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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT), District One, is conducting a Project Development
and Environment (PD&E) Study for State Road (SR) 70 in Highlands and Okeechobee Counties from
County Road (CR) 721 South to CR 599/128th Avenue. The project limits span approximately 8.6 miles.
The purpose of the PD&E Study is to evaluate and document the benefits, costs, and impacts of widening
SR 70 from the existing two-lane undivided roadway to a four-lane divided roadway. Also evaluated was
the addition of multi-modal improvements. The PD&E study will aid FDOT District One in reaching a
decision on the type, preliminary design, and location of the proposed improvements. The study was
conducted to meet the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other related
federal and state laws, rules, and regulations.

The Natural Resources Evaluation (NRE) evaluates the possible impacts to wetland and surface water
systems and federal and state protected species related to construction of the Preferred Alternative. The
identification of measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate for any potential impacts is also discussed. A
summary of the analysis of potential project impacts for the proposed improvements to SR 70 is
presented below.

The Preferred Alternative has a rural typical section with an open drainage system (ditches) for the four-
lane construction. The 260-foot typical section includes two 12-foot travel lanes in each direction, a 40-
foot median, 12-foot shoulders, and one 12-foot shared use path on the east side of the roadway. Design
and posted speeds of 65 miles per hour (mph) are proposed. The Kissimmee River bridge will be replaced
with two new bridges and a second bridge will be added to the Slough Ditch (C-41A Canal) roadway
crossing. A new stormwater management system will be constructed.

PROTECTED SPECIES AND HABITATS

The project study area was evaluated for potential occurrences of federal and state protected plant and
animal species in accordance with the Protected Species and Habitat chapter of the PD&E manual,
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, and Chapters 5B-40 and 68A-27 of the
Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.). The evaluation included literature and database reviews, as well
as field assessments of the project study area to identify the potential occurrence of protected species
and/or presence of federal-designated Critical Habitat.

Based on evaluation of collected data and field reviews, the federal and state listed species discussed
in Table ES1 and Table ES2 were observed or were determined to have the potential to occur within or
adjacent to the project area. An effect determination was made for each of these federal and state listed
species based on an analysis of the potential impacts of the proposed project on each species. The
project is not within Critical Habitat for any species; therefore, no destruction or adverse modification of
Critical Habitat will occur.
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Table ES1: Federal Listed Species Effect Determinations

Project Effect Federal Listed Species

BIRDS

Red-cockaded woodpecker (Picoides borealis)

Florida grasshopper sparrow (Ammodramus savannarum floridanus)
Florida scrub-jay (Aphelocoma coerulescens)

Snail kite (Rostrhamus sociabilis plumbeus)

No Effect
Eastern black rail (Laterallus jamaicensis)
MAMMALS
Florida bonneted bat (Eumops floridanus)
PLANTS
Britton's beargrass (Nolina brittoniana)
REPTILES
Eastern indigo snake (Drymarchon corais couperi)
i BIRDS
Mayagf\l;gzé?yog#lécezlty to Wood stork (Mycteria americana)
MAMMALS

West Indian manatee (Trichechus manatus)
Florida panther (Puma concolor coryi)
May affect, likely to BIRDS

adversely affect Crested caracara (Caracara plancus audubonii)
Tricolored bat (Perimyotis subflavus)

Monarch butterfly (Danaus Plexippus)

*The tricolored bat and monarch butterfly are proposed for federal listing and do not have project effect
determinations at this time.

N/A*

Table ES2: State Listed Species Effect Determinations

Project Effect State Listed Species
REPTILES

Gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus)

Florida pine snake (Pituophis melanoleucus mugitus)
BIRDS

Florida sandhill crane (Antigone canadensis pratensis)
Florida burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia floridana)
Little blue heron (Egretta caerulea)

Tricolored heron (Egretta tricolor)

Southeastern American kestrel (Falco sparverius paulus)
PLANTS

Giant wild-pine (Tillandsia utriculata)

Cardinal wild-pine (Tillandsia fasciculata)

Pine lily (Lilium catesbaei)

Yellow fringeless orchid (Platanthera integra)

Celestial lily (Nemastylis floridana)

No adverse effect
anticipated

v
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Project Effect State Listed Species
Cutthroatgrass (Coleataenia abscissa)
Piedmont jointgrass (Coelorachis tuberculosa)
BIRDS

Least tern (Sternula antillarum)

PLANTS

Many-flowered grass-pink (Calopogon multiflorus)
Florida beargrass (Nolina atopocarpa)

Small's flax (Linum carteri var. smallii)

Sand butterfly pea (Centrosema arenicola)
Ashe’s savory (Calamintha ashei)

Giant orchid (Pteroglossaspis ecristata)
Nodding pinweed (Lechea cernua)

No effect anticipated

WETLANDS AND OTHER SURFACE WATERS

The project study area was evaluated for wetlands and waters in accordance with the Wetlands and
Other Surface Waters chapter of the PD&E manual. The Preferred Alternative will directly impact 13.88
acres of jurisdictional wetlands, 2.60 acres of surface waters (C-41A Canal and Kissimmee River), and
25.22 acres of other surface waters associated with fill for new roadway and embankment and
construction of stormwater management facilities. This results in a total of 41.70 acres of direct impact
overall. Approximately 4.47 acres of secondary impacts are anticipated to wetlands. A Uniform
Mitigation Assessment Method (UMAM) analysis was performed and the estimated UMAM functional
loss related to the Preferred Alternative impacts results 16.98 functional units for direct impacts and
0.31 functional units for secondary impacts.

FDOT will address all state and federal permitting requirements and provide appropriate compensatory
wetland mitigation for final determination of jurisdictional wetland boundaries in future phases of this
project. Wetland impacts resulting from the construction of this project will be mitigated pursuant to
Section 373.4137, Florida Statutes (F.S.), to satisfy all mitigation requirements of Part IV of Chapter
373, F.S., and 33 U.S.C. § 1344. Mitigation for 14.87 emergent/herbaceous functional loss units and
2.42 forested functional loss units is anticipated to be completed through the purchase of credits from
Lake Istokpoga Mitigation Bank or other permitted wetland mitigation banks that offer appropriate credits
at the time of permitting.

The results of the PD&E study indicate there are no practicable alternatives to the proposed impacts
due to the need to increase roadway capacity and enhance roadway safety. In accordance with
Presidential Executive Order (EO) 11990, the FDOT 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 FDOT has determined
that there is no practicable alternative to construction impacts occurring in wetlands.

The proposed project will have no significant short-term or long-term adverse impacts to wetlands
because any unavoidable impacts to wetlands will be mitigated to achieve no net loss of wetland
function. Furthermore, all wetland impacts will be avoided and minimized to the greatest extent possible
and have been limited to those areas of previous disturbance and those which are required to meet
minimum safety requirements.

Vi
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ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT

This project study area was evaluated for Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) in accordance with the Essential
Fish Habitat chapter of the FDOT PD&E Manual and the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act, as amended by the Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996 (Public Law 104-267). The
proposed project is not within EFH. This was confirmed through desktop analysis, field surveys, and
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) Efficient Transportation Decision Making (ETDM) comments.
Therefore, there is no involvement with EFH.

WILDLIFE FEATURES

Wildlife features were considered along the project to provide passage for wildlife, particularly the
Florida panther and Florida black bear. Documentation of these species in the area is very limited and
there are no conservation lands flanking the roadway. However, the project crosses documented
landscape-level habitat linkage, ecological greenway, or similar mapped areas where that location is
known to be used by wildlife species. Additionally, the Environmental Technical Advisory Team (ETAT)
suggested consideration of a wildlife crossing or wildlife feature to reduce and minimize potential
increase in motor vehicle accidents. Wildlife walkways or shelves can be constructed and the elevation
set above the seasonal high water elevation at the C-41A Canal and the Kissimmee River bridges due
to size and regional habitat connectivity to provide passage for protected and unprotected wildlife.
FDOT commits to design and construction of wildlife shelves at Slough Ditch (C-41A) Canal and
Kissimmee River bridges per current wildlife crossing guidelines. The design details of the wildlife
shelves, including evaluation of fencing/funneling and landscape features, will be further evaluated
during the design phase.

vii
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1.1 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT), District One, is conducting a Project Development
and Environment (PD&E) Study to evaluate the proposed widening of State Road (SR) 70 from County
Road (CR) 721 South to CR 599/128th Avenue in Highlands and Okeechobee Counties. The project
extends approximately 8.6 miles, as shown in Figure 1-1.

SR 70 is part of Florida's Strategic Intermodal System (SIS) highway network and designated state
hurricane evacuation route network. As part of the National Highway System, SR 70 is critical in the
transportation network as it facilitates local and regional traffic and the movement of goods/freight. The
existing typical section consists of a two-lane undivided facility with 10-foot wide travel lanes. There are
eight-foot wide shoulders, four feet of which are paved. There are no designated bicycle lanes or
sidewalks on either side. The posted speed limit along the project corridor is 60 miles per hour (mph).

The project proposes the widening of the two-lane facility to a four-lane, divided facility and the inclusion
of multimodal improvements. The Preferred Alternative is a four-lane divided road with 12-foot wide travel
lanes, paved shoulders and turn lanes, and multi-modal improvements (i.e. shared use path) along the
corridor. Additional right-of-way (ROW) is needed to accommodate the proposed improvements. Design
and posted speeds of 65 mph are proposed.

The Natural Resources Evaluation (NRE) evaluates the possible impacts to wetlands and surface waters,
federal and state protected species and designated Critical Habitat, and Essential Fish Habitat (EFH)
relative to the proposed roadway improvements. The identification of measures to avoid, minimize and
mitigate for potential impacts is also discussed.

The project was evaluated through FDOT's Efficient Transportation Decision Making (ETDM) process as
project #14491. The ETAT evaluated the project’'s effects on various natural, physical and social
resources. Comments were received from the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), U. S. Army
Corps of Engineers (USACE), U. S. National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS), Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP), Florida Department of
Agriculture and Consumer Services (FDACS), Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
(FWC), U. S. Coast Guard (USCG), and South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD). All ETAT
comments are addressed within this document.

1.1.2 PURPOSE AND NEED

The purpose of the project is to address traffic safety conditions on SR 70 from CR 721 S to CR 599/128th
Avenue in Highlands and Okeechobee Counties. Other goals of the project are to maintain important
east-west connectivity within the regional transportation network and accommodate freight activity within
the area. The need for the project is based on safety, area wide network/system linkage, and
transportation demand. By addressing safety, emergency evacuation, traffic safety conditions, and
incident response times will improve. Area wide network/system linkage will aid in maintaining important
east-west connectivity within the regional transportation network and transportation demand will
accommaodate freight activity.
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Figure 1-1: Project Location Map
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1.2 EXISTING FACILITY AND PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS

Within the project limits, SR 70 is classified as a “rural principal arterial - other” from CR 721 South to
CR 599/128th Avenue. The existing typical section consists of a two-lane, undivided facility with 10-foot
travel lanes (one in each direction). There are eight-foot shoulders, four feet of which are paved. There
are no turn lanes, and no intersection controls with the exception of a flashing light at CR 721 South.
There are two bridges along the corridor, one over the Slough Ditch (C-41A Canal) (bridge #090053)
and one over the Kissimmee River (bridge #910001). The Slough Ditch bridge is two-lane with 12-foot
wide lanes and ten-foot wide shoulders while the Kissimmee River bridge is a two-lane bridge with 12-
foot lanes and two-foot wide shoulders. There are no designated bicycle lanes or sidewalks present on
either side. The posted speed limit along the project corridor is 60 miles per hour. Existing ROW is
generally 70-100 feet in Highlands County and 100 feet in Okeechobee County. There is currently no
stormwater treatment for the roadway; stormwater is collected in roadside ditches and swales and
drains to offsite surface waters and wetlands.

1.2.1 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE DETAILS

The Preferred Alternative has a rural typical section with an open roadway drainage system (ditches) for
the four-lane construction. The typical section includes: two 12-foot travel lanes in each direction; a 40-
foot median with 8-foot inside shoulders of which 4-feet are paved; 12-foot outside shoulders of which 5-
feet are paved; and a 12-foot shared use path on the south side of SR 70 adjacent to the eastbound
travel lanes. The total ROW needed is 260 feet. The proposed ROW need is mainly on the south side of
SR 70; however, in a couple locations ROW is needed on the north side of SR 70 as portrayed in Figure
1-2, the Preferred Alternative typical section. The target, design and posted speed are 65 mph. The
Kissimmee River bridge will be replaced with two new bridges, and a second bridge will be added to the
Slough Ditch (C-41A Canal) roadway crossing. A new stormwater management system will be
constructed.

1.2.2 STORMWATER MANAGEMENT FACILITIES

New stormwater management facilities (ponds) will be needed for the project. A wetland and protected
species technical memorandum was prepared to support the Pond Siting Report (PSR) and is included
as an appendix to the PSR. The PSR and other related project documents are included in the project file.
The project study area evaluated in this report includes a 500-foot buffer of all the pond alternatives;
however the preferred sites, which are the sites currently determined to best meet the stormwater needs
of the project, are depicted in Figure 1-1 as well as several of the following figures.
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Figure 1-2: Proposed Typical Section

SR 70 Roadway
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Bridge over Kissimmee River

Bridge over C-41A Canal
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2.0 EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS

This section presents a description of existing conditions within the project study area, including soils and
land use/land cover types within both upland and wetland communities. It also includes information on
existing conservation lands and easements. For this report, the study area is defined as a footprint
extending 500 feet in all directions from the proposed ROW of the Preferred Alternative (including
preferred pond sites).

2.1 METHODOLOGY

In order to assess the approximate locations and boundaries of existing soils, land use and cover,
wetlands and surface waters, and conservation areas within the project area, the following site-specific
data was collected and reviewed:

o Aerial photographs: ESRI (2020), Highlands County (2020), Okeechobee County (2020), and
FDOT (2021);

e Florida Association of Environmental Soil Scientists, Hydric Soils of Florida Handbook, 4th ed.,
(Hurt et al. 2007);

e FDOT Environmental Screening Tool. Available online on the Efficient Transportation Decision
Making website: fla-etat.org

o FDOT, Florida Land Use Cover, and Forms Classification System (FLUCFCS) Handbook, 3rd
ed., January 1999;

e Florida Natural Areas Inventory (FNAI), Natural Communities, 2010

e South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) FLUCFCS GIS Database (SFWMD 2023);

e U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS), Soill
Survey of Charlotte County, Florida, 1984;

e USDA, NRCS, Soil Survey of Highlands County, Florida, 1989;

e USDA, NRCS, Soil Survey of Okeechobee County, Florida, 1971 and 2003;

¢ U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), National Wetlands Inventory (NWI), Wetlands Online
Mapper;

e FDEP, GIS Data

o FNAI, Florida Managed Areas, 2023

e U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) topographical maps;

e USFWS, Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the United States (Cowardin et al.
1979).

In addition to the desktop data analysis, project biologist familiar with Florida’s natural communities
conducted site reviews on April 27, 2023, August 15, 2023, and August 16, 2024 to verify and/or refine
habitat boundaries and classification codes.

2.2 RESULTS

Based on site-specific data searches and field evaluations, a total of 24 soil types, 22 upland habitat
types, and 12 wetland, surface water, and other surface water habitat types were identified within the
study area. The following subsections describe the soils, land use and vegetative cover, wetland
resources, and conservation areas that occur within the project study area.
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2.2.1 soILS

The soil types that occur within the study area were determined using the Natural Resource Conservation
Service (NRCS) Geographic Information Systems (GIS) soil layer — see Appendix A for description of
soils. More than 50% of the study area is classified as non-hydric; the common non-hydric soil type within
the study area is Immokalee Sand, 0-2% Slopes. The hydric soils comprise 46% of the total study area;
the common hydric soil type is Basinger Fine Sand, 0-2% Slopes. Table 2-1 provides a summary of these
soil types, including the general hydric designation, hydrologic group, and percent of the study area. A
map of the NRCS soils within the project study area is provided in Figure 2-1.

2.2.2 LAND USE AND LAND COVER

Land use within the study area consists of agriculture, wetlands, surface waters, and other surface waters
(including, but not limited to, FLUCFCS 2110, Improved Pastures; FLUCFCS 2120, Unimproved
Pastures; FLUCFCS 2140, Row Crops; FLUCFCS 2420, Sod Farms; FLUCFCS 5100, Streams and
Waterways; FLUCFCS 5340, Reservoirs less than 10 acres; FLUCFCS 6190, Exotic Wetland
Hardwoods; and FLUCFCS 6400, Vegetated Non-Forested Wetlands). Rural and Low-density residential
uses (FLUCFCS 1100, Residential, Low Density; FLUCFCS 1180, Rural Residential; and FLUCFCS
1220, Mobile Home Units) are present towards the east end of the corridor. A summary is provided in
Table 2-2, the data with field-verified modifications is shown in Figure 2-2, and the land use descriptions
are provided in Appendix B.

