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Executive Summary 
The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT), in cooperation with Eglin Air Force Base (AFB), is 
preparing a Project Development and Environment (PD&E) Study for State Road (S.R.) 85 (locally known 
as South Ferdon Boulevard) [hereafter referred to as S.R. 85] from S.R. 123 (Roger J. Clary Highway) 
[hereafter referred to as S.R. 123] to Mirage Avenue just north of S.R. 8/Interstate 10 (I-10), in Okaloosa 
County, Florida through Eglin AFB extending into the city of Crestview (Figure 1-1). The purpose of this 
project is to reduce congestion while improving traffic circulation and enhancing safety for the 
transportation network along S.R. 85 from S.R. 123 to Mirage Avenue, a distance of approximately 12 
miles. The study includes roadway widening from four to six lanes, bridge replacements, improvements 
at signalized intersections, reconstruction of the interchange at I-10 as a Diverging Diamond Interchange 
(DDI), and the construction of stormwater management facilities. 

Alternatives were developed based on the S.R. 85 Feasibility Study and Project Traffic Analysis Report. 
Alternatives to widen S.R. 85 were evaluated during this study, including widening to the inside and 
widening to the outside. The project is divided into three segments to account for variations between the 
typical sections and overlapping land ownership by Eglin AFB. The limits of Segment 1a are from S.R. 123 
to the Shoal River (the Eglin AFB project segment); the limits of Segment 1b are from the Shoal River to 
Live Oak Church Road/Antioch Road; and the limits for Segment 2 are from Live Oak Church Road/Antioch 
Road to Mirage Avenue (Figure 1-2).  

Preferred Alternative 

The Preferred Alternative was identified based on fewer wetland and floodplain impacts, fewer utility 
impacts, and lower construction costs. The Preferred Alternative identified Segment 1a, Alternative 1 as 
the preferred typical section for Segment 1a, widening from four to six lanes within the existing right-of-
way utilizing the inside (median), and constructing new bridges over Pearl Creek (Bridge Numbers 570071 
and 570044) to replace the existing bridges. The Preferred Alternative includes Alternative 1, the sole 
build alternative, for Segment 1b, which consists of a six-lane rural section with paved shoulders, which 
transitions from a 40-foot median where it connects with Segment 1a to a 30-foot median where it 
connects with Segment 2. This segment includes replacing the bridges over Shoal River (Bridge Numbers 
570073 and 570045). Segment 1b would be reconstructed to accommodate the vertical alignment 
changes required to raise the bridges to meet hydraulic requirements. The Preferred Alternative includes 
Alternative 1, the sole build alternative, for Segment 2, which consists of a six-lane suburban typical 
section with a 30-foot median, a six-foot sidewalk along the eastern right-of-way, and a 12-foot multiuse 
path along the western right-of-way. Segment 2 would be reconstructed to accommodate the vertical 
alignment requirements per the FDOT Design Manual.  
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The Preferred Alternative includes a DDI at I-10 that provides dual left-turn lanes onto the eastbound and 
westbound I-10 ramps, dual left-turn lanes and right-turn lanes from the eastbound I-10 ramps onto S.R. 
85, and dual left-turn lanes and a right-turn lane from the westbound I-10 ramps onto S.R. 85. The DDI 
configuration showed all movements operating at an acceptable LOS and thus outperformed other 
interchange configurations evaluated in the Project Traffic Analysis Report. 

Proposed intersection geometric improvements included in the Preferred Alternative are listed as follows. 

 Antioch Road/Live Oak Church Road (existing signalized intersection): Provide dedicated left, 
through and right turn lanes on each side road along with maintaining the northbound and 
southbound dedicated left and right turn lanes on S.R. 85. 

 PJ Adams Parkway (existing signalized intersection): Convert left/through/right turn lane to 
left/through lane to create dual left-turn lanes and add a second right-turn lane.  

 John King Road (existing signalized intersection): Provide dual left-turn lanes onto S.R. 85 
southbound and a shared through/right lane. Include an additional eastbound receiving lane for 
dual left-turn lanes from S.R. 85 southbound. 

Twenty preferred pond sites were identified. The thirteen pond sites located within Eglin AFB were 
identified in coordination with Eglin AFB.  

Approximately 1.03 acres of new roadway right-of-way outside of Eglin AFB are anticipated.  
Approximately 44.56 acres of new drainage right-of-way are anticipated, including 33.31 acres within 
Eglin AFB. No relocations are anticipated.    

Environmental Impacts 

The Cultural Resources Assessment Survey (CRAS) identified one previously recorded resource, building 
1060 MC-40 Fire Lookout Tower (8OK01342), as eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP), and a newly recorded resource group, Auxiliary Field 3 Forest Post (8OK03978). Building 
1060 MC-40 Fire Lookout Tower (8OK01342) is individually eligible and recommended as a contributing 
element to the resource group. Resources that are not individually eligible but are contributing elements 
include previously recorded Building 1062 (8OK01403) and newly recorded Radio Tower (8OK03983) and 
Building 1066 (8OK03984). No additional right-of-way would be taken for S.R. 85 in front of the Auxiliary 
Field 3 Forest Post (8OK03978) or Building 1060 MC-40 Fire Lookout Tower (8OK01342). In addition, the 
project poses no indirect impacts to the overall setting, including the viewshed, the soundscape, and 
access. Therefore, the proposed project would have no adverse effect to the resource group, including 
the individually NRHP-eligible fire lookout tower. 
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The CRAS also identified two (8OK00146 and 8OK02943) previously recorded, NRHP-eligible 
archaeological resources located within the archaeological Area of Potential Effects (APE). No evidence 
of these resources was encountered during the current survey. A close examination of the two eligible 
resources found that, based on the low-density surficial and shallow distribution of related cultural 
deposits documented during previous surveys near the current archaeological APE, it is highly unlikely 
that that cultural deposits capable of providing additional significant information or demonstrating 
further interpretative value beyond that produced during prior investigations is present within the project 
right-of-way. Given these circumstances, the project would have no adverse effect on archaeological 
resources 8OK00146 or 8OK02943. 

The wetlands evaluation estimated wetland, riverine surface water, and other surface waters impacts for 
highway and pond construction as shown in Table ES-1. Consistent with 40 CFR § 1508.1(s), Mitigation, 
wetland impacts were first avoided and minimized. The proposed project alternatives would utilize 
existing, already disturbed and cleared sodded right-of-way for the road widening and ancillary project 
improvements. Unavoidable direct wetland impacts would be expected within the existing right-of-way. 
Fewer impacts would be expected with the inside widening (Preferred Alternative) opposed to the outside 
widening and confinement within the already disturbed road right-of-way would result in less disturbance 
to wetland and wildlife habitats. Ponds were sited to avoid wetland impacts, or in basins where wetland 
impacts were unavoidable, the pond site with the least wetland impact was selected. All ponds within 
Eglin AFB and outside of the existing right-of-way avoid wetland impacts. Impacts to wetlands that result 
from construction of this project would be mitigated pursuant to Section 373.4137, Florida Statute (F.S.), 
to satisfy all mitigation requirements of Part IV of Chapter 373, F.S., and 33 U.S.C. §1344.  

In accordance with Protection of Wetlands (Executive Order 11990) and USDOT Order 5660.1A, there are 
no practicable alternatives to the proposed action. Given that the project involves improvements to an 
existing roadway, opportunities to completely avoid wetland impacts were not available. Although 
unavoidable impacts to wetlands will occur within the existing and proposed right-of-way, these will be 
less impactful as compared to an alternate new roadway alignment. 

Table ES-1 | Preferred Alternative Wetland and Riverine and Other Surface Waters Impacts 
Impact Type Segment 1a Segment 1b Segment 2 Total 
Wetland Direct Impact (acres) 5.06 0.21 3.01* 8.28 
Wetland Indirect Impact (acres) 1.65 0.38 0.5 2.53 
Wetland Temporary Impact (acres) 0.25 0 0 0.25 
Other Surface Water Direct Impacts (acres) 0.14* 0.08 0.15 0.37 

*Includes pond impacts **Includes shading from bridge deck 

The Shoal River and Pearl Creek are designated as a contiguous Outstanding Florida Water (OFW) and 
thus are afforded the highest level of protection in accordance with Rule 62-302.700, F.A.C. The proposed 
stormwater system meets the additional treatment volume criteria for systems that discharge directly to 
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OFWs. Ponds 11, 12, 14, 15, 16, 17A, 18B-1, 18B-2, 19A, and 20A ultimately outfall to the Shoal River and 
are designed to OFW standards. 

Floodplain impacts are unavoidable. Widening the existing roadway avoids floodplain impacts that would 
result from constructing a separate parallel roadway corridor. Floodplains are concentrated on the Shoal 
River crossing due to the proposed wider bridges and constructability constraints. Segment 1a, 
Alternative 1 minimizes floodplain impacts to approximately 13.42 acres by widening to the inside. 
Segment 1b would result in 0.82 acres and ponds would result in 0.88 acres of floodplain impacts. The 
proposed structure would perform hydraulically in a manner equal to or greater than the existing 
structure, and backwater surface elevations are not expected to increase. Thus, there would be no 
significant adverse impacts on natural and beneficial floodplain values. There would be no significant 
change in flood risk, and there would not be a significant change in the potential for interruption or 
termination of emergency service or emergency evacuation routes. Therefore, it has been determined 
that this encroachment is not significant. 

Ten federal listed species protected by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) could potentially occur 
within the study area. FDOT determined that the project would have No Effect on the reticulated 
flatwoods salamander; May Affect, but is Not Likely to Adversely Affect the wood stork, red-cockaded 
woodpecker, Eastern indigo snake, Gulf sturgeon and Okaloosa darter; and May Affect and is Likely to 
Adversely Affect four mollusks (narrow pigtoe, southern sandshell, fuzzy pigtoe, Choctaw bean). Note 
that the gopher tortoise is currently a candidate for federal listing. 

USFWS designated critical habitat, as defined by 50 CFR Part 424 – Listing Endangered and Threatened 
Species and Designating Critical Habitat, Critical Habitats, was present within the Shoal River for the Gulf 
sturgeon and the four mollusks. Measures to minimize impacts to Gulf Sturgeon and mollusk habitats 
would be implemented, including efforts to protect water quality through stringent erosion control 
measures and Best Management Practices (BMPs) during construction, as well as stormwater 
management for the collection and treatment of stormwater runoff and pollutants. With adherence to 
these protection measures and due to the project location at the northernmost extent of the Gulf 
sturgeon critical riverine habitat, a determination was made that the project will not result in the 
destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat for the Gulf sturgeon. However, critical habitat for 
the four mollusks could be impacted. Section 7 consultation will be re-initiated with USFWS during the 
final design and permitting phase to finalize measures to minimize the potential adverse effects to listed 
species and critical habitat when design level details needed for consultation are complete. 

Eight state listed wildlife species managed by the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 
(FWC) and 35 state listed plants protected by the Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer 
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Services (FDACS) potentially occur within the study area. All state listed species have effect determinations 
of “No effect anticipated” or “No adverse effect anticipated”. 

The traffic noise analysis determined that of the 99 individual noise receptors (representing 99 noise 
sensitive sites) found to exist along the project corridor, noise impacts would occur at 13 receptors 
(representing 13 noise sensitive sites) in the project design year (2044) if the project is constructed. Ten 
of the 13 impacted receptors are within Bill Duggan Jr Park (Receptors 90-99). Three of the 13 impacted 
receptors are along Segment 2 and include two residences on Campbell Avenue (Receptors 42 and 48) 
and Arby’s patio at the intersection with John King Road (Receptor 7).  Noise abatement was considered 
at all impacted locations. None of the noise barriers were found to be feasible and reasonable per FDOT 
guidelines. 
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Public Involvement 

Public involvement included a public kick-off newsletter, a virtual public update made available on May 
19, 2019 and a hybrid public hearing held November 30, 2021. The public sentiment was generally in 
favor of the project. No common concerns were identified. Comments during the public hearing comment 
period were generally asking for further clarification on potential right-of-way impacts and questions 
regarding local road connectivity.  No significant agency or public comments were received that 
necessitated revisions to the document.   
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Privacy Advisory 
Letters or other written comments provided may be published in the Final EA. As required by law, 
comments will be addressed in the Final EA and made available to the public. However, only the names 
of the individuals making comments and their specific comments will be disclosed. Providing personal 
information is voluntary. Personal information such as addresses and telephone numbers will be compiled 
and retained in the project file to develop a mailing list for those requesting copies of the EA but will not 
be disclosed to the public, unless they are included in the oral public hearing transcript, which is attached 
to the Final EA. 
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1.0 Purpose and Need 
1.1 Introduction
The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT), in cooperation with Eglin Air Force Base (AFB) is 
preparing a Project Development and Environment (PD&E) Study for State Road (S.R.) 85 (locally known 
as South Ferdon Boulevard) [hereafter referred to as S.R. 85] from S.R. 123 (Roger J. Clary Highway) 
[hereafter referred to as S.R. 123] to Mirage Avenue just north of S.R. 8/Interstate 10 (I-10), in Okaloosa 
County, Florida.  S.R. 85 is the only publicly accessible north-south corridor connecting the northern and 
southern portions of Okaloosa County.  S.R. 85 serves as a primary commuter and evacuation route for 
both Eglin AFB and the communities in southern Okaloosa County.  This project aims to address current 
roadway capacity and safety issues.  The PD&E study evaluated widening the existing four-lane typical 
section in addition to other improvements at intersections and the interchange at I-10. This document 
is structured to address both FDOT and Eglin AFB requirements.

1.2 Location and Background
The southern limits of the project begin at S.R. 123 in Okaloosa 
County.  The limits extend through Eglin AFB to Mirage Avenue, 
north of I-10 in the city of Crestview, Florida.  Figure 1-1 shows 
the project location and Figure 1-2 shows the project limits in 
Okaloosa County.  

This project will add vehicular capacity to S.R. 85 from S.R. 123 to 
Mirage Avenue, a distance of approximately 12 miles. Capacity 
improvements consist of widening S.R. 85 from four to six 
lanes. This project will also evaluate Transportation Systems 
Management and Operations (TSM&O) and lighting 
enhancements along with the potential for providing bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities along the corridor. S.R. 85 is functionally 
classified as a Rural Principal Arterial from S.R. 123 to Pearl Creek 
and as an Urban Principal Arterial from Pearl Creek to Mirage 
Avenue, and is designated as a Strategic Intermodal System (SIS) 
Corridor by FDOT. The corridor also serves as the SIS Military Access Facility (MAF) for Eglin AFB and Duke 
Field, is on the Strategic Highway Network (STRAHNET), is identified as a Highway of Commerce by the 
Okaloosa-Walton Transportation Planning Organization (O-W TPO) and is designated as a hurricane 
evacuation route by the Florida Division of Emergency Management.

The Strategic Intermodal System 
(SIS) is Florida’s high priority network 
of transportation facilities important 
to the state's economy and mobility.

The Strategic Highway Network 
(STRAHNET) is a network of 
highways which are important to the 
United States' strategic defense 
policy and which provide defense 
access, continuity and emergency 
capabilities for defense purposes.

Military Access Facilities (MAF)
are transportation facilities linking
SIS corridors to the state’s strategic 
military installations.
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Figure 1-1 | Project Location 
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Figure 1-2 | Project Limits 
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1.3 Purpose and Need 

1.3.1 Project Purpose 
The purpose of this project is to reduce congestion while improving traffic circulation and enhancing 
safety for the transportation network along S.R. 85 from S.R. 123 to Mirage Avenue. 

1.3.2 Project Need 
The needs for this project include roadway system linkage, roadway safety, and capacity and level of 
service, as described in the following sections. 

1.3.2.1 Roadway System Linkage 
The S.R. 85 corridor provides regional connectivity to the populated urban areas of Fort Walton Beach, 
Destin, and Niceville to the south, and the city of Crestview and I-10 to the north. The corridor also serves 
as a SIS facility for connection to the Destin – Fort Walton Beach Airport (VPS), SIS MAF for Eglin AFB and 
Duke Field, is on the STRAHNET, and is identified as a Highway of Commerce by the O-W TPO. Regional 
connectivity to these areas is not available through any other reasonable north-south facility. The 
southern urban areas are also major tourist destinations attracting visitors from around the nation year-
round. The additional capacity along this corridor from S.R. 123 to I-10 will provide for greater mobility 
in the region by serving the municipalities, and communities south of the corridor, and by reducing 
congestion along the suburban area of the corridor. As travel times decrease with the additional capacity, 
the improvements may also relieve major corridors south of the project such as U.S. 98, which serves as 
an alternate route to Interstate 10 via S.R. 87, S.R. 285, or U.S. 331. 

1.3.2.2 Roadway Safety 
A significant number of crashes experienced in both the suburban and rural sections of the corridor 
support a need for additional capacity based on crash type. The 2013 to 2017 crash rates for S.R. 85, are 
higher (4.42 for the suburban segment and 1.00 for the rural segment) than the statewide averages for 
similar types of roadway facilities (1.56 for suburban segments and 0.64 for rural segments). One bicycle 
and four pedestrian related crashes were reported. Rear-end crashes account for 780 of 1,499 total 
crashes along S.R. 85 in the most-recent 5-year period, or 52% of all crashes. The high occurrence of rear-
end and other crash types are indicative of congestion along S.R. 85. 
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1.3.2.3 Capacity and Level of Service
As evaluated with 2018 traffic counts, S.R. 85 near I-10 currently 
operates at an unacceptable daily level of service (LOS), with over 
45,000 vehicles daily in the four-lane section south of I-10 and 40,000 
in the section north of I-10. The rural section of S.R. 85 from Antioch 
Road to S.R. 123 experiences an unacceptable LOS during the peak 
hour periods. The suburban section of S.R. 85 from Antioch Road to 
I-10 operates at an unacceptable LOS within both daily and peak 
hour periods. Per FDOT's Level of Service Targets for the SHS Policy 
(000-525-006), the LOS targets for S.R. 85 are C for rural areas and D 
in urbanized areas.

While the I-10 / S.R. 85 interchange ramp terminal intersections provide acceptable LOS with LOS D 
operations or better in 2018, traffic has difficulty accessing the interchange area due to severe congestion 
along S.R. 85 both north and south of the interchange itself. In the afternoon peak, northbound queues 
along S.R. 85 approaching the I-10 interchange are regularly observed to extend over four miles south to 
a point near Special Forces Way. Travel times during the extended peak hour periods through this 
congested segment routinely exceed 30 minutes.

In future year 2044, the I-10 interchange is expected to operate at an unacceptable LOS F. The section of 
the project from S.R. 123 to Antioch Road is expected to fall below the LOS target, C, with peak period 
operating at a failing LOS F. As expected, continued growth in traffic will exacerbate the failing conditions 
(LOS F) throughout the suburban area of S.R. 85 from Antioch Road to I-10. Projected 2044 conditions at 
the S.R. 85 interchange indicate both ramp terminal intersections will operate at an unacceptable LOS F 
during the AM peak hour in the no-build scenario with significant queuing reported along the S.R. 85 
corridor.  This queuing often spills over into upstream intersections causing further delays and 
degradation of operations at subsequent upstream signals. The I-10 mainline is addressed in the I-10 
PD&E Study (FPID 441038).

Level of Service (LOS) is a 
measure of roadway operational 
efficiency based on speed, travel 
time, and delay. Level of Service 
“A” provides the most desirable 
level of traffic operation, and Level 
of Service “F” provides the worst. 
The LOS target is the minimum 
LOS desired for a facility.
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1.3.3 Planning Consistency 
The 2040 O-W TPO Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) Cost Feasible Plan, adopted in February 2017 
identifies the widening of S.R. 85 from S.R. 123 to I-10 (S.R.-8). Project Development and Environment 
(PD&E), design, right-of-way and construction are shown in the Cost Feasible Plan with funding of $4.9, 
$7.5, $12.4 and $57 million, respectively.  The 2045 O-W LRTP, adopted December 9, 2021, includes the 
PD&E [FPID 220171-2] in the Cost Feasible Plan as a Strategic Intermodal System project (number one 
O-W TPO SIS Priority), and the three design-phase segments:  FPID 220171-4 (S.R. 85 from S.R. 123 to 
McWhorter Avenue); 220171-5 (S.R. 85 from McWhorter Avenue to PJ Adams Parkway); and 220171-6 
(S.R. 85 form PJ Adams Parkway to Mirage Avenue).  All phases (design, right-of-way, and construction) 
are funded for all three segments in the 2045 Long Range Transportation Plan Cost Feasible Plan, 
consistent with the FDOT Strategic Intermodal System Plans. However, only design phase funding is 
currently allocated in the Transportation Improvement Program (five-year plan).  See Appendix B for 
planning consistency documents. 

Table 1-1 | Planning Consistency – S.R. 85 Design from S.R. 123 to McWhorter Avenue 
CURRENTLY 
ADOPTED CFP-LRTP COMMENTS FPID 220171-4  

Yes All phases are funded in the 2045 O-W LRTP CFP. 

PHASE 
Currently 
Approved 

Currently 
Approved TIP/STIP TIP/STIP 

TIP STIP $ FY 

Design Yes  Yes $4.95M / $4.95M 2021-2022 / 2022 

Right-of-Way No No   

Construction No No   
 

Table 1-2 | Planning Consistency – S.R. 85 Design from McWhorter Avenue to PJ Adams Parkway 

CURRENTLY 
ADOPTED CFP-LRTP COMMENTS FPID 220171-5 

Yes All phases are funded in the 2045 O-W LRTP CFP. 

PHASE 
Currently 
Approved 

Currently 
Approved TIP/STIP TIP/STIP 

TIP STIP $ FY 

Design Yes  Yes $7.48M / $7.48M 2021-2022 / 2022 

Right-of-Way No No   

Construction No No   
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Table 1-3 | Planning Consistency – S.R. 85 Design from PJ Adams Parkway to I-10 

CURRENTLY 
ADOPTED CFP-LRTP COMMENTS FPID 220171-6 

Yes All phases are funded in the 2045 O-W LRTP CFP. 

PHASE 
Currently 
Approved 

Currently 
Approved TIP/STIP TIP/STIP 

TIP STIP $ FY 

Design Yes  Yes $3.16M / $2.75M 2021-2022 / 2022 

Right-of-Way No No   

Construction No No   
 

 
1.4 NEPA Compliance Requirements  
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) establishes a broad national environmental policy with 
goals for the protection, maintenance, and enhancement of the environment, and provides a process for 
implementing these goals within federal agencies and departments.  NEPA requires federal agencies to 
consider, as part of planning and decision-making processes, the impacts of their actions on the 
environment and to disclose evaluation and the basis for the decision made through appropriate level of 
documentation. The intent of NEPA is to make informed decisions based on the identification of potential 
environmental consequences and take appropriate actions to protect, restore, or enhance the 
environment. NEPA established the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), which is charged with the 
development of implementing regulations and ensuring federal agency compliance with NEPA.  The 
process for implementing NEPA is outlined in 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) §§ 1500-1508. The 
CEQ regulations mandate that all federal agencies and departments use a systematic interdisciplinary 
approach to environmental planning and the evaluation of actions that may affect the environment. The 
CEQ regulations are intended to assist federal officials in decision-making based on an understanding of 
the potential environmental consequences, and to take actions that protect, restore, and enhance the 
environment.  The level of analysis required to meet NEPA requirements depends on the scope and 
severity of the environmental impacts of the proposed project. Acting as the Lead Federal Agency on this 
action per a Memorandum of Understanding dated May 26, 2022 and executed by Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) and FDOT, FDOT in consultation with Eglin AFB, have determined that an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) should be prepared to further evaluate the potential environmental 
impacts of the action.   
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As the Cooperating Agency on this action, U.S. Department of Defense (DoD), Department of Air Force 
operates under Air Force Policy Directive 32-70, Environmental Quality, 20 July 1994, updated 30 July 
2018, which requires the Air Force to “conduct its activities according to national environmental policy,” 
and establishes accountability for all personnel for the environmental consequences of their actions.  The 
Air Force, in its mission to achieve and maintain environmental quality, is committed to conserving natural 
and cultural resources through effective planning and integrating, into all levels of decision-making, the 
environmental consequences of the preferred alternative. 

In accordance with CEQ Regulation at 40 CFR §§ 1500 – 1508, both FHWA and DoD operate under their 
own NEPA implementing regulations.  The FHWA regulation at 23 CFR Part 771 provides NEPA operating 
principles to be followed by the FDOT.  The Air Force regulation, 32 CFR Part 989, Environmental Impact 
Analysis Process outlines steps for the analysis of environmental impacts on installations in the United 
States and abroad.  This document reflects compliance with NEPA implementing regulations for 
FHWA and DoD as demonstrated by the crosswalk of requirements in Appendix A.   
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2.0 Alternatives
The project involves widening S.R. 85 from a four-lane divided 
highway to a six-lane divided highway from S.R. 123, through Eglin 
AFB, to Mirage Avenue. The total project length is approximately 
12 miles. Bicycle lanes and sidewalks are proposed in the segment 
from Antioch Road to Mirage Avenue because its context 
classification is C3C – Suburban Commercial. The widening includes 
the replacement of the bridges over Shoal River and Shoal River 
Relief/Pearl Creek. The project also includes improvements at 
signalized intersections and the interchange at I-10 and the 
construction of stormwater management facilities. 

As required by federal regulation, this EA addresses potential 
environmental impacts of the Preferred Alternative and 
appropriate alternatives, as well as a No-Build Alternative. Chapter 
2 contains five parts: (1) Alternatives Development; (2) Alternatives 
Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Analysis; (3) Alternatives 
Considered for Additional Study; (4) No-Build Alternative and (5) 
Preferred Alternative. A comparison of alternatives is provided in 
Chapter 3 of this EA.

2.1 Alternatives Development
Multiple planning efforts preceded this PD&E study. Widening S.R. 85 and interchange improvements at 
the S.R. 85/I-10 interchange are identified in the O-W TPO 2040 LRTP Cost Feasible Plan (Adopted in 
February 2017). FDOT conducted an Efficient Transportation Decision Making (ETDM) Planning Screen in 
2018 and completed the S.R. 85 Feasibility Study (FPID 220171-12-01) in 2019 that analyzed build and no 
build traffic forecasts. Based on the evaluation of operating conditions for the design year 2044 build 
traffic conditions, the feasibility study recommended widening S.R. 85 from S.R. 123 to I-10, 
reconstructing the I-10 interchange to a DDI and intersection improvements. These planning efforts were 
used in alternatives development for this PD&E Study. Per the PD&E Manual, TSM&O and multimodal 
options were also initially considered.

All build alternatives include use of the existing S.R. 85 right-of-way for widening to achieve the six-lane 
configuration from S.R. 123 to I-10. Alternative alignments of S.R. 85 are not feasible due to encroachment 
on Eglin AFB.  Build alternatives will also include inside shoulders where required, and bicycle lanes or 
outside shoulders.  

The Efficient Transportation 
Decision Making (ETDM) process 
is Florida's procedure for reviewing 
qualifying transportation projects 
to consider potential environmental 
effects in the Planning phase. This 
process provides stakeholders the 
opportunity for early input, 
involvement, and coordination. It 
provides for the early identification 
of potential project effects and 
informs the development of scopes 
for projects advancing to the 
Project Development and 
Environment (PD&E) phase.
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Intersection and interchange improvements were designed using the recommendations from the S.R. 85 
Feasibility Study, the S.R. 85 Project Traffic Analysis Report (PTAR), and with consideration of Okaloosa 
County and city of Crestview planned improvements. 

The S.R. 85 Project Traffic Analysis Report and the Pond Siting Report are located in the project file. 

2.2 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Analysis 
The following alternatives were considered in the initial planning phase but were not carried forward for 
detailed analysis. The selection standards (32 CFR § 989.9) used to eliminate alternatives from detailed 
analysis include: 

 Widening S.R. 85 to six lanes and  
 Ability to accommodate future travel demand at acceptable service levels. 

These selection standards were chosen because they indicate whether the alternative could meet the 
purpose and need of the project. Widening S.R. 85 to six lanes is documented as a need in the O-W TPO 
LRTP and the FDOT SIS Plan. Future travel demand and acceptable service levels are established by the 
adopted and approved planning documents. The target LOS for S.R. 85 is C, as defined by Okaloosa 
County in the Okaloosa County Comprehensive Plan. The target LOS for the interchange with I-10 is D, 
as defined by FDOT. LOS is a qualitative measure of how efficiently a roadway or intersection operates. 
LOS A represents the highest traffic flow quality, while LOS E represents traffic flow at capacity. LOS F 
represents forced flow congested conditions. LOS B, C, and D represent a gradual degradation in traffic 
flow quality before reaching capacity. Service levels for state roads are calculated using the methods 
defined in FDOT’s Quality/Level of Service Handbook. This analysis is documented in the Project Traffic 
Analysis Report that was completed prior to this PD&E study. Title 23 U.S.C. § 168 and 23 CFR Part 450 
allow for decisions and analyses conducted during transportation planning to be used for the National 
Environmental Policy Act study.  

2.2.1 Transportation Systems Management and Operations (TSM&O) Alternative 
While TSM&O measures such as signal timing improvements, signing and marking improvements, 
intersection improvements, and travel demand management strategies could result in small operation 
improvements, TSM&O measures alone would not adequately address the major need for the project, 
which is to address roadway capacity needs to meet projected future travel demand. Therefore, the 
TSM&O Alternative has been eliminated from further consideration. TSM&O measures could be part of 
the Preferred Alternative. 
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2.2.2 Travel/Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Alternative  
Travel/Transportation Demand Management (TDM) would reduce travel congestion by reducing or 
accommodating trips in fewer cars through the provision of other modes of transportation, and 
operational management strategies (signal timing). TDM addresses traffic congestion by focusing on 
reducing travel demand rather than increasing transportation capacity. The objective is to increase the 
efficiency of the existing roadway system without major expenditures. TDM alternatives include 
ridesharing, flextime, use of transit, walking and bicycling. TDM measures alone would not adequately 
address the major need for the project, which is to increase the roadway capacity to meet projected future 
travel demand. Therefore, the TDM Alternative has been eliminated from further consideration. 

