunts (Pomadasyidae),
sturgeon (Acipenser), smalltooth sawfish (Pristis), west Indian
snappers (Lutjanidae), mojarras (Gerridae) and a varietry of other fish
Manatee (Trichechus), Loggerhead (Caretta), Leatherback
use seagrass meadows as nursery grounds.
(Dermochelys), Hawksbill (Eretmochelys), Kemp's Ridley
(Lepidochelys)
Observed Evidence of Wildlife Utilization (List species directly observed, or other signs such as tracks, droppings, casings, nests, etc.):
Variety of wading birds foraging in near by shallower seagrass shorelines, mullet, variety of crabs including commercially important
blue crabs. Most potential fish species vacate the areas when biologists are conducting field surveys. Ospreys were seen flying over
waters of the project area.
Additional relevant factors:

This information is being generated to assimilate into the overall conceptual mitigation planning required for Anna Maria Bridge and
Cortez Bridge.

Assessment conducted by:

Assessment date(s):

A. Gelber

10/01/13

Form 62-345.900(1), F.A.C. [effective date 02/04/2004]

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

Application Number:

Assessment Area Name or Number:

FDOT DI AMB_Cortez SAV MIT

-

Impact or Mitigation:

AMB SG-3 (South Central)

Assessment Conducted by:

Impact
Scoring Guidance

Assessment Date:

A. Gelber
Optimal (10)

The scoring of each indicator is based on what Condition is optimal and fully
would be suitable for the type of wetland or supports wetland/surface water
surface water assessed
functions

10/01/13

Moderate(7)

Minimal (4)

Not Present (0)

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

Minimal level of support of
wetland/surface water
functions

Condition is insufficient to provide
wetland/surface water functions

Enter Notes below (do NOT score each subcategory individually)
The surrounding habitat is of high quality

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

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

b. Invasive plant species in proximity to AA.

No invasive species

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

No barriers to wildlife
Basin-wide benefits from SAV

d. Downstream benefits provided to fish and wildlife.

Reduced foraging habitat and refuge

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

No increase in flow or hydrologic impediments from impact

f. Hydrologic impediments and flow restrictions.
g. Dependency of downstream habitats on quantity or quality of discharges.

Current

With Impact

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

Additional This proposed impact area is an edge of a seagrass bed. It is proposed that based on the location in this seagrass meadow that further
Notes:
erosion or impact will not occur to this aspect for the overall ecological setting. It is currently unknown if the applicant will be dredging the
seagrasses or the direct impact to resources will arise from shading.

8

9

No disturbance

a. Appropriateness of water levels and flows.

Water levels will not be affected

b. Reliability of water level indicators.

N/A
N/A

c. Appropriateness of soil moisture.

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

d. Flow rates/points of discharge.

N/A

e. Fire history (frequency/severity).

With impact, zonation could be lost

f. Appropriate vegetative and/or benthic zonation.
g. Hydrologic stress on vegetation.
h. Use by animals with hydrologic requirements.
i. Plant community composition associated with water quality (i.e., plants tolerant of poor WQ).

From time to time, algal blooms erupt
Reduced wildlife utilization
Within the acres for impact, loss of structure
NA

j. Water quality of standing water by observation (I.e., discoloration, turbidity).
k. Water quality data for the type of community.

Current

With Impact

l. Water depth, wave energy, and currents.

Additional
Notes:

It is currently unknown if the applicant will be dredging the seagrasses or the direct impact to resources will arise from shading.

7

8

I. Appropriate/desirable species
.500(6)(c) Community Structure
x

Vegetation

4

Benthic

II. Invasive/exotic plant species
III. Regeneration/recruitment
IV. Age, size distribution.
V. Snags, dens, cavity, etc.
VI. Plants' condition.
VII. Land management practices.

The complete structure of the SAV community is expected and

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

Both

planned to be completely impacted from construction.

IX. Submerged vegetation (only score if present).
Current

With Impact

9

0

X. Upland assessment area
Additional It is currently perceived that both of these structure elements will be impacted from either direct removal of shading from the new project.
Notes:

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

Current

Impact Acres =

0.59

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

0.8666667

0.5
FL = ID x Impact Acres =

Impact Delta (ID)

Current - w/Impact

0.366666667

0.216

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

At the current time, these UMAM scores are being used for
conceptual permit planning.

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

Application Number

Assessment Area Name or Number

FDOT DI AMB_Cortez SAV MIT

AMB SG-4 (Southeast)

Further classification (optional)

FLUCCs code

Impact Type

9110
Basin/Watershed Name/Number

Direct Impact
Affected Waterbody (Class)

Anna Maria Sound

Assessment Area Size

1.04

Acres

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

OFW, Estuary of National Significance in 1987

Geographic relationship to and hydrologic connection with wetlands, other surface water, uplands
Anna Maria Bridge is located within Anna Maria Sound. Anna Maria Sound is part of and located at the northern extreme of the
Sarasota Bay National Estuary. The Sound connects Sarasota Bay with the southern portion of Tampa Bay and surrounding local water
bodies (i.e., Perico Bayou). The Sound receives diurnal tidal flushing from the waters of the Gulf of Mexico. Anna Maria Sound is
bordered by mixed development and stable mangrove shoreline communities primarily consisting of red mangroves.
Assessment area description

The location of this impacted seagrass was evaluated during the FDOT PD&E process. This impacted seagrass community is part of a
much larger and connected seagrass meadow that is comprised of mixed seagrasses (H. wrightii, S. filiforme, T. testudinum). TThis
portion of the larger seagrass meadow is at the outer fringe of the complex and adjacent to the existing seawall that stabilizes the
upland touchdown area of the Anna Maria Bridge. The overall seagrass beds in this area are relatively stable. There have been two
edge of bed surveys of this seagrass bed that occurred over multiple years. The results of this survey revealed very minimal change in
overall aerial coverage of seagrass.The seagrass community is relatively stable.

Significant Nearby Features

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

Functioning mangrove coastal fringe and oyster bars in close
proximity. Intracoastal Waterway

Seagrass meadows are abundant in this basin and not unique to
the Anna Maria Sound area.

Functions
Providing habitat for a wide variety of fish and invertebrates
invertebrates.
Seagrass is used by a wide range of species as feeding grounds,
nurseries, and refuges from predation, providing food for various
Anticipated Wildlife Utilization Based on Literature Review (List of species
that are representative of the assessment area and reasonably expected to
be found )

Mitigation for previous permit/other historic use

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

Based on the Draft ESBA prepared for the project, 23 state and
federally listed species were indentified and reviewed for
Brown pelican (Pelecanus), grouper (Mycteroperca), shrimp
potential impact based on each alternative. Of the 23 species, 8
(Penaeus), red drum (Sciaenops), spanish mackerel
species are marine dependent. Bald eagle (Haliaeetus), gulf
(Scomberomorus), porgies (Sparidae), grunts (Pomadasyidae),
sturgeon (Acipenser), smalltooth sawfish (Pristis), west Indian
snappers (Lutjanidae), mojarras (Gerridae) and a varietry of other fish
Manatee (Trichechus), Loggerhead (Caretta), Leatherback
use seagrass meadows as nursery grounds.
(Dermochelys), Hawksbill (Eretmochelys), Kemp's Ridley
(Lepidochelys)
Observed Evidence of Wildlife Utilization (List species directly observed, or other signs such as tracks, droppings, casings, nests, etc.):
Variety of wading birds foraging in near by shallower seagrass shorelines, mullet, variety of crabs including commercially important
blue crabs. Most potential fish species vacate the areas when biologists are conducting field surveys. Ospreys were seen flying over
waters of the project area.
Additional relevant factors:

This information is being generated to assimilate into the overall conceptual mitigation planning required for Anna Maria Bridge and
Cortez Bridge.

Assessment conducted by:

Assessment date(s):

A. Gelber

10/01/13

Form 62-345.900(1), F.A.C. [effective date 02/04/2004]

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

Application Number:

Assessment Area Name or Number:

FDOT DI AMB_Cortez SAV MIT

-

Impact or Mitigation:

AMB SG-4 (Southeast)

Assessment Conducted by:

Impact
Scoring Guidance

Assessment Date:

A. Gelber
Optimal (10)

The scoring of each indicator is based on what Condition is optimal and fully
would be suitable for the type of wetland or supports wetland/surface water
surface water assessed
functions

10/01/13

Moderate(7)

Minimal (4)

Not Present (0)

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

Minimal level of support of
wetland/surface water
functions

Condition is insufficient to provide
wetland/surface water functions

Enter Notes below (do NOT score each subcategory individually)
The surrounding habitat is of high quality

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

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

b. Invasive plant species in proximity to AA.

No invasive species

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

No barriers to wildlife
Basin-wide benefits from SAV

d. Downstream benefits provided to fish and wildlife.

Reduced foraging habitat and refuge

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

No increase in flow or hydrologic impediments from impact

f. Hydrologic impediments and flow restrictions.
g. Dependency of downstream habitats on quantity or quality of discharges.

Current

With Impact

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

Additional This proposed impact area is an edge of a seagrass bed. It is proposed that based on the location in this seagrass meadow that further
Notes:
erosion or impact will not occur to this aspect for the overall ecological setting. It is currently unknown if the applicant will be dredging the
seagrasses or the direct impact to resources will arise from shading.

8

9

No disturbance

a. Appropriateness of water levels and flows.

Water levels will not be affected

b. Reliability of water level indicators.

N/A
N/A

c. Appropriateness of soil moisture.

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

d. Flow rates/points of discharge.

N/A

e. Fire history (frequency/severity).

With impact, zonation could be lost

f. Appropriate vegetative and/or benthic zonation.
g. Hydrologic stress on vegetation.
h. Use by animals with hydrologic requirements.
i. Plant community composition associated with water quality (i.e., plants tolerant of poor WQ).