The dominant vegetation within the existing ROW is bahia grass (Paspalum notatum), which is regularly
mowed, with hydrophytic vegetation within some of the roadside ditches. The common hydrophytic
vegetation observed was cattail (Typha domingensis), pickerelweed (Pontederia cordata), soft rush
(Juncus effusus), and Chapman’s arrowhead (Sagittaria graminea). Upland forested habitats along the
project corridor consist of Upland Hardwood Forest (FLUCFCS 4300) which includes patches of cabbage
palm (Sabal palmetto) and laurel oak (Quercus laurifolia), as well as the nuisance/exotic species Brazilian
pepper (Schinus terebinthifolia) (FLUCFCS 4220). Several natural wetlands occur within the project
limits, including Mixed Wetland Hardwoods (FLUCFCS 6170), Cypress (FLUCFCS 6210), and Wetland
Scrub (FLUCFCS 6310). These systems are typically surrounded by agricultural lands with the exception
of wetlands hydrologically connected to the Kissimmee River and C-41A Canal. Representative photos
are provided in Appendix C.
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Table 2-1: Existing NRCS Soil Types within the Study Area

County Soil Number Soil Type Hydric Soils To(tjifé(;r)es gti'é:;r:r(e);
3 BASINGER FINE SAND, FREQUENTLY
PONDED, 0 TO 1 PERCENT SLOPES YES 33.64 1.68%
4 DUETTE SAND, 0 TO 5 PERCENT SLOPES | NO 23.38 1.16%
7 PLACID FINE SAND, FREQUENTLY
PONDED, 0 TO 1 PERCENT SLOPES YES 20.99 1.05%
8 IMMOKALEE SAND, 0 TO 2 PERCENT
SLOPES NO 676.13 33.69%
10 MYAKKA FINE SAND, 0 TO 2 PERCENT
SLOPES NO 56.63 2.82%
12 BASINGER FINE SAND, 0 TO 2 PERCENT
SLOPES YES 392.66 19.57%
13 FELDA FINE SAND, 0 TO 2 PERCENT
SLOPES YES 133.33 6.64%
) VALKARIA FINE SAND, 0 TO 2 PERCENT
Highlands 16 SLOPES YES 118.89 5.0206
19 HICORIA MUCKY SAND, DEPRESSIONAL | YES 4.49 0.22%
20 SAMSULA MUCK, FREQUENTLY PONDED,
0 TO 1 PERCENT SLOPES YES 2.72 0.14%
23 GATOR MUCK, FREQUENTLY PONDED, 0
TO 1 PERCENT SLOPES YES 13.11 0.65%
24 PINEDA SAND, 0 TO 2 PERCENT SLOPES | YES 47.02 2.34%
26 TEQUESTA MUCK, FREQUENTLY
PONDED, 0 TO 1 PERCENT SLOPES YES 50.27 2.50%
32 ARENTS, VERY STEEP NO 22.40 1.12%
35 SANIBEL MUCK, FREQUENTLY PONDED,
0 TO 1 PERCENT SLOPES YES 5.25 0.26%
99 WATER UNRANKED 16.88 0.84%
2 BASINGER FINE SAND, 0 TO 2 PERCENT
SLOPES YES 44.34 2.21%
3 BASINGER AND PLACID SOILS,
DEPRESSIONAL YES 8.42 0.42%
5 VALKARIA FINE SAND, 0 TO 2 PERCENT
SLOPES YES 21.31 1.06%
11 IMMOKALEE FINE SAND, 0 TO 2 PERCENT
SLOPES NO 159.18 7.93%
UDORTHENTS, 2 TO 35 PERCENT
Okeechobee 12 SLOPES NO 81.52 4.06%
13 MANATEE, FLORIDANA, AND TEQUESTA
SOILS, FREQUENTLY FLOODED YES 26.08 1.30%
14 MYAKKA FINE SAND, 0 TO 2 PERCENT
SLOPES NO 10.50 0.52%
18 PARKWOOD FINE SAND YES 5.61 0.28%
o5 WABASSO FINE SAND, 0 TO 2 PERCENT
SLOPES NO 15.54 0.77%
99 WATER UNRANKED 16.59 0.83%
Total Hydric 928 46%
Total Non-Hydric 1045 52%
Total Unranked 33 2%
Total 2007 100%
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Figure 2-1: NRCS Soils Map
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Table 2-2: Existing FLUCFCS within Study Area

FLUCFCS Code FLUCFCS Description Acreage Percent_of Ltz
Project
1100 | Residential, Low Density (less than 2 dwelling units/acre) 0.18 0.01%
1180 | Rural Residential 34.22 1.70%
1000: Urban and Built-Up 1220 | Mobile que Units (2.to 5 dwelling units/acre) 44.01 2.21%
1400 | Commercial and Services 4.44 0.22%
1720 | Religious 0.24 0.01%
Total 83.09 4.14%
2110 | Improved Pastures 908.66 45.66%
2120 | Unimproved Pastures 85.03 4.27%
2130 | Woodland Pastures 157.86 7.87%
2140 | Row Crops 22.12 1.11%
2000: Agriculture 2150 | Field Crops 2.90 0.15%
2210 | Citrus Groves 66.74 3.35%
2420 | Sod Farms 140.08 7.04%
2510 | Horse Farms 27.12 1.36%
‘ Total 1410.51 70.28%
3200 | Shrub and Brushland 10.80 0.54%
3000: Rangeland Total 10.80 0.54%
4200 | Upland Hardwood Forests 4.18 0.21%
4220 | Brazilian Pepper 22.91 1.15%
4000: Upland Forests 4280 | Cabbage Palm 6.56 0.33%
4370 | Australian Pine 2.53 0.13%
Total 36.18 1.82%
5100 | Streams and Waterways 59.99 3.01%
, 5120 | Channelized Waterways 36.74 1.83%
5000: Water 5340 | Reservoirs Less than 10 acres 13.32 0.67%
Total 110.04 5.48%
6170 | Mixed Wetland Hardwoods 26.17 1.31%
6190 | Exotic Wetland Hardwoods 33.79 1.70%
6210 | Cypress 0.10 0.00%
6310 | Wetland Scrub 25.75 1.29%
. 6400 | Vegetated Non-Forested Wetlands 1.97 0.10%
6000: Wetlands 6410 | Freshwater Marshes 55.68 2.77%
6430 | Wet Prairies 36.51 1.83%
6440 | Emergent Aquatic Vegetation 2.07 0.10%
6530 | Intermittent Ponds 0.41 0.02%
Total 182.43 9.09%
7400 | Disturbed Land 32.84 1.64%
7000: Barren Land 7470 | Dikes and Levees 16.03 0.81%
Total 48.87 2.44%
8115 | Grass Airports 0.92 0.05%
8000: Transportation, 8140 | Roads and Highways 113.80 5.72%
Communication and 8300 | Utilities 7.73 0.39%
Utilities 8310 | Electric Power Facilities 2.47 0.12%
Total 124.93 6.28%
GRAND TOTAL 2007 100%
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Figure 2-2: Mapped and Field-Verified FLUCFCS Map

12
S.R. 70 PD&E Study Natural Resources Evaluation Report
From C.R. 721 S to C.R. 599/128" Avenue FPID 450334-1-22-01



13
S.R. 70 PD&E Study Natural Resources Evaluation Report
From C.R. 721 S to C.R. 599/128" Avenue FPID 450334-1-22-01



14
S.R. 70 PD&E Study Natural Resources Evaluation Report
From C.R. 721 S to C.R. 599/128" Avenue FPID 450334-1-22-01



15
S.R. 70 PD&E Study Natural Resources Evaluation Report
From C.R. 721 S to C.R. 599/128" Avenue FPID 450334-1-22-01



16
S.R. 70 PD&E Study Natural Resources Evaluation Report
From C.R. 721 S to C.R. 599/128" Avenue FPID 450334-1-22-01



17
S.R. 70 PD&E Study Natural Resources Evaluation Report
From C.R. 721 S to C.R. 599/128" Avenue FPID 450334-1-22-01



18
S.R. 70 PD&E Study Natural Resources Evaluation Report
From C.R. 721 S to C.R. 599/128" Avenue FPID 450334-1-22-01



19
S.R. 70 PD&E Study Natural Resources Evaluation Report
From C.R. 721 S to C.R. 599/128" Avenue FPID 450334-1-22-01



2.2.3 MANAGED AND OTHER PROTECTED LANDS

There are no Outstanding Florida Waters (OFW) or Aquatic Preserves (AP) within the project footprint
or immediately downstream. Additionally, no conservation easements have been recorded within the
project footprint. However, the project is adjacent to and within several managed and protected lands.
It is acknowledged that the Everglades Headwaters National Wildlife Refuge and Conservation Area
(EHNWRCA) Partnership, a large comprehensive area covering much of central Florida’s native
grasslands and savannas, is adjacent to SR 70 with limits ending along the northern portion of the
roadway. This area is a collection of both existing and potential conservation focal areas and protected
lands that aim to conserve wildlife habitat. Since this partnership area does not elicit any regulatory
requirements it was not included in the map. The Kissimmee River Public Use Area (PUA), owned by
the SFWMD and managed by FWC, spans five counties from SR 60 to SR 78 with some properties
adjacent to SR 70. Additional managed lands in the region of the project, but beyond the project limits,
include the USDA Bald Eagle Ranch Wetland Reserve Easement, FDACS Syfrett Ranch Agricultural
and Conservation Easement, Lake Okeechobee Watershed Restoration, and Ecosystem Investment
Partners (EIP)/SFWMD Water Quality Project. The EIP/SFWMD Water Quality Project aims to restore
water quality by removing excessive nutrients (specifically phosphorus) from priority areas of the Lake
Okeechobee watershed prior to flowing into Lake Okeechobee through manmade wetlands also known
as treatment cells. Figure 2-3 displays the managed lands adjacent to the project.

The Kissimmee River is a state sovereign submerged land (SSL). Appendix D contains relevant
correspondence with the FDEP.

2.2.4 WETLANDS AND SURFACE WATERS

For this evaluation, wetlands, surface waters, and other surface waters are defined pursuant to the
Wetlands and Other Surface Waters chapter of the PD&E manual, 62- 340, F.A.C., Section 373.019 (21)
and (27) Florida Statutes (F.S.) and the 1987 Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual with the
2010 Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual: Atlantic and Gulf
Coastal Plain Region. The wetlands, surface waters, and other surface waters are depicted along with
the NWI data in Figure 2-4 and are located throughout the SR 70 corridor. There is a concentration of
wetlands surrounding the Kissimmee River and C-41A Canal. There are several other surface waters
(roadside ditches and irrigation ditches) along the entire project footprint used for roadway runoff, water
conveyance, sod farming and other agricultural purposes. Wetlands, surface waters and other surface
waters were field verified and are shown in more detail in Appendix E.

Five wetland types and three surface water/other surface water types exist within the study area.
Appendix B includes the descriptions of existing wetlands and waters within the project. While some of
these wetlands are relatively high quality freshwater marshes, these wetlands are mostly isolated from
other natural habitats due to surrounding agricultural lands. Aside from these wetlands, there are also
wetlands that are hydrologically connected to the Kissimmee River and C-41A Canal. Historical aerials
have shown the presence of wetlands throughout the entirety of the project area; however, since the
development of SR 70 and the addition of irrigation canals, the historical water patterns have changed,
natural upland communities have been converted to agricultural use and remaining natural wetlands have
lost connection to natural upland communities. Per Chapter 62.600 (D) F.A.C., boundaries of surface
waters and other surface waters with slopes of four to one (horizontal to vertical) or steeper are estimated
using the top of bank. These systems include ditches, canals, and ponds. These, along with jurisdictional
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Figure 2-3: Managed and Other Protected Lands Map
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Figure 2-4: National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) and Field Verified Wetlands and Waters
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ditches with slopes of more than four to one, are classified as FLUCFCS code 5100 (Streams and Waterways)
in this report. Wetland acreages per the NWI data are broken down by type in Table 2-3. The UMAM datasheets
prepared as representative datasheets per wetland type, are provided in Appendix F.

Table 2-3: Existing Field Verified Wetlands and Waters within Study Area

Wetland System Type Wetland Description Acreage F_’l_eor; elrgf((;]ji;f
Freshwater Emergent Wetland 106.10 5.29%
Freshwater Scrub-Shrub Wetland 43.99 2.19%
Palustrine
Freshwater Forested Wetland 60.05 2.99%
Freshwater Pond 45.59 2.27%
Total 255.73 12.74%
. Riverine 36.74 1.83%
Riverine
Total 36.74 1.83%
Total 293 15%

Note: The percentage of total project does not equal 100% because only 15% of the study area is composed of wetlands
and surface waters. Additionally, 33.0 of the 106.10 acres of freshwater emergent wetlands are classified as roadside
ditches/other surface waters.
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3.0 PROTECTED SPECIES AND HABITAT

Listed species are afforded special protective status by federal and state agencies. This protection is
federally administered by the United States Department of the Interior - USFWS, and National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration — National Marine Fisheries Services (NOAA-NMFS) pursuant to the
Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 (as amended). The USFWS administers the federal list of
Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants (50 CFR 17.11-12). Federal protection of marine species
is the responsibility of the NOAA-NMFS. Impacts to Critical Habitat were also evaluated per Section
3(5)(A) of the ESA. The study area was evaluated for the occurrence of Critical Habitat as defined by the
Endangered Species Act of 1973 as amended and 50 CFR Part 424.

The State of Florida affords special protection to animal species designhated as threatened or
endangered, pursuant to Chapter 68A-27, F.A.C. Florida also affords protection to federally listed
species, thus all federally listed species are considered state listed species pursuant to Rule 68A-
27.003(b), F.A.C. The State of Florida also protects and regulates plant species designated as
endangered, threatened or commercially exploited as identified on the Regulated Plant Index (5B-
40.0055, F.A.C.), which is administered by the FDACS, Division of Plant Industry, pursuant to Chapter
5B-40, F.A.C.

Agency comments from the ETDM programming screen regarding protected species include the following
items: the potential presence of several federally-listed species including the crested caracara (Polyborus
plancus audubonii), Eastern indigo snake (Drymarchon corais couperi), Florida bonneted bat (Eumops
floridanus) and wood stork (Mycteria americana); recommendation that a biological assessment be
prepared as part of the study; concern regarding potential loss of habitat and potential adverse effects
to listed species; potential habitat fragmentation for animals with large home ranges; and
recommendation to analyze the use of wildlife crossings or fencing/barriers to avoid motor vehicular
collisions with wildlife.

The NRE serves as a biological assessment for the project and the analysis is consistent with the
Protected Species and Habitat chapter of the PD&E Manual. It addresses potential impacts to all listed
species including the crested caracara, Eastern indigo snake, Florida bonneted bat and wood stork as
mentioned by the USFWS. Species-specific surveys were completed for the Florida bonneted bat and
the crested caracara and survey memorandums are included as appendices in this document. Wildlife
features were considered at the two bridge locations along the project to provide habitat connectivity
across this segment of SR 70.

During the data collection phase of this project, the FDOT corresponded with the USFWS regarding the
need for species-specific surveys for the snail kite and grasshopper sparrow. Other USFWS project
communication included a methodology memorandum for the Florida bonneted bat and a request for
information on historic eastern indigo snake observations. Details of these correspondences and
information are provided in the following sections.

The following sections describe the methodology used to assess the potential for occurrence of protected
species and to identify the effects that implementation of the proposed project alternative may have on
protected species in accordance with the Protected Species and Habitat chapter of the FDOT PD&E
Manual and with FHWA’s Management of the Endangered Species Act Environmental Analysis and
Consultation Process.
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3.1 METHODOLOGY

Literature reviews, agency database searches, and field reviews of potential habitat areas were
conducted to identify state and federally protected species occurring or potentially occurring within the
project area. The Highlands County and Okeechobee County Soil Surveys, SFWMD land use/land cover
mapping, recent aerial imagery from several sources, and management plan from adjacent conservation
lands were reviewed to determine habitat types occurring within and adjacent to the project corridor that
could support protected species. The project was screened through the USFWS Information for Planning
and Consultation (IPaC) website and the project consultation code is 2025-0125724. The official species
list from USFWS is include in Appendix G.

Information sources and databases include the following:

¢ Audubon Florida- EagleWatch public nest application (2023-2024 nesting data);
e eBird Species Map;
o FNAI- Biodiversity Matrix Report (http://www.fnai.org/biointro.cfm);
e FNAI- Standard Data Report (May 2023) — see Appendix H;
o FDACS — Notes on Florida’s Endangered and Threatened Plants;
e FDOT
o0 Conservation Plan for the Florida Panther (2024);
o Efficient Transportation Decision Making (ETDM) Summary Report (June 1, 2023);
o Environmental Screening Tool (EST);
o0 Florida Land Use Cover, and Forms Classification System (FLUCFCS) Handbook, 3rd ed.
(January 1999);
o Wildlife Crossing Guidelines (2023);
0 Tricolored Bat Avoidance and Minimization Measures (December 12, 2024);
e FWC

Species Profiles;
Wading bird rookeries locator (1999);
Florida scrub-jay habitat and observations (1992-1993);
Bald Eagle Management Plan;
Florida’s Official Endangered and Threatened Species List (Updated December 2022);
o0 Kissimmee River Public Use Area Regulations Summary and Area Map;
o SFWMD and USACE - Lake Okeechobee Watershed Restoration Project;
e SFWMD - Kissimmee River Management Areas Ten-Year General Management Plan (2014-
2024);
o USDA NRCS - Highlands and Okeechobee County soil surveys (FGDL SSURGO, 2021);
e USFWS
0 IPaC (IPaC: Getting Started - Draw on Map [fws.gov]) Project Code 2025-0125724;
Species Profiles;
Critical Habitat for threatened and endangered species;
Wood stork active colonies (2010-2019) (USFWS, 2020);
South Florida wood stork (Mycteria americana) CFA (18.6-mile radius);
Central and Southern Florida project Manatee Accessibility Map (2006);
Consultation Areas (CAs) for federally listed species; and
Effect Determination Keys for the wood stork, Eastern indigo snake, Florida bonneted bat,
West Indian manatee, and Florida panther.

O O 0O o0 O

O O 0O O O o0 o
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http://www.fnai.org/biointro.cfm

Figure 3-1 depicts field observations as well as historic species occurrences from database searches.
Based on the review of aerial photographs; soil, land use and NWI mapping; and results of database
searches, field survey methods for specific habitat types and tables of potentially occurring protected
fauna and flora were developed. Further research for protected flora was conducted to determine the
flowering season for selecting the most appropriate seasons for field efforts.