2.2.3 Multimodal Alternative 
The predominant transportation modes within the study area are auto and truck transportation. There is 
currently one fixed bus route within the study area provided by Emerald Coast (EC) Rider. EC Rider also 
offers paratransit services to residents who are unable to access the fixed routes throughout Okaloosa 
County. EC Rider provides three round trips per day along S.R. 85. As there are limited transit services 
available, adding additional lanes and facilities for transit would not help to improve the congestion along 
S.R. 85. Therefore, transit alternatives would not help meet the purpose and need of the project and were 
not further reviewed.  EC Rider is currently completing a Transit Development Plan, which will continue 
to evaluate service delivery needs for transit between Crestview and Eglin Air Force Base.  However, a 
dedicated transit lane is not currently under consideration. 

All Build Alternatives took into consideration facilities to accommodate bicyclists and pedestrians as a 
portion of the project falls within the Crestview urban area 1-mile buffer, and as such, bicycle lanes are 
required to be included on all facilities. Sidewalks are also normally included within all urbanized areas. 
In addition, the state’s Office of Greenways and Trails published Land Trails Opportunity Map for the study 
area shows a land trail opportunity area as well as Florida National Scenic Trail priority area exists along 
a portion of S.R. 85 north of the Shoal River. 

2.2.4 Interchange Alternatives 
The PTAR and the S.R. 85 Feasibility Study evaluated an improved diamond interchange, a single-point 
urban interchange, and a diverging diamond interchange (DDI) for the I-10 interchange. The diamond 
interchange and single-point urban interchange were eliminated from further study in the PTAR and are 
summarized here. 
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2.2.4.1 Improved Diamond Interchange at I-10 
The current configuration is a diamond interchange. The improved diamond interchange includes adding 
a through lane in the northbound and southbound directions and adding an additional eastbound right-
turn lane on the I-10 eastbound ramp.  

The intersection analysis in the PTAR showed that while the overall intersections operate at an acceptable 
LOS, some of the movements operate at an unacceptable LOS with high delays and volume to capacity 
ratios. The DDI alternative showed all movements operating at an acceptable LOS and thus outperforms 
the improved diamond interchange. 

2.2.4.2 Single-Point Urban Interchange 
The single-point urban interchange is a variant of the compressed diamond interchange. The turning 
movements of I-10 ramps and all the movements of the S.R. 85 are executed in one central area that is 
under the I-10 overpass.  

The intersection analysis in the PTAR showed that while the overall intersections have a vehicle to capacity 
ratio of less than one, some of the movements operate at an unacceptable LOS with high delays and the 
overall intersection operates at LOS E during the AM peak hour. Thus, the single-point urban interchange 
performed least well in the traffic LOS analysis. 

2.3 Alternatives Considered for Additional Study 

2.3.1 Typical Section Alternatives  
For the purpose of the alternatives evaluation, the project is divided into three segments to account for 
variations between the typical sections, context classification, and overlapping land ownership by Eglin 
AFB. The limits of Segment 1a are from S.R. 123 to the Shoal River (on Eglin AFB); the limits of Segment 
1b are from the Shoal River to Live Oak Church Road/Antioch Road; and the limits for Segment 2 are from 
Live Oak Church Road/Antioch Road to Mirage Avenue.  

2.3.1.1 Segment 1a 
The limits of Segment 1a are from S.R. 123 to the Shoal River, which is the northern boundary of Eglin 
AFB. This segment is within Eglin AFB and its context classification is C1-Natural. For Segment 1a, two 
alternatives are being considered: 

 Segment 1a, Alternative 1 consists of accommodating the additional lanes by widening to the 
inside (median) (Figure 2-1); and 
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Segment 1a, Alternative 2 consists of accommodating the additional lane by widening to the 
outside (Figure 2-2). This alternative transitions to inside widening before the bridges over Pearl 
Creek and Shoal River.

Figure 2-1 | Segment 1a, Alternative 1

Figure 2-2 | Segment 1a, Alternative 2

The advantages of Alternative 1 include:

Fewer wetland and floodplain impacts, 
Less right-of-way acquisition needed for linear ditches to meet stormwater management 
requirements, 
Fewer utility impacts, and
Lower construction costs, as shown in Table 3-1. 
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The advantages of Alternative 2 include: 

 Maintaining the 10-foot graded inside shoulder and 
 Maintaining the existing 64-foot median. 

Disadvantages common to both build alternatives include: 

 New construction costs, 
 Disruption to traffic due to construction activities, and 
 Disturbance to social, cultural, natural, and physical resources. 

 
Additional disadvantages of Alternative 2 include: 

 More wetland and floodplain impacts, 
 More right-of-way acquisition needed for linear ditches to meet stormwater management 

requirements, 
 More utility impacts, and 
 Higher construction costs, as shown in Table 3-1. 

2.3.1.2 Segment 1b 
Segment 1b serves as a transitional area from the Shoal River to the S.R. 85/Live Oak Church Road/Antioch 
Road intersection, leading into the city of Crestview. Because Segment 1a, Alternative 1 proposes inside 
widening and Segment 1a, Alternative 2 transitions to inside widening before the bridges, only one 
alternative was considered for Segment 1b that transitions from inside widening at the Shoal River with 
a 40-foot median to a 30-foot median for Segment 2. Segment 1b is separate from Segment 1a and 
Segment 2 because its context classification is C1-Natural but is not within Eglin AFB. The typical section 
for Segment 1b is shown in Figure 2-3. 
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Figure 2-3 | Segment 1b, Alternative 1 

2.3.1.3 Segment 2
Segment 2 includes S.R. 85 from Live Oak Church Road/Antioch Road to Mirage Avenue, which has a 
context classification of C3C – Suburban Commercial. The segment is within or adjacent to the city of 
Crestview. For Segment 2, reconstruction to a six-lane typical section (Segment 2, Alternative 1) would
accommodate the additional lanes, as shown in Figure 2-4. In this segment, the existing median is much 
smaller than Segment 1 and would not accommodate the additional lanes and dual left turn lanes that 
are required at the signalized intersections; therefore, inside widening was not considered for Segment 
2. Additionally, Segment 2 would be reconstructed to achieve the vertical alignment requirements per 
the FDOT Design Manual (FDM). Segment 2, Alternative 1 also includes a six-foot sidewalk along the 
eastern right-of-way and a 12-foot multiuse path along the western right-of-way. 

Figure 2-4 | Segment 2, Alternative 1 
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2.3.2 Bridge Improvement Options 
The four existing bridges over Shoal River Relief/Pearl Creek [Bridge Numbers 570071 and 570044] and 
Shoal River (Bridge Numbers 570073 and 570045) were built in 1974 and do not meet current FDOT 
hydraulic clearance requirements (2 feet for debris clearance between design flood stage and the bridge 
low member as well as 6 feet of navigation clearance above normal high water). They are also too narrow 
to accommodate the additional travel lane and wider inside shoulders. Based on the age of the bridges 
and required improvements horizontally and vertically, all of the bridges are recommended to be 
replaced. The proposed bridge typical section is shown in Figure 2-5.  

The bridges over Pearl Creek would be replaced along their current horizontal alignment and would be 
raised vertically 1-foot, 3-inches to meet the hydraulic clearance requirements. Sufficient right-of-way 
exists to allow for a temporary work trestle to be constructed on the east side of the existing northbound 
bridge and top down construction would not be required.  

The bridges over Shoal River would be constructed in the same approximate footprint as the existing 
bridges; however, the skew of the southbound bridge would be removed. These bridges would also be 
raised vertically 1-foot, 3-inches to meet hydraulic clearance requirements. The right-of-way at these 
bridges do not allow for utilization of a temporary work trestle due to constrained right-of-way and 
proximity to Wayside Park, a section 4(f) resource, which is located on the east side of S.R. 85. In order to 
avoid impacts to the park, the existing outside travel lane location is held and all widening is proposed 
to the west. Shoal River Wayside Park would not be used for any construction-related activities.  

Construction of a temporary bridge west of the existing southbound bridges would be needed. In order 
to construct the temporary bridges, vegetation would need to be trimmed and/or removed. The 
temporary bridges would accommodate southbound traffic so that northbound traffic can be shifted 
onto the existing southbound bridges. While traffic is shifted to the temporary configuration, the existing 
northbound bridges would be removed and new northbound bridges built. Once complete, all four lanes 
of traffic would be shifted onto the new northbound bridges. This would allow for removal of the 
temporary bridges and the existing southbound bridges. Once removed, the contractor can then 
construct the new southbound bridges. Traffic would then be shifted to the final layout and the location 
of the temporary bridges can be restored. 
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Figure 2-5 | Proposed Bridge Typical Section
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2.3.3 Intersection/Interchange Alternatives
The recommended signalized intersection and interchange improvements were provided in the S.R. 85 
Feasibility Study and the PTAR. The PTAR contains analysis leading to the selection of intersection and 
interchange alternatives to be considered.

2.3.3.1 Antioch Road/Live Oak Church Road
Live Oak Church Road becomes Antioch Road west of S.R. 85. Currently, Antioch Road and Live Oak 
Church Road are both undivided roadways with one through lane in each direction at the intersection. 
Additionally, Live Oak Church Road has a right-only lane onto S.R. 85. The proposed configuration widens 
both roadways to four lanes through the intersection with dedicated left, through, and right lanes. The 
northbound and southbound dedicated left and right turn lanes on S.R. 85 would be maintained. Figure 
2-6 shows the proposed improvements. 

Figure 2-6 | Intersection with Antioch Road/Live Oak Church Road 
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2.3.3.2 P.J. Adams Parkway
P.J. Adams Parkway terminates at S.R. 85. It currently has five lanes at the intersection with one dedicated 
right lane, one dedicated left lane, and a shared through/left/right lane. S.R. 85 southbound currently has 
one dedicated right lane, one dedicated left lane, and two through lanes. S.R. 85 northbound currently 
has two a dedicated right lane leading to Beach Community Bank, two dedicated left-lanes, and two 
through lanes. The proposed configuration widens P.J. Adams from five to six lanes to match the Okaloosa 
County planned improvements. The six-lane configuration would consist of two dedicated right turn 
lanes, one dedicated left turn lane, and one shared left/through lane. The turn lanes on S.R. 85
southbound would be maintained. On S.R. 85 northbound, the dedicated right turn lane would be 
converted into a through lane. Figure 2-7 shows the proposed improvements.

Figure 2-7 | Intersection with P.J. Adams Parkway
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2.3.3.3 John King Road
John King Road terminates at S.R. 85. It currently has three lanes at the intersection with a dedicated left 
turn lane and a shared right/through lane. S.R. 85 southbound currently has two through lanes and one 
dedicated left turn lane. S.R. 85 northbound currently has two through lanes, one dedicated right turn 
lane and one dedicated left turn lane that leads to commercial facilities. The proposed configuration 
widens John King Road from three to five lanes to match Okaloosa County planned improvements. John 
King Road would consist of two dedicated left turn lanes, a shared right/through lane, and two eastbound 
lanes. The turn lanes on S.R. 85 northbound would be maintained. On S.R. 85 southbound, a second 
dedicated left turn lane would be added. Figure 2-8 shows the proposed improvements. 

Figure 2-8 | Intersection with John King Road
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2.3.3.4 Interchange at I-10
A DDI is proposed for the I-10 and S.R. 85 interchange. The State Chief Engineer made a determination 
of safety, operational, and engineering (SO&E) acceptability of the proposed change in access on March 
18, 2019. The SO&E is located in the project file. The DDI would reconfigure the interchange with S.R. 85 
as a DDI under the I-10 mainline.  I-10 would continue to be elevated over the S.R. 85 DDI.  The DDI would
provide dual left turn lanes onto the eastbound and westbound I-10 ramps, dual left turn lanes and right 
turn lanes from the eastbound I-10 ramps onto S.R. 85 and dual left-turn lanes and a right turn lane from 
the westbound I-10 ramps onto S.R. 85 (Figure 2-9). This design improves the operations for turning 
movements to and from I-10 and reduces the number of conflict points. I-10 mainline improvements at 
this location are under evaluation in a separate PD&E study (FPID 441038).    

Figure 2-9 | Interchange at I-10

2.4 No-Build Alternative
The existing S.R. 85 with four lanes and the existing interchange configurations are considered the No-
Build Alternative. The No-Build Alternative serves as a baseline from which to evaluate the Build 
Alternatives and is the equivalent of the Air Force No Action Alternative. 

The advantages of the No-Build Alternative include:
Minimal new construction costs,
No disruption to existing land use due to construction,
Minimal disruption to traffic due to construction activities,
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 No right-of-way acquisition or relocations, and 
 No disturbance to natural resources. 

The disadvantages of the No-Build Alternative include: 

 Increase in roadway maintenance and user costs, 
 Increase in traffic congestion,  
 Increase in potential for traffic crashes,  
 Deterioration of air quality, and 
 Inconsistency with local transportation plans. 

The No-Build Alternative would not meet the purpose and need of the project because it would not 
reduce congestion, improve LOS or improve safety. The No-Build Alternative provides a baseline 
conditions to compare and measure the effects of the Build Alternatives. 

2.5 Preferred Alternative 
The Preferred Alternative (also known as the proposed action) was identified based on fewer wetland and 
floodplain impacts, fewer utility impacts, lower construction costs, and the public hearing. The Preferred 
Alternative consists of the following typical sections (including the bridges), interchange/intersection 
improvements, pond sites, and access management changes. 

2.5.1 Typical Sections 
2.5.1.1 Segment 1a 
The Preferred Alternative for Segment 1a (S.R. 123 to Shoal River) is Alternative 1, inside widening, to 
accommodate the additional lane in each direction (Figure 2-1). Segment 1a, Alternative 1 would reduce 
the median from 64 feet to 40 feet. This allows the existing outside paved and graded shoulders to remain 
while utilizing the existing sodded area for stormwater requirements. This alternative minimizes impacts 
to wetlands and floodplains and avoids utility impacts. 

The bridges over Pearl Creek (Bridge Numbers 570044 and 570071) would be replaced along the current 
horizontal alignment but would be raised vertically to meet hydraulic requirements.  

2.5.1.2 Segment 1b 
Segment 1b (Shoal River to Antioch Road/Live Oak Church Road) is a transitional segment between 
Segment 1a and Segment 2. The Preferred Alternative for this segment is a six-lane rural section with 
paved shoulders (Figure 2-3). The median would transition from the 40-foot median in Segment 1a to 
30 feet to align with Segment 2. The horizontal alignment is also shifted westward to avoid impacts to 
the Shoal River Wayside Park, a Section 4(f) property located on the east side of S.R. 85 just north of Shoal 
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River. This segment would be reconstructed to accommodate the vertical alignment changes required to 
raise the bridges over Shoal River to meet hydraulic requirements. The bridges over Shoal River (Bridge 
Numbers 570047 and 570073) would be replaced with new bridges in the same approximate footprint as 
the existing bridges, however the skew of the southbound bridge would be removed. The typical sections 
for the bridges would accommodate three lanes of traffic in each direction with 10-foot inside and outside 
shoulders (Figure 2-5). 

2.5.1.3 Segment 2 
For Segment 2, the Preferred Alternative is a six-lane typical section with a 30-foot median, six-foot 
sidewalk along the eastern right-of-way, and a 12-foot multiuse path along the western right-of-way 
(Figure 2-4). This would allow for dual left turn lanes at the signalized intersections while maintaining the 
existing median width. This segment would be reconstructed to accommodate the vertical alignment 
requirements per the FDM. 

2.5.2 Interchange and Intersection Improvements 
A DDI is the preferred configuration for the interchange at I-10 and S.R. 85 (Figure 2-9). The Interchange 
Modification Report was signed on March 18, 2019 and is in the project file. The Preferred Alternative 
provides dual left turn lanes on to the eastbound and westbound I-10 ramps, dual left turn lanes and 
right turn lanes from the eastbound I-10 ramps onto S.R. 85 and dual left turn lanes and a right turn lane 
from the westbound I-10 ramps onto S.R. 85. 

Proposed intersection geometric improvements included in the Preferred Alternative are listed below. 

 Antioch Road/Live Oak Church Road (existing signalized intersection): Provide dedicated left, 
through and right turn lanes on each side road along with maintaining the northbound and 
southbound dedicated left and right turn lanes on S.R. 85 (Figure 2-6). 

 PJ Adams Parkway (existing signalized intersection): Convert left/through/right turn lane to 
left/through lane to create dual left turn lanes and add a second right turn lane (Figure 2-7).  

 John King Road (existing signalized intersection): Provide dual left turn lanes onto S.R. 85 
southbound and a shared through/right lane. Include an additional eastbound receiving lane for 
dual left turn lanes from S.R. 85 southbound (Figure 2-8). 

2.5.3 Preferred Pond Sites 
Pond sites are needed to address stormwater runoff resulting from the proposed roadway improvements. 
The Preferred Alternative includes 19 basins and 20 ponds. Nineteen of the ponds are new construction, 
while Pond 1 is an existing retention facility with construction limited to control structure modification. 
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Ponds 1, 15 and 16 are the only ponds that do not require right-of-way acquisition. The preferred pond 
sites are shown in Table 2-1 and Figure 2-10. The Pond Siting Report (PSR) contains the evaluation 
leading to the preferred pond sites. 

Table 2-1 | Preferred Pond Sites 

Basin Preferred Pond Site Right-of-Way 
Acquisition 

1 Pond 1 - 
2 Pond 2 2.44 Ac.* 
3 Pond 3 2.67 Ac.* 
4 Pond 4 3.13 Ac.* 
5 Pond 5 2.65 Ac.* 
6 Pond 6 2.77 Ac.* 
7 Pond 7 1.63 Ac.* 
8 Pond 8 2.86 Ac.* 
9 Pond 9 1.56 Ac.* 
10 Pond 10 1.91 Ac.* 
11 Pond 11 2.11 Ac.* 
12 Pond 12 3.20 Ac.* 
14 Pond 14 6.08 Ac.* 
15 Pond 15 - 
16 Pond 16 - 
17 Pond 17A 2.30 Ac. 
18 Ponds 18B-1 & 18B-2 3.66 Ac. 
19 Pond 19A 1.07 Ac. 
20 Pond 20A 2.94 Ac. 

*Indicates right-of-way required from Eglin AFB. There is no Basin 13 or Pond 13. The Basin 13 area was incorporated 
into Basins 14 and 15. 
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Figure 2-10 | Preferred Pond Sites 
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2.5.4 Access Management 
The Preferred Alternative proposes access management changes at two locations. River Drive/Export 
Road and Cracker Barrel Drive/Southcrest Drive would be converted from full median openings to 
directional median openings that would allow left turns from northbound and southbound S.R. 85 onto 
cross streets but would not allow left turns from cross streets onto S.R. 85. 
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3.0 Environmental Analysis 
This section describes the existing conditions of the natural and human environment and the potential 
effects of the Alternatives considered. Environmental resources that may be affected are considered in 
this chapter. The resource discussion contains a description of the resource followed by an assessment 
of the potential impact associated with each segment and alternative. Note that impacts associated with 
Segment 1a are within Eglin AFB. A table summarizing the initial resource evaluation provided by the 
environmental resource agencies during the ETDM Programming Screen is contained in Appendix C. 

The order and category of resource description is based on the FDOT PD&E Manual for Social and 
Economic Impacts, Cultural Resource Impacts, Natural Resource Impacts, and Physical Impacts. Resources 
with no involvement per the ETDM Programming Screen are not discussed in this document. These 
resources include: aquatic preserves, coastal barrier resources, essential fish habitat, and railroads. 

Table 3-1 summarizes the potential environmental impacts for each segment and alternative, including 
the pond sites.  
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3.1 Social and Economic 
Social and economic considerations include land use changes, mobility, aesthetics, relocation potential, 
and farmlands.  

3.1.1 Social 
3.1.1.1 Affected Environment 
Census tracts and block groups were used for social analysis of the study area. U.S. Census Bureau 
American Community Survey (ACS) 2018 dataset was used to report social characteristics. Other sources 
such as the FDOT ETDM Sociocultural Data Report (SDR), Okaloosa County planning documents, 
Okaloosa County geographic information system (GIS) shapefiles, and the Florida Geographic Data 
Library were used to gather information on land use and community facilities. The data were analyzed for 
the census block groups intersecting the project, which are considered the study area for the purposes 
of social analysis, as well as the County for comparison.  

The project intersects five census block groups (206002, 206003, 207002, 207003, and 208001). One 
census block group (208001) covers Eglin AFB and the other four are in or near the city of Crestview. The 
study area does not include any census block groups with high minority concentration (>50% per CEQ’s 
Environmental Justice Guidance under NEPA). The census block group covering Eglin AFB has a median 
household income of $37,446, which is lower than the rest of the study area and the County; however, 
there are no residential areas on Eglin AFB near the project. All of the study area block groups had a lower 
percent below poverty than the County per the SDR. Thus, there are no identified minority or low-income 
areas in the study area. Most of the study area population is able to speak English well with less than 0.5 
percent of the study area not able to speak English well. Table 3-2 shows the demographic characteristics 
of the study area and County. 

Table 3-2 | Demographic Characteristics 

Geography 
% 
Growth 
2010 - 
2018 

2018 
Population 

Median 
Household 
Income 

% Below 
Poverty 

% 
Minority 

Avg. 
Median 

Age 

% 
Under 

18 
% with 

Disability 

Study Area 17.2% 18,943 $76,564 7.1% 30.7% 29 30% 13% 
Okaloosa 
County 10.3% 200,737 $62,048 11.5% 21.6% 37 22% 16% 

Source: ACS 2018 5-Year Estimates 

Community facilities within 500 feet of the project include one community center, two health care 
facilities, and six recreational facilities. Table 3-3 lists the community facilities except for recreational 
facilities, which are discussed in Section 3.2.1. 
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Table 3-3 | Community Facilities 

Name Type Segment(s) within 500 feet 
AMVETS Post 35 Community Center Segment 2 
Crestview Health Center Health Care Facility Segment 2 
Sergio Cabrera, MD Health Care Facility Segment 2 

Source: FDOT Environmental Screening Tool Sociocultural Data Report 

3.1.1.2 Environmental Consequences 
As previously stated, there are no residences or community facilities in the vicinity of Segment 1a (within 
Eglin AFB) or Segment 1b. There are several residences and the community facilities listed above within 
500 feet of Segment 2; however, they would not be directly impacted and would be accessible throughout 
construction and post construction. During construction, there may be disruption to traffic patterns and 
an increase in noise. Construction impacts are temporary in nature and would be minimized through 
standard construction best management practices (FDOT Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge 
Construction). 

The addition of a multiuse path in Segment 2 would enhance non-motorized travel. The addition of 
sidewalks also provides a community enhancement by improving access and safety.  

An ongoing, proactive public involvement program is being implemented to provide residents and 
businesses along the proposed corridor opportunities to offer input to the project. There has been no 
community opposition to date. No minority, ethnic, elderly, handicapped, and/or low-income, 
populations have been identified that would be adversely impacted by the proposed project, as 
determined above. Therefore, in accordance with the provisions of Executive Order 12898 and FHWA 
Order 6640.23a, no further Environmental Justice analysis is required. Children populations were also 
considered in accordance with Executive Order 13045: Protection of Children from Environmental Health 
Risks and Safety Risks. Children would not be disproportionately impacted because the project is not 
anticipated to pose environmental health risks (as discussed in sections 3.4.2 Air Quality and 3.4.3 
Contamination / Hazardous Materials and Wastes) and is anticipated to enhance traffic safety.  

The No-Build Alternative would have no social impacts; however, it would not provide the benefits of 
improved mobility and a multiuse path. 

3.1.2 Economic 
3.1.2.1 Affected Environment 
S.R. 85 supports the economy in the immediate area and region. The project area north of Antioch 
Road/Live Oak Church Road (Segment 2) is urban with many businesses along S.R. 85. S.R. 85 is the only 
north-south roadway in Okaloosa County that connects the city of Crestview to south Okaloosa County, 
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and includes the cities of Niceville and Fort Walton Beach as well as Eglin AFB, a major employer. Thus, 
S.R. 85 is a critical connection between residential and employment areas.  

The ETDM programming screen indicated that local and elected officials have recently expressed concern 
that the traffic conditions and congestion along S.R. 85 are beginning to cause economic impacts to the 
businesses that access the corridor since the urban commercial center of Crestview is only accessible via 
S.R. 85. 

Additionally, there are multiple planned developments that would generate new employment in the area. 
The Shoal River Ranch is a 2,000+ acre industrial development site that is sponsored by Okaloosa County. 
The property is located east of the Shoal River between I-10 and U.S. 90. The first phase of the Shoal River 
Ranch process includes the construction of a large warehouse expected to create 500 additional jobs 
(Grant Award Agreement between Okaloosa County and Triumph Gulf Coast, Inc.). Additional phases have 
not been finalized. Over the course of the development of the property, more jobs would be created from 
both the incoming business and construction activities, creating additional demand on the regional 
transportation network. Additionally, there is an area along Southcrest Drive that has been identified by 
the city and county as developable land with future development slated. Development along Southcrest 
Drive would directly impact transportation demand on this corridor. 

3.1.2.2 Environmental Consequences 
The proposed project could have a beneficial economic impact because the roadway expansion has the 
opportunity to generate jobs and enhance roadway LOS, thereby providing enhanced connectivity to 
local and regional employers, including Eglin AFB, which is a major employer within Okaloosa County. All 
build alternatives are expected to have similar economic impacts.  

Right-of-way impacts to commercial parcels are minor and would not require relocation.  

The proposed construction activities will generate construction-related jobs and will contribute to 
regional economic output and household incomes. However, these potential positive effects will be 
temporary, lasting only for the duration of construction. 

Negligible impacts on the tax base are anticipated since the project will result in minimal right-of-way 
acquisition and no relocations. 

Access modifications at River Drive/Export Road and Cracker Barrel Drive/Southcrest Drive would impact 
the ability to turn left onto S.R. 85. Coordination with concerned business owners has been ongoing since 
the public hearing. 

Overall, the build alternatives are expected to have a beneficial impact on economic activity. Under the 
No-Build Alternative, congestion would continue to worsen and may impact connectivity to employers. 
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3.1.3 Land Use Changes 
3.1.3.1 Affected Environment 
Northwest Florida Water Management District (NWFWMD) Land Use Land Cover data (2010), Okaloosa 
County data, city of Crestview’s Future Land Use Maps, and aerial photographs were referenced to 
characterize land uses surrounding the S.R. 85 corridor (Figure 3-1). The existing land uses surrounding 
Segment 1a and Segment 1b are mostly open and forested military range lands owned by the 
government and used for testing and evaluation of military munitions and troop training. Existing land 
uses surrounding Segment 2 are within the Eglin AFB North Encroachment Zone with areas of 
Conservation, Agricultural and Mixed Use. Table 3-4 characterizes land uses within 500 feet of the right-
of-way within the project limits.  

Table 3-4 | Land Use Land Cover Summary 

NWFWMD Land Use Land Cover1 Acres within 500’ 
Study Area 

Percent of 500’ Study 
Area 

Residential 

110 - Residential 8.32 0.53% 
121 - Fixed Single-Family Units 18.57 1.19% 
129 - Medium Density (Construction) 1.58 0.10% 
132 - Mobile Home Units 1.88 0.12% 
133 - Multiple Dwelling Unites 2.14 0.14% 

Commercial 140 - Commercial and Services 127.4 8.16% 
Military 173 - Military 4.39 0.28% 
Open Land 190 - Open Land 19.67 1.26% 

Rangeland 
310 - Herbaceous (Dry Prairie) 15.57 1.00% 
320 - Shrub and Brushland 48.87 3.13% 
330 - Mixed Rangeland 68.62 4.39% 

Upland Forests 

410 - Upland Coniferous Forests 462.45 29.61% 
411 - Pine Flatwoods 9.07 0.58% 
412 - Longleaf Pine - Xeric Oak 77.58 4.97% 
420 - Upland Hardwood Forests 0.21 0.01% 
434 - Mixed Coniferous/Hardwood 54.48 3.49% 
441 - Coniferous Plantations 196.8 12.60% 
443 - Forest Regeneration Areas 80.51 5.16% 

Water 
510 - Streams and Waterways 5.91 0.38% 
520 - Lakes 0.03 0.00% 

Wetlands 

615 - Streams and Lake Swamps 34.8 2.23% 
621 - Cypress 8.36 0.54% 
625 - Hydric Pine Flatwoods 37.67 2.41% 
630 - Wetland Forested Mixed 32.59 2.09% 
641 - Freshwater Marshes 1.8 0.12% 
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NWFWMD Land Use Land Cover1 Acres within 500’ 
Study Area 

Percent of 500’ Study 
Area 

643 - Wet Prairies 1.82 0.12% 
646 - Hydric Savanna 13.62 0.87% 

Barren Land 741 - Rural Land in Transition 2.78 0.18% 
Transportation 814 - Roads and Highways 214.67 13.75% 
Communications 821 – Transmission Towers  0.49 0.03% 

Utilities 
831 - Electric Power Facilities 6.05 0.39% 
832 - Electrical Transmission Lines 2.99 0.19% 

1 NWFWMD (2010 edited) Land Use, Cover and Forms Classification System (FLUCCS) (FDOT, 1999)  

Future land use maps indicate land uses along the corridor will remain similar to existing uses. The 
county's Future Land Use Map (for Planning Areas 32536 and 32539) show the northernmost two-mile 
segment (between I-10 and the Eglin AFB Reservation) as being within the Eglin AFB North Encroachment 
Zone, with underlying categories of Conservation, Agricultural and Mixed Use surrounding the project. 
Crestview's Military Influence Overlay Area District 4 is west and adjacent to a one-mile segment of the 
project that extends between the Eglin AFB North Encroachment Zone and along S.R. 85 to a point one 
mile south of I-10. 

The project is consistent with city and county future land use planning. The comprehensive plans of the 
city and county contain goals, objectives and policies that support the mission of Eglin AFB and seek to 
provide a safe, economic and efficient transportation system.  

3.1.3.2 Environmental Consequences 
Land use changes would result from right-of-way acquisition to accommodate proposed widening, 
intersection improvements, and stormwater ponds. Land use conversions would affect undeveloped 
residential, commercial, forested, and Eglin AFB-owned lands. The impacts to commercial parcels are 
minor and would not require a relocation. Table 3-5 summarizes the acres of each land use type that 
would be converted for each segment. The No-Build Alternative would not result in land use changes. 