From time to time, algal blooms erupt
Reduced wildlife utilization
Within the acres for impact, loss of structure
NA

j. Water quality of standing water by observation (I.e., discoloration, turbidity).
k. Water quality data for the type of community.

Current

With Impact

l. Water depth, wave energy, and currents.

Additional
Notes:

It is currently unknown if the applicant will be dredging the seagrasses or the direct impact to resources will arise from shading.

7

8

I. Appropriate/desirable species
.500(6)(c) Community Structure
X

Vegetation

4

Benthic

II. Invasive/exotic plant species
III. Regeneration/recruitment
IV. Age, size distribution.
V. Snags, dens, cavity, etc.
VI. Plants' condition.
VII. Land management practices.

The complete structure of the SAV community is expected and

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

Both

planned to be completely impacted from construction.

IX. Submerged vegetation (only score if present).
Current

With Impact

9

0

X. Upland assessment area
Additional It is currently perceived that both of these structure elements will be impacted from either direct removal of shading from the new project.
Notes:

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

Current

Impact Acres =

1.04

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

0.8666667

0.5
FL = ID x Impact Acres =

Impact Delta (ID)

Current - w/Impact

0.366666667

0.381

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

At the current time, these UMAM scores are being used for
conceptual permit planning.

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

Application Number

Assessment Area Name or Number

FDOT DI AMB_Cortez SAV MIT

Spoil Island A- Access/Flushing Channel

Further classification (optional)

FLUCCs code

Impact Type

9110
Basin/Watershed Name/Number

Direct Impact
Affected Waterbody (Class)

Anna Maria Sound

Assessment Area Size

0.09

Acres

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

OFW, Estuary of National Significance in 1987

Geographic relationship to and hydrologic connection with wetlands, other surface water, uplands
Spoil Island A is located within Anna Maria Sound. Anna Maria Sound is part of and located at the northern extreme of the Sarasota Bay
National Estuary. The Sound connects Sarasota Bay with the southern portion of Tampa Bay and surrounding local water bodies (i.e.,
Perico Bayou). The Sound receives diurnal tidal flushing from the waters of the Gulf of Mexico. Anna Maria Sound is bordered by mixed
development and stable mangrove shoreline communities primarily consisting of red mangroves.
Assessment area description

The seagrass habitat and associated substrate is proposed for deepening to create barge access to the primary mitigation on the spoil
island. This area will also serve as s flushing channel for the primary restoration area. This impacted seagrass community is part of a
much larger and connected seagrass meadow that is comprised of mixed seagrasses (H. wrightii, S. filiforme, T. testudinum). The
overall seagrass beds in this area are relatively stable.

Significant Nearby Features

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

Functioning mangrove coastal fringe and oyster bars in close
proximity. Intracoastal Waterway

Seagrass meadows are abundant in this basin and not unique to
the Anna Maria Sound area.

Functions
Providing habitat for a wide variety of fish and invertebrates
invertebrates.
Seagrass is used by a wide range of species as feeding grounds,
nurseries, and refuges from predation, providing food for various
Anticipated Wildlife Utilization Based on Literature Review (List of species
that are representative of the assessment area and reasonably expected to
be found )

Mitigation for previous permit/other historic use

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

Based on the Draft ESBA prepared for Anna Maria Bridge, 23
state and federally listed species were indentified and reviewed
Brown pelican (Pelecanus), grouper (Mycteroperca), shrimp
for potential impact based on each alternative. Of the 23
(Penaeus), red drum (Sciaenops), spanish mackerel
species, 8 species are marine dependent. Bald eagle
(Scomberomorus), porgies (Sparidae), grunts (Pomadasyidae),
(Haliaeetus), gulf sturgeon (Acipenser), smalltooth sawfish
snappers (Lutjanidae), mojarras (Gerridae) and a varietry of other fish
(Pristis), west Indian Manatee (Trichechus), Loggerhead
use seagrass meadows as nursery grounds.
(Caretta), Leatherback (Dermochelys), Hawksbill (Eretmochelys),
Kemp's Ridley (Lepidochelys)
Observed Evidence of Wildlife Utilization (List species directly observed, or other signs such as tracks, droppings, casings, nests, etc.):
Variety of wading birds foraging in near by shallower seagrass shorelines, mullet, variety of crabs including commercially important
blue crabs. Most potential fish species vacate the areas when biologists are conducting field surveys. Ospreys were seen flying over
waters of the project area.
Additional relevant factors:

This information is being generated to assimilate into the overall conceptual mitigation planning required for Anna Maria Bridge and
Cortez Bridge.

Assessment conducted by:

Assessment date(s):

A. Gelber

10/01/13

Form 62-345.900(1), F.A.C. [effective date 02/04/2004]

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

Application Number:

Assessment Area Name or Number:

FDOT DI AMB_Cortez SAV MIT

-

Impact or Mitigation:

Spoil Island A- Access/Flushing Channel

Assessment Conducted by:

Impact
Scoring Guidance

Assessment Date:

A. Gelber
Optimal (10)

The scoring of each indicator is based on what Condition is optimal and fully
would be suitable for the type of wetland or supports wetland/surface water
surface water assessed
functions

10/01/13

Moderate(7)

Minimal (4)

Not Present (0)

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

Minimal level of support of
wetland/surface water
functions

Condition is insufficient to provide
wetland/surface water functions

Enter Notes below (do NOT score each subcategory individually)
The surrounding habitat is of high quality

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

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

b. Invasive plant species in proximity to AA.

No invasive species

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

No barriers to wildlife
Basin-wide benefits from SAV

d. Downstream benefits provided to fish and wildlife.

Reduced foraging habitat and refuge

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

No increase in flow or hydrologic impediments from impact

f. Hydrologic impediments and flow restrictions.
g. Dependency of downstream habitats on quantity or quality of discharges.

Current

With Impact

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

Additional Depending on the final mitigation plan, this area could be regraded thus affecting the final disposition of the disruption of ecological services.
Notes:
This area could also serve to provide proper flushing and thus more positively benefit this mitigation site in its ability to acheive success
criteria.

8

9

No significant alterations in water levels or flows

a. Appropriateness of water levels and flows.

Water levels will not be affected

b. Reliability of water level indicators.

N/A
N/A

c. Appropriateness of soil moisture.

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

d. Flow rates/points of discharge.

N/A

e. Fire history (frequency/severity).

Negatively affected if regrading does not occur

f. Appropriate vegetative and/or benthic zonation.
g. Hydrologic stress on vegetation.
h. Use by animals with hydrologic requirements.
i. Plant community composition associated with water quality (i.e., plants tolerant of poor WQ).

From time to time, algal blooms erupt
Reduced wildlife utilization
Within the acres for impact, loss of structure
NA

j. Water quality of standing water by observation (I.e., discoloration, turbidity).
k. Water quality data for the type of community.

Current

With Impact

No change from project

l. Water depth, wave energy, and currents.

Additional
Notes:

7

8

I. Appropriate/desirable species
.500(6)(c) Community Structure
X

Vegetation

4

Benthic

II. Invasive/exotic plant species
III. Regeneration/recruitment
IV. Age, size distribution.
V. Snags, dens, cavity, etc.
VI. Plants' condition.
VII. Land management practices.
VIII. Topographic features (refugia, channels, hummocks).

Both

IX. Submerged vegetation (only score if present).
Current

With Impact

9

0

X. Upland assessment area
Additional Based on the current approach, the structure elements could be impacted.
Notes:

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

Current

Impact Acres =

0.09

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

0.8666667

0.5
FL = ID x Impact Acres =

Impact Delta (ID)

Current - w/Impact

0.366666667

0.033

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

At the current time, these UMAM scores are being used for
conceptual permit planning. There is no final determination of
sediment removal will be required. For the purposes of this
planning effort, it is assumed sediment removal will be
required to understand conservative approach to planning.

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

Application Number

Assessment Area Name or Number

FDOT DI AMB_Cortez SAV MIT

Spoil Island B - Access/Flushing Channel

Further classification (optional)

FLUCCs code

Impact Type

9110
Basin/Watershed Name/Number

Direct Impact
Affected Waterbody (Class)

Anna Maria Sound

Assessment Area Size

0.14

Acres

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

OFW, Estuary of National Significance in 1987

Geographic relationship to and hydrologic connection with wetlands, other surface water, uplands
Anna Maria Bridge is located within Anna Maria Sound. Anna Maria Sound is part of and located at the northern extreme of the
Sarasota Bay National Estuary. The Sound connects Sarasota Bay with the southern portion of Tampa Bay and surrounding local water
bodies (i.e., Perico Bayou). The Sound receives diurnal tidal flushing from the waters of the Gulf of Mexico. Anna Maria Sound is
bordered by mixed development and stable mangrove shoreline communities primarily consisting of red mangroves.
Assessment area description

The seagrass habitat and associated substrate is proposed for deepening to create barge access to the primary mitigation on the spoil
island. This area will also serve as s flushing channel for the primary restoration area. This impacted seagrass community is part of a
much larger and connected seagrass meadow that is comprised of mixed seagrasses (H. wrightii, S. filiforme, T. testudinum). The
overall seagrass beds in this area are relatively stable.

Significant Nearby Features

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

Functioning mangrove coastal fringe and oyster bars in close
proximity. Intracoastal Waterway

Seagrass meadows are abundant in this basin and not unique to
the Anna Maria Sound area.