Project scientists conducted general species surveys on August 15-17, 2023 and October 23-25, 2023.
Field teams consisted of ecologists with a minimum of bachelor’'s degrees in a biological science, and
several years of field experience in Florida ecosystems. Using vehicular and meandering pedestrian
transect survey methods during daylight hours, appropriate habitat within 500 feet of the project area was
visually scanned for evidence of listed species as well as general wildlife. All natural areas were
considered as appropriate wildlife habitat and protected floral species habitat. All occurrences of wildlife
in the study area were recorded and observation locations were depicted on project aerials. These
occurrence records could include observations of the actual species, or signs of their presence including
tracks, burrows, dens, scat, nests, or calls. Special attention was given to identifying signs of federal and
state listed and protected species. Along with the general faunal and floral surveys, specific morning
observation time for wetland-dependent birds was spent at appropriate habitat locations (e.g. wetlands
and surface waters).

Field reviews consisted of vehicular surveys and detailed pedestrian surveys through natural areas and
altered habitats with the potential to support protected species. In the absence of physical evidence of a
protected species, evaluation of the appropriate habitat was conducted to determine the likelihood of a
species being present. For a species to be considered potentially present, the project study area must
be within the species’ distribution range. An effect determination was then made for each federal and
state listed and protected species based on an analysis of the potential impacts of the Preferred
Alternative on each species.

3.2 RESULTS

A total of 24 federal listed and proposed wildlife species, and state listed and protected wildlife species
were evaluated for their potential for occurrence within the project study area. Each potentially occurring
species was assigned a likelihood of occurrence of “no”, “low”, “moderate”, or “high” based on the types
of habitats found along the project corridor. Definitions of species presence probability and habitat
proximity are provided below.

Likelihood of Species Presence

No — The species has been documented in Highlands and Okeechobee Counties or the bio-region, but
due to complete absence of suitable habitat and lack of observations within one mile of the project, could
not be naturally present within the project corridor.

Low — The species is known to occur in Highlands and Okeechobee Counties or the bio-region, but
suitable habitat is limited along the project corridor and no documented observations are within one mile
of the project.

Moderate — The species is known to occur in Highlands and Okeechobee Counties or the bio-region,
suitable habitat is represented along the project corridor, and the species has been documented within
one mile of the project or is expected to occasionally occur within the project corridor given suitable
habitat.
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Figure 3-1: Listed and Protected Species Map
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High - The species is known to occur in Highlands and Okeechobee Counties or the bio-region, suitable
habitat is represented along the project corridor, and the species has recently been documented within
the project corridor.

Table 3-1 lists the federally and state-listed and otherwise protected wildlife species known to occur
within Highlands and Okeechobee Counties that could potentially occur near the project area based on
potential availability of suitable habitat and known ranges.

There is no proposed or final Critical Habitat within or adjacent to the project area; therefore, the project
will not result in the destruction or adverse modification of Critical Habitat.

3.2.1 FEDERALLY LISTED WILDLIFE SPECIES
3.2.1.1 REPTILES

Eastern Indigo Snake (Drymarchon corais couperi)

The Eastern indigo snake is designated as threatened by the USFWS. This species may inhabit a variety
of natural areas including forested uplands and wetlands as well as wet and dry prairies with a moderate
potential to occur within the project corridor. It may also utilize gopher tortoise burrows for shelter to
escape hot or cold ambient temperatures within its range and gopher tortoise burrows were observed in
the project footprint. It is documented to have occurred on privately owned land approximately 1 mile
south of SR 70 in 1970; there are no closer, publicly available recorded observations. FDOT
corresponded with the USFWS in May 2023 to request information on any closer documented
observations; the USFWS confirmed that the known observation is the closest to the project (Appendix
I). Suitable habitat for the species exists within and adjacent to the project corridor. The most recent
version of the USFWS Standard Protection Measures for the Eastern Indigo Snake will be utilized during
construction (Appendix J). Based on the USFWS Consultation Key for the Eastern Indigo Snake —
Revised (2017) (Appendix K), the key path for the species is (A>B>C>D>E), “may affect, not likely to
adversely affect”.

3.2.1.2 BIRDS

Florida Scrub-Jay (Aphelocoma coerulescens)

The Florida scrub-jay is designated as threatened by the USFWS and the project is within the CA for the
species. The Lake Wales Ridge Scrub-Jay Service Area, which defines the general species range for
purposes of scrub-jay conservation bank mitigation, is located approximately one mile north of the project
area. This species has no potential of occurrence within the project corridor. Optimal scrub-jay habitat
occurs on scrub ridges with well drained to excessively well drained soils that have scrub oaks (Quercus
spp.) one to three meters in height interspersed with ten to 50% unvegetated sandy opening, and a sand
pine (Pinus clausa) canopy of less than 20%. However, scrub-jay habitat is generally defined as scrub
and scrubby flatwoods or any upland community where scrub oak species make up 15% or more of the
ground cover. According to available GIS data from 1992-1993, there was once suitable Florida scrub-
jay habitat along the project corridor but that area has since been developed and is now part of the
Kissimmee River Fishing Resort. The closest documented habitat (undeveloped) is located
approximately one mile north of the project area. Additionally, two Florida scrub-jays were documented
in 1992-1993 approximately 6 miles north of the project limits.
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Table 3-1: Potentially Occurring and Observed Listed Wildlife Species

Species Common Name FwWC USFWS Habitat POTERIED Her
Occurrence
REPTILES
Drymarchon corais couperi Eastern indigo snake - T Hydric hammOCk’ palustrine, sandhill scrub, Moderate
upland pine forest, mangrove swamp
Gopherus polyphemus Gopher tortoise T - Sar)(jhlll,'scrub, xeric hammock, ruderal, dry High
prairie, pine flatwood
Pltquhls melanoleucus Florida pine snake T i Well-drained sandy soils with a moderate to open Low
mugitus canopy
BIRDS
Ammodramus savannarum Florida grasshopper i E Large, treeless, relatively poorly drained No
floridanus sparrow grasslands with history of frequent fire
Aphelocoma coerulescens Florida scrub-jay i T Relict dune.ecosystems or scrub on well drained No
sandy soils; scrubby oaks
Athene cunicularia floridana | Florida burrowing owl T - Native prairies and cleared areas with short Low
groundcover
Egretta caerulea Little blue heron T - Shallow edges of any surface waters High
Egretta tricolor Tricolored heron T - Shallow edges of any surface waters High
Falco sparverius paulus Egsuttrgtlaastern American T - Sandhill, mesic flatwoods, ruderal, dry prairie Moderate
Grus canadensis pratensis Florida sandhill crane T - Bas_|_n marsh, depression marsh, dry prairies, marl Moderate
prairie, pastures
Haliaeetus leucocephalus Bald eagle i NLL Estuarine, lacustrine, riverine, tidal marsh, tall Moderate
trees or structures for nesting
. . . . Brackish, salt, and freshwater wetlands with
Laterallus jamaicensis Eastern black rail - T . . No
dense low-growing herbaceous vegetation
Mycteria americana Wood stork - T Shallow edges of surface waters High
Pandion haliaetus Osprey i NLL Estuarine, lacustrine, riverine, tidal marsh, tall High
trees or structures for nesting
Picoides borealis Red-cockaded i E Mature pine forests containing living longleaf pine No
woodpecker trees
Polvborus plancus audubonii Audubon’s crested i T Prairies with cabbage palms, wooded areas with High
y P caracara saw palmetto, scrub oaks, pastures 9
Rostrhamus sociabilis . Lowland freshwater marshes and littoral shelves
Snalil kite - E No
plumbeus of lakes
Sternula antillarum Least tern T i Coastal beaches, estuaries, and bays, occasional No
use of rooftops
MAMMALS
Eumops floridanus Florida bonneted bat - Cavities in natural and manmade structures Low
Perimyotis subflavus Tricolored bat - P Cavities in structures, trees, and land formations High
Swamps, tropical hammocks, pine flatwoods,
Puma concolor coryi Florida panther - E cabbage palm forests, sawgrass marshes, Moderate
Brazilian pepper thickets
Trichechus manatus West Indian manatee - T Coastal waters, bays, rivers Moderate
Ursus americanus floridanus | Florida black bear NL2 - Flatwoods, swamps, scrub oak ridges, bayheads Low
INVERTEBRATES
Danaus Plexippus Monarch butterfly - P gm‘;\rigg dOf blooming nectar plants, specifically Moderate

ranking: E - endangered, T — threatened

USFWS Notations:

1The Bald Eagle and Osprey are not listed but are afforded federal protection through the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and the Bald and Golden

Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA).

P = The tricolored bat and monarch butterfly are proposed species for federal listing.

FWC Notations:

2 The Florida black bear is no longer listed as threatened, however is still protected under the FWC Florida Black Bear Management Plan. This species
has a significant vulnerability to habitat modification, environmental alteration, human disturbance, or human exploitation which, in the foreseeable

future may result in becoming a threatened species unless appropriate protective/management techniques are initiated/maintained.

Note:

In accordance with Florida Administrative Code (FAC) Title 68A-27.0012, Procedures for Listing and Removing Species from Florida’s Endangered and
Threatened Species List, federally endangered or threatened species under the Endangered Species Act are listed by the FWC by their federal

designation.
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No evidence of Florida scrub-jays was observed during the course of project surveys. The project footprint
lacks scrub habitat and lacks scrub oaks, and existing natural areas appear to experience fire
suppression, which is not conducive to maintaining suitable scrub-jay habitat. As a result, no species-
specific surveys are deemed necessary. Based on lack of previously documented individuals near the
project footprint and lack of suitable habitat within the project footprint, but some potential for the species
to occur beyond the 500-foot buffer of the project, a determination of “no effect” is appropriate for this
species.

Crested Caracara (Polyborus plancus audubaonii)

The Audubon’s crested caracara is listed as threatened by the USFWS. The project is located within the
CA for the species and is located approximately 0.80-mile outside of a caracara gathering area. Ideal
caracara habitat consists of a mix of wet prairie with cabbage palms, wooded areas with saw palmetto,
cypress, scrub oak (Quercus inopina) ecosystems, and open pasturelands. As caracaras forage on
carrion, they are somewhat adapted to non-natural areas and opportunistically feed on roadkill. Cabbage
palms are the preferred nesting location for the caracara. Cabbage palms occur intermittently adjacent
to the corridor and there is available foraging habitat for the species. It is possible that the proximity to
roadways would provide a reliable food source (carrion) for caracaras. There are several documented
occurrences of this species and nests within and near the project footprint for the full extent of the project
corridor (FNAI report). As a result, the potential for occurrence is high.

During general field surveys two crested caracara were observed on the morning of October 24, 2023.
Additionally, species-specific surveys were conducted from January 4 through April 28, 2023 for this
project and an adjacent SR 70 PD&E Study segment (FPID 449851-1) — see Appendix L and Figure 7.
This survey recorded a total of three nests in the vicinity of the project. USFWS Guidelines provide a
series of recommended restrictions for activities in the primary and secondary zones both during nesting
season and outside nesting season. The USFWS defines the primary zone as 300 meters (985 feet) and
the secondary zone as 1,500 meters (4,920 feet).

Nest A is located east of CR 721 S and was recorded by the adjacent PD&E study project survey. This
nest is located 1,270 feet south of the Preferred Alternative, therefore the Preferred Alternative is outside
of the primary zone but within the secondary zone. The nest will remain in the post-project condition. A
total of 30.71 acres of habitat is located within the secondary zone, east of CR 721 S (within this project
segment). Two nests, Nests B and C, are located within the center portion of the project. Nest B will be
directly impacted by the project and the nest tree will require removal for construction of the roadway
widening. Nest C is located north of SR 70 and east of NW Boney Lane, and is approximately 336 feet
north of the Preferred Alternative. This nest tree will remain in the post-project condition, but the project
footprint overlaps the primary protection buffer and the secondary protection buffer. An estimated 61.35
acres of suitable caracara habitat are located within the primary protection buffer of which, approximately
7.64 acres will be impacted by the project. Additionally, a total of 48.24 acres of habitat is located within
the secondary zone. Table 3-2 provides details of the land uses within the primary protection zone of the
Nest C, and what will remain and be impacted following project construction. Figure 3-2 provides a
zoomed-in view of Nest C in relation to the Preferred Alternative and depicts the suitable habitat that falls
within both the Preferred Alternative and primary protection buffer. Though no impacts are expected for
Nest A, given the direct impacts to Nest B, and direct impacts to suitable habitat within the primary
protection zone of Nest C, a determination of “may affect, likely to adversely affect” is appropriate for this
species. Impacts to the caracara are mitigated through a monetary contribution to the Crested Caracara
Conservation Fund. A contribution of $100,000 is anticipated for the direct impact to Nest B and $45,840
is anticipated for the land use conversion of suitable habitat to transportation use within the primary
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protection zone of Nest C. Mitigation for land conversion within the secondary protection zones is not
proposed. The following commitments will be included for this project:

e FDOT will provide a financial contribution of $145,840 to the Crested Caracara Conservation Fund
for impacts to the primary for the nests adjacent to the project action area.

e The Action Area will be resurveyed prior to construction to confirm the locations of active
Audubon’s crested caracara nests. If the nest locations have moved or additional nests are found,
consultation with the USFWS will be reinitiated.

Table 3-2: Suitable Caracara Habitat Associated with Nest C for Mitigation Determination

Acres in Primary Acres that will
Land Use Land Use Acres in Primary Protection Buffer .
.. . Remain in Post-
Code Description Protection Buffer and Preferred . ..
. Project Condition
Alternative
1180 Rural Residential 1.96 0.47 1.49
2110 |/mproved 51.00 4.32 46.68
Pastures
2120 |Ynimproved 0.03 0.00 0.03
Pastures
2420 Sod Farms 0.07 0.00 0.07
4370 Australian Pine 2.19 0.00 2.19
5100 |Streams and 1.86 1.02 1.84
Waterways
gato | reshwater 1.01 0.00 1.01
Marshes
g410 |Roadsand 3.24 1.83 324
Highways
TOTAL 61.35 7.64 56.55

Note: roads and highways does not include the existing roadway pavement but does include the grassy roadside.
*In the post-project condition, the reconstructed roadway will contain the same or more acreage of grassy
roadside for foraging.

Florida Grasshopper Sparrow (Ammodramus savannarum floridanus)

The Florida grasshopper sparrow is listed as endangered by the USFWS and the project is located within
the CA of the species. The Florida grasshopper sparrow is endemic to the dry prairies of central and
southern Florida. This species has extremely specific habitat requirements and only inhabits large
(greater than 50-hectare), essentially treeless, relatively poorly drained grasslands that have a history of
frequent fire; therefore, there is no potential of occurrence within the project corridor. There are patches
of potential habitats within central Florida, however this species last known strongholds are Three Lakes
Wildlife Management Area and the Kissimmee Prairie Preserve State Park. The closest recorded
observation to the project is approximately 17 miles north and on the outskirts of the Kissimmee Prairie
Preserve State Park. There are two FLUCFCS series that could potentially sustain habitat for this species,
FLUCFCS 2000 (Agriculture) and FLUCFCS 3000 (Rangeland). However, the historic habitat data layer
for this species was reviewed and upon desktop and field verification, areas within the project study area
that are mapped as these series are either maintained or altered and harvested, consisting primarily of
improved pasture and sod farms. No native dry prairie habitat is found within the project footprint or the
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Figure 3-2: Suitable Caracara Habitat Associated with Nest C Map
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study area. Due to the lack of habitat, the FDOT concluded that a species-specific survey was not
necessary and confirmed this finding and approach with the USFWS in April 2024 (Appendix I). Given
the lack of suitable habitat for the species within not only the project footprint but also the project study
area, the project will have “no effect” on the Florida grasshopper sparrow.

Wood Stork (Mycteria americana)

The wood stork is listed as threatened by the USFWS. Wood storks are known to use freshwater
marshes, swamps, lagoons, ponds, flooded fields, depressions in marshes and brackish wetlands, open
pine-cypress wetlands, and manmade wetlands (i.e. ditches, canals, and stormwater retention ponds).
Wood storks are typically colonial nesters and construct their nests in medium to tall trees located within
wetlands or on islands. Wood storks are known to forage within a large area, up to 40 miles, from the
colony. The potential for occurrence of this species within the project corridor is high.

For south Florida, the USFWS has defined the CFA for a wood stork colony as the area within an 18.6-
mile radius from the colony location. The project corridor is located within the CFA of two wood stork
colonies: Gator Farm (approximately 14 miles south) and Lemkin Creek (approximately 5 miles
southeast). As defined by the USFWS, wood stork suitable foraging habitat (SFH) includes wetlands and
surface waters that have areas of water that are relatively calm, uncluttered by dense thickets of aquatic
vegetation, and have permanent or seasonal water depth between two and 15 inches. During the field
visit, wood storks were observed foraging in ditches along the SR 70 project corridor.

The wetlands and other surface waters within the project footprint generally provide SFH. The project
proposes permanent impacts to 30.14 acres of short-hydroperiod other surface water and wetlands, and
8.96 acres of long-hydroperiod wetlands which results in a net loss of 37.98 kilograms total (fish and
crayfish) biomass. Table 3-3 includes the summary of biomass period hydroperiod class. Mitigation for
wetland and surface water impacts would likely exceed what is required to offset impacts to wood stork
SFH. FDOT will provide mitigation for impacts to wood stork Suitable Foraging Habitat within the Service
Area of a Service-approved wetland mitigation bank or wood stork conservation bank. Due to the
availability of a viable mitigation option (discussed in Section 4.4), and use of the USFWS South Florida
Programmatic Concurrence for the wood stork (2010) (Appendix M) the key path is (A>B>C>D) and a
determination of “may affect, not likely to adversely affect” is appropriate for this species.