Table 3-5 | Land Use Impacts  

Category 

NWFWMD 
FLUCCFS 
Code(s) 

 Impacts (Acres) 

Ponds Highway 

Segment 
1a (Eglin) 

Segment 
1b 

Segment 
2 

Segment 1a 
(Eglin) Alt 1 

Segment 1a 
(Eglin) Alt 2 

Segment 
1b 

Segment 
2 

Residential  121 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 
Commercial and 
Services 140, 145 0.00 0.00 4.79 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.47 

Military 173 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 
Open Land 190 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.16 
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Category 

NWFWMD 
FLUCCFS 
Code(s) 

 Impacts (Acres) 

Ponds Highway 

Segment 
1a (Eglin) 

Segment 
1b 

Segment 
2 

Segment 1a 
(Eglin) Alt 1 

Segment 1a 
(Eglin) Alt 2 

Segment 
1b 

Segment 
2 

Brushland 310, 320, 330 2.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.40 0.00 0.00 
Forests 410, 412, 434 21.53 0.00 3.81 0.00 4.89 0.00 0.06 
Tree Plantations 441 5.27 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.40 0.00 0.03 
Forest Regeneration 
Areas 443 4.40 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.66 0.00 0.00 

Water Bodies/ 
Wetlands 

510, 615, 
625, 630, 646 0.00 0.00 2.64 0.00 1.69 0.04 0.20 

Transportation 814 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 
Industrial  831 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.37 0.00 0.00 
Electrical Power 
Transmission Lines 832 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 

TOTAL  33.31 0.00 11.25 0.00 17.42 0.04 0.99 
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Figure 3-1 | Existing Land Use 
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3.1.4 Mobility 
3.1.4.1 Affected Environment 
S.R. 85 is the only north-south roadway on the Florida Intrastate Highway System in Okaloosa County 
and is designated as a SIS Corridor by FDOT due to connections to the Destin Fort Walton Beach Airport 
(VPS) and military facilities. The corridor also serves as the SIS MAF for Eglin AFB and Duke Field, is on the 
STRAHNET, is identified as a Highway of Commerce by the O-W TPO and is designated as a hurricane 
evacuation route by the Florida Division of Emergency Management. 

S.R. 85 is currently a four-lane divided principal arterial with no designated sidewalks or bike lanes. As 
discussed in Section 1.3.2, S.R. 85 near I-10 currently operates at an unacceptable daily LOS. The rural 
section of S.R. 85 from Antioch Road to S.R. 123 experiences an unacceptable LOS during the peak hour 
periods.  The suburban section of S.R. 85 from Antioch Road to I-10 operates at an unacceptable LOS 
within both daily and peak hour periods. In the afternoon peak, northbound queues along S.R. 85 
approaching the I-10 interchange are regularly observed to extend over four miles south to a point near 
Special Forces Way. Travel times during the extended peak through this congested segment routinely 
exceed 30 minutes or more. 

In future year 2044, the I-10 interchange is expected to operate at an unacceptable LOS F. The section of 
the project from S.R. 123 to Antioch Road is expected to fall below both the daily and peak hour LOS 
target, C, with peak period operating at a failing LOS F. As expected, continued growth in traffic will 
exacerbate the failing conditions (LOS F) throughout the suburban area of S.R. 85 from Antioch Road to 
I-10. Projected 2044 no build conditions at the S.R. 85 interchange indicate both ramp terminal 
intersections will operate at an unacceptable LOS F during the AM peak hour in the no-build scenario 
with significant queuing reported along the S.R. 85 corridor.  This queuing often spills over into upstream 
intersections causing further delays and degradation of operations at subsequent upstream signals. 

A Resurfacing, Rehabilitation, Restoration project is funded during 2021 for 11 miles of S.R. 85 from north 
of S.R. 123 to Hospital Drive as FDOT projects FPID 441548-1 and 443672-1 that includes the construction 
of interim interchange improvements. These interim improvements will be designed through a separate 
project at the I-10 and S.R. 85 interchange and are expected to alleviate some congestion and delay at 
the interchange.  Project 441548-1 includes sidewalk and pedestrian improvements, median and access 
modifications, and turn lane improvements at multiple locations between P.J. Adams Parkway and Mirage 
Avenue. These interim improvements are considered part of the No-Build Alternative.  

The Emerald Coast Rider offers bus service along the project corridor. Route 14 travels along S.R. 85 
(Monday-Friday) and provides convenient stops at 12 locations with connections to the EXPRESS Bus at 
Crestview City Hall and Uptown Station in Fort Walton Beach. There are also several recreational trails 
within the study area that are discussed under Section 3.2.1.  
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3.1.4.2 Environmental Consequences 
The proposed project, including either combination of build alternatives, would enhance mobility and 
provide for improved connectivity for major roadway corridors, Okaloosa County, and Eglin AFB. The 
PTAR design year 2044 arterial analysis shows S.R. 85 from S.R. 123 to the I-10 westbound ramps 
operating at acceptable LOS and all ramp roadways within the study area operating under capacity under 
the build scenario. Detailed traffic analysis is in the PTAR, included within the project file. 

Additionally, the addition of sidewalks and bicycle lanes throughout Segment 2 would enhance non-
motorized travel.  

Under the No-Build Alternative, congestion would continue to worsen and impact mobility. 

3.1.5 Aesthetic Effects 
3.1.5.1 Affected Environment 
Aesthetic features or potentially visually sensitive areas include the Eglin AFB to Highway 90 Connector 
Trail, Eglin North Segment of the Florida National Scenic Trail (FNST), Shoal River, Shoal River Wayside 
Park, Yellow River Water Management Area, landscaping along the I-10 ramps, AFB insignias located on 
the mechanically stabilized earth wall panels, and residential areas that are located on the west side of 
S.R. 85 between Antioch Road and Campbell Street and at Riverwood Drive. As discussed in Section 3.1.3, 
the existing land uses within the southernmost 10-mile segment of the study area (Segment 1a) are within 
the Eglin AFB Reservation and were mostly open and forested military range lands owned by the 
government and used for testing and evaluation of military munitions and troop training. 

3.1.5.2 Environmental Consequences 
S.R. 85 and the I-10 interchange are existing features and thus the project would not significantly alter 
the existing visual landscape. The project would not directly impact any aesthetic features. During 
construction, there may be temporary visual impacts that would be minimized through standard 
construction best management practices. The overall impact for either combination of build alternatives 
is minimal. The No-Build Alternative would have no aesthetic effects.  

3.1.6 Relocation Potential 
3.1.6.1 Affected Environment 
There are multiple residential and commercial parcels along Segment 2.  

3.1.6.2 Environmental Consequences 
No right-of-way impacts to developed residential parcels would occur. The impacts to commercial parcels 
are minor and would not require a relocation. The proposed project, as presently conceived, would not 
displace any residences or businesses within the community. Should this change over the course of the 
project, a Right of Way and Relocation Assistance Program would be carried out in accordance with 
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section 421.55, F.S., Relocation of displaced persons, and the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (Public Law 91-646 as amended by Public Law 100-17). The No-
Build Alternative would have no right-of-way or relocation impacts.

3.1.7 Farmland
3.1.7.1 Affected Environment
The ETDM screening identified 143.27 acres (9.58% of the entire study area) of "Farmland of Local 
Importance" north of Antioch Road/Live Oak Church Road within the 500-foot project buffer area from 
the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) GIS layer. However, the NWFWMD Land Use Land 
Cover data (2016) does not identify any areas within 500 feet of the project as prime farmland. The area 
north of Antioch Road/Live Oak Church Road is located within the Crestview Urbanized Area. There are 
no land uses designated as farmlands identified within 500 feet of the project limits or within the pond 
site locations. 

There are no farmlands present within 500 feet of Segment 1a (Eglin AFB) or Segment 1b, including pond 
site locations.

3.1.7.2 Environmental Consequences
Segment 2 is the only segment with soils identified as "Farmland of Local Importance". Lands within the 
vicinity of Segment 2 do not meet the definition of farmland as defined in 7 CFR § 658.2(a) and the 
provisions of the Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981 do not apply because the entire Segment 2 
project area is located in the urbanized area of Crestview with no designated farmlands adjacent to the 
project corridor or pond sites. Neither the proposed project nor the No-Build Alternative would impact 
farmlands.

3.2 Cultural
3.2.1 Section 4(f)
3.2.1.1 Affected Environment
There are five potential recreational resources protected by section 4(f) of the U.S.
DOT Act of 1966 that cross or are adjacent to the project right-of-way, including 
pond sites:

Eglin AFB to Highway 90 Connector Trail (partially within Eglin AFB),
Eglin North Segment (within Eglin AFB),
Shoal River Paddling Trail,
Shoal River Wayside Park (aka Bill Duggan Jr. Park), and
Yellow River Water Management Area / Yellow River Wildlife Management Area.

Section 4(f) of U.S. DOT 
Act of 1966 requires DOT 
projects to consider park 
and recreational lands, 
wildlife and waterfowl 
refuges, and historic sites 
during transportation 
development.
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Eglin AFB Wildlife Management Area and Eglin AFB Recreational Lands were also considered but are not 
protected by section 4(f). Recreational resources are shown in Figure 3-2. 

Eglin AFB to Highway 90 Connector Trail is part of the FNST designated by the National Trails System Act 
of 1968 (Public Law 90-543) and supported by section 260.012(6), F.S. The Eglin AFB to Hwy 90 Trail 
Connector is approximately 5.51 miles long traveling along the FDOT-owned S.R. 85 right-of-way from 
approximately 2,300 feet north of Rattlesnake Bluff Road (30.687, -86.572) originating in Eglin AFB to US 
90 in the city of Crestview. The primary function of the trail is recreational hiking. Currently, hikers walk in 
the shoulder of S.R. 85. There is a trailhead at the southern terminus on the east side of S.R. 85. There is 
a crossing at 30.687140, -86.572445 that connects hikers to the Eglin North Section of the FNST.   

Eglin North Section is part of the FNST designated by the National Trails System Act of 1968 (Public Law 
90-543) and supported by section 260.012(2), F.S.. The Eglin North Segment is approximately 16.3 miles 
long traveling east to west through Eglin AFB from Range Rd 220, where it connects to Eglin East Segment, 
west to the Yellow River State Trail. Trail users must obtain an Eglin permit. The primary function of the 
trail is recreational hiking. The trail is unpaved. There is a crossing of S.R. 85 approximately 2,300 feet 
north of Rattlesnake Bluff Road (30.687, -86.572) that uses an unspecified location through FDOT right-
of-way. A dirt parking area is located on the east side of S.R. 85 at the crossing.    

Shoal River Paddling Trail is a Florida Designated Paddling Trail through the Florida Department of 
Environmental Protection (FDEP) Office of Greenways and Trails (OGT).  The 9.5 mile trail starts at the U.S. 
90 bridge over the Shoal River, east of Crestview, and runs south and west to Shoal River Wayside Park, 
just east of the S.R. 85 bridge over the Shoal River. There is a boat ramp access at Shoal River Wayside 
Park. 

Shoal River Wayside Park (Bill Duggan Jr. Park) is a 5.5 acre, county-owned public park located south of 
Crestview off of S.R. 85. The park provides access to the Shoal River and recreational opportunities via 
open space and playground area. It is bounded by Live Oak Road to the north, S.R. 85 to the west and 
the Shoal River to the south. The park provides open space, nine pavilions, a boat launch, a playground 
area, parking, and restroom facilities. 
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Figure 3-2 | Recreation Resources 
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Yellow River Water Management Area / Yellow River Wildlife Management Area was acquired by the 
NWFWMD for the purpose of natural resource protection and public recreation and is considered a 
multiple use facility. The Yellow River Water Management Area is approximately 28,000 acres in size 
located between Milton and Crestview in Santa Rosa and Okaloosa counties. The area runs for over 20 
miles along the Yellow River. Approximately 292 feet of the eastern boundary abuts the S.R. 85 right-of-
way. There are no facilities or access points available in the project vicinity. 

3.2.1.2 Environmental Consequences 
Determinations of applicability were prepared for each resource and approved by the Office of 
Environmental Management. The determinations of applicability, including agency coordination 
documentation with the appropriate Officials with Jurisdiction, are contained in in the project file. All 
properties either qualified for an Exception, were determined to have No Involvement, or were 
determined to have No Use. A brief explanation of each resource determination is provided in the 
following paragraphs. The Summary Matrix of Environmental Effects (Table 3-1) shows the 
determinations in relation to the project segments near the resources. 

Eglin AFB to Highway 90 Connector Trail was determined an Exception on June 17, 2021 in accordance 
with 23 CFR § 774.13(f) because the trail is within a transportation right-of-way without limitation to any 
specific location and would continue to be maintained within the right-of-way during and post project. 

Eglin North Section was determined to have No Use on June 17, 2021. Because proximity impacts to the 
portions of the trail immediately adjacent to FDOT right-of-way must be considered, an exception for 
being within FDOT right-of-way does not apply. The portion of the trail that is within transportation right-
of-way is not limited to any specific location and access would continue to be maintained, including the 
crossing of S.R. 85, within the right-of-way during and post project. Proximity impacts would not 
significantly impair the function of the resource. 

Eglin AFB Wildlife Management Area and Eglin AFB Recreational Lands was determined to have No 
Involvement for Section 4(f) because it is not designated nor does it function as a significant park or 
recreational area and Section 4(f) does not apply. 

Shoal River Paddling Trail was determined to have No Use on June 17, 2021.  Construction of the 
replacement S.R. 85 bridges over the Shoal River would occur within the existing State Lands Easement 
(No. 143040). There would be no direct impacts to the paddling trail and access would not be affected. 
S.R. 85 is an existing highway and the use of the paddling trail would not be impacted during construction 
or after the project is completed. Proximity impacts would not significantly impair the function of the 
resource. 
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Shoal River Wayside Park (Bill Duggan Jr. Park) was determined to have No Use on June 17, 2021. The 
project would not result in any direct impacts. FDOT commits that Shoal River Wayside Park will not be 
used for any construction-related activities. Post project traffic noise (further discussed in Section 3.4.1) 
may increase but not substantially. Proximity impacts would not significantly impair the function of the 
resource. 

Yellow River Water Management Area / Yellow River Wildlife Management Area was determined an 
Exception on June 17, 2021.  An approximately 0.12-acre temporary construction easement is proposed 
to accommodate construction and operation of the temporary bridge and temporary bridge approach 
during replacement of the bridge over Shoal River; however, this temporary occupancy does not involve 
any of the areas functioning for section 4(f). This temporary impact would not adversely impact the 
activities, features or attributes of the Yellow River Water Management Area that qualify it for section 4(f) 
protection. Further, there are no appurtenances or facilities located within the portion of the resource 
temporarily impacted. The NWFWMD concurred with this determination in its letter dated June 17, 2020, 
contained in the project file. 

The No-Build Alternative would have no impact to section 4(f) resources. 

3.2.2 Historic Sites and Districts 
A Cultural Resource Assessment Survey (CRAS), conducted in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800, was 
performed for the project, and the resources listed in Sections 3.2.2 and 3.2.3 were identified within the 
project Area of Potential Effect (APE). FDOT found that some of these resources meet the eligibility criteria 
for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), and the State Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO) concurred with this determination on March 22, 2021 (letter contained in Appendix C). After 
application of the Criteria of Adverse Effect, and in consultation with SHPO, FDOT has determined that 
the proposed project would have No Adverse Effect on these resources. 

3.2.2.1 Affected Environment 
A CRAS was prepared for this project and is located in the project file. The APE defines the area within 
which the roadway improvements and subsequent maintenance may have visual, audible, and 
atmospheric effects on historic properties. To encompass all potential improvements, the APE was defined 
to include the existing S.R. 85 right-of-way and was extended to the back or side property lines of parcels 
adjacent to the right-of-way, or a distance of no more than 328 feet (100 meters) from the maximum 
right-of-way line.  

The architectural survey included a desktop review and a field survey. The architectural survey resulted in 
the identification and evaluation of 11 historic resources within the S.R. 85 PD&E APE in Okaloosa County, 
including four previously recorded historic resources and seven newly recorded resources. The previously 
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recorded resources include three historic buildings (8OK01343, 8OK01403, and 8OK02538) and one 
historic structure (8OK01342). Of these previously recorded resources, building 1060 MC-40 Fire Lookout 
Tower (8OK01342) was determined by the SHPO to be eligible for listing in the NRHP in 2012. 8OK01342 
retains historic integrity and remains eligible for listing in the NRHP for significance under Criterion A in 
the area of Conservation and Criterion C as a good, intact example of an Aermotor fire tower. Of the 
remaining three previously recorded resources, two were determined by SHPO to be not eligible for listing 
(8OK01343 and 8OK01403) and one was not evaluated (8OK02538). These three previously recorded 
resources lack the architectural distinction and significant historical associations necessary to be 
considered for individual listing in the NRHP and are recommended individually ineligible. All three 
previously documented resources are within the newly recorded Auxiliary Field 3 Forest Post resource 
group (8OK03978). Of these, Building 1060 MC-40 Fire Lookout Tower (8OK01342) and Building 1062 
(8OK01403) are recommended as contributing elements to the newly recorded resource group. Resource 
8OK02538 is recommended as a non-contributing element to this resource group. 

The newly recorded historic resources include five historic buildings (8OK03979-8OK03982 and 
8OK03984), one structure (8OK03983), and the Auxiliary 3 Forest Post Resource Group (8OK03978). 
Auxiliary Field 3 Forest Post Resource Group (8OK03978) is recommended as eligible for NRHP listing for 
significance under Criterion A in the area of Conservation. Within the resource group are previously 
recorded resources 8OK01342, 8OK01343, 8OK01403, and 8OK02538, and newly recorded resources 
8OK03983 and 8OK03984. As noted above, 8OK01342 has been determined to be individually eligible for 
the NRHP and is recommended as a contributing resource to the Auxiliary Field 3 Forest Post (8OK03978). 
Resources 8OK01403, 8OK03983, and 8OK03984 are recommended as individually ineligible for the 
NRHP, but are contributing resources to the Auxiliary 3 Forest Post Resource group. The remaining four 
newly recorded resources lack the architectural distinction and the significant historical associations 
necessary to be considered for individual listing in the NRHP and are recommended ineligible. Table 3-6 
lists the historic resources and their eligibility as well as the project segment crossed. 

Six historic-aged bridges were identified within the APE: FDOT Bridge Nos. 570008, 570044, 570045, 
570052, 570071, and 570073. Bridges 570008 and 570052 carry I-10 over S.R. 85, bridges 570045 and 
570073 carry S.R. 85 over Shoal River, and bridges 570044 and 570071 carry S.R. 85 over Pearl Creek. All 
six of these bridges are examples of post-1945 stringer/multi-beam bridges, all constructed between 
1969 and 1974. As such, all of these bridges fit the description of common bridges within the scope of 
the 2012 Program Comment Issued for Streamlining Section 106 Review for Actions Affecting Post-1945 
Concrete and Steel Bridges and are excluded from Section 106 consideration (Federal Register 
2012:68793).  
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Table 3-6 | Historic Resources Recorded within the S.R. 85 PD&E APE 
FMSF No. Name or Address Segment(s) Crossed Eligibility Recommendation 

8OK01342 Building 1060 MC-40 Fire 
Lookout Tower Segment 1a (in Eglin AFB) Eligible, Contributing 

8OK01343 Building 1063 Water Supply Segment 1a (in Eglin AFB) Individually Ineligible, Non-
contributing 

8OK01403 Building 1062, Auto Garage, 
Aux 3 Segment 1a (in Eglin AFB) Individually Ineligible, Contributing 

8OK02538 Building 1065 Segment 1a (in Eglin AFB) Individually Ineligible, Non-
contributing 

8OK03978 Auxiliary Field 3 Forestry Pond Segment 1a (in Eglin AFB) Eligible 
8OK03979 3935 Ferdon Boulevard South Segment 2 Not Eligible 
8OK03980 4840 Ferdon Boulevard South Segment 2 Not Eligible 
8OK03981 5177 Ferdon Boulevard South Segment 2 Not Eligible 
8OK03982 5183 Highway 85 Segment 2 Not Eligible 
8OK03983 Radio Tower Segment 1a (in Eglin AFB) Individually Ineligible, Contributing 
8OK03984 Building 1066 Segment 1a (in Eglin AFB) Individually Ineligible, Contributing 

 
3.2.2.2 Environmental Consequences 
No additional right-of-way would be taken for S.R. 85 (including Segment 1a Alternatives 1 and 2) in front 
of the Auxiliary Field 3 Forest Post (8OK03978) or Building 1060 MC-40 Fire Lookout Tower (8OK01342). 
In addition, the project poses no indirect impacts to the overall setting, including the viewshed, the 
soundscape, and access. Therefore, the proposed project would have no adverse effect to the resource 
group, including the individually NRHP eligible fire lookout tower. The SHPO concurred with these 
findings on March 22, 2021 (letter contained in Appendix C). The proposed S.R. 85 improvements, 
including either combination of alternatives, would have no adverse effect on cultural resources listed or 
eligible for listing in the NRHP. The No-Build Alternative would have no impact to historic sites and 
districts. 

While the CRAS did not evaluate pond sites, historic resources identified in the CRAS were avoided during 
pond siting. A CRAS Addendum for pond sites will be prepared during final design. 

3.2.3 Archaeological Sites 
3.2.3.1 Affected Environment 
A CRAS was prepared for this project and is located in the project file. The S.R. 85 PD&E archaeological 
APE included existing right-of-way along both sides of S.R. 85 from S.R. 123 to Mirage Avenue. Pond sites 
were not included. Due to the presence of buried utilities and drainage features throughout the entire 
project right-of-way, the archaeological survey was limited to a pedestrian survey and surface inspection 
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for artifacts and other archaeological deposits. No archaeological sites or archaeological occurrences 
were recorded within the S.R. 85 PD&E APE. 

A total of 20 previously recorded archaeological sites are located within the overall S.R. 85 PD&E APE 
(project right-of-way plus historic resources buffer); however, only five sites (8OK00146, 8OK00173, 
8OK00417, 8OK00623 and 8OK02519) and one archaeological district (8OK02943) are located within the 
S.R. 85 project right-of-way (archaeological resources APE). Of these resources, two (8OK00173 and 
8OK02519) have been previously evaluated as ineligible for the NRHP by the SHPO, two (8OK00417 and 
8OK00623) have not been evaluated for the NRHP, and two (8OK00146 and 8OK02943) have been 
evaluated as eligible for the NRHP. No evidence of these six resources was encountered during the current 
survey, and no updated resource forms have been prepared as part of this submittal. All three of these 
resources fall within Segment 1a (in Eglin AFB) for both Alternatives 1 and 2.

During the pedestrian survey and surface inspection, field crews observed no evidence of these resources
within the archaeological APE. Because the right-of-way in the vicinity of these resources has been filled 
and graded and otherwise highly disturbed, the project has no potential to affect these resources or any 
intact subsurface deposits associated with the resources.

3.2.3.2 Environmental Consequences
A close examination of the two eligible resources found that, 
based on the low-density surficial and shallow distribution of 
related cultural deposits documented during previous surveys 
near the current archaeological APE, it is highly unlikely that that 
cultural deposits capable of providing additional significant 
information or demonstrating further interpretative value beyond 
that produced during prior investigations is present within the 
project right-of-way. Given these circumstances, the project, including either combination of build 
alternatives, would have no adverse effect on 8OK00146 or 8OK02943. No evidence of the previously 
recorded archaeological sites was encountered during the current survey. The SHPO concurred with these 
findings on March 22, 2021. The CRAS was sent to the Seminole Tribe of Florida, as requested during the 
ETDM screening, and their response was received on May 5, 2021 (Letters are contained in Appendix C).
Per the Seminole Tribe of Florida response, FDOT will provide monitoring during ground disturbing 
construction activities within archaeological site boundaries by a professional archaeologist that meets 
the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards (36 CFR 61).

Every reasonable effort has been made during this investigation to identify and evaluate possible
locations of prehistoric and historic archaeological sites; however, the possibility exists that evidence of
cultural resources may yet be encountered within the project limits. Should evidence of unrecorded

Cultural deposits are surface and 
subsurface artifact concentrations 
and scatters. Low-density surficial 
and shallow distribution means a 
small number of artifacts on the 
ground surface or just below the 
ground surface.
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cultural resources be discovered during construction activities, all work in that portion of the project must 
stop and the appropriate authorities notified, as discussed in the CRAS. 

The No-Build Alternative would have no impacts to archaeological resources. 

While the CRAS did not evaluate pond sites, archaeological sites identified in the CRAS were avoided 
during pond siting with the exception of Pond 15, which intersects 8OK00146. Pond 15 is located entirely 
within the right-of-way and due to the circumstances discussed above, adverse impacts to 8OK00146 are 
not anticipated. A CRAS Addendum for pond sites will be prepared during final design. 

3.2.4 Recreational Areas 
3.2.4.1 Affected Environment 
There are six recreational lands that cross or are adjacent to the project right-of-way, including pond sites: 

 Eglin AFB to Highway 90 Connector Trail (partially within Eglin AFB), 
 Eglin North Segment (within Eglin AFB), 
 Eglin AFB Wildlife Management Area and Eglin AFB Recreational Lands,  
 Shoal River Paddling Trail, 
 Shoal River Wayside Park (aka Bill Duggan Jr. Park), and 
 Yellow River Water Management Area / Yellow River Wildlife Management Area.  

Recreational resources are shown in Figure 3-2. With the exception of Eglin AFB Wildlife Management 
Area and Eglin AFB Recreational Lands, the resources are discussed in Section 3.2.1.  

Eglin AFB Wildlife Management Area and Eglin AFB Recreational Lands include 250,000 acres of the Eglin 
reservation that are conditionally open to the public via an Eglin permit. While these lands are 
conditionally open to the public for recreation purposes, the primary purpose of these lands is for military 
use.  Section 4(f) therefore does not apply. Recreational opportunities include hunting, fishing, camping, 
canoeing, mountain biking and hiking the FNST. 

3.2.4.2 Environmental Consequences 
Eglin AFB Wildlife Management Area and Eglin AFB Recreational Lands was determined to have No 
Involvement for Section 4(f) because it is not designated nor does it function as a significant park or 
recreational area and Section 4(f) does not apply. The project will not impact the potential recreational 
use of this property. 

The No-Build Alternative would have no impact to recreational resources. 
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3.3 Natural 
3.3.1 Wetlands and Other Surface Waters 
3.3.1.1 Affected Environment 
A Natural Resources Evaluation (NRE) was prepared in accordance with Presidential Executive Order 
11990, and is located in the project file. Agency coordination was initiated as part of the ETDM screening 
(October 2018). A summary of ETDM comments is contained in Appendix C; full agency comments are 
available in the ETDM Summary Report (ETDM No. 14367), located in the project file. A GIS desktop 
analysis was performed prior to conducting wetland, riverine, and other surface water (OSW) delineations 
to establish baseline information and guide the onsite evaluations.  Preliminary wetland, riverine surface 
waters, and OSW delineations were performed within the existing right-of-way in February and March 
2020. Additional desktop analysis as well as field assessment to approximate the location of wetlands was 
performed in October 2020 for the pond site alternatives. 

Forested wetlands (FLUCCS 630) were present, including those adjacent to the S.R. 85 project right-of-
way and those within the Shoal River and Pearl Creek floodplains. The Shoal River and Pearl Creek have 
been labeled as riverine surface waters (FLUCCS 510). Both riverine surface waters function as tributaries 
of the Yellow River and eventually drain into Blackwater and East Bays and ultimately into Pensacola Bay. 
The wetlands of the Shoal River are Waters of the U.S. The state of Florida has assumed Section 404 
permitting under the Clean Water Act for waters that have been identified as assumed. The USACE 
continues to have authority over waters that have been identified as "retained".  The Shoal River is a 
"retained' water and Section 404 permitting will be handled by the USACE. Five additional OSW ditch 
features were present. These ditches parallel S.R. 85 in Segments 1 and 2. Figure 3-3 shows the existing 
wetlands and other surface waters.  

Existing girder bridges span the Shoal River and Pearl Creek: 570073 and 570045 (Shoal River) and Bridge 
Nos. 570071 and 570044 (Pearl Creek). The Shoal River also contains sovereign submerged lands (SSL), 
per Article X, Section 11 of the Florida Constitution. Bridge improvements over the Shoal River would 
require modification to SSL Public Easement No. 143040.   

3.3.1.2 Environmental Consequences 
Direct and indirect (i.e. secondary) impacts to wetlands from highway construction and ponds were 
approximated based on the PD&E build alternatives and probable construction techniques considered 
through this review. Direct impacts include dredge, fill, and shading from the bridge deck. Calculation of 
indirect impacts is required by Eglin AFB. A total of 5.06 acres of forested wetlands would be impacted 
by Segment 1a Alternative 1 and 6.54 acres of forested wetlands would be impacted by Segment 1a 
Alternative 2. Indirect impacts to wetlands would total 1.65 acres and 2.34 acres, respectively. Other 
surface water (OSW) impacts would total 0.14 acres and 0.49 acres, respectively. Temporary impacts would 
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be approximately 0.25 acres for either Alternative 1 or Alternative 2 in order to construct the bridges over 
the riverine surface waters and forested wetlands. The sole build alternative for Segment 1b would result 
in 1.16 acres of direct impact to forested wetlands and 0.38 acres of indirect impact to forested wetland. 
The sole build alternative for Segment 2 would result in 2.06 acres of direct impact to forested wetlands 
and 0.50 acres of indirect impact. Three ditch features (OSW C, D and E) would also be impacted by 
Segment 1b and Segment 2 totaling 0.23 acres. Impact totals for all project alternatives are summarized 
in Table 3-7. 

It should be noted that the impacts to the Shoal River are included with Segment 1a even though they 
are north of the Eglin AFB boundary. This is because FDEP would be the permitting agency responsible 
for the Environmental Resource Permit (ERP) associated with impacts within Eglin AFB and the Shoal River. 
NWFWMD would be the permitting agency for Segment 2.  