Functions
Providing habitat for a wide variety of fish and invertebrates
invertebrates.
Seagrass is used by a wide range of species as feeding grounds,
nurseries, and refuges from predation, providing food for various
Anticipated Wildlife Utilization Based on Literature Review (List of species
that are representative of the assessment area and reasonably expected to
be found )

Mitigation for previous permit/other historic use

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

Based on the Draft ESBA prepared for Anna Maria Bridge, 23
state and federally listed species were indentified and reviewed
Brown pelican (Pelecanus), grouper (Mycteroperca), shrimp
for potential impact based on each alternative. Of the 23
(Penaeus), red drum (Sciaenops), spanish mackerel
species, 8 species are marine dependent. Bald eagle
(Scomberomorus), porgies (Sparidae), grunts (Pomadasyidae),
(Haliaeetus), gulf sturgeon (Acipenser), smalltooth sawfish
snappers (Lutjanidae), mojarras (Gerridae) and a varietry of other fish
(Pristis), west Indian Manatee (Trichechus), Loggerhead
use seagrass meadows as nursery grounds.
(Caretta), Leatherback (Dermochelys), Hawksbill (Eretmochelys),
Kemp's Ridley (Lepidochelys)
Observed Evidence of Wildlife Utilization (List species directly observed, or other signs such as tracks, droppings, casings, nests, etc.):
Variety of wading birds foraging in near by shallower seagrass shorelines, mullet, variety of crabs including commercially important
blue crabs. Most potential fish species vacate the areas when biologists are conducting field surveys. Ospreys were seen flying over
waters of the project area.
Additional relevant factors:
During site visits to characterize the ecological condition at this site, recreational camping has been observed although there is no
formal designation known of this area for this type of activity. This spoil island is owned by the state of Florida. This information is
being generated to assimilate into the overall conceptual mitigation planning required for Anna Maria Bridge and Cortez Bridge.

Assessment conducted by:

Assessment date(s):

A. Gelber

10/01/13

Form 62-345.900(1), F.A.C. [effective date 02/04/2004]

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

Application Number:

Assessment Area Name or Number:

FDOT DI AMB_Cortez SAV MIT

-

Impact or Mitigation:

Spoil Island B - Access/Flushing Channel

Assessment Conducted by:

Impact
Scoring Guidance

Assessment Date:

A. Gelber
Optimal (10)

The scoring of each indicator is based on what Condition is optimal and fully
would be suitable for the type of wetland or supports wetland/surface water
surface water assessed
functions

10/01/13

Moderate(7)

Minimal (4)

Not Present (0)

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

Minimal level of support of
wetland/surface water
functions

Condition is insufficient to provide
wetland/surface water functions

Enter Notes below (do NOT score each subcategory individually)
The surrounding habitat is of high quality

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

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

b. Invasive plant species in proximity to AA.

No invasive species

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

No barriers to wildlife
Basin-wide benefits from SAV

d. Downstream benefits provided to fish and wildlife.

Reduced foraging habitat and refuge

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

No increase in flow or hydrologic impediments from impact

f. Hydrologic impediments and flow restrictions.
g. Dependency of downstream habitats on quantity or quality of discharges.

Current

With Impact

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

Additional Depending on the final mitigation plan, this area could be regraded thus affecting the final disposition of the disruption of ecological services.
Notes:
This area could also serve to provide proper flushing and thus more positively benefit this mitigation site in its ability to acheive success
criteria.

8

9

No significant alterations in water levels or flows

a. Appropriateness of water levels and flows.

Water levels will not be affected

b. Reliability of water level indicators.

N/A
N/A

c. Appropriateness of soil moisture.

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

d. Flow rates/points of discharge.

N/A

e. Fire history (frequency/severity).

Negatively affected if regrading does not occur

f. Appropriate vegetative and/or benthic zonation.
g. Hydrologic stress on vegetation.
h. Use by animals with hydrologic requirements.
i. Plant community composition associated with water quality (i.e., plants tolerant of poor WQ).

From time to time, algal blooms erupt
Reduced wildlife utilization
Within the acres for impact, loss of structure
NA

j. Water quality of standing water by observation (I.e., discoloration, turbidity).
k. Water quality data for the type of community.

Current

With Impact

No change from project

l. Water depth, wave energy, and currents.

Additional
Notes:

7

8

I. Appropriate/desirable species
.500(6)(c) Community Structure
X

Vegetation

4

Benthic

II. Invasive/exotic plant species
III. Regeneration/recruitment
IV. Age, size distribution.
V. Snags, dens, cavity, etc.
VI. Plants' condition.
VII. Land management practices.
VIII. Topographic features (refugia, channels, hummocks).

Both

IX. Submerged vegetation (only score if present).
Current

With Impact

9

0

X. Upland assessment area
Additional Based on the current approach, the structure elements could be impacted.
Notes:

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

Current

Impact Acres =

0.14

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

0.8666667

0.5
FL = ID x Impact Acres =

Impact Delta (ID)

Current - w/Impact

0.366666667

0.051

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

At the current time, these UMAM scores are being used for
conceptual permit planning. There is no final determination of
sediment removal will be required. For the purposes of this
planning effort, it is assumed sediment removal will be
required to understand conservative approach to planning.

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

Application Number

Assessment Area Name or Number

FDOT DI AMB_Cortez SAV MIT
FLUCCs code

Option 7 - Barge Accss

Further classification (optional)

Impact Type

Direct Impact
Basin/Watershed Name/Number

Affected Waterbody (Class)

Assessment Area Size

0.07

Acres

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

Geographic relationship to and hydrologic connection with wetlands, other surface water, uplands
This location is at the interface between Palma Sola Bay (PSB) and Anna Maria Sound. This site is located to the south and east of
Anna Maria Bridge and north of Cortez Bridge. PSB and Anna Maria Sound are part of and located at the northern extreme of the
Sarasota Bay National Estuary. The Sound connects Sarasota Bay with the southern portion of Tampa Bay and surrounding local water
bodies (i.e., Perico Bayou). The Sound receives diurnal tidal flushing from the waters of the Gulf of Mexico. Anna Maria Sound is
bordered by mixed development and stable mangrove shoreline communities primarily consisting of red mangroves.
Assessment area description

This restoration primary location (Option 7) is surrounded on all four sides by healthy seagrass meadows. In order to access this site
for seagrass restoration, there is a potential for a requirement to temporarily remove seagrass habitat based on the depths of the
project area to allow for a barge to access the primary restoration target feature. The predominant seagrass species in the area is T.
testudinum.

Significant Nearby Features

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

Functioning mangrove coastal fringe. Intracoastal Waterway

Seagrass meadows are abundant in this basin and not unique to
the Anna Maria Sound area.

Functions
Providing habitat for a wide variety of fish and invertebrates
invertebrates.
Seagrass is used by a wide range of species as feeding grounds,
nurseries, and refuges from predation, providing food for various
Anticipated Wildlife Utilization Based on Literature Review (List of species
that are representative of the assessment area and reasonably expected to
be found )

Mitigation for previous permit/other historic use

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

Based on the Draft ESBA prepared for Anna Maria Bridge which
is in close proximity to this area, 23 state and federally listed
Brown pelican (Pelecanus), grouper (Mycteroperca), shrimp
species were indentified and reviewed for potential impact
(Penaeus), red drum (Sciaenops), spanish mackerel
based on each alternative. Of the 23 species, 8 species are
(Scomberomorus), porgies (Sparidae), grunts (Pomadasyidae),
marine dependent. Bald eagle (Haliaeetus), gulf sturgeon
snappers (Lutjanidae), mojarras (Gerridae) and a varietry of other fish
(Acipenser), smalltooth sawfish (Pristis), west Indian Manatee
use seagrass meadows as nursery grounds.
(Trichechus), Loggerhead (Caretta), Leatherback (Dermochelys),
Hawksbill (Eretmochelys), Kemp's Ridley (Lepidochelys)
Observed Evidence of Wildlife Utilization (List species directly observed, or other signs such as tracks, droppings, casings, nests, etc.):

Additional relevant factors:

This information is being generated to assimilate into the overall conceptual mitigation planning required for Anna Maria Bridge and
Cortez Bridge.

Assessment conducted by:

Assessment date(s):

A. Gelber

10/01/13

Form 62-345.900(1), F.A.C. [effective date 02/04/2004]

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

Application Number:

Assessment Area Name or Number:

FDOT DI AMB_Cortez SAV MIT

-

Impact or Mitigation:

Option 7 - Barge Accss

Assessment Conducted by:

Impact
Scoring Guidance

Assessment Date:

A. Gelber
Optimal (10)

The scoring of each indicator is based on what Condition is optimal and fully
would be suitable for the type of wetland or supports wetland/surface water
surface water assessed
functions

10/01/13

Moderate(7)

Minimal (4)

Not Present (0)

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

Minimal level of support of
wetland/surface water
functions

Condition is insufficient to provide
wetland/surface water functions

Enter Notes below (do NOT score each subcategory individually)
The surrounding habitat is of high quality

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

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

b. Invasive plant species in proximity to AA.

No invasive species

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

No barriers to wildlife
Basin-wide benefits from SAV

d. Downstream benefits provided to fish and wildlife.

Reduced foraging habitat and refuge

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

No increase in flow or hydrologic impediments from impact

f. Hydrologic impediments and flow restrictions.
g. Dependency of downstream habitats on quantity or quality of discharges.

Current

With Impact

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

Additional Depending on the final mitigation plan, this area could be regraded thus affecting the final disposition of the disruption of ecological services.
Notes:
This area could also serve to provide proper flushing and thus more positively benefit this mitigation site in its ability to acheive success
criteria.

8

9

No significant alterations in water levels or flows

a. Appropriateness of water levels and flows.

Water levels will not be affected

b. Reliability of water level indicators.

N/A
N/A

c. Appropriateness of soil moisture.

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

d. Flow rates/points of discharge.

N/A

e. Fire history (frequency/severity).

Negatively affected if regrading does not occur

f. Appropriate vegetative and/or benthic zonation.
g. Hydrologic stress on vegetation.
h. Use by animals with hydrologic requirements.
i. Plant community composition associated with water quality (i.e., plants tolerant of poor WQ).