Table 3-3: Summary of Wetland and Water Impacts by Hydroperiod Length

. Direct Impacts Biomass
Hydroperiod Classes ID (acres) (kilograms)
Oosw-2,3,5,6,7,8,9, 10, 11,
14, 21, 28, 29, 31, 32, 33, 41, 42,
43, 44, 45, 46, 52, 53, 54, 55, 61,
Class 2 (60-120 days) 62, 63, 64, 65, 66, 74, 75, 76, 78, 25.54 20.83
79, 80, 82, 86, 89, 91, 93, 96, 97,
103, 109
WL-32
Class 3 (120-180 days) WL-30 3.08 0.16
Class 3 (120-180 days) WL-36 1.52 1.69
Class 4 (180-240 days) WL-4, 9, 24, 33, 37, 50 5.17 5.89
Class 5 (240-300 days) WL-1, 10, 16, 48, 62, 67 3.59 8.85
Class 6 (300-330 days) WL-12, 42, 43 0.20 0.57
Total 39.10 37.98
40
S.R. 70 PD&E Study Natural Resources Evaluation Report

From C.R. 721 S to C.R. 599/128th Avenue FPID 450334-1-22-01



Snail Kite (Rostrhamus sociabilis plumbeus)

The snail kite is designated by the USFWS as endangered. The project is located within the CA for the
species. This species requires habitat consisting of freshwater marshes and shallow vegetated marshes
or lake edges where apple snails (Pomacea paludosa) are found. While the majority of the corridor has
been converted to agricultural land uses, which has resulted in the removal of native vegetation and the
lowering of the ground water table, some small freshwater marsh wetlands remain, primarily as wetland
pockets within pastureland. The closest documented snail kite nest is approximately 8 miles southeast
of the project, located in the northern part of Lake Okeechobee. No individuals were observed during
field reviews.

This species has no potential to occur within the project corridor. A site review was conducted on April
27, 2023 to inspect potential snail kite habitat within the project area. However, based on this survey,
suitable foraging and nesting habitat was not observed. Based on the lack of suitable foraging and nesting
habitat, a snail kite species-specific survey was not deemed warranted and FDOT requested review and
approval by the USFWS in May 2023. USFWS agreed that suitable nesting habitat is lacking from the
project study area and that no further survey is warranted (Appendix 1). Therefore, the appropriate
determination of effect is “no effect” the species.

Red-Cockaded Woodpecker (Picoides borealis)

The red-cockaded woodpecker is federally listed as endangered by the USFWS. While portions of
Highlands County are located within the CA for the species, the project study area is outside of the CA.
This species is extremely habitat specific; optimal habitat consists of forests of mature live longleaf pine
(Pinus palustris) and/or loblolly pine (Pinus taeda). Therefore this species has no potential of occurrence
within the project corridor. Red-cockaded woodpeckers are primary excavators of these trees; their
behavioral adaptations require them to excavate cavities in the live wood. The nearest documented
species observation is approximately 16 miles west of the project and no observations were made during
field reviews. As suitable old-growth forest is absent from the project area and limited in the nearby
surroundings, the project will have “no effect” on the species.

Eastern Black Rail (Laterallus jamaicensis)

The Eastern black ralil is federally listed as threatened by the USFWS. The project is within the current
range for the species. This marsh bird is wetland dependent. While it can be found in salt, brackish, and
freshwater marshes that are tidally or non-tidally influenced, it has a very specific niche habitat. It requires
dense herbaceous vegetation to provide shelter and cover and areas for protected nest sites; it is not
found in areas with woody vegetation. There is no potential of occurrence within the project corridor.
Occupied habitat tends to be primarily composed of fine-stemmed emergent plants (rushes, grasses, and
sedges) with high stem densities and dense canopy cover. The species also requires moist to saturated
soils and gentle slopes that allow for shallow inundation for nesting areas but also elevated refugia with
dense cover to survive high water events. Although there are herbaceous wetlands within and near the
project, these have generally short hydroperiods and have been field-verified to not provide constant
inundation, particularly during the nesting season of the species in South Florida which is from February
through May. The hydrology of wetlands in the project study area appears to be impacted by land use
practices, for example, ditching to drain pastures, and ditching and canal management to maintain sod
farms and row crops. Also, due to mowing and cattle use, continuous, dense vegetation that the species
requires is lacking in the project study area wetlands. Suitable nesting and foraging habitat is therefore
absent within the project footprint, and a species-specific survey is not warranted. There are no records
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of this species within one mile of the project limits and no individuals were observed during field reviews.
Additionally, the project will provide suitable mitigation for all wetland impacts. Therefore, the appropriate
determination of effect for the Eastern black rail is “no effect”.

3.2.1.3 MAMMALS

Florida Bonneted Bat (Eumops floridanus)

The Florida bonneted bat is listed as endangered by the USFWS. The species inhabits forests, wetlands,
open water areas, and both natural and manmade structures in southern Florida. The project is within
the CA for the species; however, not within the designated Critical Habitat for this species (Figure 7).
During field reviews, potential Florida bonneted bat roosts were observed, consisting of numerous large
trees and snags with suitably sized cavities. Upon inspection of the bridges over canal C41A and the
Kissimmee River, no evidence of bat roosting was noted. Additionally, an emergence survey was
completed on October 23, 2023 and May 2, 2024, and no bats were observed in the C-41A Canal or the
Kissimmee River bridges. The potential for occurrence is low for this species within the project corridor.

Given that the project footprint contains potential roosting habitat and greater than five acres of potential
habitat will be affected, the Consultation Key for the Florida bonneted bat (2019) (Appendix N) indicates
that the project (step la>2a>3b> Conduct acoustic survey, then go to 6) requires a species-specific
survey before the USFWS can consult on this species. The FDOT coordinated with USFWS with
submittal of the proposed survey methodology which was approved on April 18, 2024. An acoustic survey
for this species was conducted from May 2, 2024 to May 15, 2024 and the summary memorandum is
provided in Appendix O. No evidence of the Florida bonneted bat was documented. Therefore, as per
the 2019 key, because Florida bonneted bat activity was not detected (step 6b), a determination of “no
effect” was reached.

Tricolored Bat (Perimyotis subflavus)

The tricolored bat was proposed for federal listing by the USFWS as endangered on September 13, 2022
but is currently not a federally listed species. There is no CA for this species at this time. In its southern
range, which includes Florida, this species roosts in tree foliage, palm fronds, Spanish moss, and man-
made structures during the summer. There is potential roosting habitat within and adjacent to the study
area. During field surveys, visual inspection of potential roosting trees, cavities, and existing bridges was
conducted to identify potential bat roosting sites within the project area; however, no evidence (guano,
staining, smell or aural sounds) of roosting bat habitat was observed within or adjacent to the study area.
Field surveys also included evening emergence surveys on October 22, 2023 and May 2, 2024 with a
biologist stationed at each bridge location (Kissimmee River and C-41A).

While the IPaC report did not list the tricolored bat as potentially occurring within the project area, the
acoustic survey conducted for the Florida bonneted bat auto-detected 675 calls of the tricolored bat;
therefore, this species has a high potential for occurrence within the project corridor. Since these calls
were not manually verified, additional data analysis would be required to confirm that they were tricolored
bat recordings but given the high number of recorded calls it is presumed that the species does exist in
the project study area. The project may result in impacts to the tricolored bat in the form of vegetation
removal during construction. As this species is currently proposed for listing, consultation is not required
at this time. If the listing status of the tricolored bat is elevated by USFWS to threatened or endangered
prior to the completion of construction, FDOT commits to re-initiating consultation with the USFWS to
determine the appropriate avoidance and minimization measures.
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West Indian Manatee (Trichechus manatus)

The West Indian manatee is a federally listed threatened species. The project is not within the CA of this
species. The nearest documented species observation is located approximately 18 miles south of the
project area. The nearest documented mortality occurred in 2020 one mile south of the project within the
Kissimmee River. Manatees may inhabit marine and freshwater habitats and seek warm-water sites
during the winter season. The potential for occurrence within the project corridor is moderate. The C-41A
Canal does not allow manatee movement due to lock structure S84 at the Kissimmee River connection.
According to the Central and Southern Florida Project Manatee Accessibility Map, the Kissimmee River
from Lake Okeechobee to Lake Kissimmee is accessible to manatees (including the lock structures). The
Kissimmee River is the only waterway within the project limits that is accessible to the manatee; however,
there have been no documented observations of manatees north of lock structure S65E (SW 128t
Avenue) up to Lake Kissimmee. Therefore, manatees are not expected to traverse the project area due
to limited documented observations, and none were observed during field visits. The USFWS and FWC
Standard Manatee Construction Conditions for In-Water Work will be utilized during construction
(Appendix P). The USFWS Effect Determination Key for the Manatee in Florida (2019) (step
A>B>C>G>N>0>P) (Appendix Q) indicates a determination of “may affect, not likely to adversely affect”
for this species.

Florida Panther (Puma concolor coryi)

The Florida panther is a federally endangered species found primarily in South Florida. This species has
a moderate potential for occurrence within the project corridor. The project is not located within the
Panther Focus Area, but is within the Thatcher Dispersal Pathway. This area is based on model locations
that show some areas where panthers have historically moved to access habitats further north of the
Focus Area. Therefore, the Thatcher Dispersal Pathway and the project are located outside the panther
Focus Area and the closest FWC telemetry data is recorded 10 miles southwest of the project area. The
nearest Florida panther vehicle-caused mortality to this project occurred in 2024 and was documented
approximately four miles west of CR 721 S on SR 70. There are no documented panther vehicle hot
spots as per the Southwest Florida Roads Hot Spots data within the project limits. The project does not
propose impacts to the Focus Area of this species. Additionally, there have been no recorded
observations of the Florida panther within two miles of the project corridor or within the last two years,
and no evidence of panthers was observed during field surveys.

As per the FDOT Florida Panther Conservation Plan, this project is considered a “Group 4” project, which
is a project that is not covered by the FDOT Programmatic Approach for Minor Transportation Activities
and is outside of the panther Focus Area. As a result, no habitat impact offsets through the purchase of
panther habitat units (PHU) are anticipated. While not required, there is an opportunity for FDOT to
provide conservation measures that reduce wildlife vehicle collisions (current or future anticipated) or that
support range expansion. Portions of the project, particularly the areas of the C-41A Canal bridge and
Kissimmee River bridge, are included as Priority 1- Critical Linkages- of the Ecological Greenways
Network. These same areas are included in the Florida Wildlife Corridor, Priority 1 Region. Additionally,
a Florida Panther Least Cost Path, named the Fisheating Creek WMA to Dupuis/Corbett WMA, is
identified crossing SR 70 at the Kissimmee River, which indicates a computer-modeled potential travel
pathway for the species. Surrounding this least cost path is a Primary Corridor as identified by the Florida
Panther Corridors. Wildlife crossings and features are discussed in Section 3.3.
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FDOT in partnership with FWS and FWC, drafted the FDOT Conservation Plan in May 2024 which
includes the Florida Panther Project-Level Section 7 Form as Appendix B within the Conservation Plan
(Appendix R in this NRE). Based on the 2024 Conservation Plan, the project “may affect, not likely to
adversely affect” this species. Additionally, beneficial effects will be achieved from implementing
proactive conservation measures consisting of the inclusion of wildlife shelves at the two project bridge
locations. The estimated habitat mitigation value of the enhancement areas, assuming wildlife shelves
on each side of the C-41A Canal and Kissimmee River bridges with no fencing (to serve as a conservative
estimate which will be refined in the design phase), is 46.6 PHUs. Appendix R provides the PHU
calculation.

3.2.1.4 INVERTEBRATES

Monarch Butterfly (Danaus plexippus)

The monarch butterfly was proposed for listing under the ESA by the USFWS on December 12, 2024.
Within North America, the monarch butterfly is a highly migratory species which typically winters in
Mexico. This species requires a diversity of blooming nectar resources, but of particular importance is
milkweed (Asclepias spp.). Milkweed is a microhabitat requirement for this species to both deposit eggs
and as a larval nutrition source. Milkweed was not observed during field reviews, but it is reasonable to
assume that it can sporadically exist along the roadside and open land uses when maintenance activities
such as mowing are infrequent. A moderate potential of occurrence within the project corridor is
anticipated. As this species is currently proposed for listing, consultation is not required at this time. If the
listing status of the monarch butterfly is elevated by USFWS to threatened or endangered and the
Preferred Alternative is located within the CA, FDOT commiits to re-initiating consultation with the USFWS
during the design and permitting phase of the project to determine the appropriate survey methodology
and to address USFWS regulations regarding the protection of the monarch butterfly.

3.2.2 STATE-LISTED WILDLIFE SPECIES
3.2.2.1 REPTILES

Gopher Tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus)

The gopher tortoise is listed by the FWC as threatened. Gopher tortoise burrows provide habitat for many
commensal species. ldeal habitats include xeric areas with sandy soils, open canopy and low
groundcover. During the field surveys, 16 burrows were observed on October 23 and 24, 2023 (Figure
7); therefore, this species has a high potential for occurrence within the project study area. A
comprehensive, 100 percent gopher tortoise burrow survey will be required prior to construction. Based
on current FWC regulations, any gopher tortoise located within 25 feet of the project construction area
must be relocated to an FWC-approved recipient site or temporarily relocated onsite. Surveys for gopher
tortoise burrows, as well as commensal species, will be conducted during the design phase and permits
to relocate tortoises and commensals as appropriate will be obtained from the FWC. Because a 100
percent survey with relocation, if needed, will be conducted prior to construction, the project will have no
adverse effect anticipated on the gopher tortoise.

Florida Pine Snake (Pituophis melanoleucus mugitus)

The Florida pine snake is a state designated threatened species that inhabits areas featuring well-drained

sandy soils with a moderate to open canopy cover of primarily pine trees (Pinus spp.) and scrub oaks

(Quercus spp.). No individuals were observed during field reviews and there is minimal habitat along the

project corridor that could provide habitat for this species, therefore the potential for occurrence is low.
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Since impacts to such habitat are expected to be minimal, the project will have no adverse effect
anticipated on the Florida pine snake.

3.2.2.2 BIRDS

Florida Sandhill Crane (Grus canadensis pratensis)

The Florida sandhill crane is listed as threatened by the FWC. These birds nest on mats of vegetation
approximately two feet in diameter and in shallow freshwater marshes, prairies, and pastures. Foraging
habitat can include any type of open land, wet or dry. Suitable nesting and foraging habitat exist in the
project study area. This species has a moderate potential for occurrence within the project corridor. No
Florida sandhill crane individuals or nests were observed during general species field surveys, however
individuals were observed during the species-specific caracara surveys conducted January through April
2023. Surveys for Florida sandhill crane nest sites will be conducted during the design phase. If it is
determined nest areas are found and could be impacted by the project, FDOT will coordinate with FWC
to determine appropriate avoidance and minimization measures to apply during construction. With the
implementation of these measures, the project will have_no adverse effect anticipated on the Florida
sandhill crane.

Florida Burrowing Owl (Athene cunicularia floridana)

The Florida burrowing owl is designated by the FWC as threatened. The range of the burrowing owl is
throughout peninsular Florida in patches and localized areas. The species inhabits open prairies in
Florida that have very little understory vegetation and good visibility. These areas include golf courses,
airports, pastures, agriculture fields, and vacant lots. The closest recorded nest according to FWC data
is located 2.5 miles north of SR 70 along Larson Dairy Road. The species utilizes existing subterranean
burrows created by other species (including gopher tortoises, opossums, and armadillos). Dry prairies
and dry pastureland are present throughout the project study area but no burrows were observed during
field reviews; therefore, the species has a low potential for occurrence. Surveys for the Florida burrowing
owl will be conducted during the design phase. If it is determined individuals or nest areas are found and
could be impacted by the project, FDOT will coordinate with FWC to determine appropriate avoidance
and minimization measures to apply during construction. If burrowing owls are found, coordination with
the FWC will establish avoidance, minimization, and permitting options. As a result of these measures,
the project will have no adverse effect anticipated on the Florida burrowing owl.

Southeastern American Kestrel (Falco sparverius paulus)

The Southeastern American kestrel is listed by the FWC as threatened. The species inhabits sandhills,
flatwoods, and open pastures with scattered pine. The species is commonly observed perched on power
lines in rural to suburban areas. A moderate potential for occurrence within the project corridor is
anticipated for this species. Nesting habitat includes cavities in snags (dead trees). Suitable habitat for
the species, including occasional snags, occur along the project corridor. The Southeastern American
kestrel subspecies is very difficult to differentiate from the American kestrel (Falco sparverius). As a
result, positive confirmation of Southeastern American kestrels is generally limited to the subspecies’
nesting season, which is May through August. During the field reviews conducted in August 2023, no
Southeastern American kestrels were observed. Surveys for the Southeastern American kestrel will be
conducted during the nesting season (May through August) in the design phase. If it is determined nest
areas are found and could be impacted by the project, FDOT will coordinate with FWC to determine
appropriate avoidance and minimization measures to apply during construction. Based on this measure
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and since no kestrels are known to nest within the project footprint, the project is anticipated to have no
adverse effect anticipated on the Southeastern American kestrel.

Wading Birds

Wading birds such as the little blue heron (Egretta caerulea) and tricolored heron (Egretta tricolor), are
state listed threatened and are afforded some levels of federal protection by the Migratory Bird Treaty
Act (MBTA) (16 U.S.C. 703-712). The reddish egret (Egretta rufescens) and roseate spoonbill (Platalea
ajaja) are also known as part of the commonly listed wading birds; however, they are not known to occur
in Highlands or Okeechobee counties. The closest wading bird rookery is approximately 0.87-mile
southeast as recorded in 1999. These species utilize shallow herbaceous or shrub-dominated wetlands
for both nesting and foraging habitat and have a high potential for occurrence within the project corridor.
The project proposes to impact wetlands and surface waters which provide foraging habitat for wading
birds. All wetland impacts will be mitigated to prevent a net loss of wetland functions and values. This
wetland mitigation will offset impacts to wading bird foraging and nesting habitat. Based on the proposed
mitigation, it is anticipated that the project will have no adverse effect anticipated on the little blue and
tricolored herons.

Least Tern (Sternula antillarum)

The least tern is a listed as threatened by FWC. This shorebird species, which is known to occur along
coastal Florida, occasionally inhabits inland sandy areas including a majority of Highlands County and a
portion of Okeechobee County. The species is known to breed on sandy or gravelly beaches and banks.
It is also known to utilize the roofs of buildings, especially ones with gravel, as nesting locations. During
various field visits for listed species, the least tern was not observed and has no potential for occurrence
within the project corridor. The project footprint does not provide appropriate habitat given lack of open,
sandy areas and lack of gravel-roof buildings, and no individuals were historically documented nearby;
therefore, the project will have no effect anticipated on this shorebird species.