Wetland impacts were evaluated using the Uniform Mitigation Assessment Method (UMAM) (Chapter 62-
345, F.A.C.). UMAM scores are intended to inform mitigation requirements by scoring the quality of the 
wetland to be impacted consistent with the established methodology. Based on the anticipated direct 
and indirect impacts discussed herein, the preferred alternative (Segment 1a Alternative 1, Segment 1b 
and Segment 2) would be expected to have a total UMAM functional loss of 6.32. UMAM score sheets 
are located in Appendix D of the NRE. 

Under Section 373.4137, F.S., the Florida Legislature found that mitigation is more effectively achieved by 
regional, long-range mitigation planning rather than on a project-by-project basis. 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. Compensatory 
mitigation for this project will be completed through the use of mitigation banks and any other mitigation 
options that satisfy state and federal requirements.  The project area is within the Yellow River Ranch 
wetland mitigation bank service area. Final mitigation requirements will be determined during permitting 
based on the project design and using the UMAM habitat scoring of impacts at that time. The UMAM 
methodology is included in the NRE. Wetland mitigation will not occur on Eglin AFB.  

Consistent with 40 CFR § 1508.1(s), wetland impacts were first avoided and minimized. The proposed 
project alternatives would utilize existing, already disturbed and cleared sodded right-of-way for the road 
widening and ancillary project improvements. Unavoidable direct wetland impacts would be expected 
within the existing right-of-way. Fewer impacts would be expected with the inside widening (Preferred 
Alternative) opposed to the outside widening and confinement within the already disturbed road right-
of-way would result in less disturbance to wetland and wildlife habitats. Ponds were sited to avoid wetland 
impacts, or in basins where wetland impacts were unavoidable, the pond site with the least wetland 
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impact was selected (as documented in the PSR). All ponds within Eglin AFB and outside of the existing 
right-of-way avoid wetland impacts. 

Degradation of water quality resulting from construction or excess stormwater runoff from the project 
has the potential to adversely impact riverine habitats. Best Management Practices (BMPs) would be 
implemented during construction to protect water quality. Direct, indirect, and temporary impacts to 
habitat and water quality would be avoided and then minimized using erosion control measures and 
BMPs during construction. Measures to minimize project impacts could include construction phasing, 
sediment barriers, floating turbidity barriers, and other construction techniques identified during design 
and permitting in cooperation with the regulatory agencies. 

In addition, maintenance of a stringent Erosion Control Plan that addresses the Shoal River and Pearl 
Creek OFW designations and implementation of FDOT design standards, including those measures 
designed to protect aquatic environments, would be used as outlined in the following manuals:  

 Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction (Section 7, 104, and 110) (July 2020),  
 State of Florida Erosion and Sediment Control Manual (E&SC Manual) (July 2013), and 
 FDOT Design Manual (2020).  

Based on the avoidance and minimization measures discussed above and in accordance with Protection 
of Wetlands (Executive Order 11990) and USDOT Order 5660.1A, there are no practicable alternatives to 
the proposed action. Given that the project involves improvements to an existing roadway, opportunities 
to completely avoid wetland impacts were not available. Although unavoidable impacts to wetlands will 
occur within the existing and proposed right-of-way, these would be the least impactful as compared to 
an alternate new roadway alignment outside of the existing right-of-way. 

This determination considers all practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands resulting from the 
proposed action. Mitigation of direct and indirect wetland impacts will be provided to reduce the short-
term and long-term adverse impacts to wetland resources in this region. Habitat quality, water quality 
and quantity, and hydroperiods will be protected and maintained in all wetlands that remain undisturbed. 

Based upon the above considerations, it is determined that there is no practicable alternative to the 
proposed construction in wetlands and that the proposed action includes all practicable measures to 
minimize harm to wetlands. 

The No-Build Alternative would have no impacts to wetlands. 
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Table 3-7 | Wetland and Other Surface Water Impact Summary 

1 Land Use, Cover and Forms Classification System (FLUCCS) (FDEP 2010 edited / FDOT 1999) - see Table 3-3 for code descriptions  
2 U.S. Department of Interior Fish and Wildlife Service - Cowardin, et al. (1979) - see Table 4-1 of the NRE for code descriptions.  
3 Indirect (i.e. secondary) impacts are impacts to habitat functions of wetlands associated with adjacent upland activities. The offset buffer of the 

indirect impact varies by agency.  
* Preferred Alternative. ** Wetlands anticipated to require mitigation from resource agencies. *** Multiple pond sites were evaluated for basins 

17 and 18 in the PSR and wetland impacts were unavoidable. The preferred pond sites minimize wetland impacts. 

  

Location Wetland / OSW 
1FLUCCS 
Code 

2USFWS 
Classification 

Acres in 
Project 
Limits  

Temporary 
Impact (acre) 

Direct 
Impact 
(acre) 

Indirect 
Impact3 
(acre) 

UMAM Functional 
Loss (FL) 

Direct Indirect 
*Segment 
1a Alt. 1 

(Eglin AFB) 

Wetland 3 630  PFO3/4C 7.86 0.25 5.06 1.65 4.20 0.28 

** TOTALS  0.25 5.06 1.65 4.20 0.28 

Segment 1a 
Alt. 2 

(Eglin AFB) 

Wetland 2 630 PFO3/4C  0.11 -- 0.11 0.13 0.07 0.01 
Wetland 3 630  PFO3/4C 7.86 0.25 6.43 2.21 5.34 0.38 

** TOTALS  0.25 6.54 2.34 5.41 0.39 
OSW A Ditch Ditch 0.15 -- 0.15 -- -- 
OSW B Ditch Ditch 0.20 -- 0.20 -- -- 

*Segment 
1b  

Wetland 3 630  PFO3/4C 7.86 0.00 0.21 0.38 0.17 0.065 
** TOTALS  0.00 0.21 0.38 0.17 0.065 

OSW C Ditch Ditch 0.08 0.00 0.08 -- -- 

*Segment 2 

Wetland 4 630  PFO1/EM1C  0.41 0.00 0.41 0.50 0.19 0.05 
** TOTALS  0.00 0.41 0.50 0.19 0.05 

OSW D Ditch Ditch 0.04 0.00 0.04 -- -- 
OSW E Ditch Ditch 0.11 0.00 0.11 -- -- 

**
*P

re
fe

rr
ed

 
Po

nd
 S

ite
s 

18B-2 Wetland 4 630 PFO1/EM1C 0.18 0.00 0.02 -- de minimis 
18B-1 Wetland 5 630 PFO3/4C 1.63 0.00 1.63 -- 1.09 -- 
17A Wetland 6 630 PFO3/4C 0.94 0.00 0.95 -- 0.67 -- 

 ** TOTALS    0.00 2.60 -- 1.76 -- 
15 OSW A Ditch Ditch -- -- 0.14 -- -- 
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Figure 3-3 | Water Resources 
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3.3.2 Outstanding Florida Waters 
3.3.2.1 Affected Environment 
An Outstanding Florida Water (OFW) is a water designated worthy of special protection because of its 
natural attributes and is afforded the highest level of protection in accordance with rule 62-302.700 F.A.C. 
The Shoal River, Pearl Creek, and part of Juniper Creek (B), as shown in Figure 3-3, are designated as a 
contiguous OFW. In addition, the Shoal River is also designated as a Special Outstanding Florida Water 
as listed in rule 62-302.700(9)(i), F.A.C.  Runoff from approximately half of the corridor flows to the Shoal 
River as further described in the following section. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and 
NWFWMD made note that the Shoal River is an OFW during the ETDM Programming Screen (Summary 
Report contained in the project file). 

Juniper Creek (A) and Juniper Creek (B) are hydrologically separate creeks that are both named Juniper 
Creek. Juniper Creek (A) parallels the east side of S.R. 85 at the south end of the study corridor. Juniper 
Creek (A) flows into Turkey Creek south of the S.R. 123 interchange. Juniper Creek (B) flows into Shoal 
River, west of the S.R. 85 bridge over Shoal River. 

3.3.2.2 Environmental Consequences 
Direct OFW impacts would occur to 5.27 acres to construct the highway improvements, and temporary 
construction impacts would occur over 0.25 acres of this OFW (i.e. WL-3) in order to accommodate 
construction and operation of the temporary bridge and bridge approach. Because there is only one 
alternative at the bridges, impacts are the same for either combination of build alternatives. The Shoal 
River also contains sovereign submerged lands (SSL), per Article X, Section 11 of the Florida Constitution. 
Bridge improvements over the Shoal River would require modification to SSL Public Easement No. 
143040. Additionally, a portion of the Yellow River Water Management Area abuts S.R. 85 along the Shoal 
River. An approximately 0.12-acre temporary construction easement would be needed within the Yellow 
River Water Management Area to accommodate construction and operation of the temporary bridge and 
bridge approach. 

The proposed stormwater system meets the additional treatment volume criteria for systems that 
discharge directly to OFWs. Ponds 11, 12, 14, 15, 16, 17A, 18B-1, 18B-2, 19A, and 20A ultimately outfall 
to the Shoal River and are designed to OFW standards.   

The No-Build Alternative would not result in additional impacts to OFWs. 

3.3.3 Water Resources 
3.3.3.1 Affected Environment 
A Water Quality Impact Evaluation (WQIE), PSR, and Location Hydraulic Report (LHR) were prepared and 
are contained in the project file. Water quality of surface and ground waters was considered. The northern 
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portion of the project is within the NWFWMD-designated Pensacola Bay Watershed; the southern portion 
crosses the Choctawhatchee River and Bay Watershed. Watershed boundaries divide S.R. 85 runoff at the 
77th Special Forces Way interchange. Study corridor stormwater runoff is divided between the Shoal River 
(Waterbody Identification (WBID) 160A) and Turkey Creek (WBIDs 495 & 495A) watersheds. Watershed 
boundaries divide S.R. 85 stormwater runoff at the 77th Special Forces Way interchange. Stormwater 
runoff south of the interchange flows to Juniper Creek (A) (WBID 468) and Parrish Creek (WBID 472), 
which both flow to Turkey Creek. Stormwater runoff north of the interchange outfalls to Turkey Hen Creek 
(WBID 372), Shoal River, Juniper Creek (B) (WBID 300), and Pearl Creek (WBID 370). Turkey Hen Creek, 
Juniper Creek (B), and Pearl Creek flow to the Shoal River. None of the aforementioned WBIDs are 
impaired for nutrients or dissolved oxygen. Shoal River, WBID 160A, is impaired for Bacteria. Turkey Creek, 
WBID 495A is impaired for metals. No other WBID impairments are listed.  

The majority of S.R. 85 runoff within the existing corridor is conveyed via shoulder swales. Existing inlets 
discharge median ditch flow into the shoulder swales. Limited areas of curb and gutter and piped 
conveyance exist within the developed areas north of Shoal River. The only permitted treatment for S.R. 
85 is at the S.R. 123 and 77th Special Forces Way interchanges; the remainder of the corridor is untreated. 

The project is within the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Marine Protected Area 
Choctawhatchee Bay Surface Water Improvement and Management Area. 

An Environmental Look Around meeting was held on December 5, 2019 with FDOT and consultants 
representing this PD&E and other related projects. The purpose of the meeting was to identify 
opportunities for joint stormwater management projects. Meeting notes are contained in Appendix C. 
Joint opportunities were further explored via coordination meetings between the I-10 PD&E and S.R. 85 
PD&E teams; however, all available interchange space was utilized for I-10 runoff without additional 
capacity for S.R. 85 runoff.  

3.3.3.2 Environmental Consequences 
The proposed stormwater system design provides treatment volume for all existing and proposed 
impervious surfaces within the project footprint. Required treatment volume increases for the OFW are 
provided. With adherence to the BMPs contained within the State of Florida Erosion and Sediment Control 
Designer and Reviewer Manual, minimal impacts to water quality are anticipated during construction. The 
No-Build Alternative would not have construction impacts.  

Stormwater treatment would meet the water quality requirements of the Environmental Resource 
Permitting as established by Chapter 62-330, F.A.C. As discussed in the previous section, the proposed 
stormwater system meets the additional treatment volume criteria for systems that discharge directly to 
OFWs. Ponds 11, 12, 14, 15, 16, 17A, 18B-1, 18B-2, 19A, and 20A ultimately outfall to the Shoal River and 
are designed to OFW standards. Maintenance and operation of the stormwater facilities would follow the 
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criteria of the FDOT Statewide Stormwater Management Plan. Therefore, water quality would remain 
similar with either combination of build alternatives and the No-Build Alternative. 

3.3.4 Wild and Scenic Rivers 
3.3.4.1 Affected Environment 
There are no wild and scenic rivers in the project area; however, the Shoal River is listed on the National 
Park Service’s (NPS) Nationwide Rivers Inventory (NRI) as having outstandingly remarkable value for fish, 
recreational, scenic and wildlife. Existing girder bridges span the Shoal River (Bridge numbers 570073 and 
570045). As discussed in Section 3.3.6, USFWS designated critical habitat is present within the Shoal River 
for the Gulf sturgeon and four freshwater mussels.  

3.3.4.2 Environmental Consequences 
The bridges over Shoal River would be replaced to accommodate the S.R. 85 widening. A temporary 
bridge and bridge approaches would be constructed west of the existing southbound bridge to 
accommodate southbound traffic while the northbound bridge is replaced. The project would result in 
0.56 acres of direct impacts and 0.08 acres of temporary impacts to the Shoal River (same for all build 
alternatives). Because the project is replacing existing bridges, it would not introduce new permanent 
visual, audible or other sensory intrusions that are out of character with the river or its setting. Water 
quality would be protected through use of BMP’s during construction and the project would create new 
stormwater management facilities to further protect the water quality of the river.  

No adverse impacts to the river’s outstandingly remarkable values are anticipated. Recreational activities 
associated with the Shoal River, including the boat ramp at Shoal River Wayside Park and the paddling 
trail, would remain open throughout construction. Scenic impacts during construction would be 
temporary. Protection for aquatic resources is being coordinated with the USFWS. 

At this time, improvements from the proposed project are not anticipated to impact the following, as 
noted in the NRI Guide for Identifying Potential Adverse Effects: 

 Destruction or alteration of the free flowing nature of the river;  
 Introduction of visual, audible or sensory intrusions out of character with the river setting;  
 Deterioration of water quality;  
 Transfer or sale of property adjacent to an inventoried river without adequate conditions or 

restrictions.  

Overall, the project is not anticipated to effect the Shoal River’s NRI listing status. FDOT sent NPS a letter 
on May 6, 2021 and again on September 7, 2021; however, no response was provided by NPS (contained 
in Appendix C). 
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The No-Build Alternative would not impact the Shoal River’s NRI listing status. 

3.3.5 Floodplains 
3.3.5.1 Affected Environment 
Floodplains were evaluated in accordance with Presidential Executive Order 11988. Floodplains within or 
adjacent to the S.R. 85 study corridor right-of-way are limited to the area surrounding the Shoal River 
crossing made up of Shoal River, the Shoal River Relief/Pearl Creek, and Turkey Hen Creek per the 
preliminary Flood Insurance Rate Maps. All three waterways share a hydraulically connected floodplain. 
The area floodplain borders the S.R. 85 right-of-way for approximately 1.2 miles as shown in Figure 3-3. 

The Shoal River floodplain is predominately flood zone AE, which denotes an area within the base (100-
year) floodplain with established flood elevations. Preliminary Flood Insurance Rate Maps 12091C0255J 
and 12091C0275J include a base flood elevation of 64.3 feet along the downstream, western side of the 
Shoal River crossing and an elevation of 64.6 feet along the eastern, upstream side of the crossing. The 
existing crossing centerline including both the bridges over Shoal River and Shoal River Relief/Pearl Creek 
is at approximate elevation 69.3 feet per historic plans and the USGS National Map 3D Elevation Program. 

The remaining study areas that comprise the majority of the study corridor are outside of the 100-year 
floodplain. Segment 2 does not cross any floodplains. 

The Shoal River Shoal River Relief floodway is the only floodway within the study corridor. The 
approximately 2,100-foot wide floodway spans both the Shoal River and Shoal River Relief/Pearl Creek 
channels but does not include Turkey Hen Creek in the project vicinity. 

There are no flooding or major drainage issues within the study corridor known to FDOT, Okaloosa 
County, or NWFWMD based on preliminary coordination. Stakeholder flooding correspondence is found 
in Appendix F of the LHR. 

3.3.5.2 Environmental Consequences 
Floodplain impacts are concentrated on the Shoal River crossing due to the proposed wider bridges and 
constructability constraints. Floodplain impacts at the Shoal River crossing vary depending on the 
construction phasing and the maintenance of traffic plan. The final configuration of the proposed bridges 
will not be known until the design phase. Segment 1a, Alternative 1 and Segment 1b would not have 
impacts other than at the Shoal River crossing. Segment 1a, Alternative 2 includes additional impacts due 
to outside widening approaching the crossing. Additionally, Segment 1a Alternative 2 shoulder widening 
would result in swale regrading, which would likely include earthwork along the right-of-way where the 
existing surface elevation is nearest the Turkey Hen Creek floodplain. 
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There is no feasible alternative alignment that would avoid floodplain impacts. Widening the existing 
roadway avoids floodplain impacts that would result from constructing a separate parallel roadway 
corridor. The traversing nature of the existing floodplain crossing at Shoal River minimizes impacts. The 
proposed bridges maintain the existing bridge lengths to avoid additional impacts associated with 
shortening the bridges. 

To minimize floodplain impacts at the Shoal River, proposed temporary southbound bridges constructed 
along the west side of the existing bridges are proposed to allow the existing bridges to continue to be 
removed while minimizing floodplain impacts and avoiding permanent impacts to the Shoal River 
Wayside Park east of the bridges. The removal of the temporary bridges coupled with the ability to limit 
their number of lanes to just two, to carry only the southbound traffic results in a smaller floodplain 
impact than constructing the proposed permanent southbound bridges west of the existing southbound 
bridges. 

Floodplain impacts at the bridges over Shoal River Relief/Pearl Creek are only anticipated as a result of 
the additional shoulder tie down slope due to the raised profile, and should have a total impact width of 
approximately 10 feet for both Segment 1a Alternatives 1 and 2. Segment 1a, Alternative 2 includes 
additional impacts due to outside widening approaching the crossing. Total floodplain impacts for each 
segment and alternative are shown in Table 3-8, including the pond impacts along Segment 2. The No-
Build Alternative would have no floodplain impacts. 

Table 3-8 | Floodplain Impacts by Segment 

Segment 1a – 
Alternative 1 
(Eglin AFB) 

Segment 1a – 
Alternative 2 
(Eglin AFB) 

Segment 1b – 
Alternative 1 

Segment 2 – 
Alternative 1 

Segment 2 - 
Ponds 

13.42 acres 23.5 acres 0.82 acres 0 acre 0.88 acres 

 

Overall, floodplain impacts are deemed minimal given the lack of historic flooding impacts to the roadway 
and the anticipated improvement in the bridge hydraulic function. Based on the FDOT’s floodplain 
categories (found in the PD&E Manual), the project is classified as Category 4 – PROJECTS ON EXISTING 
ALIGNMENT INVOLVING REPLACEMENT OF EXISTING DRAINAGE STRUCTURES WITH NO RECORD OF 
DRAINAGE PROBLEMS, and the following summary statement applies: 

The proposed structure would perform hydraulically in a manner equal to or greater than the existing 
structure, and backwater surface elevations are not expected to increase. Thus, there would be no 
significant adverse impacts on natural and beneficial floodplain values. There would be no significant 
change in flood risk, and there would not be a significant change in the potential for interruption or 
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termination of emergency service or emergency evacuation routes. Therefore, it has been determined 
that this encroachment is not significant. 

Floodway encroachments are also deemed minimal. Floodplain compensation is not required as the 
crossing is traverse and the 100-year flood elevation does not increase more than 1-foot immediately 
upstream of the crossing, and not more than 0.1-foot, 500-foot upstream of the crossing. Raising the 
bridge low member has a positive impact on the peak flood stages in Shoal River as documented in the 
Bridge Hydraulics Report. Flood elevations and risks would not be increased. Proposed widening would 
increase capacity, and improve emergency services access and evacuation rates. 

3.3.6 Coastal Zone Consistency 
In accordance with Section 307 of the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 and implementing 
regulations in 15 CFR Part 930, the Florida Coastal Management Act of 1978 (Chapter 380, Part II, F.S.), 
and the procedures outlined in the FDOT PD&E Manual, this project was reviewed for consistency with 
the Florida Coastal Management Program through the ETDM process. The State of Florida determined 
that this project is consistent with the Florida Coastal Zone Management Program on September 6, 2019. 
The State Clearinghouse Report with agency reviews is included in Appendix C. 

3.3.7 Protected Species and Habitat 

The project was evaluated for potential impacts to federal and state, threatened or endangered species 
(listed species) and federal protected species in accordance with the FDOT PD&E Manual. A NRE, located 
in the project file, was prepared for the project in compliance with Section 7(a) of the Endangered Species 
Act (ESA) of 1973, as amended. Section 7(a) (2) of the Act requires every federal agency, in consultation 
with and with the assistance of the Secretary of Commerce, to ensure that any action it authorizes, funds, 
or carries out is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any listed species or result in the 
destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat.  

In accordance with 16 U.S.C. § 1536[(a)-(d)] of the ESA, as amended, federal agencies impose specific 
requirements regarding endangered or threatened species of fish, wildlife, or plants (listed species) and 
habitat of such species that has been designated as critical habitat under Section 7(a) of the Act. These 
requirements include the protection of all federal listed species (and their habitats) found on federally 
funded projects. Such species are also afforded protection under 50 CFR Part 402 and in other Applicable 
federal laws, including: 

 23 CFR, Part 771, Environmental Impact and Related Procedures; 
 40 CFR, Part 1500 et seq., Council on Environmental Quality, Regulations for Implementing the 

Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act; 
 42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq., National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended; 
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 16 U.S.C. 662, Section 2 of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act; and 
 16 U.S.C. 1536, Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973. 

3.3.7.1 Affected Environment 

The methodology used to complete this section included review of the ETDM Summary Report, federal 
and state agency databases, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Consultation Areas, the USFWS 
Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC) Resource List, and the Florida Natural Areas Inventory 
(FNAI) Standard Data Report in order to identify state or federal protected species potentially occurring 
within the study area that could be impacted by the proposed project improvements. A GIS desktop 
analysis was performed referencing this information prior to conducting the field surveys to establish 
baseline information and guide onsite evaluations. Preliminary wildlife surveys were conducted within the 
project right-of-way in August and October, 2019 and in February and March, 2020. Appendix B of the 
NRE contains the FNAI Standard Data Report and the IPac Resource List. 

Once identified, each species, their habitat requirements, and the effect determinations were evaluated, 
as discussed in the following sections. Each potential species was designated as having a low, moderate 
or high likelihood of occurrence based on range, habitat type, location, patch size, and connectivity, as 
defined in the following list. 

No Suitable habitat is not believed to be present within the study area. 

Low 
Species documented within Okaloosa County, but with a low likelihood to occur within 
the study area due to the limited presence of suitable habitat. 

Moderate 
Species documented within Okaloosa County and for which suitable habitat was 
present within the study area; however, no documented occurrences exist. 

High 
Species highly likely to occur within the project study area based on known habitat 
ranges and existence of suitable habitat. Species known to occur within or adjacent to 
the study area or have been documented within the vicinity of the project. 

 3.3.7.1.1 Federal Species 
Ten federal listed species regulated by the USFWS potentially occur within the study area. Species 
reviewed included two birds (wood stork, red-cockaded woodpecker), one reptile (Eastern indigo snake), 
one amphibian (reticulated flatwoods salamander), two fishes (Gulf sturgeon, Okaloosa darter), and four 
mollusks (narrow pigtoe, southern sandshell, fuzzy pigtoe, Choctaw bean). Likelihood of occurrence was 
based on the above-mentioned data sources and methodology and is shown for each species in Table 
3-9. USFWS designated critical habitat, as defined by 50 CFR Part 424 – Listing Endangered and 
Threatened Species and Designating Critical Habitat, Critical Habitats, was present within the Shoal River 
for the Gulf sturgeon and the four freshwater mussels. A description of each species is contained in the 
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NRE. Note that the gopher tortoise is currently a candidate for federal listing and is discussed below in 
section 3.3.7.1.2 State Species.  3.3.7.1.2 State Species 
Eight state listed wildlife regulated by the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) could 
potentially occur within the study area. Species reviewed included three birds (Florida burrowing owl, 
little blue heron, southeastern American kestrel), one amphibian (Florida bog frog), two reptiles (gopher 
tortoise, Florida pine snake), and two fishes (blackmouth shiner, bluenose shiner). The Turkey Creek-Shoal 
River is known to support the bluenose shiner.  

Thirty-five state listed plants protected by the Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services 
potentially occur within the study area. 

Other protected, but non-listed species that potentially occur within the study area include the bald eagle, 
bridge roosting bats, and the Florida black bear. 

Likelihood of occurrence was based on the above-mentioned data sources and methodology and is 
shown for each species in Table 3-9. A description of each species is contained in the NRE. 

3.3.7.2 Environmental Consequences 
The proposed project, including either combination of build alternatives, would be expected to result in 
the effect determinations listed in Table 3-9 for federal and state listed species. The No-Build Alternative 
would not impact protected species. 

Table 3-9 | Project Effects Determinations for Protected Species 

Scientific Name Common Name Status1 Likelihood of 
Occurrence 

Project Effect 
Determinations 

Federal Listed Species 
Mycteria americana Wood stork Threatened Low May affect, not likely 

to adversely affect 

Picoides borealis Red-cockaded 
woodpecker Endangered Moderate May affect, not likely 

to adversely affect 
Haliaeetus leucocephalus  Bald eagle * & ** Low No effect 

Drymarchon corais couperi Eastern indigo snake Threatened Moderate May affect, not likely 
to adversely affect 

Ambystoma bishopi Reticulated flatwoods 
salamander Endangered Low No effect 

Acipenser oxyrinchus 
desotoi 

Atlantic sturgeon (Gulf 
subspecies) Threatened High May affect, not likely 

to adversely affect 

Etheostoma okaloosae Okaloosa darter Threatened High May affect, not likely 
to adversely affect 

Fusconaia escambia Narrow pigtoe Threatened Moderate May affect, likely to 
adversely affect 

Hamiota australis Southern sandshell Threatened Moderate May affect, likely to 
adversely affect 
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Scientific Name Common Name Status1 Likelihood of 
Occurrence 

Project Effect 
Determinations 

Pleurobema strodeanum Fuzzy pigtoe Threatened Moderate May affect, likely to 
adversely affect 

Villosa choctawensis Choctaw bean Endangered Moderate May affect, likely to 
adversely affect 

State Listed Wildlife 
Athene cunicularia floridana Florida burrowing owl Threatened Low No effect anticipated 

Egretta caerulea Little blue heron Threatened Moderate No adverse effect 
anticipated 

Falco sparverius paulus Southeastern American 
kestrel Threatened Low No effect anticipated 

Lithobates okaloosae Florida bog frog Threatened Low No adverse effect 
anticipated 

Gopherus polyphemus Gopher tortoise 
Threatened, 
Federal 
Candidate 

Moderate No adverse effect 
anticipated 

Pituophis melanoleucus 
mugitus Florida pine snake Threatened Low No effect anticipated 

Notropis melanostomus Blackmouth shiner Threatened High No adverse effect 
anticipated 

Pteronotropis welaka Bluenose shiner Threatened High No adverse effect 
anticipated 

State Listed Plants 
Agrimonia incisa Incised groove-bur Threatened Low No effect anticipated 
Andropogon arctatus Pinewoods bluestem Threatened Low No effect anticipated 
Baptisia calycosa 
var.villosa Hairy wild indigo Threatened High* No adverse effect 

anticipated 
Calamovilfa curtissii Curtiss’ sandgrass Threatened Low No effect anticipated 

Calamintha dentata Toothed savory Threatened Low No adverse effect 
anticipated 

Carex baltzellii Baltzell’s sedge Threatened Moderate* No adverse effect 
anticipated 

Coelorachis tuberculosa Piedmont jointgrass Threatened No No effect anticipated 

Dichanthelium nudicaule Naked-stemmed panic 
grass Threatened Low* No adverse effect 

anticipated 

Fothergilla gardenii Dwarf witch-alder Endangered Low* No adverse effect 
anticipated 

Ilex amelanchier Serviceberry holly Threatened High* No adverse effect 
anticipated 

Lachnocaulon digynum Pineland bogbutton Threatened Moderate* No adverse effect 
anticipated 

Lilium iridollae Panhandle lily Endangered High* No adverse effect 
anticipated 

Linum westii West’s flax Endangered No No effect anticipated 
Litsea aestivalis Pondspice Endangered Low No effect anticipated 

Lupinus westianus Gulf Coast lupine Threatened Low* No adverse effect 
anticipated 

Macranthera flammea Hummingbird flower Endangered Low* No adverse effect 
anticipated 

Magnolia ashei Ashe’s magnolia  Endangered Moderate* No adverse effect 
anticipated 



 
 
 
 

62 

Environmental Assessment 

Scientific Name Common Name Status1 Likelihood of 
Occurrence 

Project Effect 
Determinations 

Magnolia pyramidata Pyramid magnolia Endangered Low No adverse effect 
anticipated 

Matelea alabamensis Alabama spiny-pod Endangered No No effect anticipated 

Pinguicula primuliflora Primrose-flowered 
butterwort Endangered Low No adverse effect 

anticipated 

Platanthera integra Yellow fringless orchid Endangered Moderate* No adverse effect 
anticipated 

Quercus arkansana Arkansas oak Threatened High* No adverse effect 
anticipated 

Rhexia parviflora Small-flowered 
meadowbeauty Endangered Low* No adverse effect 

anticipated 

Rhexia salicifolia Panhandle 
meadowbeauty Threatened Low* No adverse effect 

anticipated 

Rhododendron austrinum Florida flame azalea Endangered Low No adverse effect 
anticipated 

Rhynchospora crinipes Hairy-peduncled 
beaksedge Endangered Low* No adverse effect 

anticipated 

Sarracenia minor Hooded pitcher-plant Threatened Low No adverse effect 
anticipated 

Sarracenia psittacine Parrot pitcher-plant Threatened Low No adverse effect 
anticipated 

Sarracenia rubra Red-flowered pitcher-
plant Threatened Low No adverse effect 

anticipated 
Sarracenia rubra ssp. 
gulfensis 

Gulf Coast redflower 
pitcherplant Threatened Low* No adverse effect 

anticipated 

Sarracenia luecophylla  White-top pitcher-plant Endangered Low* No adverse effect 
anticipated 

Sideroxylon thornei Thorne’s buckthorn Endangered Moderate No adverse effect 
anticipated 

Tephrosia mohrii Pineland hoary-pea Threatened Low* No adverse effect 
anticipated 

Xyris longisepala Karst pond xyris Endangered No No effect anticipated 

Xyris scabrifolia Harper’s yellow-eyed 
grass Threatened Low* No adverse effect 

anticipated 
1 Species designations updated as of March 2020. * Record identified in FNAI Standard Data Report for the S.R. 85 Baseline Survey within 
a 1 mile buffer **Bald & Golden Eagle Protection Act and Migratory Bird Treaty Act.  