From time to time, algal blooms erupt
Reduced wildlife utilization
Within the acres for impact, loss of structure
NA

j. Water quality of standing water by observation (I.e., discoloration, turbidity).
k. Water quality data for the type of community.

Current

With Impact

No change from project

l. Water depth, wave energy, and currents.

Additional
Notes:

7

8

I. Appropriate/desirable species
.500(6)(c) Community Structure
X

Vegetation

4

Benthic

II. Invasive/exotic plant species
III. Regeneration/recruitment
IV. Age, size distribution.
V. Snags, dens, cavity, etc.
VI. Plants' condition.
VII. Land management practices.
VIII. Topographic features (refugia, channels, hummocks).

Both

IX. Submerged vegetation (only score if present).
Current

With Impact

9

0

X. Upland assessment area
Additional At the current planning phase, it is recognized that these seagrasses have a high community quality structure and thus have been scored
Notes:
accordingly.

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

Current

Impact Acres =

0.07

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

0.8666667

0.5
FL = ID x Impact Acres =

Impact Delta (ID)

Current - w/Impact

0.366666667

0.026

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

At the current time, these UMAM scores are being used for
conceptual permit planning. There is no final determination of
sediment removal will be required. For the purposes of this
planning effort, it is assumed sediment removal will be
required to understand conservative approach to planning.

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

Application Number

Assessment Area Name or Number

FDOT DI AMB_Cortez SAV MIT

Cortez South Alternative

Further classification (optional)

FLUCCs code

Impact Type

9110
Basin/Watershed Name/Number

Direct Impact
Affected Waterbody (Class)

Assessment Area Size

0.04

Acres

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

Anna Maria Sound

OFW, Estuary of National Significance in 1987

Geographic relationship to and hydrologic connection with wetlands, other surface water, uplands
Cortex Bridge is located within Anna Maria Sound. Anna Maria Sound is part of and located at the northern extreme of the Sarasota
Bay National Estuary. The Sound connects Sarasota Bay with the southern portion of Tampa Bay and surrounding local water bodies
(i.e., Perico Bayou). The Sound receives diurnal tidal flushing from the waters of the Gulf of Mexico. Anna Maria Sound is bordered by
mixed development and stable mangrove shoreline communities primarily consisting of red mangroves.
Assessment area description
The impacted seagrass habitat is currently being evaluated through the FDOT PD&E process. There are two seagrass areas on the
south side of Cortez Bridge. Both of these seagrass areas are being considered as one for evaluation purposes due to similarity. This
impacted seagrass community is part of a much larger and connected seagrass meadow that is comprised of mixed seagrasses (H.
wrightii, S. filiforme, T. testudinum). These portions of impacted seagrass are part of larger seagrass meadows that are on the outer
fringe of the complex. The western seagrass meadow is adjacent to an existing and active marina supporting multiple varieties of boats
while the eastern seagrass meadow is located adjacent to the southeast touchdown of Cortez Bridge with some mangrove
connectivity.The overall seagrass beds in this area are relatively stable. As part of the PD&E process, one seagrass survey to map the
edge of bed occurred in June of 2013.
Significant Nearby Features
Functioning mangrove coastal fringe and oyster bars in close
proximity and existing hardbottom. Intracoastal Waterway
Functions
Providing habitat for a wide variety of fish and invertebrates
invertebrates.
Seagrass is used by a wide range of species as feeding grounds,
nurseries, and refuges from predation, providing food for various
Anticipated Wildlife Utilization Based on Literature Review (List of species
that are representative of the assessment area and reasonably expected to
be found )

Brown pelican (Pelecanus), grouper (Mycteroperca), shrimp
(Penaeus), red drum (Sciaenops), spanish mackerel
(Scomberomorus), porgies (Sparidae), grunts (Pomadasyidae),
snappers (Lutjanidae), mojarras (Gerridae) and a varietry of other fish
use seagrass meadows as nursery grounds.

Uniqueness (considering the relative rarity in relation to the regional
landscape.)
This area is not unique to the area. The Tampa Bay region to the
north has experienced increased seagrass habitat over the last
decade.
Mitigation for previous permit/other historic use
None
Anticipated Utilization by Listed Species (List species, their legal
classification (E, T, SSC), type of use, and intensity of use of the
assessment area)

FDOT is currently evaluating ESBA related matters for this
bridge section. When the review of this information is
completed, this section will be updated for consistency
purposes. [Refer to Anna Maria Bridge ESBA for currrently
available information

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

Additional relevant factors:
The preferred alternative has not been determined at this time. The UMAMs for Cortex Bridge are considered draft in nature until the
PD&E process is complete. This information is being generated to assimilate into the overall conceptual mitigation planning required
for Anna Maria Bridge and Cortez Bridge.

Assessment conducted by:

Assessment date(s):

A. Gelber

10/01/13

Form 62-345.900(1), F.A.C. [effective date 02/04/2004]

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

Application Number:

Assessment Area Name or Number:

FDOT DI AMB_Cortez SAV MIT

-

Impact or Mitigation:

Cortez South Alternative

Assessment Conducted by:

Impact
Scoring Guidance

Assessment Date:

A. Gelber
Optimal (10)

The scoring of each indicator is based on what Condition is optimal and fully
would be suitable for the type of wetland or supports wetland/surface water
surface water assessed
functions

10/01/13

Moderate(7)

Minimal (4)

Not Present (0)

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

Minimal level of support of
wetland/surface water
functions

Condition is insufficient to provide
wetland/surface water functions

Enter Notes below (do NOT score each subcategory individually)
The surrounding habitat is of high quality

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

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

b. Invasive plant species in proximity to AA.

No invasive species

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

No barriers to wildlife
Basin-wide benefits from SAV

d. Downstream benefits provided to fish and wildlife.

Reduced foraging habitat and refuge

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

No increase in flow or hydrologic impediments from impact

f. Hydrologic impediments and flow restrictions.
g. Dependency of downstream habitats on quantity or quality of discharges.

Current

With Impact

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

Additional This proposed impact area is an edge of a seagrass bed. It is proposed that based on the location in this seagrass meadow that further
Notes:
erosion or impact will not occur to this aspect for the overall ecological setting. It is currently unknown if the applicant will be dredging the
seagrasses or the direct impact to resources will arise from shading.

8

9

No disturbance

a. Appropriateness of water levels and flows.

Water levels will not be affected

b. Reliability of water level indicators.

N/A
N/A

c. Appropriateness of soil moisture.

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

d. Flow rates/points of discharge.

N/A

e. Fire history (frequency/severity).

With impact, zonation could be lost
Algal blooms erupt occasionally affecting light on
b
Reduced wildlife
utilization

f. Appropriate vegetative and/or benthic zonation.
g. Hydrologic stress on vegetation.
h. Use by animals with hydrologic requirements.
i. Plant community composition associated with water quality (i.e., plants tolerant of poor WQ).

Within the acres for impact, loss of structure
NA

j. Water quality of standing water by observation (I.e., discoloration, turbidity).
k. Water quality data for the type of community.

Current

With Impact

l. Water depth, wave energy, and currents.

Additional
Notes:

7

8

I. Appropriate/desirable species
.500(6)(c) Community Structure
X

Vegetation

4

Benthic

II. Invasive/exotic plant species
III. Regeneration/recruitment
IV. Age, size distribution.
V. Snags, dens, cavity, etc.
VI. Plants' condition.
VII. Land management practices.
VIII. Topographic features (refugia, channels, hummocks).

Both

IX. Submerged vegetation (only score if present).
Current

With Impact

9

0

X. Upland assessment area
Additional
Notes:

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

Current

Impact Acres =

0.04

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

0.8666667

0.5
FL = ID x Impact Acres =

Impact Delta (ID)

Current - w/Impact

0.366666667

0.015

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

At the current time, these UMAM scores are being used for
conceptual permit planning.

UNIFORM WETLAND MITIGATION ASSESSMENT WORKSHEET - PART I - MIT/PRES
Form 62-345.900(2), F.A.C. (See Sections 62-345.400 F.A.C.)
Site/Project Name

Application Number

Assessment Area Name or Number

Anna Maria Bridge Preferred Alt 3BS
FLUCCs code

Option 1

Further classification (optional)

Mitigation Type

Assessment Area Size

Restoration
Basin/Watershed Name/Number

Affected Waterbody (Class)

1.10

Acres

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

OFW, Estuary of National Significance in 1987

Anna Maria Sound

Geographic relationship to and hydrologic connection with wetlands, other surface water, uplands
Anna Maria Bridge is located within Anna Maria Sound. Anna Maria Sound is part of and located at the northern extreme of the Sarasota
Bay National Estuary. The Sound connects Sarasota Bay with the southern portion of Tampa Bay and surrounding local water bodies
(i.e., Perico Bayou). The Sound receives diurnal tidal flushing from the waters of the Gulf of Mexico. Anna Maria Sound is bordered by
mixed development and stable mangrove shoreline communities primarily consisting of red mangroves.
Assessment area description

This area is to the north of the Anna Maria Bridge. This area was selected after multiple project basin wide reviews of potential
mitigation sites. This site maintained one of the highest success potentials due to this location being bound on the west by a mangrove
shoreline and to the north and south by extensive seagrass meadows. The area appears to have been previously altered to establish a
channel during prior development activities. The seagrass beds surrounding this area are comprised of T. testudinum, H. wrightii, and S.
filiforme.