3.2.2.3 PROTECTED NON-LISTED WILDLIFE SPECIES

Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus)

This species receives federal protection under the MBTA and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act
(BGEPA). Protection buffers of eagle nests include a 330-foot buffer, in which construction activity cannot
occur during the eagle nesting season (October 1 — May 15), and a 660-foot buffer, in which construction
during the nesting season can only occur if monitored by a biologist and confirmed that no nest
disturbance results. A desktop review using FWC data and Audubon EagleWatch 2023 nesting data
indicates that no documented nests are within the project area. The closest documented nest is HI015,
occurring north of SR 70 and east of NW Boney Lane (0.24-mile north of the corridor) (Figure 7). This
nest, which is unmonitored and lacks current occupancy data, was not observed from the vantage point
of Boney Lane during field reviews. A local resident informed project ecologists on May 2, 2024 that the
nest was no longer active. Also on May 2, 2024, an eagle nest was observed near Broadwing Lane,
approximately 0.3 miles north of the project, which could be the new location of this nest (Figure 7). No
activity was observed during this field survey. Other bald eagle nests in the general area exist but are all
significantly further than 660 feet away from the project footprint. Therefore, the potential of occurrence
for this species within the project corridor is moderate.
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A surveys to update locations of active bald eagle nest sites will be conducted during the design phase,
and permits will be acquired if there will be unavoidable impacts during construction. Coordination with
USFWS and FWC will take place as necessary. Therefore, the project will have no anticipated impact on
the bald eagle.

Osprey (Pandion haliaetus)

The osprey receives federal protection under the MBTA and has the potential to occur within the project
area. Ospreys predate fish in open fresh and saltwater wetlands. Several ospreys and osprey nests were
observed during field surveys within the project footprint (Figure 7). The potential of occurrence for this
species within the project corridor is high. A survey to update locations of active osprey nest sites will be
conducted during the design phase, and permits will be acquired if there will be unavoidable impacts
during construction. Coordination with USFWS and FWC will take place as necessary. Therefore, the
project will have no anticipated impact on the osprey.

Florida Black Bear (Ursus americanus floridanus)

The Florida black bear is no longer listed as a threatened species by the FWC. While it was removed
from the state list of protected species in August 2012, it is still protected through the Florida
Administrative Code 68A-4.009 Florida Black Bear Conservation. The project area is located
approximately two miles northeast of the secondary range of the Glades/Highlands population. Bears are
considered rare within this area of the South Bear Management Unit; therefore, the potential for
occurrence is low. There are no nuisance reports documented within one mile of the project area. The
nearest bear nuisance event was reported 2.67 miles northwest of the project area in 2000. No bear
mortalities have been documented within one mile of the project. Although suitable habitat occurs in
pockets surrounding the project area, this project is not anticipated to result in an increase in the chance
for road-associated mortalities given the lack of documented bear activity in the area. Therefore, the
project will have no anticipated impact on the Florida black bear. However, beneficial effects from
implementing proactive conservation measures could result. Wildlife features are discussed in Section
3.3.

3.2.3 PLANTS

In accordance with the ESA of 1973 (as amended), Chapter 5B-40.0055 F.A.C., and Chapter 581.185,
F.S., the project was evaluated for the presence of listed plants within the project area. The project is not
within the CA for the Lake Wales Ridge plant group or any other federally-listed plant CA. Table 3-4 lists
the federal and state-protected plant species that could potentially occur near the project area based on
potential availability of suitable habitat and known ranges. A total of 15 protected plant species could
occur, consisting of one federally listed and 14 state listed by the FDACS. The preferred habitats of these
plant species are shown in Table 3-4.

The dominant vegetation along the corridor is bahia grass which is regularly mowed and maintained.
Additionally, the majority of the stormwater pond sites are on agricultural properties, with varying degrees
of routine maintenance and disturbance; native communities no longer remain. However, with fragments
of remaining native habitats, it is possible for any of these plants to be found along the corridor, although
no individuals were observed during field reviews.
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Table 3-4: Potentially Occurring Listed Plant Species

DFi\?iI:ico:i ;f Probability of
Species Common Name Plant USFWS Habitat Presence or
Industry* Occurrence
Calamlntha Ashe’s savory T ) Sandhills, sandy disturbed No
ashei areas
Nolina Florida T - Wet flatwoods No
atopocarpa Beargrass
Nolina Britton's E E Scrub, sandhill, scrubby No
brittoniana beargrass flatwoods, xeric hammocks
Calqpogon Many-flgwered T - Dry to moist flatwoods No
multiflorus grass-pink
Centrosema Sand butterfly E ) Sandhill, scrubby flatwoods, dry No
arenicola pea upland woods
Coelorachis Piedmont Depresspnal marshes, margins
- T - of sandhill upland lakes, Low
tuberculosa jointgrass
ephemeral ponds
Lechea cernua N.Oddmg T - Scrub and scrubby flatwoods No
pinweed
Colegtaenla Cutthroatgrass E ) Wet flatwoods, prairies, Low
abscissa seepage areas
Linum "carterl Small's flax E i P|r'1e rockla'mds, pine flatwoods, No
var. smallii adjacent disturbed areas
. Marshes, prairies, cabbage
Nemastylis I
. Celestial lily E - palm hammock edge, wet Low
floridana
flatwoods
Seepage slopes, open wet
Platanthera Yellow fringeless E i prairies and wetland flatwoods, Low
integra orchid wet pine barren, peaty
depressions
Pteroglossaspis | ot orchid T ~ | sandhill, pine flatwoods, scrub | No
ecristata
Lilium catesbaei |Pine lily T - Mesic ﬂ_a_twoods, dry prairies, Low
wet prairie
Tillandsia Cardinal wild- Hammocks, flatwoods, .
) . E - swamps, the periphery of basin |Low
fasciculata pine
marshes and sloughs
Tlllland3|a Giant wild-pine E ) Pinelands, cypress swamps, Low
utriculata dry and mesic hammocks
*T= Threatened, E=Endangered
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3.2.3.1 FEDERALLY PROTECTED PLANTS

Britton's Beargrass (Nolina brittoniana)

Britton’s beargrass is listed as endangered by USFWS and endemic to central peninsular Florida. This
species range (as reported by USFWS) is located near the project area in the western portions of
Highlands County, inhabiting scrub, sandhill, scrubby flatwoods, and xeric hammock habitats. It also
requires prescribed burns to stimulate flowering and eliminate competition; therefore, there is no potential
for occurrence. These xeric habitats are not present in the project study area and this type of land
management is not known to occur within the project study area. Additionally, during field reviews, this
species was not observed and according to the FNAI report, there are no documented observations of
this species within one mile. Therefore, a determination of no effect is appropriate for this species.

3.2.3.2 STATE- PROTECTED PLANTS

Small's flax (Linum carteri var. smallii)

This species is listed as endangered and inhabits pine rocklands, pine flatwoods, and adjacent disturbed
areas. No documented records of the species occur within one mile of the project and no individuals were
observed during project field surveys. Additionally, there is no suitable habitat within the project study
area and there is no potential for occurrence of this species. Therefore, there is no effect anticipated on
the small’s flax.

Florida Beargrass (Nolina atopocarpa)

This species is listed as threatened. It inhabits grassy areas of mesic and wet flatwoods and has the
potential to occur in Highlands County. It appears similar to a grass and grows as a rosette that forms
bulblike bases. During field reviews, this species was not observed and according to the FNAI report,
there are no documented observations of this species within one mile. This species has no potential for
occurrence within the project corridor. Additionally, there is no suitable habitat within the project.
Therefore, there is no effect anticipated on the Florida beargrass.

Many-flowered grass-pink (Calopogon multiflorus)

This species is listed as threatened and inhabits dry to moist flatwoods. These orchids depend on fire to
flower. No documented records of the species occur within one mile of the project and no individuals
were observed during project field surveys. Additionally, there is no suitable habitat present within the
project and no potential for occurrence of this species. Therefore, there is no effect anticipated on the
many-flowered grass-pink.

Piedmont jointgrass (Coelorachis tuberculosa)

This species is listed as threatened and inhabits depressional marshes, margins of sandhill upland lakes,
and ephemeral ponds. No documented records of the species occur within one mile of the project and
no individuals were observed during project field surveys. This species has a low potential for occurrence
within the project corridor. Additionally, there is some suitable habitat within the project. Therefore, there
is no adverse effect anticipated on the piedmont jointgrass.

Cutthroatgrass (Coleataenia abscissa)

This species is listed as endangered and inhabits wet flatwoods, prairies, and seepage areas. No

documented records of the species occur within one mile of the project and no individuals were observed

during project field surveys. This species has a low potential for occurrence within the project corridor.
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Additionally, there is some suitable habitat within the project. Therefore, there is no adverse effect
anticipated on the cutthroatgrass.

Celestial lily (Nemastylis floridana)

This species is listed as endangered and inhabits marshes, prairies, cabbage palm hammock edge, wet
and flatwoods. No documented records of the species occur within one mile of the project and no
individuals were observed during project field surveys. This species has a low potential for occurrence
within the project corridor. Additionally, there is some suitable habitat within the project. Therefore, there
is no adverse effect anticipated on the celestial lily.

Yellow fringeless orchid (Platanthera integra)

This species is listed as endangered and inhabits seepage slopes, open wet prairies and wetland
flatwoods, wet pine barren, and peaty depressions. No documented records of the species occur within
one mile of the project and no individuals were observed during project field surveys. This species has a
low potential for occurrence within the project corridor. Additionally, there is some suitable habitat within
the project. Therefore, there is no adverse effect anticipated on the yellow fringeless orchid.

Pine lily (Lilium catesbaei)

This species is listed as threatened and inhabits mesic flatwoods, dry prairies, and wet prairies. No
documented records of the species occur within one mile of the project and no individuals were observed
during project field surveys. Additionally, there is some suitable habitat within the project and low potential
for occurrence of this species. Therefore, there is no adverse effect anticipated on the pine lily.

Cardinal wild-pine (Tillandsia fasciculata)

This species is listed as endangered and inhabits hammocks, flatwoods, swamps, the periphery of basin
marshes and sloughs. No documented records of the species occur within one mile of the project and no
individuals were observed during project field surveys. This species has a low potential for occurrence
within the project corridor. Additionally, there is some suitable habitat within the project. Therefore, there
is no adverse effect anticipated on the cardinal wild-pine.

Giant wild-pine (Tillandsia utriculata)
This species is listed as threatened and inhabits pinelands, cypress swamps, dry and mesic hammaocks.
No documented records of the species occur within one mile of the project and no individuals were
observed during project field surveys. This species has a low potential for occurrence within the project
corridor. Additionally, there is some suitable habitat within the project. Therefore, there is no adverse
effect anticipated on the giant wild-pine.

Scrub-habitat plants

The Ashe’s savory (Calamintha ashei), sand butterfly pea (Centrosema arenicola), nodding pinweed
(Lechea cernua), and giant orchid (Pteroglossaspis ecristata) were originally considered and evaluated
for potential occurrence within the project area based on FNAI data. Habitat for these species includes
sandhills, sandy disturbed areas, scrubby flatwoods, xeric hammaocks, scrub, and sand pine scrub. These
are generally plants endemic to the Lake Wales Ridge, and the project is not within the Lake Wales Ridge
plant group CA. Additionally, following the field-verification of habitats and land use along the project
corridor, these habitat types were not identified and no documented records of the species occur within
one mile of the project. There is no potential for these species to occur in the project corridor. Therefore,
there is no effect anticipated on these species.
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3.2.3.3 NON-LISTED RARE PLANTS

As per the April 2021 FDOT Native Florida Plant Coordination Guidance, peninsular Florida non-listed
plants of interest or concern were reviewed for the project. According to the Everglades Headwater
National Wildlife Refuge Land and Conservation Area Protection Plan and the South Florida Water
Management District General Management Plan, non-listed rare plants have not been documented within
the project study area. There have been no other documented non-listed rare plants identified by
stakeholders within the project study area. During previous project field reviews, non-listed rare species
were not identified; surveys were conducted in locations of the project with the highest quality habitat,
least land use impacts, and during flowering seasons. Should non-listed rare plants be identified in later
project phases, FDOT will report them to the FDACS. The FDACS may choose to forward the
documentation to the Endangered Plant Advisory Council or similar organizations for plant preservation.

3.3 WILDLIFE FEATURES

A wildlife crossing is a road-related structure that provides wildlife an option to cross under roadways.
These crossings have the potential to reduce motor vehicle collisions with wildlife, consequently reducing
the likelihood of injuries and mortalities to humans and wildlife as well as reducing the potential for
damage to motor vehicles. A wildlife feature may include, but is not limited to new or modified structures,
such as bridges, bridges with shelves, specially designed culverts, enlarged culverts or drainage culverts
and/or exclusionary devices such as fencing, walls or other barriers, or some combination of these
features. Comments in the programming screen review as part of the ETDM process suggested
consideration of wildlife crossings or features or other means to reduce motor vehicle mortalities.

There are no documented vehicular-related mortalities of Florida panther or black bear within the project
limits. Similarly, there are no nuisance bear reports or panther telemetry data along the study corridor.
The project is within the Thatcher Dispersal Zone for the Florida panther, which is outside of the Florida
panther Focus Area. However, this area is noted to have historical panther movement accessing more
northern areas of the state. The regions of the C-41A Canal and Kissimmee River bridges are within the
Florida Wildlife Corridor and a Priority 1 area of the Ecological Greenways Network. Additionally, a
Florida panther least cost pathway crosses SR 70 at the Kissimmee River and this pathway is buffered
by a primary corridor of the Florida Panther Corridors. The project lies just outside of the Florida black
bear secondary range of the Glades/Highlands population. Based on available data, panthers and bears
are not known to commonly traverse this portion of SR 70. However, the locations of the C-41A Canal
and Kissimmee River bridges are noted as small animal-vehicle collision road hotspots on roadways in
wetland habitats presented at a coarse scale.

Existing conservation lands along the project corridor include the Kissimmee River Public Use Area,
which is south of SR 70 and immediately west of the Kissimmee River. Potential conservation lands
include a segment of property north of SR 70 between Kissimmee River Estates and the Kissimmee
River Fishing Resort. Therefore, there is currently no location along the corridor where conservation
lands are present on both sides.

In following the FDOT Wildlife Crossing Guidelines, a wildlife crossing is not warranted for the project
because there does not appear to be a documented or science-based need for a crossing. There is
insufficient documentation of large animals (i.e. panthers and bears) that would benefit from the crossing
and the project is located outside of major habitat zones (i.e. Florida panther Focus Area) of these
species. Additionally, conservation lands are not present on both sides of the corridor to make a crossing
effective. However, the data does suggest that a benefit could be realized from construction of a wildlife
feature. Specifically, wildlife shelves at the C-41A Canal and Kissimmee River bridges will enhance
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passage for small animals and could also be used by panthers and bears due to the existing vertical
clearance of these bridges. Currently, these bridges have rubble rip-rap on both sides of the water
features which make passage under the bridges difficult. Wildlife shelves, with a minimum width of three
feet consisting of a flattened area with poured concrete or gunite within the rubble rip rap, will be
constructed and the elevation of the shelves set above the seasonal high water elevation. FDOT
commits to design and construction of wildlife shelves at Slough Ditch (C-41A) Canal and Kissimmee
River bridges per current wildlife crossing guidelines. The design details of the wildlife shelves, including
evaluation of fencing/funneling and landscape features, will be further evaluated during the design
phase.
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4.0 WETLAND EVALUATION

In accordance with EO 11990 Protection of Wetlands, U.S. DOT Order 5660.1A, FHWA Technical
Advisory T6640.8A, and the Wetlands and Other Surface Waters chapter of the FDOT PD&E Manual,
the FDOT has undertaken all action 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. The FDOT has determined that there is no practicable alternative to construction
occurring in wetlands. Unavoidable wetland impacts are necessary to meet transportation safety
standards. However, wetland impacts have been minimized to the extent possible; potential wetland
impacts were included in the evaluation matrix prepared to compare alternatives and identify the
Preferred Alternative. Any unavoidable impacts to wetlands will be mitigated to achieve no net loss of
wetland function.

State water quality standards will be met during construction in accordance with the most current edition
of the FDOT’s Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction, “Prevention, Control, and
Abatement of Erosion and Water Pollution,” and through the use of best management practices (BMPs).
Additionally, a new stormwater management system, which will be constructed as part of the project, will
meet state water quality criteria and minimize water quality impacts from stormwater discharges of the
roadway, thus protecting adjacent and downstream wetlands.

Agency comments/statements from the ETDM programming screen regarding wetlands and water
resources include the following items: the project overlaps the Lake Okeechobee watershed, which is
near the Northern Everglades and Estuary Protection Program (NEEP) and the Lake Okeechobee
Aquifer Storage and Recovery Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP); the project is within
the Biscayne Bay Streamflow and Recharge Source Zones for the Biscayne Bay Sole Source Aquifer;
mitigation is anticipated to offset impacts to wetlands, waters, species, and their respective habitats; the
project should reduce/minimize impacts to water quality by retro-fitting stormwater conveyance systems;
the project should implement Best Management Practices (BMPs); the project should meeting criteria in
the Environmental Resource Permit (ERP) Applicant's Handbook Volume | and IlI; and a debris
containment plan will be required for demolition of existing bridges and construction of new bridges.