 3.3.7.2.1 Federal Species 
Based on USFWS data (2017), there were no wood stork colonies or CFAs in Okaloosa County at the time 
of the NRE. Wood storks were not observed during preliminary field surveys; however, potential impacts 
to suitable foraging habitat could total 5.64 acres. Given this information, the Wood Stork Effect 
Determination Key (Appendix C of the NRE) for the North Florida Ecological Services Field Offices (USFWS 
2008, as approved by letter 2013) was used to make the determination that the project may affect, but is 
not likely to adversely affect the wood stork.  
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There are documented occurrences of red-cockaded woodpeckers (RCW) in the study area but none 
observed during preliminary field surveys. Neither suitable RCW habitat nor nesting cavities were 
observed within the study area during preliminary field surveys. Notably, the proposed project 
alternatives would utilize existing cleared and sodded right-of-way for the road widening and ancillary 
project improvements. Coordination occurred with Eglin AFB during the evaluation of pond site locations, 
giving consideration to existing habitat and known nesting areas; however, the potential for impacts still 
exist. Prior to construction, the FDOT will commit to survey mature pines within and adjacent to the 
project road right-of-way and within all pond sites for the RCW and/or RCW nest cavities in accordance 
with the USFWS Red-Cockaded Woodpecker Standard Survey Protocol. Eglin’s existing Programmatic 
Biological Opinion (PBO), which requires that proposed projects undergo evaluation by USFWS, will apply 
to all RCW habitats within Eglin AFB (USFWS 2013, amend. 2019) (Appendix C of the NRE). Given the 
above, it is anticipated that the project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect the RCW. 

While neither gopher tortoise burrows nor Eastern indigo snakes were observed during preliminary field 
surveys, projects containing habitat with the potential to support the indigo snake are required to follow 
the USFWS Standard Protection Measures for the Eastern Indigo Snake (2013) (Appendix C of the NRE) 
during construction, which dictates that contractors be made aware the species could be present and that 
land clearing, using heavy equipment be conducted with avoidance and protection of this species in mind. 
If an Eastern indigo snake is encountered within Eglin AFB, the FDOT will coordinate with the Eglin AFB 
Natural Resource Office and USFWS in accordance with the Indigo Snake Programmatic Biological 
Opinion for Eglin AFB (USFWS, 2009), which also outlines additional minimization measures specific to 
direct impacts, harassment, and habitat impacts (Appendix C of the NRE). These protection measures will 
be required for this project, including during clearing and construction within the project limits, including 
within the pond sites. Due to these commitments and per the Eastern Indigo Snake Programmatic Effect 
Determination Key (July 2017), it is anticipated that the project may affect, but is not likely to adversely 
affect the Eastern indigo snake. 

Given the absence of suitable habitat, it is anticipated that the project would have no effect on the 
reticulated flatwoods salamander. 

Measures to minimize impacts to Gulf Sturgeon and mollusk habitats would be implemented, including 
efforts to protect water quality through stringent erosion control measures and BMPs during 
construction, as well as stormwater management for the collection and treatment of stormwater runoff 
and pollutants. With adherence to these protection measures and due to the project location at the 
northernmost extent of the Gulf sturgeon critical riverine habitat, a determination was made that the 
project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect the Gulf sturgeon and the project would not result 
in the destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat for the Gulf sturgeon. However, critical habitat 
for the four mollusks could be impacted and a determination was made that the project may affect, likely 
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to adversely affect the mollusks. Measures to minimize the potential destruction or adverse modification 
of critical habitat for the mollusks would be developed through Formal Section 7 Consultation with the 
USFWS. 

The Okaloosa darter was not observed during preliminary field surveys, but potential darter streams 
encroach to the periphery of the study area and an unnamed tributary of Juniper Creek (A) approaches 
the eastern right-of-way along S.R. 85 (Eglin AFB, 2007). Coordination with Eglin AFB led to shifting several 
ponds further from potential darter streams. Direct impacts to darter streams would not occur as a result 
of this project.  To provide protection to Okaloosa Darter habitat in addition to standard protection 
measures, additional erosion control measures would be installed and regularly maintained at the Shoal 
River, Pearl Creek, and Juniper Creek, as well as at any creeks, tributaries, or seepage slope ravines located 
within 100 yds of headwaters to Okaloosa darter streams.  Based on the anticipated avoidance of known 
Okaloosa darter streams and tributaries and requirements to protect water resources during construction 
using BMPs, it is anticipated that the project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect the Okaloosa 
darter. 3.3.7.2.1 State Species 
Given the absence of suitable habitat, it is anticipated that the project would have no effect anticipated 
on the Florida burrowing owl and southeastern American kestrel. 

There is potential habitat for the little blue heron and Florida bog frog near the bridge crossings; however, 
wetland impacts would be minimized and mitigated. Thus, there is no adverse effect anticipated to either 
of these species. 

There have been documented occurrences of gopher tortoise in the study area but none were found 
during preliminary field surveys. FDOT will perform a gopher tortoise survey within and adjacent to the 
project road right-of-way and all pond sites prior to construction.  If gopher tortoise burrows are found 
and cannot be avoided, the FDOT will secure an FWC Gopher Tortoise Relocation Permit. Any gopher 
tortoise within Eglin AFB will be permitted and relocated in accordance with the gopher tortoise 
guidelines discussed in the Indigo Snake Programmatic Biological Opinion for Eglin AFB (USFWS, 2009) 
and the Programmatic Conference Opinion (PCO) for the Department of Defense Gopher Tortoise 
(Gopherus polyphemus) Conservation and Crediting Strategy (USFWS, 2017) (Appendix C of the NRE). 
Due to the intent to resurvey prior to construction and relocate any gopher tortoises, there is no adverse 
effect anticipated. If the gopher tortoise should become federally listed prior to or during construction, 
ESA Section 7 Consultation will occur with the USFWS. 

The disturbed project area does not contain suitable habitat for the Florida pine snake. Given the lack of 
suitable habitat and the requirement to excavate all potentially occupied gopher tortoise burrows, which 



 
 
 
 

65 

Environmental Assessment 

would include a requirement to safely release commensal species, there is no adverse effect anticipated 
to the Florida pine snake. 

The FNAI Standard Data Report suggests that potential habitat exists within this region; however, the 
blackmouth shiner and the bluenose shiner have not been reported or documented within the study area. 
Neither species was observed, but the project would cross the Shoal River and Pearl Creek. Bridge 
widening is proposed at both locations. Avoidance and minimization measures would be required to 
minimize impacts to creeks and tributaries along the project right-of-way and to protect these areas from 
siltation. Stringent water management protocols would be required for the Shoal River to meet FDEP 
standards for OFWs. Given these measures, there is no adverse effect anticipated to the blackmouth shiner 
or the bluenose shiner. 

Prior to construction, FDOT will survey for protected state-listed plants including: hairy wild indigo 
(Baptisia calycosa var.villosa), Baltzell’s sedge (Carex baltzellii), serviceberry holly (Ilex amelanchier), 
pineland bogbutton (Lachnocaulon digynum), panhandle lily (Lilium iridollae), Ashe’s magnolia (Magnolia 
ashei), yellow fringeless orchid (Platanthera integra), and the Arkansas oak (Quercus arkansana). If 
protected plants are discovered, coordination with the FDACS will be initiated and relocation measures 
considered. For state listed plants, an effect determination of No Effect Anticipated was made for plants 
with potential habitat but no reported occurrences. An effect determination of No Adverse Effect 
Anticipated was made for plants with reported occurrences in the study area or with potential habitat 
located in the project right-of-way; however, none were observed during preliminary field surveys. 3.3.7.2.2 Other Protected Species 
Other protected, but non-listed species that potentially occur within the study area include the bald eagle, 
bridge roosting bats, and the Florida black bear. Because this project would be consistent with the Bald 
and Golden Eagle Protection Act (16 U.S.C. §§ 668-668d), as amended, and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
(16 U.S.C. §§ 703-711), and since no bald eagle nests were identified near the study area, it is anticipated 
that the project would not impact the bald eagle. FDOT will survey for the bald eagle prior to construction 
and if a nest is found within 660 feet of the project, FDOT will coordinate with the USFWS. 

FDOT Research Project #BD433 Status and Management of Bats Roosting in Bridges in Florida (2005) did 
not report bat roosting in the bridges spanning the Shoal River or Pearl Creek. FDOT will complete a bat 
survey prior to construction at Bridge Nos. 570071 and 570044 (Pearl Creek/Shoal River Relief Bridges) 
and 570073 and 570045 (Shoal River Bridges). If bats are observed, FDOT will implement bat exclusion 
prior to construction in accordance with rule 68A-4.001, F.A.C (General Prohibitions) and rule 68A-9.010, 
F.A.C. (Taking Nuisance Wildlife). Therefore, impacts to bats would not be expected.  

The project is located within the Abundant Range of the Florida Black Bear (Ursus americanus floridanus). 
Therefore, consistent with the FWC Florida Black Bear Management Plan, garbage and food debris must 
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be properly removed from the construction site daily to eliminate possible sources of food that could 
encourage and attract bears. Nuisance black bears are to be reported to the FWC at the Wildlife Alert 
Hotline at 1-888-404-3922. Given the commitment to eliminate garbage that could attract bears to the 
road corridor during construction, the S.R. 85 project should not result in significant additional impacts 
to the black bear. Black bear protection measures such as signage, fencing, and wildlife crossings to 
mitigate wildlife vehicle collisions were discussed with Eglin during early coordination. It is acknowledged 
that there are costs and benefits to wildlife fencing; however, additional discussion regarding these 
factors, as well as appropriate placement and fencing material would be needed before any fencing 
decision could be made. At a minimum, for firefighter safety, the Air Force’s Wildland Fire Branch 
(AFCEC/CZOF) requests that fencing materials be non-combustible and allow for vehicle access points of 
entry no more than ¼ mile apart, as practicable. Additional protection measures will be coordinated 
through the AFB Natural Resource Office.  

The FDOT will evaluate the benefits of installing wildlife fencing along the S.R. 85 right-of-way between 
the Shoal River and Pearl Creek Bridges to reduce vehicle collisions, wildlife mortality and to funnel wildlife 
to a designated crossing area(s).  

Staging and storage areas within the limits of Eglin AFB will be coordinated through the Eglin AFB Natural 
Resource Office prior to construction activities. All staging areas will be surveyed for wildlife and wildlife 
habitat prior to construction.    

The following species have the potential to utilize certain pond sites: red-cockaded woodpecker, Eastern 
indigo snake, and gopher tortoise. Prior to construction, mature pines should be surveyed to ensure the 
absence of red-cockaded woodpecker roost cavities. Pre-construction coordination should also occur to 
prevent incidental impacts to the Eastern indigo snake. Gopher tortoise burrow surveys would likely be 
required. If a potentially occupied gopher tortoise burrow is discovered, coordination with the FWC would 
be necessary.  

Section 7 consultation will be re-initiated during design when design level details needed for consultation 
are complete. FWS agreed with completing Section 7 consultation during design in correspondence with 
FDOT dated September 2, 2021 (Appendix C).  

3.4 Physical 
3.4.1 Highway Traffic Noise 
3.4.1.1 Affected Environment 
A Noise Study Report was prepared for this project in August 2020 and is located in the project file. This 
is a Type 1 project per 23 CFR Part 772. The traffic noise analysis was performed following FDOT 
procedures that comply with 23 CFR Part 772, Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise and 
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Construction Noise. The evaluation uses methodology established by the FDOT and documented in the 
PD&E Manual. The FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) establishes criteria for traffic noise impact 
assessment with respect to various land uses. Activity categories are described in the Noise Study Report 
located in the project file. 

Ninety-nine (99) receptors (representing 99 noise sensitive sites) were evaluated throughout the Project 
Area. The majority of these sites are single-family homes where frequent exterior human use would 
commonly occur [Activity Category B (residential) of the NAC].  Two locations (Shoal River Wayside Park 
and Shoal River Learning Center) were evaluated under Activity Category C (parks/recreation) of the NAC.  
Five hotel pools and five restaurant patios were evaluated under Activity Category E (hotels/restaurants) 
of the NAC. 

3.4.1.2 Environmental Consequences 
The prediction of existing and future traffic noise levels with and without the roadway improvement was 
performed using the FHWA Traffic Noise Model Version 2.5. The noise analysis used the Traffic Data for 
Noise Study Sheets prepared in the Feasibility Study to identify any impacted receptors. 

Of the 99 individual noise receptors (representing 99 noise sensitive sites) found to exist along the project 
corridor north of the Shoal River, the traffic noise analysis determined that noise impacts would occur at 
13 receptors (representing 13 noise sensitive sites) in the project design year (2044) if the project is 
constructed. The change in relative noise levels directly attributable to the 2044 Build condition are 
expected to vary 1.4 dB(A) to 3.6 dB(A) from the existing year (2018) noise levels. Applying the FDOT 
substantial increase criteria (an increase of 15 dB over existing) indicated the proposed project will not 
cause substantial noise level increases.  Ten of the 13 impacted receptors are within Shoal River Wayside 
Park (also known as Bill Duggan Jr Park) (Receptors 90-99). Three of the 13 impacted receptors are along 
Segment 2 and include two residences on Campbell Avenue (Receptors 42 and 48) and Arby’s patio at 
the intersection with John King Road (Receptor 7).  Figure 3-4 and Table 3-10 shows noise impacts by 
segment. Noise impacts do not differ among alternatives since there is only one build alternative for 
Segments 1b and 2. 

Noise abatement was considered at all impacted locations. None of the noise abatement, including noise 
barriers, was found to be feasible and reasonable per FDOT guidelines.  The two impacted residences 
(Receptors 42 and 48) are isolated impacted receptors. FDOT feasibility requirements state that the 
number of impacted receptors required to achieve a 5 dB(A) reduction or greater in order for a noise 
barrier to be considered feasible will be two (2) or greater.  Therefore, noise barriers were not evaluated 
at the residences because they are single, isolated receptors. Arby’s restaurant patio (Receptor 7) is 
located directly in front of the entrance/direct-access from S.R. 85.  A noise barrier constructed across the 
entrance would block access to this site and not be feasible, therefore, evaluation of noise abatement 
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(modeling a noise barrier) was not considered further. The FDOT Method to Determine Reasonableness 
and Feasibility of Noise Abatement at Special Use Locations was used to determine if a feasible and 
reasonable noise barrier could be designed shielding the Shoal River Wayside Park (Receptors 90-99). 
Noise Barrier A (669-foot long, 20-foot high) provided 5 dB(A) reduction to five impacted park receptors, 
as well as a 7 dB(A) reduction for two benefited receptors. Applying the methodology, the park would 
need to average 283 people per day, 365 days a year, at the benefited sites only, to be determined 
reasonable. Noise Barrier B (809-foot long, 8-16 foot high) provided 5 dB(A) reduction to 5 impacted park 
receptors, as well as a 7 dB(A) reduction for one benefited receptor. Applying the methodology, the park 
would need to average 234 people per day, 365 days a year, at the benefited sites only, to be determined 
reasonable. It is extremely unlikely for the park to have the amount of visitors needed to be reasonable 
for either noise barrier. Therefore, a noise barrier would not be reasonable shielding the impacted 
receptors within Shoal River Wayside Park. 

Based on the noise analyses performed to date, there are no feasible and reasonable solutions available 
to mitigate the noise impacts resulting from the project at the 13 locations identified. 

Several property parcels adjacent to S.R. 8 (I-10) are undeveloped. A land use review was performed on 
January 30, 2020 and no active building permits were identified.  During the design phase of the project 
the environmental document reevaluation will conduct another building permit review to ensure that all 
noise-sensitive land uses that have received a building permit prior to the project’s Date of Public 
Knowledge are evaluated. The date that the final environmental document is approved by the Office of 
Environmental Management constitutes the Date of Public Knowledge. 

The construction of the proposed project would result in temporary noise and vibration increases within 
the project area.  The noise and vibration would be generated primarily from heavy equipment used in 
hauling materials and building the roadway improvements.  Sensitive areas located close to the 
construction area may temporarily experience increased noise and vibration levels.  Construction and 
demolition noise would be minimized to the greatest extent practicable through the adherence to 
controls listed in the latest edition of the FDOT's Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction. 
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Table 3-10 | Noise Impacted Sites 

Noise Receptor (Sites 
Represented) Segment NAC 

Category 
FDOT NAC 

dB(A) 
2018 

Existing 
dB(A) 

2044 
No-

Build 
dB(A) 

2044 
Build 
dB(A) 

Difference 
between 
Existing/ 

Build 
7 -- Arby's patio (1) 2 E 71 70.5 71.1 72.6 2.1 

42 – Single Family Residence (1) 2 B 66 68.0 68.7 70.9 2.9 
48 -- Single Family Residence (1) 2 B 66 66.5 67.1 68.9 2.4 
90 – Shoal River Wayside Park 

Boat Ramp (1) 1b C 66 66 68.8 68.8 1.5 

91 – Shoal River Wayside Park 
Picnic Area (1) 1b C 66 66 67.1 67.2 1.9 

92 -- Shoal River Wayside Park 
Picnic Area (1) 1b C 66 66 66.2 66.2 2.2 

93 -- Shoal River Wayside Park 
Picnic Area (1) 1b C 66 66 65.4 65.4 2.5 

94 -- Shoal River Wayside Park 
Picnic Area (1) 1b C 66 66 65.6 65.7 2.8 

95 -- Shoal River Wayside Park 
Pavilion (1) 1b C 66 66 66.1 66.1 2.9 

96 -- Shoal River Wayside Park 
Picnic Area (1) 1b C 66 66 66.0 66.0 2.7 

97 -- Shoal River Wayside Park 
Picnic Area (1) 1b C 66 66 65.4 65.5 2.9 

98 -- Shoal River Wayside Park 
Picnic Area (1) 1b C 66 66 65.4 65.5 2.9 

99 -- Shoal River Wayside Park 
Playground (1) 1b C 66 66 64.7 64.8 3.3 
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Figure 3-4 | Noise Impacts 
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3.4.2 Air Quality 
This project is not expected to create adverse impacts on air quality because the project area is in 
attainment for all National Ambient Air Quality Standards and because the project is expected to improve 
the LOS and reduce delay and congestion on all facilities within the study area. 

Construction activities may cause short-term air quality impacts in the form of dust from earthwork and 
unpaved roads. These impacts would be minimized by adherence to applicable state regulations and to 
applicable FDOT Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction. 

Refer to Section 3.5.2 for air quality analysis performed to meet U.S. Air Force (USAF) requirements. 

3.4.3 Contamination / Hazardous Materials and Wastes 
3.4.3.1 Affected Environment 
A Contamination Screening Evaluation Report (CSER) was prepared for this project in March 2020 and is 
available in the project file. The Level I contamination screening evaluation for the mainline evaluated 
sites/facilities using the PD&E Manual recommended search distances based on site/facility type (500 
feet, 1,000 feet, and ½ mile). A total of 26 potential contamination sites were identified within the project 
limits. The preferred pond sites were also reviewed and did not result in any additional contamination 
sites. In summary, the following risk ratings were assigned: 0 – High, 7 – Medium, 15 – Low, and 4 – No 
rated sites. The potential contamination sites are summarized in Table 3-11 and shown in Figure 3-5. 
Sites 1 and 2 are near 77th Special Forces Way along Segment 1a. All other sites are along Segment 2. 

Table 3-11 | Potential Contamination Site Summary 

Site ID Name/Address/Parcel ID Database/Facility ID/Source 
Approximate 
Distance from 
S.R. 85 ROW 

Risk 
Rating 

1 (Eglin 
AFB) 

Electrical Substation 
Parcel ID: 
07-2N-23-0000-0001-0020 

Not Applicable (noted during site 
reconnaissance) 130 feet east Low 

2 (Eglin 
AFB) 

US Air Force Okaloosa Tower 
Building 1065 
Parcel ID: 
07-2N-23-0000-0001-0020 

TANKS 9601468 Adjacent west Low 

3 CEFCO #415 
5353 S. Ferdon Street TANKS 9816846 Adjacent east Medium 

4 Crestview Chrysler Dodge 
5200 S. Ferdon Blvd. 

NONTSD 
FLR000082834 Adjacent west Low 

5 Service Shop 
5183 S. Ferdon Blvd. 

Not Applicable (noted during site 
reconnaissance) Adjacent east Low 

6 Summerlin Truck Outfitter (STO) 
5169 S. Ferdon Blvd. 

Not Applicable (noted during site 
reconnaissance) Adjacent east Low 

7 

Gerber Collision 
(former Factory Spec Collision 
Center) 
5165 S. Ferdon Blvd. 

NONTSD 
FLR000119842 Adjacent east Low 
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Site ID Name/Address/Parcel ID Database/Facility ID/Source 
Approximate 
Distance from 
S.R. 85 ROW 

Risk 
Rating 

8 Tom Thumb Food Store #85 
5100 S. Ferdon Blvd. 

TANKS/LUST/STCERC: 
9800718 Adjacent west Medium 

9 Kempski Tire 
4733 Meadow Lake Drive Solid Waste: 98501 1,200 feet east of 

S.R. 85 No 

10 Lee Buick GMC 
4300 S. Ferdon Blvd. NONTSD: FLR000197574 Adjacent west Low 

11 Al Turner Chevrolet 
4150 S. Ferdon Blvd. 

Not Applicable (noted during site 
reconnaissance) Adjacent west Low 

12 
Crestview Ford 
(former Hub City Ford Mercury) 
4060 S. Ferdon Blvd. 

NONTSD: FLD984262014 Adjacent west Low 

13 InDyne 
4050 S. Ferdon Blvd. 

Not Applicable (noted during site 
reconnaissance) Adjacent west No 

14 Tom Thumb Food Store #118 
4051 S. Ferdon Blvd. TANKS/LUST: 8733700 Adjacent east Medium 

15 Mack’s Auto-Tech 
101 John King Road NONTSD: FLR000101543 200 feet east Low 

16 
Goodwill 
(former Exprexit #712) 
3935 S. Ferdon Blvd. 

TANKS/LUST/STCERC: 8512347 
Solid Waste (Goodwill): 105681 Adjacent east Medium 

17 Crude Oil Spill 
“South of I-10, near Waffle House” ERNS: 8932 Unknown No 

18 

Exxon #56165 
(former Sunshine Food Mart 
#423) 
3802 S. Ferdon Blvd. 

TANKS/LUST/STCERC: 8512238 
TANKS/LUST: 9401154 Adjacent east Medium 

19 
Crestview I-10 Spill 
Eastbound I-10 ramp/ 
S. Ferdon Blvd. 

STCERC/VOLCLEANUP: 326188 
Within S.R. 85 / I-10 
ROW (SE quadrant 
of intersection) 

Medium 

20 Fred and Marie Bowman C&D 
Rasberry Road Solid Waste: 10519 3,700 feet west No 

21 Walmart #944 
3351 S. Ferdon Blvd. 

NONTSD: FL0000001925 
TANKS: 9501293 
VOLCLEANUP: COM_176 

800 feet east Low 

22 Fill-Ups Food Store #2021 
3351 S. Ferdon Blvd. TANKS: 9202474 Adjacent east Low 

23 Ray Construction of Okaloosa 
County Rasberry Rod Solid Waste: 10502 1,000 feet west of 

S.R. 85 Low 

24 Mobil/Gulf Coast Properties 
3200 S. Ferdon Blvd. 

TANKS/LUST/STCERC: 
9802198 Adjacent west Medium 

25 Sunshine Food Mart #459 
3051 S. Ferdon Blvd. 

TANKS/LUST/STCERC: 
8512348 

350 feet north of the 
north project limit Low 

26 Parker C&D Facility 
U.S. 85 S. Solid Waste: 10350 2,700 feet north of 

the project limit Low 
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Figure 3-5 | Contaminated Sites and Unexploded Ordnance Locations 
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3.4.3.2 Environmental Consequences 
Based on the conclusions of the CSER and the risk ratings noted above, the following recommendations 
are made for this project: 

 For the locations rated “No” for potential contamination, no further action is required. These 
sites have been evaluated and determined not to have any potential contamination risk to the 
study area at this time. 

 For the locations rated “Low” for potential contamination, no further action is required at this 
time. These sites/facilities have the potential to impact the study area, but are determined to 
have low risk to the project at this time. Variables that may change the risk rating include a 
facility’s noncompliance to environmental regulations, new discharges to the soil or 
groundwater, and modifications to current permits. Should any of these variables change, 
additional assessment of the facilities should be considered. 

 For the locations with a risk rating of “Medium” (none were rated “High”), during design, it will 
be determined which sites require Level II Assessments. It has been determined that Site # 3, 8, 
14, 16, 18, 19, and 24 may have potential contaminants that could impact the proposed project. 
A soil and groundwater sampling plan would be developed. The sampling plan should provide 
sufficient detail as to the number of soil and groundwater samples to be obtained and the 
specific analytical tests to be performed. The testing would be completed prior to right-of-way 
acquisition and construction. A site location sketch for each facility showing all proposed boring 
locations and groundwater monitoring wells would be prepared. Level II testing is 
recommended for the following sites: 

o For Sites 3, 8, 14, 16, 18, 19, and 24 (gasoline stations, and one roadside petroleum spill) 
that received a risk rating of “Medium” in relation to the mainline corridor, Level II 
testing should include soil borings (from land surface to the water table), collection of 
soil samples for field and laboratory analysis, and monitoring well installation. Laboratory 
analysis of soil and groundwater samples may include one or more of the following: 
BTEX/MTBE by EPA Method 8260, Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons by EPA Method 
8270, and Total Recoverable Petroleum Hydrocarbons by laboratory method Florida 
Petroleum Range Organics. 

 Additional review would be performed by the contractor in consideration of dewatering 
operations that may be necessary under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
Generic Permit for Stormwater Discharges from Large and Small Construction Activities.  
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Additional information may become available or site-specific conditions may change from the time this 
report was prepared and should be considered prior to acquiring right-of-way and/or proceeding with 
roadway construction. 

The No-Build Alternative would have no contamination impacts.  

3.4.4 Utilities  
3.4.4.1 Affected Environment 
A Utilities Assessment Package was prepared in May 2020 and is contained in the project file. Information 
was obtained from the utility companies regarding their existing facilities within the project corridor and 
is summarized in Table 3-12. 

Table 3-12 | Utilities 

Utility Owner  Project 
Segment(s) Description 

AT&T 
Transmission All Pipes running near the eastern ROW for the entire project limits until the south side 

of the I-10 interchange where they cross under S.R. 85 to the west side. 

Centurylink/Level 
3 All 

Multiple underground conduits running on the east side of S.R. 85 from S.R. 123 to 
John King Road where it then goes aerial. Their aerial line crosses to the west side 
of S.R. 85 at John King Road and then back to the east side where it remains until 
crossing to the west side again at Southcrest Drive. The line then reverts back to 
buried conduits and runs the remainder of the project on the west side of S.R. 85. 

Chelco-Eglin 
AFB Electric 
Pole Line 

Segment 1a 
Aerial power lines running from S.R. 123 to just north of 77th Special Forces Way 
along the east side of S.R. 85. Buried lines at 77th Special Forces Way in addition 
to the aerial lines. 

City of Crestview Segment 2 

Water lines running along the west side of S.R. 85 from north of Antioch Road to 
Mirage Avenue as well as along the east side from north of Riverwood Drive to 
Southcrest Drive and from Raspberry Road to north of Mirage Avenue. 
Sewer lines run along the west side of S.R. 85 from Southview Drive to south of 
Hugo Lane where it crosses to the east side S.R. 85 to John King Road. From 
John King Road to Southcrest Drive, the sewer lines run along both the east and 
west sides of S.R. 85. The sewer lines pick up again north of I-10 along the east 
side to beyond Mirage Avenue. 

COX  No information received. 
Gulf Power 
Company All Aerial facilities located within the western ROW of S.R. 85 from Rattlesnake Bluff 

Road to Mirage Avenue. 

Okaloosa County 
Water and 
Sewer 

All 

Water line on the west side of S.R. 85 that runs from S.R. 123 to south of Live Oak 
Church Road/Antioch Road where it crosses S.R. 85. At this location, it picks up as 
a 12 inch water line on the east side of S.R. 85 to Riverwood Drive. A water line 
runs along the west side of S.R. 85 from P.J. Adams Parkway to Riverwood Drive. 
They also maintain a force main that runs east-west across S.R. 85 south of 77th 
Special Forces Way. 

Okaloosa Gas 
District All 

Lines run near the west ROW line throughout the project limits. The line leaves the 
project and follows along Cracker Barrel Road and north to cross under I-10 before 
turning back to the east to follow along the western ROW line up to Raspberry 
Road. At Raspberry Road, the line turns west and follows the road and continues 
north outside of the FDOT ROW. 
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Utility Owner  Project 
Segment(s) Description 

Uniti Fiber LLC 
(Southern Light) 
 

All 

Aerial fiber optic line running along the east ROW of S.R. 85 from S.R. 123 to 
south of 77th Special Forces Way where it then becomes a buried line. It also 
crosses S.R. 85 at this location running west off the project limits. Once past the 
77th Special Forces Way overpass, the line becomes aerial again and continues 
north 1,300 feet before transitioning back to buried. It continues along the eastern 
ROW to approximately 700 feet south of the Shoal River Relief Bridge where it 
crosses S.R. 85 and runs along the west ROW line to I-10 where it transitions to 
aerial and runs to the end of the project. An aerial line crosses S.R. 85 and runs 
along John King Road off the project limits. At Raspberry Road, a buried fiber optic 
crosses S.R. 85 running east and west off the project limits. 