Significant nearby features

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

Functioning mangrove coastal fringe and oyster bars in close
proximity. Intracoastal Waterway

Unvegetated bottom is not unique to this area

Functions

Mitigation for previous permit/other historic use

Due to completing two benthic surveys of this location, there is no
existing seagrass in the depression.
Anticipated Wildlife Utilization Based on Literature Review (List of species
Anticipated Utilization by Listed Species (List species, their legal
that are representative of the assessment area and reasonably expected to classification (E, T, SSC), type of use, and intensity of use of the
be found )
assessment area)

Temporally limited utilization due to the lack of vegetated bottom in
this area. Adjacent seagrass meadows would be where wildlife,
vertebrate and invertebrates species would habitate.

Due to the lack of the vegetated bottom in this defined area,
there is a significantly reduced utilization of listed species in this
location. In most instances, the utilization would be transient in
nature.

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

None observed.

Additional relevant factors:

This information is being generated to assimilate into the overall mitigation planning required for Anna Maria Bridge and Cortez Bridge.

Assessment conducted by:

Assessment date(s):

A. Gelber

10/1/2013

Form 62-345.900(1), F.A.C. [ effective date 02/04/2004 ]

UNIFORM WETLAND MITIGATION ASSESSMENT WORKSHEET - PART II - MITIGATION/PRESERVATION
Form 62-345.900(2), F.A.C. (See Sections 62-345.500 and .600, F.A.C.)
Site/Project Name:

Application Number:

Assessment Area Name or Number:

Anna Maria Bridge Preferred Alt 3BS

-

Option 1

Assessment Conducted by:

Impact or Mitigation:

A. Gelber

Mitigation
Scoring Guidance

Assessment Date:

Moderate(7)

Minimal (4)

Not Present (0)

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

Minimal level of support of
wetland/surface water functions

Condition is insufficient to provide
wetland/surface water functions

Optimal (10)

The scoring of each indicator is based on what Condition is optimal and fully
would be suitable for the type of wetland or
supports wetland/surface water
surface water assessed
functions

10/1/13

Enter Notes below (do NOT score each subcategory individually)

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

Current

With Mitigation

Surrounding conditions is optimal

Will increase optimal performance

N/A

N/A

The lack of vegetaiton is barrier

Increased access/connection

b. Invasive plant species in proximity to AA.

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

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

Reduced biological production

Increase biological production

Mangrove shoreline benefits AA

Mangrove shoreline benefits AA

f. Hydrologic impediments and flow restrictions.

N/A

N/A

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

N/A

N/A

d. Downstream benefits provided to fish and wildlife.
e. Adverse impacts to wildlife in AA from land uses outside of AA.

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

Current

Additional
Notes:

9

8

a. Appropriateness of water levels and flows.

Current

With Mitigation

Increased turbidity

Decreased turbidity

b. Reliability of water level indicators.

N/A

N/A

c. Appropriateness of soil moisture.

N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A

None

Match existing
N/A
N/A
N/A

d. Flow rates/points of discharge.

.500(6)(b)Water Environment
(leave blank for uplands)

e. Fire history (frequency/severity).
f. Appropriate vegetative and/or benthic zonation.
g. Hydrologic stress on vegetation.

N/A

h. Use by animals with hydrologic requirements.

N/A

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

N/A

j. Water quality of standing water by observation (I.e., discoloration, turbidity).
k. Water quality data for the type of community.
Current

With Mitigation

l. Water depth, wave energy, and currents.

Additional
Notes:

The current condition promotes increased localized turbidity promoted by the lack of seagrass in this location. With the restoration of the
topography of this feature, there could be the decrease in localized and basin turbidity.

8

7

.500(6)(c)Community structure
x
4

Current

With Mitigation

I. Appropriate/desirable species

None currently exist

Increased desireable habitat

II. Invasive/exotic plant species
III. Regeneration/recruitment

N/A

N/A

IV. Age, size distribution.

Vegetation

V. Snags, dens, cavity, etc.

None currently exist

Benthic

VI. Plants' condition.

None currently exist

Both

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

VII. Land management practices.

With Mitigation

0

9

No Change
Increased refugia and habitat

None currently exist

IX. Submerged vegetation (only score if present).
Current

Stabile
Sandy unvegetated bottom

X. Upland assessment area
Additional This depressional feature that has been identified for restoration is a linear feature that bisects a form contiguous seagrass meadow. With
the reconnection of the currently separated meadows will greatly increase community structure of the area.
Notes:

Additional Notes:

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

-

-

0.5

0.86666667

Time lag and risk will vary if planting units are installed and
prescribed in the final mitigation plan.

Temporal Lag Factor (TLF) =
(see Temporal Lag Table above)
Risk Factor (RF) =
[1=no risk, 2=mod risk, 3=hi risk, on 0.25 increments)

1.25
2.25

Relative Functional Gain (RFG) =
MD/(TLF x RF) =

0.130

Mitigation Area Size (acres)

1.10

Functional Gain (FG) (RFG x MIT AREA)
(should balance with Functional Loss)

0.143

FOR PRESERVATION ONLY:
Mitigation Delta (MD)

w/Mitigation - Current

0.36666667

Not Applicable

UNIFORM WETLAND MITIGATION ASSESSMENT WORKSHEET - PART I - MIT/PRES
Form 62-345.900(2), F.A.C. (See Sections 62-345.400 F.A.C.)
Site/Project Name

Application Number

Assessment Area Name or Number

Anna Maria Bridge Preferred Alt 3BS
FLUCCs code

Option 3A

Further classification (optional)

Mitigation Type

Assessment Area Size

Creation
Basin/Watershed Name/Number

Affected Waterbody (Class)

1.10

Acres

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

Anna Maria Sound

TIFF

Geographic relationship to and hydrologic connection with wetlands, other surface water, uplands
This spoil island is located within Anna Maria Sound. Anna Maria Sound is part of and located at the northern extreme of the Sarasota
Bay National Estuary. The Sound connects Sarasota Bay with the southern portion of Tampa Bay and surrounding local water bodies
(i.e., Perico Bayou). The Sound receives diurnal tidal flushing from the waters of the Gulf of Mexico. Anna Maria Sound is bordered by
mixed development and stable mangrove shoreline communities primarily consisting of red mangroves. The spoile island contains
both altered uplands as well as functioning mangrove habitat.
Assessment area description

The spoil island contains an elevated sandy area that contains mainly exotic species that is surrounded on 2 sides by healthy
mangrove habitat. There are wide variety of exotic species growing on the upland portion of the project area. The upland area is
proposed to be dredged to the surrounding depths where seagrasses are currently flurishing.

Significant nearby features

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

Functioning mangrove coastal fringe and seagrass meadows.
Intracoastal Waterway

There is nothing unique about upland habitat in the area.

Functions

Mitigation for previous permit/other historic use

May provide for nesting of some species of birds. Provide a seed
source for exotic vegetation in the area.
Anticipated Wildlife Utilization Based on Literature Review (List of species Anticipated Utilization by Listed Species (List species, their legal
that are representative of the assessment area and reasonably expected to classification (E, T, SSC), type of use, and intensity of use of the
be found )
assessment area)

May provide for nesting of some species of birds.

None anticipated on the uplands portion of the spoil island.

Observed Evidence of Wildlife Utilization (List species directly observed, or other signs such as tracks, droppings, casings, nests, etc.):
None observed in the upland areas. There were wading birds foraging at the waters edge on the mangrove dominated sections of
shoreline on the spoil island.
Additional relevant factors:

This information is being generated to assimilate into the overall mitigation planning required for Anna Maria Bridge and Cortez Bridge.

Assessment conducted by:

Assessment date(s):

A. Gelber

10/1/2013

Form 62-345.900(1), F.A.C. [ effective date 02/04/2004 ]

UNIFORM WETLAND MITIGATION ASSESSMENT WORKSHEET - PART II - MITIGATION/PRESERVATION
Form 62-345.900(2), F.A.C. (See Sections 62-345.500 and .600, F.A.C.)
Site/Project Name:

Application Number:

Assessment Area Name or Number:

Anna Maria Bridge Preferred Alt 3BS

-

Option 3A

Assessment Conducted by:

Impact or Mitigation:

Mitigation

Assessment Date:

A. Gelber

10/1/13

Scoring Guidance

Optimal (10)

Moderate(7)

Minimal (4)

Not Present (0)

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

Condition is optimal and fully
supports wetland/surface water
functions

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

Minimal level of support of
wetland/surface water functions

Condition is insufficient to provide
wetland/surface water functions

Enter Notes below (do NOT score each subcategory individually)

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

Current

With Mitigation

Surrounding conditions is optimal

Will increase support features

Inundated

Removed

No fish can access, upland

Increased access/connection

Reduced biological production

Increase biological production

b. Invasive plant species.
c. Wildlife access to and from AA (proximity and barriers).

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

d. Downstream benefits provided to fish and wildlife.

Isolated area away from land impacts

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

Current

With Mitigation

f. Hydrologic connectivity (impediments and flow restrictions).

N/A

N/A

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

N/A

N/A

Protection of wave energy

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

Additional The spoile island currently provides no hydrologically supported vegetation, wetland or seagrass. Without the current condition, exotics will
Notes:
continue to be a seed source and provide minimal functional value. With the project, the uplands would graded to appropriate elevations to
support seagrass cover thus increasing the localized functions and values.

9

8

a. Appropriateness of water levels and flows.

.500(6)(b)Water Environment
(leave blank for uplands)

Current

With Mitigation

Increased turbidity

Decreased turbidity

b. Reliability of water level indicators.

N/A

c. Appropriateness of soil moisture.

N/A

d. Flow rates/points of discharge.

N/A
N/A

e. Fire frequency/severity.

Exotics

f. Type of vegetation.

N/A

h. Use by animals with hydrologic requirements.

With Mitigation

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

None, upland

k. Water quality data for the type of community.

None, upland

l. Water depth, wave energy, and currents.