4.1 METHODOLOGY

Literature reviews, desktop reviews and field reviews were conducted to identify wetlands, surface waters
and other surface waters occurring within the project area. The following sources were reviewed during
this process:

o U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) NWI Maps;

e Land use and land cover maps (SFWMD 2021-2023);

o FDOT's Efficient Transportation Decision Making (ETDM) Summary Report (June 1st, 2023);
o USDA, NRCS, Soil Survey of Highlands County, Florida, 19894;

e USDA, NRCS, Soil Survey of Okeechobee County, Florida, 1971 and 2003;

o Updated NRCS Soils Survey of Highlands County, Florida (2021);

e Updated NRCS Soil Survey of Okeechobee County, Florida (2021);

e FDOT APLUS Highlands County recent aerial imagery (2023); and

o FDOT APLUS Okeechobee County recent aerial imagery (2021).
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Subsequent to the review of all available materials, a field assessment was conducted on April 27, 2023
and August 15-16, 2023 to identify the presence of wetland vegetation, evidence of hydrology, and hydric
soil indicators. During field reviews of the project study area, environmental scientists aerially-delineated
the approximate boundaries of existing wetland, surface water, and other surface water communities.
Each system within the project study area was classified using FLUCFCS (FDOT 1999) and the USFWS
Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the United States (Cowardin, et al. 1979).
Approximate boundaries were identified in accordance with the Florida statewide unified wetland
delineation methodology as adopted by the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) and
the Water Management Districts per Chapter 62-340 of the Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.) and
described in The Florida Wetlands Delineation Manual, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 1987
Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual (Y-87-1) and the 2010 Regional Supplement to the
Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Atlantic and Gulf Coast Plain Region (Version 2.0)
(ERDC/EL TR-10-20). Formal wetland boundaries were not determined as part of the study and will be
completed during the design and permitting phase of the project. In addition, project biologists evaluated
wetland, surface water and other surface water systems using the Uniform Mitigation Assessment
Method (UMAM) to estimate wetland mitigation needs. Like the approximate wetland boundaries, these
mitigation assessment estimates will be finalized during the design and permitting process. The results
presented in this report are a compilation of information collected from field assessments performed by
project biologists and from the data sources described above.

4.1.1 WETLAND AND SURFACE WATER IMPACTS

4.1.1.1 DIRECT IMPACTS

Table 4-1 shows the expected direct impacts to wetlands, surface waters, and other surface waters
associated with the construction of roadway, embankment, and construction of stormwater management
facilities. Appendix E includes a map of the proposed impacted wetland, surface water and other surface
water areas. The Preferred Alternative is anticipated to directly impact 41.70 acres of wetlands, surface
waters, and other surface waters. This includes 13.88 acres of impacts to jurisdictional wetlands, 2.60
acres to surface waters (C-41A Canal and Kissimmee River), and 25.22 acres to other surface waters.

4.1.1.2 SECONDARY IMPACTS

Secondary effects are those impacts that are reasonably certain to occur later in time as a result of the
proposed project. They may occur outside of the area directly affected by the proposed project. Potential
secondary effects include increased contaminants such as trash or oil entering the wetlands or increased
light penetration. When a portion of wetland (typically not surface waters or other surface waters) is
directly impacted by new construction, the SFWMD and USACE require an analysis of secondary impacts
to the remaining portion of the wetland to assess reduced functions. Typically, if an upland buffer cannot
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Table 4-1: Proposed Wetland and Surface Water Impacts

ID FLUCFCS Classification NWI Classification Direct Impacts (acres) Secondary Impacts (acres)
SW1 5120 R2UBHXx 1.18 0.00
SW 2 5120 R2UBHXx 1.42 0.00

Osw 2 5100 PEM1x 1.16 0.00
OSW 3 5100 PUBXx 0.90 0.00
OSW 5 5100 PEM1x 0.99 0.00
OSW 6 5100 PEM1x 0.40 0.00
OSW 7 5100 PUBXx 0.40 0.00
OSW 8 5100 PUBXx 1.78 0.00
OSW 9 5100 PUBXx 0.44 0.00
OSwW 10 5100 PEM1x 0.35 0.00
Oosw 11 5100 PEM1x 0.32 0.00
Oosw 14 5100 PUBX 1.07 0.00
Osw 21 5100 PUBXx 0.0001 0.00
OSW 28 5100 PEM1x 0.51 0.00
OSW 29 5100 PEM1x 0.61 0.00
OSW 31 5100 PEM1x 0.82 0.00
OSW 32 5100 PEM1x 0.19 0.00
OSW 33 5100 PUBXx 0.08 0.00
OSWw 41 5340 PUBXx 0.93 0.00
OSW 42 5340 PUBX 1.21 0.00
OSW 43 5100 PEM1x 0.80 0.00
OSW 44 5100 PEM1x 0.27 0.00
OSW 45 5100 PEM1x 0.77 0.00
OSW 46 5100 PEM1x 0.95 0.00
OSW 52 5100 PEM1x 0.001 0.00
OSW 53 5100 PEM1x 0.07 0.00
OSW 54 5100 PEM1x 0.17 0.00
OSW 55 5100 PEM1x 1.98 0.00
OSW 61 5100 PEM1x 0.60 0.00
OSW 62 5100 PEM1x 0.04 0.00
OSW 63 5100 PEM1x 0.01 0.00
OSW 64 5100 PEM1x 0.06 0.00
OSW 65 5100 PEM1x 0.05 0.00
OSW 66 5100 PEM1x 0.35 0.00
OsSwW 74 5100 PEM1x 0.41 0.00
OSW 75 5100 PEM1x 0.39 0.00
OSW 76 5100 PEM1x 0.23 0.00
OSW 78 5100 PEM1x 0.05 0.00
OSW 79 5100 PEM1x 0.04 0.00
OSW 80 5100 PEM1x 0.30 0.00
OSW 82 5100 PEM1x 0.38 0.00
OSW 86 5100 PEM1x 0.54 0.00
OSW 89 5100 PEM1x 1.22 0.00
Osw 91 5100 PEM1/ABx 1.11 0.00
OSW 93 5100 PUBXx 0.33 0.00
OSW 96 5100 PEM1x 0.10 0.00
OSW 97 5100 PEM1x 0.94 0.00
OSW 103 5100 PUBXx 0.09 0.00
OSW 109 5340 PUBXx 0.82 0.00
WL 1 6430 PEM/SS1C 2.83 0.48
WL 4 6310 PSsS1 1.77 0.72
WL 9 6310 PSS 0.68 0.06
WL 10 6430 PEM1 0.12 0.13
WL 12 6410 PEM1E 0.15 0.26
WL 16 6430 PEM1Cd 0.04 0.11
WL 24 6410 PEM/SS1C 2.03 0.49
WL 30 6190 PFO/SS1 3.08 0.74
WL 32 6170 PFO1/3d 0.32 0.20
WL 33 6310 PSS1x 0.26 0.00
WL 36 6170 PFO/SS1/3 1.52 0.79
WL 37 6310 PSS1/3 0.34 0.26
WL 42 6530 PEM2Cx 0.02 0.01
WL 43 6530 PEM2Cx 0.02 0.01
WL 48 6430 PEM1x 0.07 0.10
WL 50 6310 PSS1/3x 0.09 0.03
WL 62 6430 PEM 0.51 0.03
WL 67 6430 PEM1 0.01 0.06
Herbaceous Wetland Impacts 0.96 0.71
Shrub Wetland Impacts 8.00 2.03
Forested Wetlands Impacts 4.92 1.73

Total Wetlands Impacts 13.88 4.47

Total Other Surface Waters Impacts 25.22 0.00

Total Surface Waters Impacts 2.60 0.00

Total Impacts 41.70 4.47

Note: only wetland, surface water, and other surface waters that are impacted by the Preferred Alternative have been included in the table.
Secondary impacts were only calculated for wetlands.
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be provided, a width of 25 feet of anticipated secondary impact is assumed to the wetland. As an estimate
for the project, approximately 4.47 acres of secondary impacts are anticipated to wetlands. Table 4-1
shows the expected secondary impacts to wetlands, surface waters, and other surface waters.

4.1.2 UNIFORM MITIGATION ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY AND RESULTS

The Uniform Mitigation Assessment Method (UMAM) per Chapter 62-345, F.A.C., is a state and federal
approved method to assess wetlands in the State of Florida. UMAM was used to estimate functional loss
of wetlands incurred by impacts as a result of the project. Functional loss is defined as the removal of
ecosystem services such as wildlife habitat and flood attenuation that the impacted areas currently
provide. To calculate functional loss, the difference between the existing condition function scores and
the proposed condition function scores for each wetland was multiplied by the proposed project’s impact
acreage (Table 4-2). The representative UMAM data sheets for each habitat type are provided in
Appendix F. Functional loss was calculated by wetland type for the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred
Alternative results in 16.98 functional units for direct impacts and 0.31 functional units for secondary
impacts. These calculations are estimates based on existing conditions. The UMAM scores and
functional loss are summarized in Table 4-3. To provide a conservative mitigation estimate for the project,
functional loss for surface waters and other surface waters was calculated; however, mitigation typically
is not required for upland-cut ditches, ponds, and canals that lack wetland vegetation.

4.1.3 WETLAND IMPACT MITIGATION

Compensatory mitigation for 14.87 emergent/herbaceous credits (14.68 credits from direct impacts and
0.19 credits from secondary impacts) and 2.42 forested credits (2.30 credits from direct impacts and 0.12
credits from secondary impacts) are anticipated during the permitting phase to offset wetland impacts.
The project is located within the SFWMD South Kissimmee Basin and entirely within one mitigation bank
service area, Lake Istokpoga, and partially within the service areas of Twin Oaks and Bluefield Ranch
mitigation banks. Twin Oaks and Bluefield Ranch mitigation banks are located outside the state-
recognized cumulative impact basin. Up until mid 2025, a Cumulative Impact Analysis would have been
required by the SFWMD to demonstrate that credit purchase from banks outside the basin is appropriate.
However, Senate Bill 492 mandated that starting on July 1, 2025, a “proximity factor” can be used to
calculate mitigation credit requirements for use of “out-of-basin” wetland mitigation banks when an “in-
basin” bank is not available. Lake Istokpoga Mitigation Bank is within basin with credit availability;
therefore this bank is a viable option for this project in the future. This mitigation bank is permitted for a
total of 14.90 herbaceous and 79.72 forested state credits. Twin Oaks Mitigation Bank does not currently
have credits available and this bank is only permitted with the state therefore could satisfy state mitigation
requirements once credits are released mid 2026. Bluefield Ranch Mitigation Banks currently offers
approximately 700 forested credits and 400 herbaceous credits to offset impacts from the project. The
proximity factor will need to be utilized for Bluefield Ranch and Twin Oaks mitigation banks since they
are not within the same basin as the project but credit purchase from these banks may be a viable option.

The project is located within the USACE-recognized Western Okeechobee Inflow (03090103) Hydrologic

Unit Code (HUC) Basin and Kissimmee (03090101) HUC Basin which differ from the SFWMD watershed

boundaries. The USACE evaluates both mitigation bank service areas and Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC)

Basins instead of the state watersheds as part of the geographical component of the mitigation

assessment. It is anticipated that Lake Istokpoga Mitigation Bank will also be satisfactory for USACE

permitting since the project shares service area and HUC Basins with the bank. This mitigation bank is
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permitted for a total of 16.55 emergent and 79.75 forested federal credits which is sufficient to provide
compensatory mitigation for the credits required during permitting phase. The status of available
mitigation banks and credits will be re-assessed as the project moves forward into design and permitting.
Another valid wetland mitigation option available is “permittee-responsible” mitigation in which the permit
applicant provides mitigation in the form of created wetlands, typically on-site or in a nearby area.

All UMAM scores, UMAM calculations, preliminary surface water boundaries and determinations
discussed are subject to revisions and approval by regulatory agencies during the permitting process.
The exact type of mitigation to offset impacts will be coordinated with the USACE and the SFWMD during
the permitting phase(s) of the project. 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 of Chapter 373, F.S., and 33 U.S.C. §1344.

4.1.4 AGENCY COORDINATION AND PERMITTING

Agency coordination has been initiated through the ETDM process. The purpose of the ETDM is to
incorporate environmental considerations into transportation planning to inform project delivery. Both the
SFWMD and USACE were commenting agencies through the ETDM process. Pre-application meetings
were held with the SFWMD on February 26, 2025 and with the USACE on December 12, 2024. The
USACE and SFWMD regulate wetlands within the study area and issue wetland impact-related permits
or authorizations. Other agencies, including the FDEP, USEPA, USFWS, FWC, and the FDACS review
and comment on wetland permitting and potential effects to protected wildlife species.
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Table 4-2: Representative UMAM Scores for Wetlands and Other Surface Waters

FLUCFCS Code FLUCFCS Description Wetland Type Representative Wetland, SW, and OSW ID# Direct Delta Secondary Delta
OSsWw-2,3,5,6,7,8,9, 10, 11, 14, 21, 28, 29, 31, 32, 33, 43, 44, 45, 46, 52, 53, 54, 55, 61,
5100 Streams and Waterways Other Surface Water 62, 63, 64. 65, 66, 74. 75, 76, 78. 79, 80, 82, 86, 89, 91, 93, 96, 97, 103 0.37 N/A
5120 Channelized Waterways - Canals Surface Water SW-1, 2 0.40 N/A
5340 Reservoirs Other Surface Water OSW-41, 42, 109 0.47 N/A
6310 Wetland Shrub Herbaceous WL-4, 9, 33, 37, 50 0.40 0.07
6410 Freshwater Marshes Herbaceous WL-12, 24 0.43 0.07
6430 Wet Prairies Herbaceous WL-1, 10, 16, 48, 62, 67 0.50 0.07
6530 Intermittent Ponds Herbaceous WL-42, 43 0.43 0.07
6190 Exotic Wetland Hardwoods Forested WL-30 0.43 0.07
6170 Mixed Wetland Hardwoods Forested WL-32, 36 0.53 0.07

Note: UMAM scores have not been approved by permitting agencies and are subject to change during the permitting process. All wetlands and other surface waters were assigned to UMAM analyses regardless of proposed impact or not.

Table 4-3: Estimated UMAM Functional Loss from Wetland and Other Surface Water Impacts

ID FLUCFCS Classification | NWI Classification Direct UMAM Delta Secondary UMAM Delta | Direct Impacts (acres) | Direct Functional Loss | Secondary Impacts (acres) | Secondary Functional Loss
SW 1 5120 R2UBHXx 0.40 - 1.18 0.47 0.00 -
SW 2 5120 R2UBHXx 0.40 - 1.42 0.57 0.00 -

OSW 2 5100 PEM1x 0.37 - 1.16 0.43 0.00 -
OSW 3 5100 PUBXx 0.37 - 0.90 0.33 0.00 -
OSW 5 5100 PEM1x 0.37 - 0.99 0.37 0.00 -
OSW 6 5100 PEM1x 0.37 - 0.40 0.15 0.00 -
OSW 7 5100 PUBXx 0.37 - 0.40 0.15 0.00 -
OSW 8 5100 PUBX 0.37 - 1.78 0.66 0.00 -
OSW 9 5100 PUBXx 0.37 - 0.44 0.16 0.00 -
OSW 10 5100 PEM1x 0.37 - 0.35 0.13 0.00 -
OSWwW 11 5100 PEM1x 0.37 - 0.32 0.12 0.00 -
OSW 14 5100 PUBXx 0.37 - 1.07 0.40 0.00 -
OSW 21 5100 PUBX 0.37 - 0.0001 0.00003 0.00 -
OSW 28 5100 PEM1x 0.37 - 0.51 0.19 0.00 -
OSW 29 5100 PEM1x 0.37 - 0.61 0.22 0.00 -
OSWw 31 5100 PEM1x 0.37 - 0.82 0.30 0.00 -
OSW 32 5100 PEM1x 0.37 - 0.19 0.07 0.00 -
OSW 33 5100 PUBXx 0.37 - 0.08 0.03 0.00 -
OSW 41 5340 PUBX 0.47 - 0.93 0.44 0.00 -
OSW 42 5340 PUBX 0.47 - 1.21 0.57 0.00 -
OSW 43 5100 PEM1x 0.37 - 0.80 0.30 0.00 -
OSW 44 5100 PEM1x 0.37 - 0.27 0.10 0.00 -
OSW 45 5100 PEM1x 0.37 - 0.77 0.29 0.00 -
OSW 46 5100 PEM1x 0.37 - 0.95 0.35 0.00 -
OSW 52 5100 PEM1x 0.37 - 0.001 0.0003 0.00 -
OSW 53 5100 PEM1x 0.37 - 0.07 0.02 0.00 -
OSW 54 5100 PEM1x 0.37 - 0.17 0.06 0.00 -
OSW 55 5100 PEM1x 0.37 - 1.98 0.73 0.00 -
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ID FLUCFCS Classification | NWI Classification Direct UMAM Delta Secondary UMAM Delta | Direct Impacts (acres) | Direct Functional Loss | Secondary Impacts (acres) | Secondary Functional Loss
OSW 61 5100 PEM1x 0.37 - 0.60 0.22 0.00 -
OSW 62 5100 PEM1x 0.37 - 0.04 0.02 0.00 -
OSW 63 5100 PEM1x 0.37 - 0.01 0.003 0.00 -
OSW 64 5100 PEM1x 0.37 - 0.06 0.02 0.00 -
OSW 65 5100 PEM1x 0.37 - 0.05 0.02 0.00 -
OSW 66 5100 PEM1x 0.37 - 0.35 0.13 0.00 -
OSW 74 5100 PEM1x 0.37 - 0.41 0.15 0.00 -
OSW 75 5100 PEM1x 0.37 - 0.39 0.15 0.00 -
OSW 76 5100 PEM1x 0.37 - 0.23 0.09 0.00 -
OSW 78 5100 PEM1x 0.37 - 0.05 0.02 0.00 -
OSW 79 5100 PEM1x 0.37 - 0.04 0.01 0.00 -
OSW 80 5100 PEM1x 0.37 - 0.30 0.11 0.00 -
OSW 82 5100 PEM1x 0.37 - 0.38 0.14 0.00 -
OSW 86 5100 PEM1x 0.37 - 0.54 0.20 0.00 -
OSW 89 5100 PEM1x 0.37 - 1.22 0.45 0.00 -
OSWwW 91 5100 PEM1/ABx 0.37 - 1.11 0.41 0.00 -
OSW 93 5100 PUBX 0.37 - 0.33 0.12 0.00 -
OSW 96 5100 PEM1x 0.37 - 0.10 0.04 0.00 -
OSW 97 5100 PEM1x 0.37 - 0.94 0.35 0.00 -
OSW 103 5100 PUBX 0.37 - 0.09 0.03 0.00 -
OSW 109 5340 PUBX 0.47 - 0.82 0.39 0.00 -
WL 1 6430 PEM/SS1C 0.50 0.07 2.83 1.42 0.48 0.03
WL 4 6310 PSS1 0.40 0.07 1.77 0.71 0.72 0.05
WL 9 6310 PSS 0.40 0.07 0.68 0.27 0.06 0.004
WL 10 6430 PEM1 0.50 0.07 0.12 0.06 0.13 0.01
WL 12 6410 PEM1E 0.43 0.07 0.15 0.07 0.26 0.02
WL 16 6430 PEM1Cd 0.50 0.07 0.04 0.02 0.11 0.01
WL 24 6410 PEM/SS1C 0.43 0.07 2.03 0.87 0.49 0.03
WL 30 6190 PFO/SS1 0.43 0.07 3.08 1.32 0.74 0.05
WL 32 6170 PFO1/3d 0.53 0.07 0.32 0.17 0.20 0.01