Verizon (MCI) Segment 2 Verizon leases a portion of Centurylink’s line from Southview Drive to P.J. Adams 
Parkway on the west side of S.R. 85. 

Note: ROW = Right-of-way 

3.4.4.2 Environmental Consequences 
Depending on the location and depth of the utilities, construction of the proposed project would likely 
require adjustment or relocation of some facilities. The project is not expected to have a considerable 
impact to the utilities for Segment 1a, Alternative 1. Segment 1a, Alternative 2 is likely to incur more 
adjustments and relocations due to outside widening. Segments 1b and 2 are likely to incur more 
adjustments and relocations due to the reduced right-of-way. Specific relocation requirements would be 
identified during the future design phase. The No-Build Alternative would not impact utilities. 

3.4.5 Construction 
During construction, impacts to natural and physical environmental elements, such as air quality, noise 
levels, vibration impacts, water quality, species and habitat disruption, along with traffic disruptions may 
occur. FDOT maintains standard construction practices that would assist in reducing the impacts during 
construction. Table 3-13 summarizes the construction impacts and measures that can be taken to reduce 
these impacts. 

Table 3-13 | Construction Impacts 

Construction Impact 
Disruptive 

or 
Beneficial 

Measures to Reduce Impact 

Air Quality (open burning and dust 
control) Disruptive 

FDOT Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge 
Construction (110-9 & 204-6) and Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 

Noise and Vibration (construction 
related) Disruptive FDOT Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge 

Construction (100-2 & 108) 

Water Quality (erosion control) Beneficial 
FDOT Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge 
Construction (104), SWPPP and State of Florida Erosion and 
Sediment Control Manual 

Species and Habitat (construction 
related) Disruptive Follow Commitments in NRE / Section 5.0 of this EA and 

Environmental Permit Conditions 
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Construction Impact 
Disruptive 

or 
Beneficial 

Measures to Reduce Impact 

Maintenance of Traffic and Detour 
Routing Disruptive FDOT Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge 

Construction (102) and Standard Plans 
Maintenance of Access to Businesses 
and Residents Disruptive FDOT Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge 

Construction (102) and Standard Plans 
Safety Considerations (Vehicular, 
Pedestrian, Bicyclist, and 
Construction Personnel) 

Beneficial FDOT Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge 
Construction (7 & 102) and Standard Plans 

Public Involvement (Communication 
of Impacts/Changes to Driving 
Conditions) 

Beneficial FDOT PD&E Manual, FDM Chapter 104 

Disposal of Construction Materials Disruptive FDOT Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge 
Construction (7, 104 & 107) and SWPPP 

Stockpiling of Construction Materials 
and Fill Disruptive FDOT Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge 

Construction (110) 

Use of Borrow Areas Disruptive FDOT Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge 
Construction (110), SWPPP and Commitments  

Mitigation Measures Proposed to 
Reduce Dredge and Fill-Related 
Impacts 

Beneficial 
FDOT Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge 
Construction (7-2.2 & 7-21), SWPPP and Environmental Permit 
Conditions 

Other – Landscape at I-10 Disruptive 
Consideration of relocation of recently planted trees in I-10 
interchange areas to non-impacted areas per FDOT Standard 
Plans 

 

3.4.6 Bicycles and Pedestrians 
3.4.6.1 Affected Environment 
The context classification for S.R. 85 from S.R. 123 to Live Oak Church Road is C1-Natural and from Live 
Oak Church Road to Mirage Avenue is C3C – Suburban Commercial. The existing S.R. 85 roadway includes 
four-foot paved shoulders from S.R. 123 to Raspberry Lane. The shoulders are not designated bicycle 
lanes with “bicycle lane” pavement markings. There are no sidewalks within the study limits. There are no 
pedestrian features at the traffic signals at Live Oak Church Road/Antioch Road, P.J. Adams Parkway, John 
King Road or I-10. At the Mirage Avenue intersection, crosswalks and pedestrian signals are provided on 
all but the southern leg. S.R. 85 right-of-way from approximately 2,300 feet north of Rattlesnake Bluff 
Road (30.687, -86.572) in Eglin AFB to US 90 is designated as part of the FNST (Eglin AFB to Hwy 90 Trail 
Connector). 

3.4.6.2 Environmental Consequences 
Build alternatives for segments 1a and 1b would include paved shoulders that can be used by bicyclists. 
A sidewalk is not proposed for Segments 1a and 1b. For Segment 2, the project includes a six-foot 
sidewalk along the eastern right-of-way, and a 12-foot multiuse path along the western right-of-way. 
Additional improvements at the signalized intersections would include crosswalks and pedestrian features 
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(signals, pushbuttons, lighting, etc.). Overall, the environment for bicyclists and pedestrians would be 
enhanced. 

Under the No-Build Alternative, no improvements would be made to bicycle and pedestrian facilities.  

3.4.7 Navigation 
3.4.7.1 Affected Environment 
The proposed improvements include replacing the bridges over Shoal River: Bridge numbers 570045 (S.R. 
85 southbound) and 570073 (S.R. 85 northbound). The bridges over Pearl Creek are also being replaced, 
but the waterway underneath is not navigable. A Bridge Project Questionnaire was completed for the 
project and is contained in the project file. 

The Shoal River is a tributary of Yellow River. It is a designated paddling trail and small motorized fishing 
boats have been noted near the bridge previously. There is a boat ramp in Shoal River Wayside Park. In 
addition, Eglin AFB utilizes the waterway for training purposes. The vertical clearance requirement for the 
largest vessel using the waterway is approximately six feet. At ordinary high water, the current vertical 
clearance is nine feet six inches and horizontal clearance is 62 feet. The bridge site is not tidally influenced. 
The waters are not able to support interstate or foreign commerce in their current state nor by reasonable 
improvements. 

Based on 23 CFR § 650.805 and the Bridge Project Questionnaire, FHWA determined that a U.S. Coast 
Guard (USCG) permit is not required for the proposed bridge replacement of S.R. 85 over Shoal River. 
Shoal River is not tidally influenced, cannot be modified or improved to provide interstate or foreign 
commerce, and cannot be traversed by water vessels of 21 feet or more in length. The USCG concurred 
with this determination in its letter dated March 31, 2020 and therefore the Shoal River is not considered 
navigable by the USCG. FHWA and USCG letters are contained in Appendix C.  

3.4.7.2 Environmental Consequences 
The proposed project would not impact navigation. The No-Build Alternative also would not impact 
navigation.  

3.5 Additional Considerations 
This section of the EA has been added to fulfill Eglin AFB's requirements. 

3.5.1 Safety 
3.5.1.1 Affected Environment 
Safety is defined as any issue with the potential to increase health risks to military or civilian personnel or 
the general public. The primary safety issues associated with this project are related to traffic and 
construction. Traffic safety was analyzed in the PTAR. On average, about 300 crashes occurred per year 
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from 2013 to 2017 within the study limits. Of the 1,499 crashes during this time period, 6 of them were 
fatal crashes and 424 were crashes that resulted in injuries. The 2013 to 2017 crash rates for S.R. 85, are 
higher (4.42 for the suburban segment and 1.00 for the rural segment) than the statewide averages for 
similar types of roadway facilities (1.56 for suburban segments and 0.64 for rural segments). Rear-end 
crashes account for 52% of all crashes. The high occurrence of rear-end and other crash types are 
indicative of congestion along S.R. 85. 

In addition to potentially contaminated sites being encountered during construction and typical 
construction safety addressed in the FDOT Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction, 
there is also the possibility of unexploded ordnance (UXO) contamination associated with Eglin AFB. Eglin 
AFB provided a relative risk analysis of probable and possible locations with UXO contamination, shown 
in Figure 3-5. The analysis was completed by USACE in the 1970s and has remained the benchmark. Any 
place on Eglin has the potential for UXO contamination; however, S.R. 85 has been a transportation 
corridor since before the War Department took over in 1939. FDOT coordinated with Eglin AFB in order 
to site ponds outside of potential UXO areas and thus, UXO surveys were determined unnecessary (See 
Appendix C for meeting notes).  

3.5.1.2 Environmental Consequences 
The proposed project, including either combination of build alternatives, is not anticipated to impact UXO 
areas.  While Figure 3-5 shows overlap, it was confirmed during a meeting with Eglin on  September 3, 
2020 that the project does not intersect any known UXO areas (Meeting notes contained in Appendix 
C). Traffic safety would be improved by the project through reduced congestion, intersection and 
interchange improvements, and bicycle and pedestrian improvements. Under the No-Build Alternative, 
traffic safety would not be improved and may worsen as congestion increases. 

3.5.2 Air Quality Analysis, Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases 
3.5.2.1 Affected Environment 
In accordance with Section 109 of the Clean Air Act, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) 
established National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for six air pollutants or groups of pollutants, 
called “criteria pollutants,” that endanger public health or welfare (40 CFR Part 50).  These pollutants are 
carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, ozone (O3), suspended particulate matter 
(measured less than or equal to 10 microns in diameter [PM10] and less than or equal to 2.5 microns in 
diameter [PM2.5]), and lead.  Volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and nitrogen oxides (NOX) emissions are 
precursors of O3 and are used to represent O3 generation.  

Okaloosa County has been designated as in attainment for all criteria pollutants (USEPA 2021).  As such, 
the Clean Air Act conformity requirements (i.e., General Conformity and Transportation Conformity) do 
not apply to this project.  Eglin AFB is considered a major source for the purposes of air permitting and 
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holds a Title V operating permit (#0910031-026-AV) that expires May 2024 (FDEP 2019).  No permitted 
air emissions sources are in the project area.  The only source of air emissions within the project area is 
motor vehicles traveling along S.R. 85 and within associated intersections.  Air emissions from motor 
vehicle activity, as well as from heavy equipment used in roadway construction, primarily comes from 
engine exhaust, which is emitted as a result of the combustion of fuels such as gasoline and diesel.  3.5.2.1.1 Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases  
The U.S. Global Change Research Program has examined U.S. climate trends over the past century and 
determined that ongoing climate change in the southeast United States, including Florida, has the 
potential to increase average temperatures and cause more frequent extreme rainfall events.  
Temperature increases and changes to regional climate patterns result in changes to flooding frequency 
and intensity, reduced air quality, damage to transportation facilities, and spread of invasive species to 
new areas.  These climate trends are expected to continue for the foreseeable future (Carter et al. 2018).  
In 2018, Florida produced 231.2 million metric tons of carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions (USEIA 2018).   

3.5.2.2 Environmental Consequences 
Air emissions from construction activities would result in short-term, adverse impacts on the air quality 
in Okaloosa County.  Emissions of criteria pollutants would be directly produced from operation of heavy 
construction equipment, heavy duty diesel vehicles hauling demolition debris and construction materials, 
workers commuting daily to and from the project area, and ground disturbance.  All such emissions would 
be temporary in nature and produced only when construction activities are occurring.  

The air pollutant of greatest concern is particulate matter, such as fugitive dust, which is generated from 
ground-disturbing activities and combustion of fuels in construction equipment.  Fugitive dust emissions 
would be greatest during initial site preparation activities and site grading, and would vary from day to 
day depending on the work phase, level of activity, and prevailing weather conditions.  BMPs and 
environmental control measures (e.g. wetting the ground surface) would be incorporated at construction 
areas to minimize fugitive dust emissions.  In addition, work vehicles would be well-maintained and use 
diesel particulate filters to reduce emissions of criteria pollutants.  These BMPs and environmental control 
measures could reduce uncontrolled particulate matter emissions from a construction site by 
approximately 50 percent.  These emissions also would be minimized by adherence to applicable state 
regulations and to applicable FDOT Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction. 

To comply with USAF requirements, the USAF Air Conformity Applicability Model (ACAM) was used to 
estimate the air emissions from the Preferred Alternative.  For the purposes of the analysis, the Preferred 
Alternative was broken down by anticipated construction segments, and air emissions were calculated for 
each construction segment to account for the potential construction timeline.  Segment 1 is a 5.5-mile 
segment from S.R. 123 to McWhorter Avenue; Segment 2 is a 5.2-mile segment from McWhorter Avenue 
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to PJ Adams Parkway; and Segment 3 is a 1.26-mile segment from PJ Adams Parkway to I-10.  Estimated 
air emissions from replacement of the bridges over Pearl Creek (Bridge Numbers 570044 and 570071) 
and the bridges over Shoal River (Bridge Numbers 570047 and 570073) were included with Segment 2.  
Estimated air emissions from intersection improvements were included with Segments 2 and 3.  
Construction of ponds were included with all segments.  Each construction segment was assumed to be 
implemented over a 1-year construction period and a surrogate year of 2023 was used.  The actual 
construction period and the timeline for construction may be different than what was assumed for the 
ACAM analysis, and each construction segment is unlikely to be constructed at the same time.  Table 
3-14 summarizes the air emissions that would be produced from the Preferred Alternative.  The ACAM 
reports are included in the project file.  

Table 3-14 | Estimated Air Emissions (tons per year) for the Preferred Alternative 

Construction Segment NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 Lead VOC CO2e 
Segment 1 – S.R. 123 to 

McWhorter Avenue 9.444 8.39 0.025 215.919 0.391 <0.001 1.581 2,563.0 

Segment 2 – McWhorter 
Avenue to PJ Adams 

Parkway  
13.677 12.049 0.037 227.838 0.563 <0.001 2.201 3,788.8 

Segment 3 – PJ Adams 
Parkway to I-10 6.581 6.142 0.019 79.958 0.274 <0.001 1.062 1,888.0 

Total 29.702 26.581 0.081 523.715 1.228 <0.001 4.844 8,239.8 
Notes: SOX = sulfur oxides; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent 

Emissions from the proposed project with Segment 1a, Alternative 2 would produce similar air emissions 
to the proposed project with the Preferred Alternative because the disturbance and construction areas 
across all alternatives for Segment 1a would be the same. Therefore, impacts on air quality from the 
proposed project with Segment 1a, Alternative 2 would be the same as those described for the Preferred 
Alternative. 

Per the Air Force Air Quality Environmental Impact Analysis Process Guide, Volume II – Advanced 
Assessments, the USAF applies insignificance indicators to actions occurring in an area that is in attainment 
for the NAAQS to provide an indication of the significance of potential impacts to air quality.  The 
indicator used by the USAF is the 250 tons per year Prevention of Significant Deterioration threshold, as 
defined by the USEPA, and is applied to the emissions for each criteria pollutant.  The threshold indicator 
does not denote a significant impact; however, it does provide a threshold to identify actions that have 
insignificant impacts to air quality.  

If all three segments were constructed simultaneously in the same year, the estimated emissions 
associated with construction for the Preferred Alternative would temporarily exceed the insignificance 
indicator of 250 tons per year for PM10, resulting in short-term, adverse impacts.  Construction funding is 
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not yet defined in the FDOT Work Program.  As FDOT develops the future year Work Program, and 
consistent with updates to the SIS Plans, construction funding is expected to be allocated in staggered 
years. The three segments will be constructed consecutively, which would minimize PM10 air emissions in 
any one year to less than 250 tons per year.  Construction air emissions would be temporary and would 
cease once construction is completed, resulting in no significant long-term, adverse impacts to air quality.  
Additionally, the estimated emissions in Table 3-14 do not account for BMPs and environmental control 
measures, which are likely to reduce uncontrolled particulate matter emissions by approximately 50 
percent.  Therefore, the Preferred Alternative will not cause or contribute to an exceedance of one or 
more NAAQS and no long-term, adverse impacts would occur.   3.5.2.2.1 Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases 
The Preferred Alternative would produce a total of 8,239.8 tons (7,475 metric tons) of  carbon dioxide 
(CO2) emissions, which is less than 0.005 percent of the state’s total emissions. In 2018, Florida produced 
231.2 million metric tons CO2 emissions. By comparison, 7,475 metric tons of CO2e is approximately the 
greenhouse gas footprint of 1,626 passenger vehicles driven for 1 year or 900 homes’ energy use for one 
year (USEPA 2021).  As such, air emissions produced from the Preferred Alternative would not 
meaningfully contribute to the potential effects of global climate change and would not notably increase 
the total CO2 emissions produced by the state.  

3.5.3 Geological Resources 
The Preferred Alternative would not result in a change to regional geological features or cause an existing 
geologic feature to become unstable. Ground surfaces within the project area would be temporarily 
disturbed during construction, which could cause a temporary increase in erosion and sedimentation 
rates; however, appropriate BMPs would be implemented to minimize or avoid potential impacts. 
Additionally, all ground-disturbing activities would adhere to federal and state regulations and obtain all 
necessary permits. The Preferred Alternative would not impact farmland soils (see Section 3.1.7). The 
Preferred Alternative would result in negligible adverse impacts due to erosion, which would be managed 
via erosion control measures and BMPs during construction and stormwater management protocols (see 
Section 3.3). In coordination with Eglin AFB, Pond 2 was designed to ensure no impacts would occur on 
the downstream steepheads that are outside of the project area and east of S.R. 85 between S.R. 123 and 
the 77th Special Forces Way interchange. Pond 2 was sized to maintain the discharge flow and total 
volume to the existing cross drain at or below current 25-year, 24-hour amounts. Based on their location, 
the other ponds are not expected to cause erosion issues for existing steepheads. Additionally, soil 
borings performed during the 2019 geotechnical exploration for the Preferred Alternative did not 
encounter plastic or organic soils and the soils were determined to be suitable for supporting the 
proposed roadway after subgrade preparation in accordance with FDOT specifications (HDR 2019). 
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Because only negligible adverse impacts on geological resources are expected from the Preferred 
Alternative, a detailed analysis of geological resources is not included in this EA. 

3.5.4 Indirect Impacts 
Indirect (i.e. secondary) impacts were evaluated in accordance with the FDOT Cumulative Effects 
Evaluation Handbook, or as outlined by the Natural Resources Evaluation Guidance. Indirect impacts are 
impacts to habitat functions of wetlands associated with adjacent upland activities. The offset buffer of 
the indirect impact varies by agency. For the state regulatory agencies, per the Environmental Resource 
Permit Applicant’s Handbook Volume I, Part III, Section 10.2.7, an average 25-foot buffer is the guideline 
used to estimate secondary impacts to the habitat functions of wetlands associated with adjacent upland 
activities. The exact buffer width can be site-specific and is typically finalized during permitting. Table 3-7 
quantifies the indirect (secondary) impacts for each of the project alternatives with the corresponding 
UMAM functional loss. 

The USACE Panama City Permit Section was contacted October 9, 2020, and a General Roadway Guidance 
table was received (Appendix F of the NRE). The guidance for establishing the secondary impact buffer 
distance would be specific to landscape conditions (e.g. riverine versus urban setting), wetland type (e.g. 
forested versus marsh) and wetland quality (e.g. low, medium, or high). The actual buffer distances for 
each wetland would be finalized in cooperation with the USACE representative following formal wetland 
delineations and wetland quality characterizations at the time of permitting. 

3.5.5 Cumulative Impacts  
The following analysis of resource impacts associated with past, present and reasonably foreseeable 
environmental trends and planned actions was completed based on CEQ NEPA regulations at 40 CFR §§ 
1500-1508, 40 CFR § 1502.15, and Air Force NEPA regulations at 32 CFR Part 989. Cumulative impacts are 
also discussed for resources with a potential significant impact per the FDOT Cumulative Effects 
Evaluation Handbook, or as outlined by the Natural Resources Evaluation Guidance.  

3.5.5.1 Past Actions 
Past actions are those actions, and their associated impacts, that occurred within the geographical extent 
of a proposed action and have shaped the current environmental conditions of the project area and 
influence environmental trends. CEQ regulations do not require the consideration of the individual effects 
of all past actions to determine the present effects of past actions. The effects of past actions are 
considered part of the existing environment and are included in the affected environment described in 
Sections 3.1 through 3.4. 
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3.5.5.2 Present and Reasonably Foreseeable Environmental Trends and Planned Actions 
Federal regulations implementing NEPA (40 CFR §§ 1500–1508) require that the description of the affected 
environment and the evaluation of environmental consequences include the consideration of “reasonably 
foreseeable environmental trends and planned actions” (40 CFR § 1502.15) in the project area. 

Reasonably foreseeable environmental trends and planned actions are those that are identified within 
the vicinity of a proposed action that can be reasonably expected to contribute to impacts on resources. 
FDOT and Eglin AFB have identified these trends and actions as those that are considered reasonably 
foreseeable and for which a sufficient level of detail is available to adequately consider potential 
environmental consequences.  

3.5.5.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Environmental Trends 
According to the Okaloosa County Department of Growth Management, the county population is 
projected to increase 14.6 percent between 2017 and 2030. Additionally, employment in the 
Okaloosa/Walton region is predicted to increase by an estimated 13.2 percent by 2029, based on Florida 
Department of Economic Opportunity (FDEO) projections. As land use surrounding the City of Crestview 
is transitioning from primarily rural to a more suburban, subdivided residential area, much of the 
population and employment growth in the county will be focused on these areas. Increased urbanization 
heightens the concern for effective stormwater management to improve surface water quality and reduce 
erosion and sedimentation impacts on aquatic habitats. Regionally, the NWFWMD is increasing 
promotion of “Low Impact Development” practices to minimize impacts of site planning and 
development. These practices are crucial to realizing regional surface water improvements and protection, 
as wetlands account for approximately 20 percent of land cover in the Greater Pensacola Bay Watershed, 
while approximately 18 percent of lands are within a defined Special Flood Hazard Area (e.g., 100-year 
floodplain). 

3.5.5.4 Reasonably Foreseeable Planned Actions 
Reasonably foreseeable planned actions are those that are underway or imminent; planned, funded, and 
anticipated to occur; included within an adopted improvement plan or program; and have an adequate 
level of planning or analysis from which adverse and beneficial impacts can be anticipated. FDOT and 
Eglin AFB have identified the following projects as reasonably foreseeable and occurring within the same 
region as the Proposed Action.  

S.R. 85 Improvement Project. This project involves resurfacing and access improvements along an 11.2-
mile section of S.R. 85 from just north of S.R. 123 to Hospital Drive north of I-10 in Crestview. The project 
includes improvements at the S.R. 85/I-10 interchange and access management upgrades at key turn 
lanes, side streets, driveways, and median openings. Drainage and traffic signal improvements and 
sidewalk enhancements are also being constructed along the corridor. All improvements are occurring 
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within the existing highway right-of-way. Construction is currently underway and estimated to be 
complete by spring of 2024. 

PJ Adams Parkway Widening & Crestview Southwest Bypass. Reevaluation of a 2013 EA and FONSI was 
completed in 2018 for this FDOT/Okaloosa County capacity and safety improvement project. The project 
extends along a 6.9-mile corridor and includes roadway widening from a 2-lane section to a 4-lane section 
along 4.7 miles of existing roadway alignment (PJ Adams Parkway, County Road 4, and Arena Road) and 
a new 4-lane roadway on new alignment (the Crestview Southwest Bypass) extending north 2.2 miles 
from Arena Road to the intersection of US 90 and Old Bethel Road. Project components include 
construction of noise barriers, stormwater management, sidewalks, bicycle lanes, and improvements at 
three signalized intersections. A total of 124.4 acres of new right-of-way will be acquired. Widening of 
the PJ Adams Parkway is under construction with an anticipated completion date of April 2023. The 
Crestview Southwest Bypass and widening along County Road 4 and Arena Road is projected to be 
completed by 2024. 

I-10 at Antioch Road Interchange. As part of the PJ Adams Parkway Widening & Crestview Southwest 
Bypass, a new Interstate 10 interchange at Antioch Road is planned to be completed by 2025. This project 
will improve regional mobility and connectivity by providing a second interstate access point serving the 
Crestview area. Bicycle and pedestrian improvements are also planned on adjoining local roadways. 
Approximately 36 acres of new right-of-way will be required to accommodate roadway and stormwater 
improvements along the 1.4-mile project corridor. 

I-10 Improvements from west of CR 189 (Log Lake Road) to east of S.R. 85. A FDOT PD&E study of proposed 
capacity improvement along this 11.5-mile corridor is anticipated to be completed in September 2022. 
The intent of the project is to widen I-10 from 4 lanes to 6 lanes to increase hurricane evacuation capacity 
and to enhance freight mobility to support future planned economic development. No additional right-
of-way would be required to implement the project along the limited access I-10 corridor. The project is 
funded for future design but not currently funded for construction.  

Shoal River Ranch Industrial Development. Approximately 7 miles east of Crestview, the Shoal River Ranch 
is a 10,500-acre development site with 6,850 acres north of I-10 and 3,650 acres south of I-10. Over 2,000 
acres are currently ready and being marketed for industrial development. The first phase of the Shoal 
River Ranch development includes the construction of a large warehouse expected to create 500 
additional jobs. Future development is anticipated to create several thousand additional jobs.  

3.5.5.5 Cumulative Effects on Resources 
The following analysis examines the cumulative effects that would result from the impacts of the Proposed 
Action and other present and reasonably foreseeable environmental trends and planned actions (i.e., 
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other cumulative actions). Cumulative effects of the build alternatives are identical unless otherwise 
stated.  

Social. Short-term, minor, beneficial cumulative impacts would occur from the Proposed Action and other 
cumulative actions. No adverse effects on community facilities would occur. Transportation 
improvements would provide improved access, mobility, and safety for all residents. 

Environmental Justice. No disproportionate adverse impacts on environmental justice populations would 
occur from the Proposed Action and other cumulative actions. Proactive measures including design 
options and meaningful public involvement will be used to avoid and minimize potential impacts on 
environmental justice populations.  

Economics. Long-term, moderate, beneficial cumulative impacts and short-term, negligible, adverse 
cumulative impacts to regional economics would occur from the Proposed Action and other cumulative 
actions. Each of the roadway projects would support future planned economic development through 
improved mobility for business and freight traffic and access to regional employment centers, including 
Eglin AFB. Along with short-term employment created by roadway construction projects, the Shoal River 
Ranch industrial development would create long-term, permanent job opportunities. Short-term, 
negligible, adverse impacts would occur for some businesses during construction due to access 
restrictions to businesses. No displacement or relocations would occur, and adverse impacts would be 
temporary and coordinated with business owners to minimize access concerns. 

Land Use. Long-term, negligible, adverse cumulative impacts would occur on land use from the 
conversion of lands for implementation of the Proposed Action and other cumulative actions. Land use 
conversions would not result in commercial displacements. Land use changes would be consistent with 
city and county zoning and future land use management plans and support planned future growth. 

Mobility. Long-term, moderate, beneficial cumulative impacts on mobility would be realized from the 
Proposed Action and other cumulative actions. Improved access and regional linkages between the 
interstate system and major regional roadways would enhance mobility for military, resident, business, 
and traveler traffic. LOS improvements would reduce congestion, especially along S.R. 85. Enhanced 
bicycle facilities and connections and the addition of sidewalks as part of each of the cumulative 
transportation actions (except for the I-10 improvements along this limited-access facility) would also 
provide a community benefit by improving non-motorized access and safety. 

Aesthetic Effects. Long-term, negligible, adverse cumulative impacts on aesthetics would occur from the 
Proposed Action and other cumulative actions. Improvements and widening along existing roadways 
would utilize a similar urban typical section design that matches surrounding land use, development scale, 
and visual nature of the corridors. Roadway improvements on new alignments would largely be 
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constructed in undeveloped areas where conversion of undeveloped lands to transportation use would 
create an adverse visual impact. A rural typical section design to maximize blending with the landscape 
character, and other context-sensitive design considerations, would be used in areas of new alignment 
to minimize aesthetic effects.  

Relocation Potential. No business relocations would be generated by implementation of the Proposed 
Action and other cumulative actions. Impacts to residential or commercial properties (i.e., loss of parking, 
replacement of signage) would be minor, implemented as part of the project, and not require relocation. 
If any changes in right-of-way would occur during design that would necessitate relocation, FDOT would 
follow requirements of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 
1970 and § 421.55, F.S., Relocation of displaced persons.  

Farmland. Long-term, minor, adverse cumulative impacts on farmlands would occur from the Proposed 
Action and other cumulative actions. The PJ Adams Parkway Widening & Crestview Southwest Bypass 
would require conversion of 0.8 acres of prime farmland. The I-10 at Antioch Road Interchange would 
require conversion of 8.74 acres of Farmlands of Local Importance. Coordination with the NRCS for these 
projects resulted in a finding of “minimal impact” on farmlands.  

Section 4(f). No permanent impacts or use of Section 4(f) resources would occur from the Proposed Action 
and other cumulative actions. The Proposed Action proposes to use a 0.12-acre portion of the Yellow 
River Water Management Area for a temporary construction easement. The temporary easement would 
not adversely affect activities, features, or attributes that qualify the area for Section 4(f) protection. 

Historic Sites and Districts and Archaeological Sites. No adverse impacts on historic sites and districts or 
archaeological sites would be generated by implementation of the Proposed Action and the present 
actions. Coordination with the Florida SHPO for the Proposed Action resulted in a finding of No Adverse 
Effect on Historic Properties and findings for other present projects were found to be No Historic 
Properties Affected. 

Recreational Areas. No permanent impacts or use of recreational areas would occur from the Proposed 
Action and other cumulative actions. The Proposed Action proposes to use a 0.12-acre portion of the 
Yellow River Water Management Area for a temporary construction easement. The temporary easement 
would not adversely affect activities, features, or attributes of the property. 