None, upland

Additional
Notes:

Match surrounding cond

Exotics

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

Current

Removed

N/A

g. Hydrologic stress on vegetation.

Increase water quality

The current condition promotes increased localized turbidity promoted by the lack of seagrass in this location. With the restoration of the
topography of this feature, there could be the decrease in localized and basin turbidity.

8

0

.500(6)(c)Community structure

Current

With Mitigation

I. Appropriate/desirable species

None currently exist

Increased desireable habitat

II. Invasive/exotic plant species

N/A

N/A

III. Regeneration/recruitment
x

IV. Age, size distribution.

Vegetation
Benthic

V. Snags, dens, cavity, etc.

None currently exist

VI. Plants' condition.

None currently exist

VII. Land management practices.
4

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

Both

No Change
Increased refugia and habitat

None currently exist

IX. Submerged vegetation (only score if present).
X. Upland assessment area
With Mitigation Additional
Notes:

Current

Stabile
Upland exotics
Exotics dominated

Exotics removed

9

0

Additional Notes:

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

(if
Time lag and risk will vary if planting units are installed and
prescribed in the final mitigation plan.

-

-

0.2666667

0.86666667

Temporal Lag Factor (TLF) =
Temporal Lag Table above)
Risk Factor (RF) =
[1=no risk, 2=mod risk, 3=hi risk, on 0.25 increments)

(see

1.25
2.25

Relative Functional Gain (RFG) =
MD/(TLF x RF) =

0.213

Mitigation Area Size (acres)

1.10

Functional Gain (FG) (RFG x MIT AREA)
(should balance with Functional Loss)

0.234

FOR PRESERVATION ONLY:
Mitigation Delta (MD)

w/Mitigation - Current

Not Applicable

0.6

UNIFORM WETLAND MITIGATION ASSESSMENT WORKSHEET - PART I - MIT/PRES
Form 62-345.900(2), F.A.C. (See Sections 62-345.400 F.A.C.)
Site/Project Name

Application Number

Assessment Area Name or Number

Anna Maria Bridge Preferred Alt 3BS
FLUCCs code

Option 3B

Further classification (optional)

Mitigation Type

Assessment Area Size

Creation
Basin/Watershed Name/Number

Affected Waterbody (Class)

1.29

Acres

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

Anna Maria Sound

Private Land

Geographic relationship to and hydrologic connection with wetlands, other surface water, uplands
This spoil island is located within Anna Maria Sound. Anna Maria Sound is part of and located at the northern extreme of the Sarasota
Bay National Estuary. The Sound connects Sarasota Bay with the southern portion of Tampa Bay and surrounding local water bodies
(i.e., Perico Bayou). The Sound receives diurnal tidal flushing from the waters of the Gulf of Mexico. Anna Maria Sound is bordered by
mixed development and stable mangrove shoreline communities primarily consisting of red mangroves. The spoile island contains
both altered uplands as well as functioning mangrove habitat.
Assessment area description

The spoil island contains an elevated sandy area that contains mainly exotic species that is surrounded on 2 sides by healthy
mangrove habitat. There are wide variety of exotic species growing on the upland portion of the project area. The upland area is
proposed to be dredged to the surrounding depths where seagrasses are currently flurishing.

Significant nearby features

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

Functioning mangrove coastal fringe and seagrass meadows.
Intracoastal Waterway

There is nothing unique about upland habitat in the area.

Functions

Mitigation for previous permit/other historic use

May provide for nesting of some species of birds. Provide a seed
source for exotic vegetation in the area.
Anticipated Wildlife Utilization Based on Literature Review (List of species Anticipated Utilization by Listed Species (List species, their legal
that are representative of the assessment area and reasonably expected to classification (E, T, SSC), type of use, and intensity of use of the
be found )
assessment area)

May provide for nesting of some species of birds.

None anticipated on the uplands portion of the spoil island.

Observed Evidence of Wildlife Utilization (List species directly observed, or other signs such as tracks, droppings, casings, nests, etc.):
None observed in the upland areas. There were wading birds foraging at the waters edge on the mangrove dominated sections of
shoreline on the spoil island.
Additional relevant factors:

Recreational camping was observed during one site visit of the spoil island. This information is being generated to assimilate into the
overall mitigation planning required for Anna Maria Bridge and Cortez Bridge.

Assessment conducted by:

Assessment date(s):

A. Gelber

10/1/2013

Form 62-345.900(1), F.A.C. [ effective date 02/04/2004 ]

UNIFORM WETLAND MITIGATION ASSESSMENT WORKSHEET - PART II - MITIGATION/PRESERVATION
Form 62-345.900(2), F.A.C. (See Sections 62-345.500 and .600, F.A.C.)
Site/Project Name:

Application Number:

Assessment Area Name or Number:

Anna Maria Bridge Preferred Alt 3BS

-

Impact or Mitigation:

Option 3B

Assessment Conducted by:

Mitigation

Assessment Date:

A. Gelber

10/1/13

Scoring Guidance

Optimal (10)

Moderate(7)

Minimal (4)

Not Present (0)

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

Condition is optimal and fully
supports wetland/surface water
functions

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

Minimal level of support of
wetland/surface water functions

Condition is insufficient to provide
wetland/surface water functions

Enter Notes below (do NOT score each subcategory individually)

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

Current

With Mitigation

Surrounding conditions is optimal

Will increase support features

Inundated

Removed

No fish can access, upland

Increased access/connection

Reduced biological production

Increase biological production

b. Invasive plant species.
c. Wildlife access to and from AA (proximity and barriers).

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

d. Downstream benefits provided to fish and wildlife.

Isolated area away from land impacts

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

Current

With Mitigation

f. Hydrologic connectivity (impediments and flow restrictions).

N/A

N/A

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

N/A

N/A

Protection of wave energy

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

Additional The spoil island currently provides no hydrologically supported vegetation, wetland or seagrass. Without the current condition, exotics will
Notes:
continue to be a seed source and provide minimal functional value. With the project, the uplands would graded to appropriate elevations to
support seagrass cover thus increasing the localized functions and values.

9

8

a. Appropriateness of water levels and flows.

.500(6)(b)Water Environment
(leave blank for uplands)

Current

With Mitigation

Increased turbidity

Decreased turbidity

b. Reliability of water level indicators.

N/A

c. Appropriateness of soil moisture.

N/A

d. Flow rates/points of discharge.

N/A
N/A

e. Fire frequency/severity.

Exotics

f. Type of vegetation.

N/A

h. Use by animals with hydrologic requirements.

Exotics

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

Current

With Mitigation

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

None, upland

k. Water quality data for the type of community.

None, upland

l. Water depth, wave energy, and currents.

None, upland

Additional
Notes:

Removed

N/A

g. Hydrologic stress on vegetation.

Match surrounding cond
Increase water quality

The current condition promotes increased localized turbidity promoted by the lack of seagrass in this location. With the restoration of the
topography of this feature, there could be the decrease in localized and basin turbidity.

8

0

.500(6)(c)Community structure

Current

With Mitigation

I. Appropriate/desirable species

None currently exist

Increased desireable habitat

II. Invasive/exotic plant species

N/A

N/A

III. Regeneration/recruitment
x

IV. Age, size distribution.

Vegetation
Benthic

V. Snags, dens, cavity, etc.

None currently exist

VI. Plants' condition.

None currently exist

VII. Land management practices.
VIII. Topographic features (refugia, channels, hummocks).

Both

IX. Submerged vegetation (only score if present).

No Change
Increased refugia and habitat

None currently exist

X. Upland assessment area
With Mitigation Additional
Notes:

Current

Stabile
Upland exotics
Exotics dominated

Exotics removed

9

0

Additional Notes:

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

(if
Time lag and risk will vary if planting units are installed and
prescribed in the final mitigation plan.

-

-

0.2666667

0.86666667

Temporal Lag Factor (TLF) =
Temporal Lag Table above)
Risk Factor (RF) =
[1=no risk, 2=mod risk, 3=hi risk, on 0.25 increments)

(see

1.25
2.25

Relative Functional Gain (RFG) =
MD/(TLF x RF) =

0.213

Mitigation Area Size (acres)

1.29

Functional Gain (FG) (RFG x MIT AREA)
(should balance with Functional Loss)

0.275

FOR PRESERVATION ONLY:
Mitigation Delta (MD)

w/Mitigation - Current

Not Applicable

0.6

UNIFORM WETLAND MITIGATION ASSESSMENT WORKSHEET - PART I - MIT/PRES
Form 62-345.900(2), F.A.C. (See Sections 62-345.400 F.A.C.)
Site/Project Name

Application Number

Assessment Area Name or Number

Anna Maria Bridge Preferred Alt 3BS
FLUCCs code

Option 5

Further classification (optional)

Mitigation Type

Assessment Area Size

Restoration
Basin/Watershed Name/Number

Affected Waterbody (Class)

0.50

Acres

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

Anna Maria Sound

OFW, Estuary of National Significance in 1987

Geographic relationship to and hydrologic connection with wetlands, other surface water, uplands
This altered unvegetated bottom is located within Anna Maria Sound. Anna Maria Sound is part of and located at the northern extreme
of the Sarasota Bay National Estuary. The Sound connects Sarasota Bay with the southern portion of Tampa Bay and surrounding
local water bodies (i.e., Perico Bayou). The Sound receives diurnal tidal flushing from the waters of the Gulf of Mexico. Anna Maria
Sound is bordered by mixed development and stable mangrove shoreline communities primarily consisting of red mangroves.
Assessment area description

This location has been impacted by a single or during multiple event process of sandy material flowing from the adjacent upland
during rain events. This area is currently elevated and denuded of seagrass in its current state. The adjacent areas are dominated by
seagrass meadows. The lack of seagrass at this location is presumably due to desication of seagrass during the low tide stages.
Seagrass beds adjacent to this feature contain primarily H. wrightii.