WL 33 6310 PSS1x 0.40 0.07 0.26 0.10 0.00 -
WL 36 6170 PFO/SS1/3 0.53 0.07 1.52 0.81 0.79 0.06
WL 37 6310 PSS1/3 0.40 0.07 0.34 0.14 0.26 0.02
WL 42 6530 PEM2Cx 0.43 0.07 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.001
WL 43 6530 PEM2Cx 0.43 0.07 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.001
WL 48 6430 PEM1x 0.50 0.07 0.07 0.04 0.10 0.01
WL 50 6310 PSS1/3x 0.40 0.07 0.09 0.04 0.03 0.002
WL 62 6430 PEM 0.50 0.07 0.51 0.26 0.03 0.002
WL 67 6430 PEM1 0.50 0.07 0.01 0.003 0.06 0.004
Herbaceous/Shrub Wetlands Functional Loss 4.01 0.19
Forested Wetlands Functional Loss 2.30 0.12

Surface Water and Other Surface Water Functional Loss 10.67 --
Total Functional Loss 16.98 0.31

Functional Loss for OSWs and SWs were tabulated as worst case. Mitigation is not anticipated to offset impacts to upland-cut ditches, ponds, or canals.
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5.0 ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT

This section documents Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) in accordance with the Essential Fish Habitat
chapter of the FDOT PD&E Manual and the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act, as amended by the Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996 (Public Law 104-267). EFH is
defined as “those waters and substrates necessary to fish for spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth
to maturity”; the term “fish” includes finfish, crabs, shrimp, and lobsters that are under federal Fishery
Management Plans.

In 2002, regulations were established by NMFS to provide a process for NMFS to coordinate and
consult with federal and state agencies on activities that may adversely affect EFH in order to minimize
adverse effects while identifying other actions to conserve and enhance EFH. Reviewing agency
comments from SFWMD and NMFS through the ETDM programming screen review stated that
pursuant to the Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA), the project is not within a coastal county.
Therefore, coastal barrier resources, EFH, and Habitat Aras of Particular Concern are not present.

5.1 RESULTS

Based on the evaluation of field reviews, database searches, and NMFS ETDM comments, there are no
managed fisheries or habitat within or adjacent to the project area that were considered as having the
potential to occur, given lack of marine, estuarine, or tidally-influenced features. Therefore, the proposed
project will have no involvement with EFH.
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6.0 PERMITTING AND REVIEW AGENCIES

The USACE regulates impacts to waters of the U.S. (WOTUS) through Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act; a permit is required before dredged or fill material may be discharged into these resources. Through
the Environmental Resource Permitting (ERP) process, the SFWMD is also responsible for regulating
impacts to wetlands and surface waters, as well as authorizing stormwater management systems. Other
agencies, including the FDEP, USFWS, and USEPA, review and comment on the state and federal
permit applications.

The FWC issues permits for gopher tortoise relocation activities and the USFWS issues permits for bald
eagle nest take permits. The U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) regulates proposed activities that may affect a
bridge over a navigable waterway. In addition, the FDEP regulates stormwater discharges from
construction sites. The complexity of the permitting process will depend on the degree of impact to
jurisdictional areas. It is anticipated that the following permits will be required for the project — see Table
6-1.

Table 6-1: Anticipated Permits Required

Permit Issuing Agency
Section 404 and Section 10 Permit USACE
Section 408 Permit USACE
Individual ERP SFWMD
Right-of-Way Occupancy Permit SFWMD
Sovereign Submerged Lands (SSL) Authorization FDEP
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) FDEP
Gopher Tortoise Relocation Permit FWC
Incidental Take Permit (as necessary) USFWS

The project is within one USACE civil works project, Everglades and South Florida Ecosystem
Restoration (CERP); therefore, the project is subject to Section 408 review.

A USCG bridge permit is not anticipated to be needed for this project. The USCG District Bridge Office
for District 7 determined that the Kissimmee River bridge is within the jurisdiction of the USCG but a
permit is not required. Additionally, the USCG determined that the C-41A Canal bridge is not a navigation
channel and is outside of USCG jurisdiction and similarly, no permit is required. Since this bridge is not
over a navigational channel, the USACE concluded that a removable span is not required.
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7.0 CONCLUSIONS

7.1 PROTECTED SPECIES AND HABITAT

The project area was evaluated for the presence of federal and state protected species and their suitable
habitats in accordance with Section 7 of the ESA and the Protected Species and Habitat chapter of the
PD&E Manual. There is no Critical Habitat for any listed species within the project footprint; therefore,
no destruction or adverse modification of Critical Habitat will occur. Tables 7-1 and 7-2 summarize the
effect determinations that have been made for each federal and state listed species based upon their
probability ranking and the implementation measures and/or commitments to offset any potential
impacts to each species. Additionally, to eliminate and minimize potential effects to species, protection
measures will be used. Some of these protection/ implementation measures will require additional field
surveys and agency coordination during future phases as discussed in Section 7.4 and 7.5.

Table 7-1: Federal Listed Species Effect Determinations

Project Effect Federal Listed Species Listing
BIRDS
Red-cockaded woodpecker (Picoides borealis) E
Florida grasshopper sparrow (Ammodramus E
savannarum floridanus)
Florida scrub-jay (Aphelocoma coerulescens) T
No Effect Snail kite (Rostrhamus sociabilis plumbeus) E
Eastern black rail (Laterallus jamaicensis) T
MAMMALS
Florida bonneted bat (Eumops floridanus) | E
PLANTS
Britton's beargrass (Nolina brittoniana) | E
REPTILES
Eastern indigo snake (Drymarchon corais couperi) | T
i BIRDS
Mayazf\fg::;é?yog#lgilty to Wood stork (Mycteria americana) | T
MAMMALS
West Indian manatee (Trichechus manatus) T
Florida panther (Puma concolor coryi) E
May affect, likely to BIRDS
adversely affect Crested caracara (Caracara plancus audubonii) T
N/A* Tricolored bat (Perimyotis subflavus) P
Monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus) P

*The tricolored bat and monarch butterfly are proposed for federal listing and do not have project effect
determinations at this time.

62

S.R. 70 PD&E Study Natural Resources Evaluation Report
From C.R. 721 S to C.R. 599/128" Avenue FPID: 450334-1-22-01



Table 7-2: State Listed Species Effect Determinations

Project Effect State Listed Species ‘ Listing
REPTILES

Gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus) T
Florida pine snake (Pituophis melanoleucus mugitus)
BIRDS

Florida sandhill crane (Antigone canadensis
pratensis)

Florida burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia floridana)
Little blue heron (Egretta caerulea)

Tricolored heron (Egretta tricolor)

Southeastern American kestrel (Falco sparverius
paulus)

PLANTS

Giant wild-pine (Tillandsia utriculata)

Cardinal wild-pine (Tillandsia fasciculata)

Pine lily (Lilium catesbaei)

Yellow fringeless orchid (Platanthera integra)
Celestial lily (Nemastylis floridana)

Cutthroatgrass (Coleataenia abscissa)

Piedmont jointgrass (Coelorachis tuberculosa)
BIRDS

Least tern (Sternula antillarum) |
PLANTS

Many-flowered grass-pink (Calopogon multiflorus)
Florida beargrass (Nolina atopocarpa)

Small's flax (Linum carteri var. smallii)

Sand butterfly pea (Centrosema arenicola)
Ashe’s savory (Calamintha ashei)

Giant orchid (Pteroglossaspis ecristata)

Nodding pinweed (Lechea cernua)

—

No adverse effect
anticipated

= |[d|4|4] 4

—Hmm{m{4|m|{m

—

No effect anticipated

—|A|A|m|{m|d|d

7.2 WETLANDS AND SURFACE WATERS

The Preferred Alternative was evaluated for impacts to wetlands in accordance with Executive Order
11990 Protection of Wetlands, U.S. DOT Order 5660.1A, and the Wetlands and Other Surface Waters
chapter of the PD&E Manual. Based on the type and location of project impacts, the FDOT has
determined 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 Executive Order 11990, the FDOT 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. Any unavoidable impacts to wetlands
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will be mitigated to achieve no net loss of wetland function. Table 7-3 provides a summary of anticipated

impacts and functional loss.

Table 7-3: Summary of Wetland and Other Surface Water Impacts and Functional Loss

Direct Impacts Direct Impact Secondar Secondary Impact
System Type P Mitigation Need Y Mitigation Need
(s (Functional Loss) I (EelEs) (Functional Loss)
Herbaceous
wetlands 0.96 0.47 0.71 0.05
Shrub
Wetlands 8.00 3.54 2.03 0.14
Forested
wetlands 4.92 2.30 1.73 0.12
Other Surface
Waters 25.22 9.63 0.00 --
Surtace 2.60 1.04 0.00 .
Totals 41.70 16.98 4.47 0.31

Note: shrub wetlands are mitigated under the emergent/herbaceous category.

A final determination of impact acreages will occur during the design and permitting phases. Wetland
impacts which will result from the construction of the 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. §1344.
Compensatory mitigation for the project is anticipated to be completed through the purchase of 14.87
emergent/herbaceous credits and 2.42 forested credits from Lake Istokpoga Mitigation Bank, or other
permitted wetland mitigation banks that offer appropriate credits at the time of permitting.

7.3 ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT

The proposed project has no involvement with EFH.

7.4 IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES

Based on the field and literature reviews outlines in this report, federal and state protected species have
the potential to occur within the project area. In order to assure that the proposed project will not
adversely impact these species, the following measures will be followed:

e Surveys for the Southeastern American kestrel will be conducted during the nesting season (May
through August) in the design phase. If it is determined nest areas are found and could be
impacted by the project, FDOT will coordinate with FWC to determine appropriate avoidance and
minimization measures to apply during construction.

e Surveys for gopher tortoise burrows, as well as commensal species, will be conducted during the
design phase and permits to relocate tortoises and commensals as appropriate will be obtained
from the FWC.

e Surveys to update locations of active osprey and bald eagle nest sites will be conducted during
the design phase, and permits will be acquired if there will be unavoidable impacts during
construction. Coordination with USFWS and FWC will take place as necessary.

e Surveys for Florida sandhill crane nest sites will be conducted during the design phase. If it is
determined nest areas are found and could be impacted by the project, FDOT will coordinate with
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FWC to determine appropriate avoidance and minimization measures to apply during
construction.

FDOT contractors must adhere to FDOT’s Contractor Requirements for Unanticipated Interaction
with Protected Species. These requirements are included in FDOT’s Standard Specifications for
Road and Bridge Construction and apply to all FDOT construction projects.

7.5 COMMITMENTS

To minimize project impacts on protected species to the greatest extent practicable, the following project
commitments will be adhered to:

The most recent version of the USFWS Standard Protection Measures for the Eastern Indigo
Snake will be utilized during construction.

The USFWS and FWC Standard Manatee Construction Conditions for In-Water Work will be
utilized during construction.

FDOT will provide mitigation for impacts to wood stork Suitable Foraging Habitat within the
Service Area of a USFWS-approved wetland mitigation bank or wood stork conservation bank.
FDOT commits to design and construction of wildlife shelves at the Slough Ditch (C-41A) Canal
and Kissimmee River bridges per current wildlife crossing guidelines. The design details of the
wildlife shelves, including evaluation of fencing/funneling and landscape features, will be further
evaluated during the design phase.

FDOT will provide a financial contribution to the Crested Caracara Conservation Fund for impacts
consisting of $100,000 for the take of Nest B and $45,840 for impacts to suitable habitat within
the primary zone of Nest C.

The Action Area will be resurveyed prior to construction to confirm the locations of active
Audubon’s crested caracara nests. If the nest locations have moved or additional nests are found,
consultation with the USFWS will be reinitiated.

If the monarch butterfly is listed by USFWS as Threatened or Endangered and the project may
affect the species, FDOT commits to re-initiating consultation with USFWS to determine
appropriate avoidance and minimization measures for protection of the newly listed species.

If the tricolored bat is listed by USFWS as Threatened or Endangered and the project may affect
the species, FDOT commits to re-initiating consultation with USFWS to determine appropriate
avoidance and minimization measures for protection of the newly listed species.
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Appendix A: NRCS Soil Descriptions



Soils - Classifications and Descriptions

The following categories represent USDA NRCS soil classifications as specified by each County,
Highlands and Okeechobee. The soil types have been revised since the manuscript for each
county was published in the 1970s and 1980s for Okeechobee and Highlands County
respectively; therefore, some descriptions from the manuscript for each county does not include
the specific soil descriptions but instead the soil series (these soils will be noted with a “*”).

HIGHLANDS COUNTY SOILS (1989)

*3: Basinger Fine Sand, Frequently Ponded, 0 to 1 Percent Slopes

Basinger fine sand, depressional are very poorly drained, sandy soil is in wet depressions.
The mapped areas are irregular in shape and range from 5 to more than 50 acres. The
slopes are smooth to concave and range from 0 to 2 percent. The available water capacity
of this Basinger soil is low. The permeability is rapid. Internal drainage is very slow
because of the high-water table. This soil is ponded for 4 to 6 months each year.

4: Duette Sand, 0 to 5 Percent Slopes

Duette sands are moderately well drained, nearly level to gently sloping that occur in
moderately high sandy areas. The slopes are generally smooth to convex. The water table
is within 48 to 72 inches of the surface for 1 to 4 months during summer rainy season and
it recedes to a lower depth during the rest of the year. The available water capacity is very
low. Permeability is moderately rapid. Duette Sand, frequently flooded, 0 to 1 percent
slopes are not classified as hydric soils by the NRCS Web Soils (NRCS 2021).

*7: Placid Fine Sand, Frequently Ponded, 0 to 1 Percent Slopes

Placid fine sand, depressional. This nearly level, very poorly drained soil is in depressional
areas on the flatwoods and along the edges of swamps and marshes in the county. The
depressional areas are circular, and the areas along the edges of swamps and marshes
are irregular in shape. These mapped areas range from less than 1 acre to about 70 acres.
The slopes are smooth to concave and range from 0 to 2 percent. The available water
capacity of this Placid soil is low. The permeability is rapid. This soil is ponded for much
of the year. The water table is generally within 10 inches of the surface for the rest of the
year, but during long dry periods, it may recede to a depth of more than 30 inches

8: Immokalee Sand, 0 To 2 Percent Slopes

Immokalee sands are poorly drained, nearly level soils that occur in broad flatwoods and
in lower areas. The slopes are smooth and range from 0 to 2. The water table is within 12
inches of the surface during the summer rainy season. Generally, it is between depths of
12 and 40 inches for the rest of the year. It may recede to a depth of more than 40 inches
during extended dry periods. The available water capacity is low and the permeability is
moderate. Immokalee sand, 0 to 2 percent slopes are not classified as hydric soils by the
NRCS Web Soil Survey (NRCS 2021).

10: Myakka Fine Sand, 0 to 2 Percent Slopes

Myakka fine sands are poorly drained, nearly level soils that occur in low, broad, flatwood
areas. Slopes are smooth and range from 0 to 2 percent. The water table is less than 12



inches of the surface during the rainy season and generally, within 12 to 40 inches during
the rest of the year. The available water capacity is very low. Permeability is moderate.
Myakka fine sand, 0 to 2 slopes are not classified as hydric soils by the NRCS Web Soil
Survey (NRCS 2021).

12: Basinger Fine Sand, 0 to 2 Percent Slopes

Basinger fine sands are poorly drained, nearly level soils that occur in low flatwoods and
in sloughs and poorly defined drainageways. The slopes are smooth and range from 0 to
2 percent. The water table is within 12 inches of the surface for 2 to 5 months during the
summer rainy seasons. Generally, it is between depths of 12 and 40 inches for 6 months
or more but may recede to lower depth during extended dry periods. The available water
capacity is low and the permeability is rapid. Basinger find sand, 0 to 2 percent slopes are
classified as hydric soils by the NRCS Web Soil Survey (NRCS 2021).

13: Felda Fine Sand, 0 to 2 Percent Slopes

Felda fine sands are poorly drained, nearly leveled soils that occur in broad, low flats and
in large drainageways in the flatwoods. The slopes are smooth and range from 0 to 1
percent. The water table is within 12 inches of the surface during the summer rainy
seasons. For the remaining of the year, the water table is between depths of 12 and 40
inches except during dry periods when it may recede to a lower depth. The available water
table is low, and permeability is moderate to moderately rapid. Felda find sand, O to 2
percent slopes are classified as hydric by the NRCS Web Soils Survey (NRCS 2021).