Wetlands and Other Surface Waters, including Outstanding Florida Waters. Short-and long-term, minor, 
adverse cumulative impacts would occur on wetlands, other surface waters, and OFW from 
implementation of the Proposed Action and other cumulative actions. The Proposed Action would 
permanently impact 8.28 acres of wetland. The PJ Adams Parkway Widening & Crestview Southwest 
Bypass project would permanently impact 6.6 acres of wetlands, the I-10 at Antioch Road Interchange 
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project would permanently impact 3.6 acres of wetlands, and the I-10 Improvements project from west 
of CR 189 (Log Lake Road) to east of S.R. 85 would impact 4.8 acres of wetlands. Wetland impacts are 
also anticipated for the reasonably foreseeable Shoal River Ranch Industrial Development project. Use of 
design strategies would be used to minimize wetland impacts. Wetland impacts would require permitting 
under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and Chapters 62-330 and 62-340, F.A.C., including 
compensatory mitigation. The Proposed Action would impact 5.27 acres of OFW and meet NWFWMD 
water quality requirements; none of the other cumulative actions would generate OFW impacts; however, 
the I-10 Antioch Road Interchange project would discharge to the Shoal River and comply with the 
enhanced water quality requirements for stormwater. Ponds 11, 12, 14, 15, 16, 17A, 18B-1, 18B-2, 19A, 
and 20A ultimately outfall to the Shoal River and are designed to OFW standards. Short-term impacts to 
water quality and the resultant effects on wetland resources caused by construction of the S.R. 85 corridor 
would be managed through the use of erosion control measures and BMPs during construction and 
inclusion of stringent stormwater management protocols. Measures to protect water quality within the 
Shoal River and Pearl Creek will be required to meet Environmental Resource Permitting criteria. Projects 
proposed to discharge directly to an OFW require additional stormwater treatment. 

Water Resources, including Wild and Scenic Rivers. Short-term, minor, adverse cumulative impacts would 
occur to water resources from implementation of the Proposed Action and other cumulative actions. 
Stormwater management would be implemented for each of the identified actions in accordance with 
water quality requirements of Chapter 62-330, F.A.C. Maintenance and operation of stormwater facilities 
would follow the criteria of the FDOT Statewide Stormwater Management Plan. Temporary water quality 
impacts from construction activities would be minimized with implementation of BMPs in accordance 
with FDOT’s Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction. The Proposed Action would cross 
the Shoal River, listed in the NPS NRI as having outstandingly remarkable value for fish, recreation, scenic, 
and wildlife resources. The bridge would generate 0.56 acres of direct impacts on the river but would not 
affect the values that support the listing of the river on the NRI.  

Floodplains. Short-term, minor, adverse cumulative impacts would occur to floodplains from 
implementation of the Proposed Action and other cumulative actions. The Proposed Action would impact 
14.3 acres of floodplains but would not constitute a significant effect as no change in flood elevations or 
risk would occur. Floodway encroachment associated with the crossing of the Shoal River would also not 
be significant as no change in flood elevation or risk and the raising of the bridge lower level would 
improve peak flow hydraulic capacity. The PJ Adams Parkway Widening & Crestview Southwest Bypass 
project would impact 4.14 acres of floodplain and the I-10 Improvements project from west of CR 189 
(Log Lake Road) to east of S.R. 85 would generate less than 1 acre of floodplain encroachment.  

Coastal Zone Consistency. The Proposed Action and other cumulative actions are consistent with Section 
307 of the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 and the Florida Coastal Management Act of 1978. 
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There would be no impacts on coastal zones, aquatic preserves, or coastal Florida Areas of Critical State 
Concern. 

Protected Species and Habitat. Short- and long-term, minor, adverse cumulative impacts from the 
Proposed Action and other cumulative actions would occur because of temporary soil disturbance and 
increase in noise levels due to construction, which may affect vegetation and wildlife. Habitat capable of 
supporting gopher tortoise and Eastern indigo snake occurs in the vicinity of the Proposed Action, the PJ 
Adams Parkway Widening & Crestview Southwest Bypass, and the I-10 at Antioch Road Interchange. 
These projects would follow USFWS Standard Protection Measures for the Eastern Indigo Snake and FWC 
Gopher Tortoise Relocation Permit requirements during construction. Further coordination would be 
initiated if either of these species are found within project areas on Eglin AFB.  

Long-term, minor, adverse cumulative impacts from the Proposed Action and other cumulative actions 
would occur from the potential impact on habitat supporting terrestrial, avian, and aquatic species 
habitat. The Proposed Action could potentially affect 40 federal and state listed species; however, impacts 
are anticipated to not be adverse or not likely to be adverse except for four federal freshwater mollusk 
species. Measures to minimize impacts to these species and the Gulf sturgeon will be implemented, 
including efforts to protect water quality through construction BMPs and stormwater collection and 
treatment.  

Noise. Short-and long-term, minor, adverse cumulative impacts on the noise environment would occur 
from the Proposed Action and other cumulative actions during construction. Construction noise would 
be temporary and use of BMPs in FDOT's Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction for 
equipment and work hours would be followed to minimize noise impacts. Long-term, minor, adverse 
cumulative noise impacts would occur from the Proposed Action and other cumulative actions from the 
adjustment or introduction of travel lanes. Mitigation through the construction of noise barriers have also 
been considered for the Proposed Action and present projects. The PJ Adams Parkway Widening & 
Crestview Southwest Bypass project includes 4,495 feet of noise walls to minimize noise impacts on 34 
receptors. The I-10 at Antioch Road Interchange project includes 8,070 feet of noise walls to minimize 
noise impacts on 188 receptors. Noise walls are also anticipated for the I-10 Improvements project.  

Air Quality. Short-term, minor, adverse and long-term, minor, beneficial cumulative air impacts are 
anticipated from the Proposed Action and other cumulative actions. Okaloosa County is in attainment for 
all National Ambient Air Quality Standards, and the projects would be in conformance with the State 
Implementation Plan. Improvements in regional LOS and the resultant reduction in delay and congestion 
are anticipated to reduce emissions. Construction activities may cause short-term, minor, adverse air 
quality impacts in the form of dust from earthwork and unpaved roads. These impacts would be 
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minimized by adherence to applicable state regulations and to FDOT Standard Specifications for Road and 
Bridge Construction. 

Contamination/Hazardous Materials and Wastes. Short-term, negligible, adverse cumulative impacts from 
hazardous material and waste sites are anticipated from implementation of the Proposed Action and 
other cumulative actions. Twenty-two potentially hazardous waste sites were identified along the 
Proposed Action corridor with a low (15) or medium (7) risk rating. One site with a medium risk rating 
was identified for the PJ Adams Parkway Widening & Crestview Southwest Bypass project. No further 
action is recommended for the sites with a low rating. During design, a site assessment would be 
performed to the degree necessary to determine levels of contamination and, if necessary, evaluate the 
options to remediate along with the associated costs. Resolution of problems associated with 
contamination would be coordinated with appropriate regulatory agencies and, prior to right-of-way 
acquisition, appropriate action would be taken, where applicable, and additional testing would be 
completed for medium sites.  

Utilities. Short-term, intermittent, minor, adverse cumulative impacts on infrastructure would occur during 
construction. Water, wastewater, electric, communication, and natural gas utilities would need to be 
relocated or realigned to implement the Proposed Action and other cumulative actions and temporary 
service disruptions may occur. No impacts on infrastructure capacity would occur. 

Construction. Short-term, intermittent, minor, adverse cumulative impacts would occur from construction 
of the Proposed Action and other cumulative actions. Construction activities would produce elevated 
levels of noise, light, and dust on a temporary basis in local areas. Implementation of construction BMPs 
would help to minimize impacts and FDOT construction phasing and coordination would ensure to 
minimize local overlap of construction activities. Interim detours, lane restrictions, or access changes may 
also temporarily affect driver mobility during construction activities.  

Bicycles and Pedestrians. Long-term, minor, beneficial and short-term, minor, adverse cumulative impacts 
on bicycle and pedestrian mobility are anticipated from the Proposed Action and other cumulative 
actions. The Proposed Action and other cumulative actions include sidewalk improvements and 
connections, bicycle lanes or paved shoulders, and improved crosswalk signals to provide long-term 
enhancements to bicycle and pedestrian mobility and safety. Signage and community coordination would 
be used to minimize disruption to non-motorized mobility during construction. 

Navigation. No impacts to navigation would occur from the Proposed Action and other cumulative 
actions. Neither the Shoal River nor its tributaries in the region are considered navigable by the USCG. 

Safety. Long-term, minor, beneficial cumulative impacts and short-term, minor adverse cumulative effects 
on traffic safety are anticipated from the Proposed Action and other cumulative actions. Safety would be 
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improved through reduced congestion, intersection and interchange reconfigurations, traffic 
signalization modernization, and bicycle and pedestrian enhancements. The Proposed Action and other 
cumulative actions have the potential to generate short-term, minor, adverse cumulative impacts on 
safety. Construction activities and the presence of potentially contaminated sites pose a minor risk to 
workers but can be minimized through adherence to the FDOT Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge 
Construction. For the Proposed Action, the potential also exists to encounter UXO associated with Eglin 
AFB, although the potential risk is considered low due to the existence of the S.R. 85 transportation 
corridor since 1939 and the project does not intersect any known UXO areas.  

3.5.5.6 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 
32 CFR Part 989 requires that environmental analysis include identification of any irreversible and 
irretrievable commitments of resources that would be involved in the implementation of the proposed 
project. Irreversible and irretrievable resource commitments are related to the use of nonrenewable 
resources and the effects that the uses of these resources have on future generations. Irreversible effects 
primarily result from the use or destruction of a specific resource (e.g., energy and minerals) that cannot 
be replaced within a reasonable time frame. Irretrievable resource commitments involve the loss in value 
of an affected resource that cannot be restored as a result of the action (e.g., extinction of a threatened 
or endangered species or the disturbance of a cultural site).  

The proposed project would require permanent use of ordinary construction materials, such as concrete, 
steel, asphalt, etc. The materials would, except for recyclable items, be irretrievably committed.  

The proposed project would irretrievably consume various types of fuels and water during the 
construction period.  A long-term commitment of resources would occur for maintenance of S.R. 85.  The 
amounts of resource consumption to maintain the roadway and interchanges are not expected to 
increase significantly from current amounts used in the area. 

No irretrievable or irreversible commitment of resources would occur under the No-Build Alternative. 

3.6 Anticipated Permits 
The project is programmed in three segments. The following permits are anticipated to construct each 
project segment. 

220171-4: SR 123 to McWhorter Avenue (5.5 miles) 

 NWFWMD Individual Environmental Resource Permit (ERP) (62-330.054 F.A.C.)  
 FDEP National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Stormwater Discharge from Large and 

Small Construction Activities (62-621.300 F.A.C.).   
o To be obtained by the contractor. 
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220171-5: McWhorter Avenue to PJ Adams Parkway (5.2 miles)  

 USACE (Section 404)  
o Expected to qualify for a Regional General Permit SAJ-92 with completion of the PD&E 

study.   
 FDEP Individual Environmental Resource Permit (ERP) (62-330.054 F.A.C.)  
 FDEP National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Stormwater Discharge from Large and 

Small Construction Activities (62-621.300 F.A.C.).   
o To be obtained by the contractor. 

220171-6: PJ Adams Parkway to north of SR 8 (I-10) (1.26 miles) 

 USACE (Section 404)  
o Expected to qualify for a Regional General Permit SAJ-92 with completion of the PD&E 

study.   
 NWFWMD Individual Environmental Resource Permit (ERP) (62-330.054 F.A.C.)  
 FDEP National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Stormwater Discharge from Large and 

Small Construction Activities (62-621.300 F.A.C.).   
o To be obtained by the contractor. 

4.0 Comments and Coordination 
A Public Involvement Plan, located in the project file, has been developed for this project and 
implemented as an integral part of the PD&E study. The purpose of this plan is to establish and maintain 
communication with the public at-large, individuals and agencies concerned with the project and 
potential impacts. The following sections summarize public and agency engagement to date. 

4.1 Agency, Local Government, and Native American Tribal Coordination 

4.1.1 Advance Notification and ETDM 
Advance Notification for this project was sent to the Environmental Technical Advisory Team (ETAT) on 
August 7, 2019. Notification was also sent to the following Native American Tribes:  

 Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida, 
 Mississippi Band of Choctaw Indians, 
 Muscogee (Creek) Nation,  
 Poarch Band of Creek Indians, 



 
 
 
 

93 

Environmental Assessment 

 Seminole Nation of Oklahoma, and   
 Seminole Tribe of Florida. 

The Advance Notification included the project’s purpose and need, project description, alternatives map, 
and preliminary environmental discussion. ETAT members used the Environmental Screening Tool to 
review project information, identify potential project effects, and submit comments to FDOT. The ETAT 
review period ended September 21, 2019 and the Final Programming Screen was published on October 
4, 2019. 

The following agencies and Native American Tribes provided comments on one or more resource issues: 

 FDACS (Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services), 
 FDEP (Florida Department of Environmental Protection), 
 FDEO (Florida Department of Economic Opportunity), 
 FWC (Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission), 
 NMFS (National Marine Fisheries Service), 
 NWFWMD (Northwest Florida Water Management District), 
 Seminole Tribe of Florida, 
 USACE (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers), 
 USEPA (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency), and 
 USFWS (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service). 

A complete list of ETDM Programming Screen comments is contained in the Comments and Coordination 
Report, located in the project file.  

4.1.2 Environmental Look Around  
An Environmental Look Around (ELA) meeting was held via teleconference on December 5th, 2019 with 
representatives from FDOT, the S.R. 85 PD&E consultant team, and the I-10 PD&E/concurrent design 
consultant team. Representatives from Okaloosa County and the city of Crestview were unable to attend 
the meeting and were coordinated with separately. The consultant team met with Okaloosa County on 
August 5, 2020. Watershed wide opportunities for joint pond siting were not identified during the ELA or 
during coordination with the city of Crestview and Okaloosa County. The ELA noted that coordination 
with Eglin AFB would be necessary for pond siting. The PD&E team met with Eglin AFB on February 25, 
2019 for preliminary pond siting discussion, and on September 3, 2020 to discuss pond siting alternatives. 
Eglin AFB coordination and ELA meeting minutes are found in Appendix C.  
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4.2 Public Meetings 

4.2.1 Public Kick-off Newsletter   
FDOT District 3 sent a Kick-off Newsletter in September 2019. It was mailed to property owners and 
residents within 300 feet of the project and emailed to elected and appointed officials and agencies, as 
documented in the Comments and Coordination Report, located in the project file. The newsletter 
provided general project information including project description, need, schedule, process, and contact 
information.  

4.2.2 Virtual Public Update 
FDOT District 3 published a virtual project update website on May 19, 2020. An in-person meeting was 
not possible at this point in the study due to the COVID-19 pandemic. Notification was made to property 
owners and residents within 300 feet of the project, elected and appointed officials, and agencies. The 
virtual project update website contained a series of pages to describe the project, alternatives, and 
alternatives comparison. The site remains available and can be accessed from 
https://nwflroads.com/projects/220171-2. From May 19 to June 7, the site had 70 unique users and 99 
sessions. Three comments were received in response to the website. One comment stated general 
support for the project; one comment stated favor for widening to the outside; and one comment 
requested information on potential impacts to a specific property. 

4.2.3 Public Hearing 
A hybrid Public Hearing was held on Tuesday, November 30, 2021 from 5:30 p.m. to 6:30 p.m. The meeting 
was a hybrid meeting format consisting of an in-person component and a virtual component due to the 
COVID-19 pandemic.  Approximately one month prior to the Hearing, the virtual project update website 
was launched November 2, 2021, providing public on-line access to the Hearing materials, information, 
and documents.  FDOT provided social media notification of the Virtual Project Update.  The virtual 
component was hosted at: https://nwflroads.com/virtualmeetings.   

The draft EA was approved for public availability on October 1, 2021. The EA and supporting documents 
were made available for public review from November 2, 2021 to December 10, 2021 at Crestview City 
Hall, located at 198 North Wilson Street, Crestview, Florida. Notice of Availability and Notice of Public 
Hearing was sent to property owners and residents within 300 feet of the project, elected and appointed 
officials, and agencies on November 2, 2021. 
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The in-person component of the Hearing was held at Warrior’s Hall, 201 Stillwell Boulevard, Crestview, 
which is located just north of the project corridor.  The meeting format was an open house from 5:30 p.m. 
to 6:00 p.m., followed by the Public Hearing and presentation at 6:00 p.m. Project display boards and 
information were stationed in Warrior’s Hall, with FDOT and consultant representatives present to address 
questions one-on-one.  FDOT representatives were also available online for one-on-one questions during 
the open house. A meeting handout was provided.  All meeting materials were posted to the FDOT web 
page prior to the Hearing:  https://nwflroads.com/projects/220171-2. 

Public participation at the Hearing totaled 34 attendees: 22 people attended on-line, and 12 people 
attended in-person, not including project team / FDOT members.  No elected officials and no local media 
were present (either in-person or on-line).    

The comment period closed December 10, 2021. A total of ten comments were received. The public 
sentiment was generally in favor of the project. No common concerns were identified. Comments 
generally asked for further clarification on potential right-of-way impacts and questions regarding local 
road connectivity.  Prior to the Hearing, as a result of the on-line Virtual Project Update, two comments 
were received by e-mail to the FDOT Project Manager.  During the Open House portion of the Public 
Hearing, three comments were made on-line.  At, or following the Hearing, five comments were received:  
one verbal comment was made directly to the court reporter at the Hearing, three comments were 
received by e-mail, and one written comment form was received.  Comment responses were provided by 
the FDOT Project Manager. Comments and responses are contained in the Comments and Coordination 
Report, located in the project file. 

Local media, including Northwest Florida Daily News and Crestview News Bulletin, covered the meeting. 

The public hearing was advertised as follows: 

 Florida Administrative Register Vol. 47 No 220, November 12, 2021, pages 5285-5286. 
 The Northwest Florida Daily News, Sunday, November 7, 2021, page 17A – first publication. 
 The Northwest Florida Daily News, Sunday, November 21, 2021, page 3A – second publication. 
 FDOT public notices web site, November 16, 2021. 
 FDOT project web site, November 2, 2021. 
 FDOT District 3 Public Information Office Facebook post, November 8, 2021. 
 FDOT Press Release, November 23, 2021. 

 

Notification of the Hearing was made as follows: 

 Notices were e-mailed to elected/appointed/other officials on November 2, 2021: 
o US Senators/Representative 
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o Florida Senator/ Representative 
o Okaloosa County Commissioners, Administrator, and Staff  
o City of Crestview Council Members, Mayor, and Staff 
o Eglin Air Force Base Staff 
o Okaloosa-Walton TPO and Committees  
o Emerald Coast Regional Planning Council  
o Okaloosa County Sheriff’s Office 
o Okaloosa County School Board 
o Florida Highway Patrol 

 Notice to federal and state agencies was e-mailed to the ETAT on November 2, 2021: [ETDM # 
14367].   

 Property owner, interested person, and Tribal notifications were made to all physical addresses, 
and mailing addresses for all parcels within a 300-foot notification area (same as used for 
previous public meeting, and included participants from previous public meeting).  A total of 
approximately 375 mailings were distributed by HDR on November 2, 2021.      

 Following the Hearing, FDOT posted a YouTube link of the Hearing presentation to the FDOT 
Northwest Florida Facebook page on December 3, 2021.   
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5.0 Commitments 
1. No nighttime in-water work will be performed at the Shoal River or Pearl Creek.  

2. FDOT will review and update as needed the status of species listed as Endangered, Threatened, or 
Proposed, and designated critical habitats in the project area. 

a. FDOT will initiate ESA Section 7 Consultation with the USFWS during the final design and 
permitting phase to address potential impacts to listed species including: 

i. Aquatic species and their habitats, including four federal endangered or 
threatened mollusks and critical mussel habitat, Gulf Sturgeon and Okaloosa 
Darter. 

1. To provide additional protection to Okaloosa Darter habitat, additional 
erosion control measures will be installed and regularly maintained at the 
Shoal River, Pearl Creek, and Juniper Creek, as well as at any creeks, 
tributaries, or seepage slope ravines located within 100 yds of headwaters 
to Okaloosa darter streams.  

ii. Eastern Indigo Snake. If an indigo snake is encountered within Eglin AFB, the FDOT 
will coordinate with the Eglin AFB Natural Resource Office and the USFWS in 
accordance with the Indigo Snake Programmatic Biological Opinion for Eglin AFB 
(USFWS, 2009). 

b. Prior to construction, the FDOT will survey mature pines within and adjacent to the project 
road right-of-way and within all pond sites for the red cockaded woodpecker (RCW) 
(Dryobates borealis) and/or RCW nest cavities in accordance with the RCW Survey Protocol 
(USFWS, 2003). Eglin’s existing Programmatic Biological Opinion (PBO), which requires that 
proposed projects undergo evaluation by USFWS, will apply to all RCW habitats within 
Eglin AFB (USFWS 2013, amend. 2019). 

c. FDOT will perform a gopher tortoise survey within and adjacent to the project road right-
of-way and all pond sites prior to construction.  If gopher tortoise burrows are found and 
cannot be avoided, the FDOT will secure an FWC Gopher Tortoise Relocation Permit. Any 
gopher tortoise within Eglin AFB will be permitted and relocated in accordance with the 
gopher tortoise guidelines discussed in the Indigo Snake Programmatic Biological Opinion 
for Eglin AFB (USFWS, 2009) and the Programmatic Conference Opinion (PCO) for the 
Department of Defense Gopher Tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus) Conservation and Crediting 
Strategy (USFWS, 2017).  

i. If the gopher tortoise should become federally listed prior to or during 
construction, ESA Section 7 Consultation will occur with the USFWS. 
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d. FDOT will complete a bat survey prior to construction at Bridge Nos. 570071 and 570044 
(Pearl Creek/Shoal River Relief Bridges) and 570073 and 570045 (Shoal River Bridges). If 
bats are observed, FDOT will implement bat exclusion prior to construction in accordance 
with rule 68A-4.001, F.A.C. and rule 68A-9.010, F.A.C. 

3. This project is within Florida Black Bear Range, per the FWC Florida Black Bear Management Plan. The 
FDOT will require the Contractor to remove all garbage and food debris from the construction site at 
the end of each workday.  

4. Opportunities for Florida black bear protection measures such as signage, fencing, and wildlife 
crossings to mitigate black bear vehicle collisions will be coordinated through the Eglin AFB Natural 
Resource Office.  

5. The FDOT will evaluate the benefits of installing wildlife fencing along the S.R. 85 right-of-way 
between the Shoal River and Pearl Creek Bridges to reduce vehicle collisions, wildlife mortality and to 
funnel wildlife to a designated crossing area(s).  

6. Staging and storage areas within the limits of Eglin AFB will be coordinated through the Eglin AFB 
Natural Resource Office prior to construction activities. All staging areas will be surveyed for wildlife 
and wildlife habitat prior to construction.    

7. Shoal River Wayside Park will not be used for any construction-related activities. 

8. FDOT will provide monitoring during ground disturbing construction activities within archaeological 
site boundaries by a professional archaeologist that meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 
Qualifications Standards (36 CFR Part 61). 

9. A CRAS Addendum for pond sites will be prepared during final design. 
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6.0 List of Preparers 
 

Role Contributor Company Qualifications 
FDOT Team    
Project Manager Brandon Bruner FDOT District 3 Lead Agency 
Environmental Manager Joy Swanson Pleas FDOT District 3 Lead Agency 
Engineering Lead Catherine Bradley FDOT OEM Lead Agency 
Project Delivery Coordinator Britany Bianco FDOT OEM Lead Agency 
Cultural and Recreational 
Resources Coordinator Roy Jackson* FDOT OEM Lead Agency 

Consultant Team    
Project Manager Steve Schnell HDR AICP 
Engineering    
Preliminary Engineering 
Report Tracy Boutwell ACP PE 

Bridge Structural Tracy Boutwell ACP PE 

Survey Thomas Mead Southeastern Survey 
and Mapping PSM/PLS 

Aerial Photogrammetry Ike Rooks IF Rooks PSM 
Geotechnical Mitchell Smith Tierra PE 
Drainage Scott Ennis HDR PE 
Environmental    
Environmental Assessment Aubyn Bell HDR AICP 
QC Review Cory Wilkinson HDR AICP CEP 
Geographic Information 
Systems Terry Ellis HDR AA, AS 

Natural Resources Evaluation 
Sherri Swanson 
Josey Walker 

HDR 
HDR 

PWS 
GTA ENV SP 

Cultural Resources 
Steven RabbySmith 

Bryan Herling 
Search 
Search  

MA RPA 
MA MDS 

Noise 
Mike Parsons 
Noemi Castillo 

HDR 
HDR 

PE 
PE 

Contamination Michael J. Bair Tierra ASP 
Socioeconomic Aubyn Bell HDR AICP 

Section 4(f) 
Aubyn Bell 

William Burke 
HDR 
HDR 

AICP 
LA 

Public Involvement    

Public Involvement 
Steve Schnell 
William Burke 

Aubyn Bell 

HDR 
HDR 
HDR 

AICP 
LA 

AICP 
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Role Contributor Company Qualifications 
Talley Roberts 

Christina Rodriguez 
Matthew Craft 

HDR 
HDR 
HDR 

PE 
BS 
BS 

Graphics Michelle Myers HDR BA 
*No longer FDOT OEM. 

Table Notes: 

AA  Associate of Arts 

AS  Associate of Science 

AICP  American Institute of Certified Planners, American Planning Association  

ASP  Associate Safety Professional 

BA  Bachelor of Arts 

BS  Bachelor of Science 

CEP  Certified Environmental Planner 

ENV SP  ISI Envision Sustainability Professional 

GTA  Authorized Gopher Tortoise Agent 

LA  Registered Landscape Architect 

MA  Master of Archaeology 

OEM  FDOT Office of Environmental Management 

PE  Professional Engineer 

PLS  Professional Land Surveyor 

PSM  Professional Surveyor and Mapper 

PWS  Professional Wetlands Scientist 

RPA  Register of Professional Archaeologists  
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Appendix D: List of Technical Reports 
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This Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared by the Florida Department of Transportation 
(FDOT) acting as the Lead Federal Agency per a Memorandum of Understanding dated May 26, 2022 and 
executed by Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and FDOT, in cooperation and consultation with 
Eglin Air Force Base (AFB), to satisfy both FHWA and Department of Defense (DoD) National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing Regulations and associated procedures.  Because each 
agency has its own NEPA implementing regulations, the format and content of this document is a 
blend of the requirements of both agencies.   

A crosswalk Table A-1 is provided to assist the reader between the EA requirements of FHWA and DoD 
Air Force. The DoD Air Force requirements were taken from a recent EA prepared for Eglin AFB, the 
Proposed Bridge to Bridge Multi-Use Pathway on Santa Rosa Island, FL.  Where requirements differ 
between format and/or content, the more restrictive (comprehensive) of the two has been applied to 
ensure complete assessment and full disclosure of the potential impacts of the Preferred Alternative (also 
known as proposed action).  In this regard, this one document satisfies the requirements of both agencies, 
thereby avoiding duplication of effort and demonstrating the cooperation among the federal and state 
agencies. 

An “x” in Table A-1 indicates a section that is required or requested by the Agency/Department NEPA 
Implementing Regulations and/or Agency/Department protocol for an EA. This S.R. 85 PD&E EA is 
responsive to both sets of requirements.  As such, the document format and content differs from what is 
typical for an EA prepared only for one agency. 