Significant nearby features

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

Functioning mangrove coastal fringe and oyster bars in close
proximity. Intracoastal Waterway

Not applicable

Functions

Mitigation for previous permit/other historic use

In the current state due to the elevation, there is minimal function.
Anticipated Wildlife Utilization Based on Literature Review (List of species Anticipated Utilization by Listed Species (List species, their legal
that are representative of the assessment area and reasonably expected to classification (E, T, SSC), type of use, and intensity of use of the
be found )
assessment area)

Minimal utilization of wildlife based on the altered, shallow state of
this location.

Due to the elevation of the location at the current time, there is
not an anticipation of utilization by listed species at this time.

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

None observed.

Additional relevant factors:

Assessment conducted by:

Assessment date(s):

A. Gelber

10/1/2013

Form 62-345.900(1), F.A.C. [ effective date 02/04/2004 ]

UNIFORM WETLAND MITIGATION ASSESSMENT WORKSHEET - PART II - MITIGATION/PRESERVATION
Form 62-345.900(2), F.A.C. (See Sections 62-345.500 and .600, F.A.C.)
Site/Project Name:

Application Number:

Assessment Area Name or Number:

Anna Maria Bridge Preferred Alt 3BS

-

Impact or Mitigation:

Option 5

Assessment Conducted by:

Mitigation

Assessment Date:

A. Gelber

10/1/13

Scoring Guidance

Optimal (10)

Moderate(7)

Minimal (4)

Not Present (0)

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

Condition is optimal and fully
supports wetland/surface water
functions

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

Minimal level of support of
wetland/surface water functions

Condition is insufficient to provide
wetland/surface water functions

Enter Notes below (do NOT score each subcategory individually)

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

Current

With Mitigation

Surrounded by SAV on 3 sides

increased connectivity

Slight barrier

Barrier removed.

b. Invasive plant species.
c. Wildlife access to and from AA (proximity and barriers).

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

d. Downstream benefits provided to fish and wildlife.

Reduced foraging habitat

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

creates flow alterations

f. Hydrologic connectivity (impediments and flow restrictions).
g. Dependency of downstream habitats on quantity or quality of discharges.
Current

With Mitigation

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

Additional This area would be slightly graded to match surrounding seagrass habitat area due to upland influences. This locations creates a barrier of fish
Notes:
from migrating from one area to another during low tides.

9

8

a. Appropriateness of water levels and flows.

Current

With Mitigation

Elevated area

Matching surrounding
condition

b. Reliability of water level indicators.

Seagrass dessication

c. Appropriateness of soil moisture.

None

d. Flow rates/points of discharge.

.500(6)(b)Water Environment
(leave blank for uplands)

e. Fire frequency/severity.

Barren

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

Too shallow

h. Use by animals with hydrologic requirements.

Wading birds

Seagrass
none

None

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

Seagrass

Uplands

j. Water quality of standing water by observation (I.e., discoloration, turbidity).
k. Water quality data for the type of community.
Current

With Mitigation

Too shallow

l. Water depth, wave energy, and currents.

Additional
Notes:

8

7

I. Appropriate/desirable species
.500(6)(c)Community structure

Current

With Mitigation

None

Seagrass

II. Invasive/exotic plant species
III. Regeneration/recruitment

x

IV. Age, size distribution.

Vegetation

V. Snags, dens, cavity, etc.
VI. Plants' condition.

Benthic

VII. Land management practices.
VIII. Topographic features (refugia, channels, hummocks).

Both

IX. Submerged vegetation (only score if present).
Current

With Mitigation

0

9

X. Upland assessment area
Additional
Notes:

Additional Notes:

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

(if
Time lag and risk will vary if planting units are installed and
prescribed in the final mitigation plan.

-

-

0.5

0.86666667

Temporal Lag Factor (TLF) =
Temporal Lag Table above)
Risk Factor (RF) =
[1=no risk, 2=mod risk, 3=hi risk, on 0.25 increments)

(see

1.25
2.25

Relative Functional Gain (RFG) =
MD/(TLF x RF) =

0.130

Mitigation Area Size (acres)

0.50

Functional Gain (FG) (RFG x MIT AREA)
(should balance with Functional Loss)

0.065

FOR PRESERVATION ONLY:
Mitigation Delta (MD)

w/Mitigation - Current

0.36666667

Not Applicable

UNIFORM WETLAND MITIGATION ASSESSMENT WORKSHEET - PART I - MIT/PRES
Form 62-345.900(2), F.A.C. (See Sections 62-345.400 F.A.C.)
Site/Project Name

Application Number

Assessment Area Name or Number

Anna Maria Bridge Preferred Alt 3BS
FLUCCs code

Option 7

Further classification (optional)

Mitigation Type

Assessment Area Size

Creation
Basin/Watershed Name/Number

Affected Waterbody (Class)

2.40

Acres

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

Anna Maria Sound

OFW, Estuary of National Significance in 1987

Geographic relationship to and hydrologic connection with wetlands, other surface water, uplands
Anna Maria Bridge is located within Anna Maria Sound. Anna Maria Sound is part of and located at the northern extreme of the
Sarasota Bay National Estuary. The Sound connects Sarasota Bay with the southern portion of Tampa Bay and surrounding local water
bodies (i.e., Perico Bayou). The Sound receives diurnal tidal flushing from the waters of the Gulf of Mexico. Anna Maria Sound is
bordered by mixed development and stable mangrove shoreline communities primarily consisting of red mangroves.
Assessment area description

This location is surrounded on all 4 sides by healthy seagrass beds that are dominated by T. testudinum. There is not apparent
indication of this site being dredged during some previous development activity, but based on aerial imagery and a site visit, the 10
foot depth of the hole appears to be vastly different than other surrounding areas that posess unvegetated bottom. Through the
evaluation process, there are other similar depth features that were clearly dredged during some previous development activities.

Significant nearby features

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

Functioning mangrove coastal fringe. Intracoastal Waterway

Deeper than normal depressional area.

Functions

Mitigation for previous permit/other historic use

In the current state due to the elevation, there is minimal function.
Anticipated Wildlife Utilization Based on Literature Review (List of species Anticipated Utilization by Listed Species (List species, their legal
that are representative of the assessment area and reasonably expected to classification (E, T, SSC), type of use, and intensity of use of the
be found )
assessment area)
Based on the proximity to AMB, the same listed species
identified in the Endangered Species Biological Assessment
should apply to this location.23 state and federally listed
Temporally limited utilization due to the lack of vegetated bottom in
species were indentified and reviewed for potential impact
this area. Adjacent seagrass meadows would be where wildlife,
based on each alternative. Of the 23 species, 8 species are
vertebrate and invertebrates species would habitate.
marine dependent. Bald eagle (Haliaeetus), gulf sturgeon
(Acipenser), smalltooth sawfish (Pristis), west Indian Manatee
(Trichechus), Loggerhead (Caretta), Leatherback (Dermochelys),
Hawksbill (Eretmochelys), Kemp's Ridley (Lepidochelys)
Observed Evidence of Wildlife Utilization (List species directly observed, or other signs such as tracks, droppings, casings, nests, etc.):

None observed.

Additional relevant factors:

Assessment conducted by:

Assessment date(s):

A. Gelber

10/1/2013

Form 62-345.900(1), F.A.C. [ effective date 02/04/2004 ]

UNIFORM WETLAND MITIGATION ASSESSMENT WORKSHEET - PART II - MITIGATION/PRESERVATION
Form 62-345.900(2), F.A.C. (See Sections 62-345.500 and .600, F.A.C.)
Site/Project Name:

Application Number:

Assessment Area Name or Number:

Anna Maria Bridge Preferred Alt 3BS

-

Impact or Mitigation:

Option 7

Assessment Conducted by:

Mitigation

Assessment Date:

A. Gelber

10/1/13

Scoring Guidance

Optimal (10)

Moderate(7)

Minimal (4)

Not Present (0)

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

Condition is optimal and fully
supports wetland/surface water
functions

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

Minimal level of support of
wetland/surface water functions

Condition is insufficient to provide
wetland/surface water functions

Enter Notes below (do NOT score each subcategory individually)

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

Current

With Mitigation

Surrounding conditions is optimal

Will increase optimal performance

N/A

N/A

The lack of vegetaiton is barrier

Increased access/connection

b. Invasive plant species.
c. Wildlife access to and from AA (proximity and barriers).

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

Reduced biological production

Increase biological production

Mangrove shoreline benefits AA

Mangrove shoreline benefits AA

f. Hydrologic connectivity (impediments and flow restrictions).

N/A

N/A

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

N/A

N/A

d. Downstream benefits provided to fish and wildlife.
e. Adverse impacts to wildlife in AA from land uses outside of AA.

Current

With Mitigation

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

Additional
Notes:

9

8

Current

With Mitigation

Increased turbidity

Decreased turbidity

b. Reliability of water level indicators.

N/A

N/A

c. Appropriateness of soil moisture.

N/A

N/A

d. Flow rates/points of discharge.

N/A

N/A

e. Fire frequency/severity.

N/A

N/A

None

Match existing

g. Hydrologic stress on vegetation.

N/A

N/A

h. Use by animals with hydrologic requirements.

N/A

N/A

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

N/A

N/A

a. Appropriateness of water levels and flows.

.500(6)(b)Water Environment
(leave blank for uplands)

f. Type of vegetation.

j. Water quality of standing water by observation (I.e., discoloration, turbidity).
k. Water quality data for the type of community.
Current

With Mitigation

l. Water depth, wave energy, and currents.

Additional
Notes:

The current condition promotes increased localized turbidity promoted by the lack of seagrass in this location. With the restoration of the
topography of this feature, there could be the decrease in localized and basin turbidity.