16: Valkaria Fine Sand, 0 to 2 Percent Slopes

Valkaria fine sands are poorly drained, nearly level soils that occur in low flatwoods and
in sloughs and poorly defined drainageways. The slopes are smooth and range from 0 to
2 percent. The water table is within 12 inches of the surface for 2 to 4 months during the
summary rainy season. Generally, it is 12 to 40 inches for 6 months or more but may
recede to a lower depth during extended dry periods. The available water capacity is low
and permeability is rapid. Valkaria fine sand, 0 to 2 percent slopes are classified as hydric
soils by the NRCS Web Soils (NRCS 2021).

19: Hicoria Mucky Sand, Depressional

Hicoria mucky sands are poorly drained, nearly level soils that occur in wet depressions.
The slopes are smooth to concave and range from 0 to 2 percent. The water table is at a
depth of 10 inches or less. The available water capacity is high. Permeability is moderately
slow or slow in the subsoil. The soil is ponded most of the year. Hicoria mucky sand,
depressional is classified as hydric soils by the NRCS Web Soils (NRCS 2021).

20: Samsula Muck, Frequently Ponded, 0 to 1 Percent Slopes

Samsula muck sands are very poorly drained, nearly level soils that occur in depressions,
swamps, and marshes. The slopes are smooth to concave and range for 0 to 1 percent.
The soil, under natural conditions, is ponded 6 to 9 months of the year. The water table is
at a depth of 10 inches or less. The available water capacity is high, and permeability is
rapid. Samsula muck, frequently ponded, 0 to 1 percent slopes are classified as hydric
soils by the NRCS Web Soils (NRCS 2021).



23: Gator Muck, Frequently Ponded, 0 to 1 Percent Slopes

Gator muck sands are very poorly drained, nearly level soils that occur in swamps,
marshes, and wet depressions. The slopes are smooth to concave and range from 0 to 1
percent. The soil, under normal conditions, is ponded for 6 to 9 months. The water table
is generally within 10 inches of the surface. The available water capacity is high and
permeability is slow or very slow. Gator muck, frequently ponded, 0 to 1 percent slopes
are classified as hydric soils by the NRCS Web Soils (NRCS 2021).

24: Pineda Sand, 0 to 2 Percent Slopes

Pineda sands are poorly drained, nearly level soils that occur in low, narrow to broad flats
and in sloughs or poorly defined drainageways. The slopes are smooth and range from 0
to 2 percent. The water table is within 12 inches of the surface during the summer rainy
season and the remaining of the year, it is between 12 and 40 inches except during dry
period when it can recede to a lower depth. The available water capacity is low and
permeability is slow or very slow. Pineda sand, 0 to 2 percent slopes are classified as
hydric soils by the NRCS Web Soil Survey (NRCS 2021).

26: Tequesta Muck, Frequently Ponded, 0 to 1 Percent Slopes

Tequesta muck sands are poorly drained, nearly level soils that occur in marshes and
depressions. The slopes are smooth to concave and range from 0 to 2 percent. The soil,
under normal conditions, is ponded for most of the year. The water table is within 10 inches
of the surface. The available water capacity is moderate and permeability is moderately
slow. Tequesta muck, frequently ponded, 0 to 1 percent slopes are classified as hydric
soils by the NRCS Web Soil Survey (NRCS 2021).

32: Arents, Very Steep

Arents soils are excessively drained, unconsolidated soil material that has been excavated
from major canals and redeposited along the side of the canals. The water table is at a
depth of more than 72 inches. The available water capacity of this soil is variable but
generally is low. The permeability is variable but generally is rapid to moderate. Arents,
very steep is not classified as hydric soils by the NRCS Web Soil Survey (NRCS 2021).

35: Sanibel Muck

Sanibel muck sands are very poorly drained, nearly level soils that occur in marshes,
swamps, and poorly defined drainageways. The slopes are smooth to concave and range
from O to 2 percent. The water table, under normal conditions, is above the surface for 2
to 6 months during the wet seasons. During the remaining of the year, it is at a depth of
less than 10 inches. The available water capacity is low and permeability is rapid. Sanibel
muck is classified as hydric soils by the NRCS Web Soil Survey (NRCS 2021).

OKEECHOBEE COUNTY SOILS (1971 AND REVISED 2003)
2: Basinger Fine Sand, 0 to 2 Percent Slopes

Basinger fine sands are poorly drained that occur in sloughs, depressions, on low flats,
and in poorly drained drainageways. The slopes are smooth, slightly concave, and range
from 0 to 2 percent. The seasonal high-water table is at the surface to a depth of 12 inches



from June through February. During the remaining of the year, it is at a depth of 12 to 40
inches during extended dry periods. The available water capacity is low and permeability
is rapid. Basinger fine sand, 0 to 2 percent slopes are classified as hydric soils by the
NRCS Web Soil Survey (NRCS 2021).

3: Basinger and Placid Soils, Depressional

Basinger and Placid soils are very poorly drained soils that occur in swamps, marches
and low lying areas. The slopes are smooth to concave and range from 0 to 2 percent.
The seasonal high-water table is at the surface to 24 inches above the surface during
June through March. The available water capacity is low and permeability is rapid.
Basinger and Placid Soils, Depressional are classified as hydric soils by NRCS Web Soil
Survey (NRCS 2021).

5: Valkaria Fine Sand, 0 To 2 Percent Slopes

Valkaria fine sands are poorly drained soils that occur in sloughs, low flats, in depressions,
and in poorly drained drainageways. The slopes are smooth, slightly concave, and range
from 0 to 2 percent. The seasonal water table is at the surface to a depth of 12 inches
from June through September. During the remaining of the year, it is typically at a depth
of 12 to 40 inches. The available water capacity is low and permeability is rapid. Valkaria
fine sand, 0 to 2 percent slopes are classified as hydric soils by the NRCS Web Soils
Survey (NRCS 2021).

11: Immokalee Fine Sand, 0 to 2 Percent Slopes

Immokalee fine sands are poorly drained soils that occur in broad areas of flatwoods. The
slopes are smooth, slightly concave or slightly convex, and range from 0 to 2 percent. The
seasonal water table is 6 to 18 inches from June through September. During the remaining
of the year, it is typically at a depth of 18 to 40 inches. The available water capacity is low
and permeability is rapid in the surface and subsurface layers but moderate to moderately
rapid in the subsoils. Immokalee fine sand, 0 to 2 percent slopes are not classified as
hydric soils by the NRCS Web Soils Survey (NRCS 2021).

12: Udorthents, 2 to 35 Percent Slopes

Udorthents sands are excessively drained, unconsolidated soil material that has been
excavated from canals and redeposited along the sides of canals. The slopes range from
2 to 35 percent. The seasonal high water table is below 72 inches in depth. The available
water capacity is variable but usually low and permeability is variable but generally rapid.
Udorthents, 2 to 35 percent slopes are not classified as hydric soils by the NRCS Web
Soils Survey (NRCS 2021).

13: Manatee, Floridana, and Tequesta Soils, Frequently Flooded

Manatee, Floridana and Tequesta sands are poorly drained soils located in hardwood
swamps and marshes that are part of the Kissimmee River basin. The slopes are 0 to 2
percent; however, stream dissection has created numerous short, steep slopes. The
seasonal high water table is highly variable. The water table fluctuates depending on
stream flow. During the flooding, the soils are saturated or covered with water. During dry
periods, the stream provides drainage to the soils, lowering the water table. The available



water capacity is moderate and permeability is rapid in the surface soil and moderate to
very slow in the subsoil. Manatee, Floridana and Tequesta Soils, frequently flooded are
classified as hydric soils by the NRCS Web Soils Survey (NRCS 2021).

14: Myakka Fine Sand, 0 to 2 Percent Slopes

Myakka fine sands are poorly drained, nearly level soils that occur in broad flatwoods.
Slopes are smooth to slightly concave and range from 0 to 2 percent. The water table is
within 10 inches of the surface for 1 to 3 months and 10 to 40 inches below the surface
for 2 to 6 months. The available water capacity is medium in the subsoil and very low in
the surface and subsurface layers. Natural fertility is low. Permeability is rapid in the
surface and subsurface layers and moderate to moderately rapid in the subsoil. Myakka
fine sands are not classified as hydric soils by the NRCS Web Soil Survey (NRCS 2021).

18: Parkwood Fine Sand

Parkwood fine sands are poorly drained soil located in low, broad flats and cabbage palm
hammocks. The slopes are smooth, slightly concave or convex, and range from 0 to 2
percent. The water table is at the surface to a depth of 12 inches from June through
September. The available water capacity is moderate. Natural fertility is medium.
Permeability is rapid in the surface layer and moderate in the subsoil. Parkwood fine sands
are classified as hydric soils by the NRCS Web Soil Survey (NRCS 2021).

25: Wabasso Fine Sand, 0 to 2 Percent Slopes

Wabasso fine sands are poorly drained soils that occur in flatwoods, floodplains, and
depressions. The slopes are 0 to 2 percent. The seasonal high-water table is 6 to 18
inches in depth from June through September. The available water capacity is low in the
surface and subsurface layers. Permeability is rapid in the surface and subsurface layers.
Wabasso fine sands are not classified as hydric soils by the NRCS Web Soil Survey
(NRCS 2021).



Appendix B: FLUCFCS Descriptions



Land Use and Habitat - Classifications and Descriptions

The following numeric codes represent FDOT-designated Land Use and Cover Classifications as
specified in the Florida Land Use, Cover, and Forms Classification System Manual (1999). The
descriptions relate to project-specific conditions as well as supplemental language from the
manual.

WETLANDS

6170: Mixed Wetland Hardwoods

This class is reserved for those wetland hardwood communities which are composed of a
large variety of hardwood species tolerant of hydric conditions yet exhibit an ill-defined
mixture of species. This class includes a canopy inhabited by oaks (Quercus spp.),
cabbage palm (Sabal palmetto) and willows (Salix spp.) The understory generally consists
of giant leather fern (Acrostichum danaeifolium), Boston fern (Nephrolepis exaltata),
swamp fern (Telmatoblechnum serrulatum), and wax myrtle (Morella cerifera).

6190: Exotic Wetland Hardwoods

This refers to wetlands with a dominance of exotic species. In the project area, the
dominant nuisance/exotic species within this wetland is Brazilian pepper (Schinus
terebinthifolius). Other native species found scattered within this classification include
cabbage palm and wax myrtle.

6210: Cypress

This class contains either pure or predominant pond cypress (Taxodium ascendens) or
bald cypress (Taxodium distichum).

6310: Wetland Shrub

This community is associated with topographic depressions and poorly drained soils.
Species in this habitat type in the project area include Peruvian primrose willow (Ludwigia
peruviana), Carolina willow (Salix caroliniana) and other low shrubs.

6400: Vegetated Non-Forested Wetlands
This classification is composed of marshes and seasonally flooded basins and meadows.
6410: Freshwater Marshes

The communities included in this category within the project area are characterized by
having one or more of species such as sawgrass (Cladium jamaicensis), cattail (Typha
spp.) and maidencane (Panicum hemitomon).

6430: Wet Prairies

This classification is composed predominantly of grassy vegetation on hydric soils and is
usually distinguished from marshes by having less water and shorter herbage. These
communities are dominated by sawgrass, bushy bluestem (Andropogon glomeratus)
maidencane, and rushes (Rhynchospora spp. and Eleocharis spp.).



6440: Emergent Aquatic Vegetation

This category of wetland plant species includes both floating vegetation and vegetation
which is found either partially or completely above the surface water. Within the study area
species observed included maidencane, water lettuce (Pistia stratiotes), duck weed
(Lemna spp.), and water lily (Nymphaecea).

6530: Intermittent Ponds

This class includes wetlands that only exist for a portion of the year and are sometimes
called seasonal waterbodies. These waterbodies exclusively rely on water received from
precipitation, runoff or spring flow.

SURFACE WATERS AND OTHER SURFACE WATERS
5100: Streams and Waterways

This category could include rivers, creeks, canals, and other linear water bodies such as
conveyance ditches, but typically include excavated ditches and creeks.

5120: Channelized Waterways - Canals

This category also includes rivers, creeks, canals, and other linear water bodies such as
conveyance ditches. Canal C41A and the Kissimmee River are the only major waterways
within the project limits.

5340: Reservoirs Less than 10 Acres

These are artificial impoundments of water less than 10 acres which are dominant
features. They are used for irrigation, flood control, and municipal and rural water supplies.

UPLANDS, NOT MAINTAINED BY LANDSCAPING AND NOT RECENTLY DISTURBED (THEREFORE
CONSIDERED POTENTIAL HABITAT)

2120: Unimproved Pastures

This category includes cleared land with major stands of trees and brush where native
grasses have been allowed to develop. Normally, this land will not be managed with brush
control and/or fertilizer application.

2130: Woodland Pastures

This class is defined as forest lands used as pastures. Within the project area, evidence of
woodland pastures included the presence of cattle, watering areas, feed bunkers and trails.

3200: Shrub and Brushland

This class is used to describe upland non-agricultural, non-forested lands which contain
no evidence of cattle grazing. Within the study area, this class includes saw palmettos
(Serenoa repens), wax myrtle, Brazilian pepper, and other shrubs and brush. Generally,
saw palmetto is the most prevalent plant cover intermixed with a wide variety of other
woody scrub plant species as well as short herbs and grasses.



4200:

4220:

Upland Hardwood Forests

This classification has a crown canopy with at least a 67 percent dominance of hardwood
tree species. This is reserved for naturally generated stands of trees. Within the study
area, this class includes forest communities inhabited by oaks, Brazilian pepper, sweet
gum (Liquidambar styraciflua) and wax myrtle.

Brazilian Pepper

This exotic tree species thrives on disturbed soils. It is an aggressive competitor, invading
and often taking over a site. For inclusion in this class, canopy cover must be 25 percent
or greater with at least 67 percent or greater dominance of the exotic species.

UPLANDS, LANDSCAPED OR SIGNIFICANTLY DISTURBED

1100:

1180:

1220:

1400:

1720:

2110:

2140:

2150:

Fixed Single Family Units (Less than 2 Dwelling Units/Acre)

These areas contain less than two dwelling units per acre, and are fixed, non-mobile
homes.

Rural Residential

This area is characterized by a relatively small number of homes per acre.
Mobile Home Units (2-5 Dwelling Units/Acre)

These areas contain two-to-five dwelling units per acre.
Commercial and Services

This class is reserved for areas used for distribution of products and services.
Religious

This area is characterized by churches, synagogues, or other religious entities .
Improved Pastures

This class is defined by lands that have been cleared, tilled, reseeded and periodically
improved with brush control and fertilizer application. Within the project area, improved
pastures included water ponds, cow trails, troughs and feed bunkers.

Row Crops

Typical row crops found in Florida include corn, tomatoes, potatoes and beans. Rows
remain well defined even after the crops have been harvested.

Field Crops

Field crops found within the project area include hay and grasses.



2210:

2420:

2510:

7400:

7470:

8115:

8140:

8300:

8310:

Citrus Groves

This class includes active citrus groves. These groves can be identified by uniformly spaced
straight rows of trees, typically arranged inside a large rectangle. Citrus groves found within
the study area include orange groves.

Sod Farms

Sod farms must be in the harvest stage for detection. Several sod farms can be found
within the project area.

Horse Farms

Horse farms are defined as farms which breed and train horses for sport uses in racing,
riding and harness racing.

Disturbed Land

Disturbed lands are upland areas which have been changed by human activities other
than mining. Disturbed lands are generally barren, but may have some very sparse
vegetation.

Dikes and Levees

Levees are natural or man-made embankments or dikes that run along the sides of canals,
channels, lakes and streams. They serve to prevent flooding and confine water resulting
in higher and faster water flow. Canal C41A exhibits this classification.

Grass Airports
This class includes private airstrips. These airports have a grass landing strip, rather than
paved, differentiating them from the 8113 land use code. These airstrips have a smoother
texture than the surrounding land cover and typically range from 1000 to 1500 feet in
length. There is a grass airport in River Oak Acres.

Roads and Highways

The primary feature within the project area that falls under this category is existing
roadways - either SR 70 or adjacent roads. For the purposes of the land use evaluations,
roadway edges, which can include wetlands, surface waters, and natural upland habitats
if not regularly mowed and maintained, were excluded from this classification.

Utilities

Generating facilities and water treatment plants including their related facilities are included

as part of this class. Within the project area, there is one generating facility.

Electric Power Facilities

This category includes hydropower, thermal, nuclear, gas turbine plants, transformer yards
and sub-stations. There is one gas compressor station within the project area.



Appendix C: Field Photographs



Photo 1. Representative photo of FLUCFCS code 5100, photo taken during the wet season in October
2023.

Photo 2. Representative photo of FLUCFCS code 5100, photo taken during the wet season in October
2023.
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Photo 3. Representative photo of FLUCFCS code 6430, photo taken during the wet season in October
2023.

Photo 4. Representative photo of FLUCFCS code 6410, photo taken during the wet season in October
2023.
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Photo 5. Representative photo of FLUCFCS code 6310, photo taken during the wet season in October
2023.

Photo 6. Representative photo of FLUCFCS code 6530, photo taken during the wet season in October
2023.
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Photo 7. Representative photo of FLUCFCS code 5340, photo taken during the wet season in October
2023.

Photo 8. Representative photo of FLUCFCS code 5340, photo taken during the wet season in October
2023.
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Photo 9. Representative photo of FLUCFCS code 6440, photo taken during the wet season in October
2023.

Photo 10. Representative photo of FLUCFCS code 5120, photo taken during the dry season in April
2023.

SR 70 PD&E Study Natural Resources Evaluation Report
From CR 721 South to CR 599/128th Avenue FPID 450334-1-22-01



Photo 11. Representative photo of FLUCFCS 6170, photo taken during the dry season in April 2023.

Photo 12. Representative photo of FLUCFCS 6170, photo taken during the dry season in April 2023.
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Photo 13. Representative photo of FLUCFCS 6190, photo taken during the wet season in Octo<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>