8

7

.500(6)(c)Community structure

Current

With Mitigation

I. Appropriate/desirable species

None currently exist

Increased desireable habitat

II. Invasive/exotic plant species

N/A

N/A

III. Regeneration/recruitment
x

IV. Age, size distribution.

Vegetation
Benthic

V. Snags, dens, cavity, etc.

None currently exist

VI. Plants' condition.

None currently exist

VII. Land management practices.
VIII. Topographic features (refugia, channels, hummocks).

Both

IX. Submerged vegetation (only score if present).

Stabile

No Change

Sandy unvegetated bottom

Increased refugia and habitat

None currently exist

X. Upland assessment area
With Mitigation Additional
Notes:

Current

9

0

Additional Notes:

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

(if
Time lag and risk will vary if planting units are installed and
prescribed in the final mitigation plan.

-

-

0.5

0.86666667

Temporal Lag Factor (TLF) =
Temporal Lag Table above)
Risk Factor (RF) =
[1=no risk, 2=mod risk, 3=hi risk, on 0.25 increments)

(see

1.25
2.25

Relative Functional Gain (RFG) =
MD/(TLF x RF) =

0.130

Mitigation Area Size (acres)

2.40

Functional Gain (FG) (RFG x MIT AREA)
(should balance with Functional Loss)

0.312

FOR PRESERVATION ONLY:
Mitigation Delta (MD)

w/Mitigation - Current

0.36666667

Not Applicable

Temporal Loss Factor "T"

T Table Reciprocal for UMAM

YS = 0 = Presumes compensatory mitigaiton starts within the same 12 month period as the impact/credit release

YF = Year Finish = when the compensatory mitigation achieves the functional capacity that is described by the "with project"
functional assessment score. After this year, the compensatory mitigation is expected to stay at or above the "with
project" score either naturally or as the result of arrangements for perpetual management.
( a ) If the "with project" score is achieved within the same 12 month period as the impact/credit release, then YF = 1.
( b ) Otherwise, YF = YS + the number of years to reach the "with project" score (for example, if saplings are planted in the
same year as the impact/credit release and the "with project" score is based on 35 years of growth, then YF = 0 + 35 = 35;
but, if the saplings are planted two years prior to impact/credit release, YS = -2, then YF = (-2) + 35 = 33).

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
YS= YF=
0 T= 1.0000 1.0170 1.0341 1.0518 1.0696 1.0876 1.1058 1.1238 1.1431 1.1614 1.1805 1.2000 1.2197 1.2397

1.2600

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
YS= YF=
0 T= 1.2805 1.3013 1.3224 1.3437 1.3654 1.3873 1.4096 1.4321 1.4549 1.4780 1.5015 1.5252 1.5492 1.5736

1.5983

31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
YS= YF=
0 T= 1.6233 1.6486 1.6743 1.7002 1.7265 1.7532 1.7802 1.8075 1.8352 1.8633 1.8917 1.9282 1.9577 1.9791

2.0178

46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
YS= YF=
0 T= 2.0485 2.0795 2.1110 2.1322 2.1751 2.1962 2.2289 2.2619 2.2953 2.3292

15

30

45

Dependency of downstream habitats
on quantity or quality of AA
discharges
Protection of wetland functions
provided by uplands (upland AAs
only)
Habitats are critically or
solely dependent on
discharges
Uplands provide optimal
protection

Parameter
10
Quality and quantity of habitat support Provides entire life history for
outside of AA
all wildlife
invasive plant species
Not present in proximity of
AA
wildlife access to and from AA
Access not limited by
(proximity and barriers
distance or barriers
Downstream benefits provided to fish Not limited by distance or
and wildlife (distance and barriers)
barriers
Adverse impacts to wildlife in AA from No adverse impacts
land uses outside of AA
Hydrologic connectivity (impediments Downstream connection not
and flow restrictions)
impeded or restricted

Uplands provide minimal
protection

Uplands provide significant,
but suboptimal, protection

Uplands provide no
protection

Benefits greatly reduced due Lack of hydrologic
to impeded connection
connectivity precludes
benefits
Habitats derive minimal
Habitats derive negligible or
benefits from discharges
no benefits from discharges

Less than optimal connection
with decreased downstream
benefits
Habitats derive significant
benefits from discharges

0
No habitat or support is
available
Plant community
predominantly invasive
Access is precluded by
distance or barriers
No downstream benefits
provided
Severe adverse impacts

4
Fair/minimal support for
many species
Majority of cover invasive in
proximity of AA
Access substantially limited
by distance/barriers
Distance or barriers
substantially reduce benefits
Significant adverse impacts

7
Optimal for most
wildlife/reduced availability
Minimal invasive in proximity
of AA
Access partially limited by
distances or barriers
Somewhat limited by
distance or barriers
Minimal adverse impacts

Location and Landscape Support

Appropriate for the
community type
Soil erosion/deposition not
atypical
Not atypical
Appropriate for the
community type
No signs of stress
Fully meets expectations
Intolerant of altered water
quality/quantity
No degredation observed
Indicates optimal conditions
Optimal for community type

Appropriateness of soil moisture

Flow rates/points of discharge

Fire frequency/severity

Type of vegetation

Hydrologic stress on vegetation

Wildlife usage

Plant community composition

Water quality (data)

Water depths/wave energy/currents/
light

Water quality (observed)

10
Appropriate for the
community type
Indicators are distinct and
reliability

Parameter
Appropriateness of water levels and
flows
Reliability of water level indicators

Some stress shown in
vegetation
Less than expected or more
generalized
Some tolerance to altered
water quality/quantity
Slight water quality
degredation observed
Indicates slight deviation
from normal
Generally sufficient for
community type

Some strata inappropriate

Higher than expected

7
Slightly higher or lower than
appropriate
Indicators not as distinct/not
fully consistent with
expectations
Soils drier than
expected/minimal oxidation
or subsidence
Minor alterations indicated by
soil erosion/deposition

Water Environment

Strong evidence of abnormal
stress
Greatly reduced for wildlife
that are expected
High tolerance of poor water
quality/quantity
Moderate water quality
degredation observed
Indicates moderate deviation
from normal
Not well-suited for community
type

Most strata inappropriate

Substantial desiccation,
oxidation or subsidence

Strong evidence of
desiccation, oxidation or
subsidence
Soil erosion/deposition
atypical, indicative of
alterations
Much more than expected

Strong evidence of
substantial stress
Lacks expected
wildlife/species generalized
All/most plants tolerant to
significant alteration
Significant water quality
degredation observed
Indicates large deviation from
normal
Inappropriate for community
type

Extreme deviation from
expectations
All strata inappropriate

Substantial soil erosion/
deposition/ alterations

0
Extreme deviation from what
is appropriate
Indicators not present or
greatly inconsistent

4
Moderately higher or lower
than appropriate
Indicators not distinct/not
consistent with expectations

Normal, natural
Typical of system

Optimal for type of system

Regeneration/recruitment
Age, size, distribution

Snags, dens, cavity, etc.

Optimal for community type

Topographic features (relief, stability,
interstitial spaces, snags, debris)

Spawning, nesting habitat

Good, typical

Optimal

Typical, no evidence of past
damage
Typical and optimal for type
of system

Structural features

Regeneration, recruitment, age
distribution
Species' condition, biomass

10
Optimal for type of system

Parameter
Extent, diversity of appropriate
species and organisms
Invasive/exotic species
Not present or nearby

Present/normal for type of
system
No siltation or abnormal algal
growth
Optimal support for
wetland/OSW

Topographic features (refugia,
channels, hummocks)
Submerged vegetation (only score if
present)
Upland assessment areas (only score
if applicable)

Land management practices

Plants' condition

Not present

Invasive/exotic plant species
Near-normal/natural
Approximately typical, or
temporary deviation

Present, but minimal

7
Majority in observed stratum

Less than expected

Close to typical; little
evidence of past damage
Slight deviation from typical,
less than optimal

7
Majority appropriate; #,
diversity<typical
Minority or community, or
immediately adjacent
natural or slightly less than
expected
Generally good; little biomass
reduction

Benthic Communities

OR

Slightly less than optimal for
type of system
Minor siltation or abnormal
algal growth
High, but less than optimal
support

slightly lower or greater than
normal
Good; little/no disease or
generally good; little
damage
disease/damage
Optimal for long-term viability generally appropriate; some
fire or hydrologic alteration

10
All/nearly all in stratum

Parameter
Appropriate/desirable species

Vegetation/Structure

None evident

0
Lack of appropriate species
and diversity
Dominant

Removal/alteration of natural
structures, and/or artificial
features
Lack of normal topographic
features
High degree of siltation, algal
growth
little or no support for fish and
wildlife of wetland/OSW

Not present, except due to
death of native vegetation
Very poor condition

None
Much dead/dying vegetation,
no typical age distribution

High presence and cover

0
None in stratum

Few available habitats

Evidence of great or longterm damage
Greatly reduced form typical;
not appropriate

None present

Low, non-existent structural
integrity; serious damage
Lack of normal topographic
features

Many dying or poor condition; Much dead/dying vegetation,
low biomass
no typical age distribution

4
# or diversity greatly reduced
from typical
Majority present; or adjacent
to heavy infestation
Minimal

Reduction in extent of
topographic features
Moderate siltation or algal
growth
Moderate habitat and life
history support

4
Majority inappropriate or
undesirable in stratum
Majority inappropriate or
undesirable in stratum
Minimal
Atypical; permanent
deviation; dead/dying
vegetation
Not present, or abundant due
to vegetative mortality
Generally poor; chlorotic,
spindly, damage
Removal or natural structure,
or furrow/ditch

APPENDIX D
UMAM DATA SHEETS

APPENDIX E
MANGROVE POINT MITIGATION BANK SWFWMD PERMIT
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