Table A-1 | Crosswalk between FHWA/FDOT and DoD Air Force NEPA EA Requirements 

Section 
Number Section FHWA/ 

FDOT USAF Notes 
-- Front Matter 
-- Cover Sheet  x Required by USAF   
-- Executive Summary      
-- Privacy Advisory  x  
-- Contents x x -- 
-- Acronyms & Abbreviations  x x -- 

1.0 Purpose and Need  
1.1 Introduction   x 1.1 for USAF 
1.2 Location and Background x x 1.2 for USAF 
1.3 Purpose and Need x x 1.3 for USAF 
1.4 NEPA Compliance Requirements  x 1.4 for USAF 
2.0 Alternatives  
2.1 Alternatives Development  x x 2.1 & 2.2 for USAF 
2.2 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated 

from Detailed Analysis x  x 2.5 for USAF 

2.3 Alternatives Considered for Additional 
Study  x x 2.3 for USAF 
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Section 
Number Section FHWA/ 

FDOT USAF Notes 
2.4 No-Build Alternative  x x 2.4 for USAF 
2.5 Preferred Alternative  x x 2.6 for USAF 
3.0 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 
3.1 Social and Economic x x 

The order and category 
of resource description is 

based on the FDOT 
PD&E Manual (Part 1, 
Chapter 6, Figure 6-4) 

3.1.1 Social x  
3.1.2 Economic x  
3.1.3 Land Use Changes x  
3.1.4 Mobility x  
3.1.5 Aesthetic Effects x  
3.1.6 Relocation Potential x  
3.1.7 Farmland x  
3.2 Cultural x x 

3.2.1 Section 4(f) and Recreational Areas* x  
3.2.2 Historic Sites and Districts x  
3.2.3 Archaeological Sites x  
3.3 Natural x x 

3.3.1 Wetlands and Other Surface Waters x  
3.3.2 Outstanding Florida Waters x  
3.3.3 Water Resources x  
3.3.4 Wild and Scenic Rivers x  
3.3.5 Floodplains x  
3.3.6 Coastal Zone Consistency x  
3.3.7 Protected Species and Habitat x x 
3.4 Physical x x 

3.4.1 Highway Traffic Noise x  
3.4.2 Air Quality x   
3.4.3 Contamination and Hazardous 

Materials and Wastes** x x 

 3.4.4 Utilities x  
3.4.5 Construction x  
3.4.6 Bicycles and Pedestrians x  
3.4.7 Navigation x   
3.5 Additional Considerations  x  

3.5.1 Safety (Includes UXO)  x  

3.5.2 Air Quality Analysis, Climate Change, 
and Greenhouse Gases  x  

3.5.3 Geological Resources  x  
3.5.4 Indirect Impacts  x  
3.5.5 Cumulative Impacts***  x  
3.6 Anticipated Permits x x 4.0 for USAF 
4.0 Comments and Coordination 

4.1 Advance Notification and ETDM x x 

1.5 for USAF (known as 
Interagency and 

Intergovernmental 
Coordination and 
Consultation and 
Government to 
Government 
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Section 
Number Section FHWA/ 

FDOT USAF Notes 
Coordination and 

Consultation) 

4.2 Public Meetings x x 1.5 for USAF (known as 
Public Involvement) 

5.0 Commitments 

5.0 Commitments x x 4.0 for USAF (known as 
Management Actions) 

6.0 List of Preparers 
6.0 List of Preparers  x  
7.0 References 
7.0 References x x  
8.0 Appendices 
8.0 Appendices x x  

*This differs from FDOT PD&E Manual (Part 1, Chapter 6, Figure 6-4). These sections were combined in this document to avoid repetition. 
**Contamination is required by FDOT and Hazardous Materials and Wastes is required by USAF. 
*** Included in accordance with 32 CFR Part 989. FDOT does not require this section in the EA; however, recommends this analysis in the NRE. 
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Appendix B:  Planning Consistency 
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Federal Aid Management

Florida Department of

TRANSPORTATION

Web Application

STIP Project Detail and Summaries Online Report
** Repayment Phases are not included in the Totals **

Selection Criteria
Approved STIP Detail

Financial Project: Related Items Shown
As Of:

HIGHWAYS

Item Number: Project Description:

District: County: Type of Work: Project Length:

Fiscal Year
Phase / Responsible Agency <2022 2022 2023 2024 2025 >2025 All Years
P D & E / MANAGED BY FDOT

Fund
Code: 41,371

1,985,006
Phase: P D & E Totals 2,009,426 16,951 2,026,377
Item: 220171 2 Totals 2,009,426 16,951 2,026,377

Item Number: Project Description:

District: County: Type of Work: Project Length:

Fiscal Year
Phase / Responsible Agency <2022 2022 2023 2024 2025 >2025 All Years
PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING / MANAGED BY FDOT

Fund
Code: 4,500,000

450,000



Phase: PRELIMINARY
ENGINEERING Totals 4,950,000 4,950,000
Item: 220171 4 Totals 4,950,000 4,950,000

 

Item Number: Project Description:

District: County: Type of Work: Project Length:

Fiscal Year
Phase / Responsible Agency <2022 2022 2023 2024 2025 >2025 All Years
PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING / MANAGED BY FDOT

Fund
Code: 6,800,000

680,000

1,670
Phase: PRELIMINARY
ENGINEERING Totals 1,670 7,480,000 7,481,670
Item: 220171 5 Totals 1,670 7,480,000 7,481,670

 

Item Number: Project Description:

District: County: Type of Work: Project Length:

Fiscal Year
Phase / Responsible Agency <2022 2022 2023 2024 2025 >2025 All Years
PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING / MANAGED BY FDOT

Fund
Code: 2,750,000

Item: 220171 6 Totals 2,750,000 2,750,000
Project Totals 2,011,096 15,196,951 17,208,047

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING

Item Number: Project Description:

District: County: Type of Work: Project Length:

Fiscal Year
Phase / Responsible Agency <2022 2022 2023 2024 2025 >2025 All Years
PLANNING / MANAGED BY FDOT

Fund
Code: 281,698

Item: 220171 3 Totals 281,698 281,698
Project Totals 281,698 281,698

Grand Total 2,292,794 15,196,951 17,489,745

Office Home: 



Consistent, Predictable, Repeatable
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Appendix C:  Agency Coordination 
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ETDM Summary Degrees of Effect  

 

Key: 
1 – Enhanced 
2 – Minimal 
3 – Moderate  
4 – Substantial 
 



This project will add vehicular capacity to SR 85 from SR 123 (Roger J. Clary Highway) to Mirage Avenue, a distance of
approximately 12.2 miles. These capacity improvements consist of widening SR 85, located in Okaloosa County, Florida,
from four to six lanes. This project will also evaluate for Transportation Systems Management and Operations (TSMO)
and lighting enhancements along with the potential for providing bicycle and pedestrian facilities along the corridor. SR 85
is functionally classified as a Principal Arterial and is designated as a Strategic Intermodal System (SIS) Corridor by the
Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT). The corridor also serves as the Strategic Intermodal System (SIS) Military
Access Facility (MAF) for Eglin Air Force Base and Duke Field, is on the Strategic Highway Network (STRAHNET), is
identified as a Highway of Commerce by the Okaloosa-Walton Transportation Planning Organization (O-W TPO) and is
designated as a hurricane evacuation route by the Florida Division of Emergency Management.

#14367 SR 85 from SR 123 to Mirage Avenue

Program Information



Please see all agency comments.

Federal Consistency Determination

Federal Consistency Reviews

Finding: Consistent on 08/08/2019
Comments:No federal consistency review comments were found.

Finding: Consistent on 08/05/2019
Comments:No federal consistency review comments were found.



-
-

Finding: Consistent, With Comments on 08/06/2019
Comments:
FWC staff recommend that the PD&E Study address natural resources by includinga Natural Resources Evaluation. This
is recommended to include plant community mapping and wildlife surveys for the occurrence of wildlife species listed by
the Federal Endangered Species Act as Endangered or Threatened, or by the State of Florida as Threatened or of high
conservation need should be performed, both along the ROW and within sites proposed for DRAs.

Based on the survey results, a plan can be developed to address direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the project on
wildlife and habitat resources, including listed species. Avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures may also be
formulated and implemented.

A compensatory mitigation plan is recommended to include the replacement of any wetland, upland, or aquatic habitat
functional values for listed species which are lost as a result of the project. FWC staff recommend that replacement
habitat for mitigation be type for type, as productive, and equal to or of higher functional value.

Gopher tortoises may be present within the project area. If gopher tortoises or nests of other ST species are present
within any permanent or temporary construction area, a permit may be necessary from the FWC.

We recommend that FDOT continue their coordination with FWC's Black Bear Management Section in Tallahassee in
terms of the potential need for a wildlife underpass, or other methods such as strategically placed fencing to reduce
roadkills.

Finding: Consistent on 07/25/2019
Comments:No federal consistency review comments were found.

Advance Notification / Federal Consistency Comments

The Seminole Tribe of Florida would respectfully like to request a copy of the CRAS report when it is finished in order to
complete our assessment pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and its implementing
authority, 36 CFR 800

No further comment

The Corps has no issues with the Advance Notification Package and concurs with the initial assessment of Wetlands and
Surface Water and Navigation issues. Further comments on project effects are provided in the Review Project tool.



-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-

No comments

Our previous comments on this project have not been addressed.



RON DESANTIS 
Governor

LAUREL M. LEE 
Secretary of State

Division of Historical Resources 
R.A. Gray Building • 500 South Bronough Street• Tallahassee, Florida  32399 

850.245.6300 • 850.245.6436 (Fax) • FLHeritage.com 

Ms. Maria D. Rodriguez March 22, 2021 
Chief, Environmental Management Branch 
Department of the Air Force 
96 CEG/CEIE 
501 Deleon Street, Suite 101 
Eglin Air Force Base, Florida 32542-5105 

RE: DHR Project File No.: 2020-7390B/FDOT FM No.:220171 
State Road (S.R.) 85 from S.R 123 to Mirage Avenue in Okaloosa County,
Santa Rosa County 

Dear Ms. Rodriguez: 

The Florida State Historic Preservation Officer reviewed the referenced project for possible effects on 
historic properties listed, or eligible for listing, in the National Register of Historic Places. The review was 
conducted in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, 
and its implementing regulations in 36 CFR Part 800: Protection of Historic Properties.  

Based upon our review of the revised Cultural Resources Assessment Survey, this office finds that the 
document is complete and sufficient for our review and we concur with the determinations of eligibility 
for the identified resources and finding of no adverse effect.  

This office would like to compliment you and your office on the thoroughness and quality of the survey 
report. If you have any questions concerning our comments, please contact Alyssa McManus, 
Architectural Historian, by electronic mail [email address redacted]. 

Sincerely, 

Timothy A. Parsons, Ph.D. 
Director, Division of Historical Resources 
and State Historic Preservation Officer 



1

Bell, Aubyn

From: Garrett, Mick
Sent: Wednesday, May 5, 2021 12:09 PM
To: Bell, Aubyn; Schnell, Steven
Subject: Fwd: SR 85 Widening Eglin, AFB, FL THPO Compliance Tracking # 0032811
Attachments: RE: SR 85 Widening Eglin, AFB, FL THPO Compliance Tracking # 0032811

Here you go. 

From: Danielle Simon [email address redacted]
Sent: Wednesday, May 5, 2021 10:58 AM 
To: NOLAN, CATHERINE N GS-12 USAF AFMC 96 CEG/CEIEA; THPO Compliance 
Cc: Garrett, Mick; ROGERS, MELINDA A CIV USAF AFMC 96 CEG/CEIEA; MEYER, JOSEPH S CTR 
USAF AFMC 96 CEG/CEIEA 
Subject: RE: SR 85 Widening Eglin, AFB, FL THPO Compliance Tracking # 0032811 

Good Afternoon Ms. Nolan,

Thank you for your response and offer of assistance. Please see the attached document for record of the STOF THPO
Compliance Review Section’s response to additional information provided on 01/21/2021 (all other STOF THPO
communications are available in the attached email thread as well). While we understand subsurface testing of the APE
could not be conducted due to the presence of buried utilities and drainage features in the ROW, at this time, our office
would like to maintain our request (submitted 01/15/2021) that ground disturbing activities be monitored a professional
archaeologist that meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards (36 CFR 61). Please feel
free to contact us with any questions or concerns and we look forward to working with you. Take care and have a
wonderful day!

Kind regards,
Danielle A. Simon, MA, RPA 
Compliance Review Specialist
Tribal Historic Preservation Office, Compliance Review Section
30290 Josie Billie Highway, PMB 1004 
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Clewiston, Florida  33440 
Email: [email address redacted] 

From: NOLAN, CATHERINE N GS 12 USAF AFMC 96 CEG/CEIEA [email address redacted]
Sent: Wednesday, May 5, 2021 11:19 AM
To: THPO Compliance <THPOCompliance@semtribe.com>; Danielle Simon <[email address redacted]>  
Cc: Garrett, Mick <[email address redacted]>; ROGERS, MELINDA A CIV USAF AFMC 96 CEG/CEIEA
<[email address redacted]>; MEYER, JOSEPH S CTR USAF AFMC 96 CEG/CEIEA <[email address redacted]>  
Subject: FW: SR 85 Widening Eglin, AFB, FL THPO Compliance Tracking # 0032811

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe.

Good Morning Ms. Simon,

Lynn Shreve has taken a job at Edwards AFB. I have inherited the SR 85 project and will be the new POC. I am following
up on Lynn’s email below to confirm that you received the information you requested and to see if you had other
comments regarding this project.

Thank you and please let me know if I can be of further assistance.

V/R

Cat Nolan

From: SHREVE, RHENA L GS 12 USAF AFMC 96 CEG/CEIEA <[email address redacted]>
Sent: Wednesday, January 20, 2021 12:57 PM
To: THPOCompliance@semtribe.com; [email address redacted]
Cc: Cross, Tony <[email address redacted]>; CROSS, TONY D CTR USAF AFMC 96 CEG/CEIEA <[email address 
redacted]>;  ARNOLD, WILLIAM S GS 13 USAF AFMC 96 CEG/CEIEA <[email address 
redacted]>; ROGERS, MELINDA A CIV USAF  AFMC 96 CEG/CEIEA <[email address 
redacted]>; HIGLEY, JESSICA H CTR USAF AFMC 96 CEG/CEIEA
<[email address redacted]>
Subject: Re: SR 85 Widening Eglin, AFB, FL THPO Compliance Tracking # 0032811

Good afternoon, Ms Simon,

We received your requests for a copy of the report on the above project on Friday, 1/15/2021. The CRO
(Cultural Resources Office) at Eglin AFB sent the report yesterday 01/19/2021 to your FTP site. Please let us  
know if you received the document or if there are any issues with obtaining the information. We are also  
sending a CD and hard copy of the report by USPS for your records. Please let me know if I can be of further  
assistance.

Thank you,
r/
Lynn
Rhena Lynn Shreve
Archaeologist/CRM
96CEG/CEIEA
Eglin, AFB, FL
temp (c) 8506212435
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From: Danielle Simon <[email address redacted]>
Sent: Friday, January 15, 2021 7:41 AM
To: SHREVE, RHENA L GS 12 USAF AFMC 96 CEG/CEIEA <[email address redacted]>; ARNOLD, WILLIAM S GS 13 USAF  
AFMC 96 CEG/CEIEA <[email address redacted]>
Cc: THPO Compliance <THPOCompliance@semtribe.com>; Bradley Mueller <[email address redacted]>; Kad  
Henderson <[email address redacted]>
Subject: [Non DoD Source] Re: SR 85 Widening Eglin, AFB, FL

January 15, 2021 

Ms. Maria D. Rodriguez 
Chief, Environmental Management Branch 
96 CEG/CEIE 
501 Deleon Street, Suite 100 
Eglin AFB FL  32542-5105 

Subject:  Eglin AFB - SR 85 Widening 

THPO Compliance Tracking Number:  0032811 

In order to expedite the THPO review process: 

1. Please correspond via email and provide documents as attachments (a THPO FTP site is available for large files),
2. Please send all emails to THPOCompliance@semtribe.com,
3. Please reference the THPO Compliance Tracking Number if one has been assigned.

Dear Ms. Rodriguez,  
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Thank you for contacting the Seminole Tribe of Florida – Tribal Historic Preservation Office (STOF-THPO) Compliance Section regarding
the Eglin AFB - SR 85 Widening.

The proposed undertaking does fall within the STOF Area of Interest. We have reviewed the documents that you provided pursuant to
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and its implementing authority, 36 CFR 800.  In order for us to complete our review
we would like to request the following additional information.  

Currently, we do not have record of an email invitation from DoD Safe to digitally download the referenced files and report. 
Could you please resend the invitation to access the consultation package materials electronically? 

While we understand subsurface testing of the APE could not be conducted due to the presence of buried utilities and 
drainage features in the ROW, we respectfully request an archaeological monitor be present during ground disturbing 
activities in case cultural resources are encountered. 

Please feel free to contact us with any questions or concerns. 

Respectfully,

Danielle A. Simon, MA, RPA, Compliance Review Specialist 

STOF-THPO, Compliance Review Section  

30290 Josie Billie Hwy, PMB 1004 

Clewiston, FL 33440 

Email: [email address redacted]

From: THPO Compliance <THPOCompliance@semtribe.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, January 13, 2021 11:02 AM
To: Danielle Simon <[email address redacted]>  
Subject: FW: SR 85 Widening Eglin, AFB, FL

From: Anne Mullins <[email address redacted]>  
Sent: Wednesday, December 23, 2020 1:48 PM
To: THPO Compliance <THPOCompliance@semtribe.com>  
Cc: Bradley Mueller <[email address redacted]>  
Subject: Fwd: SR 85 Widening Eglin, AFB, FL

Anne Mullins 
Director 
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Tribal Historic Preservation Office 
30290 Josie Billie Highway 
PMB 1004 
Clewiston, FL 33440 
(863) 983-6549 Ext. 12262 
(239)410-7751
[email address redacted]

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Stacy Myers <[email address redacted]>
Date: December 22, 2020 at 8:04:01 PM EST 
To: Anne Mullins <[email address redacted]>, Bradley Mueller 
<[email address redacted]>, Juan Cancel <[email address redacted]>
Subject: FW: SR 85 Widening Eglin, AFB, FL

Stacy D. Myers | 
|  [email address redacted] |  

| 

-------- Original message -------- 
From: "SHREVE, RHENA L GS-12 USAF AFMC 96 CEG/CEIEA" <[email address redacted]>
Date: 12/22/20 5:44 PM (GMT-05:00)
To: Stacy Myers <[email address redacted]>
Cc: "ROGERS, MELINDA A CIV USAF AFMC 96 CEG/CEIEA" <[email address redacted]>, "ARNOLD, 
WILLIAM S GS-12 USAF AFMC 96 CEG/CEIEA" <[email address redacted]>
Subject: Fw: SR 85 Widening Eglin, AFB, FL

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe.

Good afternoon, Stacy,

Please see attached consultation correspondence sent to Mr. Backhouse earlier this afternoon and let me
now if you have any questions. If you are not the correct person to address these consultation issues, please
let me know to whom I may contact for CRM ot THPO review.

Thank you,
r/



6

Lynn
Rhena Lynn Shreve
Archaeologist/CRM
96CEG/CEIEA
Eglin, AFB, FL

From: SHREVE, RHENA L GS 12 USAF AFMC 96 CEG/CEIEA
Sent: Tuesday, December 22, 2020 2:41 PM
To: [email address redacted]; [email address redacted]
<[email address redacted]>
Cc: ROGERS, MELINDA A CIV USAF AFMC 96 CEG/CEIEA <[email address redacted]>; ARNOLD, WILLIAM S GS 12 USAF  
AFMC 96 CEG/CEIEA <[email address redacted]>
Subject: SR 85 Widening Eglin, AFB, FL

Good afternoon, Mr. Backhouse,

Please find the attached consultation for your review and comment. You will be receiving an invitation from  
DoD Safe to digitally download the referenced files and report. Hard copies of the consultation package and  
deliverables (CD)are being mailed to your office. We look forward to your review.

Sincerely,

Lynn

Rhena Lynn Shreve

Archaeologist/CRM

96CEG/CEIEA

Eglin, AFB, FL

[email address redacted]

Temp (c) 8506212435
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Bell, Aubyn

From: Danielle Simon <[email address redacted]>
Sent: Thursday, January 21, 2021 10:06 AM
To: CROSS, TONY D CTR USAF AFMC 96 CEG/CEIEA; Cross, Tony; SHREVE, RHENA L GS-12 USAF AFMC 

96 CEG/CEIEA
Subject: RE: SR 85 Widening Eglin, AFB, FL THPO Compliance Tracking # 0032811

January 21, 2021 

Ms. Maria D. Rodriguez 
Chief, Environmental Management Branch 
96 CEG/CEIE 
501 Deleon Street, Suite 100 
Eglin AFB FL  32542-5105 

Subject:  LETTER OF RECEIPT - Eglin AFB - SR 85 Widening 
THPO Compliance Tracking Number:  0032811 

In order to expedite the THPO review process: 
1. Please correspond via email and provide documents as attachments (a THPO FTP site is available for large files),
2. Please send all emails to THPOCompliance@semtribe.com,
3. Please reference the THPO Compliance Tracking Number if one has been assigned.

Dear Ms. Rodriguez, Ms. Shreve, and Mr. Cross: 

Thank you for contacting the Seminole Tribe of Florida – Tribal Historic Preservation Office (STOF-THPO) Compliance Section. We are
in receipt of the correspondence and documents relating to the Eglin AFB - SR 85 Widening.

The proposed undertaking does fall within the STOF Area of Interest. Please notify us if any archaeological, historical, or burial 
resources are inadvertently discovered during project implementation. Thank you and feel free to contact us with any questions or 
concerns.   

Respectfully,
Danielle A. Simon, MA, RPA, Compliance Review Specialist 
STOF-THPO, Compliance Review Section  
30290 Josie Billie Hwy, PMB 1004 
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Clewiston, FL 33440 
Email: [email address redacted] 

From: CROSS, TONY D CTR USAF AFMC 96 CEG/CEIEA <[email address redacted]>
Sent: Thursday, January 21, 2021 9:42 AM
To: Danielle Simon <[email address redacted]>; Cross, Tony <[email address redacted]>; SHREVE, RHENA L GS 12  
USAF AFMC 96 CEG/CEIEA <[email address redacted]
Subject: RE: SR 85 Widening Eglin, AFB, FL THPO Compliance Tracking # 0032811

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe. 

You should be getting an email from DOD safe, if not use this information:

https://safe.apps.mil/pickup.php?claimID=A5nqy42CeXGCao9z&recipCode=nopnxj

From: Danielle Simon <[email address redacted]>
Sent: Thursday, January 21, 2021 8:20 AM
To: Cross, Tony <[email address redacted]>; CROSS, TONY D CTR USAF AFMC 96 CEG/CEIEA <[email address 
redacted]>;  SHREVE, RHENA L GS 12 USAF AFMC 96 CEG/CEIEA <[email address redacted]>
Subject: [Non DoD Source] Re: SR 85 Widening Eglin, AFB, FL THPO Compliance Tracking # 0032811

Fantastic. You're a rockstar!

Danielle A. Simon, MA, RPA
Compliance Review Specialist
Tribal Historic Preservation Office, Compliance Review Section
30290 Josie Billie Highway, PMB 1004
Clewiston, Florida  33440
Email: [email address redacted]

From: Cross, Tony <[email address redacted]>
Sent: Thursday, January 21, 2021 9:17 AM
To: Danielle Simon <[email address redacted]>; CROSS, TONY D CTR USAF AFMC 96 CEG/CEIEA
<[email address redacted]; SHREVE, RHENA L GS 12 USAF AFMC 96 CEG/CEIEA <[email address redacted]>  
Cc: CROSS, TONY D CTR USAF AFMC 96 CEG/CEIEA <[email address redacted]>
Subject: RE: SR 85 Widening Eglin, AFB, FL THPO Compliance Tracking # 0032811

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.

We can do this two ways and I will advocate for both:

1. DOD Safe (a good way to send and very secure. I’ll get a notification when you get it)
2. Jacobs transfer (a secondary way)

Unfortunatly the reports are usually too large for most inboxes.

I’ll do both, first the DOD safe. Let me get that ready to go. I will email you when I send it.
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It’ll be through my gov email [email address redacted]  

Tony D Cross
850.849.6162
[email address redacted]
Jacobs Engineering, Inc.
GIS/Databas Analyst, Cultural Resources Department  
Hurlburt Field, Eglin & Tyndall Air Force Bases  
USAF, 96 CEG/CEIEA

“There is nothing noble in being superior to your fellow man; true nobility is being superior to your former self.”

Ernest Hemingway

From: Danielle Simon <[email address redacted]>
Sent: Thursday, January 21, 2021 8:13 AM
To: CROSS, TONY D CTR USAF AFMC 96 CEG/CEIEA <[email address redacted]>; SHREVE, RHENA L GS 12 USAF AFMC 96  
CEG/CEIEA <[email address redacted]>
Cc: Cross, Tony <[email address redacted]>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: SR 85 Widening Eglin, AFB, FL THPO Compliance Tracking # 0032811

Good Morning Mr. Cross,

Thank you for your prompt response. Unfortunately, the Compliance FTP is currently inoperable. Would it be  
possible for you to email the package directly?

Kind regards,
Danielle A. Simon, MA, RPA
Compliance Review Specialist
Tribal Historic Preservation Office, Compliance Review Section
30290 Josie Billie Highway, PMB 1004
Clewiston, Florida 33440
Email: [email address redacted]

From: CROSS, TONY D CTR USAF AFMC 96 CEG/CEIEA <[email address redacted]>
Sent: Wednesday, January 20, 2021 2:00 PM
To: SHREVE, RHENA L GS 12 USAF AFMC 96 CEG/CEIEA <[email address redacted]>; Danielle Simon  
<[email address redacted]>
Cc: Cross, Tony <[email address redacted]>
Subject: RE: SR 85 Widening Eglin, AFB, FL THPO Compliance Tracking # 0032811

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe.

Ms Simon, I haven’t received the ftp site, could you please send it to me and cc my Jacobs email?  
[email address redacted] I will send the package asap.
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From: SHREVE, RHENA L GS 12 USAF AFMC 96 CEG/CEIEA <[email address redacted]>
Sent: Wednesday, January 20, 2021 12:57 PM
To: THPOCompliance@semtribe.com; [email address redacted]
Cc: Cross, Tony <[email address redacted]>; CROSS, TONY D CTR USAF AFMC 96 CEG/CEIEA <[email address 
redacted]>;  ARNOLD, WILLIAM S GS 13 USAF AFMC 96 CEG/CEIEA <[email address 
redacted]>; ROGERS, MELINDA A CIV USAF  AFMC 96 CEG/CEIEA <[email address 
redacted]>; HIGLEY, JESSICA H CTR USAF AFMC 96 CEG/CEIEA
<[email address redacted]>
Subject: Re: SR 85 Widening Eglin, AFB, FL THPO Compliance Tracking # 0032811

Good afternoon, Ms Simon,

We received your requests for a copy of the report on the above project on Friday, 1/15/2021. The CRO
(Cultural Resources Office) at Eglin AFB sent the report yesterday 01/19/2021 to your FTP site. Please let us  
know if you received the document or if there are any issues with obtaining the information. We are also  
sending a CD and hard copy of the report by USPS for your records. Please let me know if I can be of further  
assistance.

Thank you,
r/
Lynn
Rhena Lynn Shreve
Archaeologist/CRM
96CEG/CEIEA
Eglin, AFB, FL
temp (c) 8506212435

From: Danielle Simon <[email address redacted]>
Sent: Friday, January 15, 2021 7:41 AM
To: SHREVE, RHENA L GS 12 USAF AFMC 96 CEG/CEIEA <[email address redacted]>; ARNOLD, WILLIAM S GS 13 USAF  
AFMC 96 CEG/CEIEA <[email address redacted]>
Cc: THPO Compliance <THPOCompliance@semtribe.com>; Bradley Mueller <[email address redacted]>; Kad  
Henderson <[email address redacted]>
Subject: [Non DoD Source] Re: SR 85 Widening Eglin, AFB, FL

January 15, 2021 
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Ms. Maria D. Rodriguez 
Chief, Environmental Management Branch 
96 CEG/CEIE 
501 Deleon Street, Suite 100 
Eglin AFB FL  32542-5105 

Subject:  Eglin AFB - SR 85 Widening 
THPO Compliance Tracking Number:  0032811 

In order to expedite the THPO review process: 
1. Please correspond via email and provide documents as attachments (a THPO FTP site is available for large files),
2. Please send all emails to THPOCompliance@semtribe.com,
3. Please reference the THPO Compliance Tracking Number if one has been assigned.

Dear Ms. Rodriguez,  

Thank you for contacting the Seminole Tribe of Florida – Tribal Historic Preservation Office (STOF-THPO) Compliance Section regarding
the Eglin AFB - SR 85 Widening.

The proposed undertaking does fall within the STOF Area of Interest. We have reviewed the documents that you provided pursuant to
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and its implementing authority, 36 CFR 800.  In order for us to complete our review
we would like to request the following additional information.  

Currently, we do not have record of an email invitation from DoD Safe to digitally download the referenced files and report. 
Could you please resend the invitation to access the consultation package materials electronically? 

While we understand subsurface testing of the APE could not be conducted due to the presence of buried utilities and 
drainage features in the ROW, we respectfully request an archaeological monitor be present during ground disturbing 
activities in case cultural resources are encountered. 

Please feel free to contact us with any questions or concerns. 

Respectfully,
Danielle A. Simon, MA, RPA, Compliance Review Specialist 
STOF-THPO, Compliance Review Section  
30290 Josie Billie Hwy, PMB 1004 
Clewiston, FL 33440 
Email: [email address redacted]

From: THPO Compliance <THPOCompliance@semtribe.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, January 13, 2021 11:02 AM
To: Danielle Simon <[email address redacted]>  
Subject: FW: SR 85 Widening Eglin, AFB, FL

From: Anne Mullins <[email address redacted]>  
Sent: Wednesday, December 23, 2020 1:48 PM
To: THPO Compliance <THPOCompliance@semtribe.com>  
Cc: Bradley Mueller <[email address redacted]>  
Subject: Fwd: SR 85 Widening Eglin, AFB, FL

Anne Mullins 
Director 
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Tribal Historic Preservation Office 
30290 Josie Billie Highway 
PMB 1004 
Clewiston, FL 33440 
(863) 983-6549 Ext. 12262 
(239)410-7751
[email address redacted]

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Stacy Myers <[email address redacted]>
Date: December 22, 2020 at 8:04:01 PM EST 
To: Anne Mullins <[email address redacted]>, Bradley Mueller 
<[email address redacted]>, Juan Cancel <[email address redacted]> Subject: 
FW: SR 85 Widening Eglin, AFB, FL

Stacy D. Myers | 
|  
|  | 

-------- Original message -------- 
From: "SHREVE, RHENA L GS-12 USAF AFMC 96 CEG/CEIEA" <[email address redacted] >
Date: 12/22/20 5:44 PM (GMT-05:00)
To: Stacy Myers <[email address redacted]>
Cc: "ROGERS, MELINDA A CIV USAF AFMC 96 CEG/CEIEA" <[email address redacted]>, "ARNOLD, 
WILLIAM S GS-12 USAF AFMC 96 CEG/CEIEA" <[email address redacted]>
Subject: Fw: SR 85 Widening Eglin, AFB, FL

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 
sender and know the content is safe.

Good afternoon, Stacy,

Please see attached consultation correspondence sent to Mr. Backhouse earlier this afternoon and let me
now if you have any questions. If you are not the correct person to address these consultation issues, please
let me know to whom I may contact for CRM ot THPO review.

Thank you,
r/
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Lynn
Rhena Lynn Shreve
Archaeologist/CRM
96CEG/CEIEA
Eglin, AFB, FL

From: SHREVE, RHENA L GS 12 USAF AFMC 96 CEG/CEIEA
Sent: Tuesday, December 22, 2020 2:41 PM
To: [email address redacted] <[email address redacted]>; [email address redacted]
<[email address redacted]>
Cc: ROGERS, MELINDA A CIV USAF AFMC 96 CEG/CEIEA <[email address redacted]>; ARNOLD, WILLIAM S GS 12 USAF  
AFMC 96 CEG/CEIEA <[email address redacted]>
Subject: SR 85 Widening Eglin, AFB, FL

Good afternoon, Mr. Backhouse,

Please find the attached consultation for your review and comment. You will be receiving an invitation from  
DoD Safe to digitally download the referenced files and report. Hard copies of the consultation package and  
deliverables (CD)are being mailed to your office. We look forward to your review.

Sincerely,
Lynn
Rhena Lynn Shreve
Archaeologist/CRM
96CEG/CEIEA
Eglin, AFB, FL
[email address redacted]
Temp (c) 8506212435

NOTICE - This communication may contain confidential and privileged information that is for the sole use of the intended recipient. Any 
viewing, copying or distribution of, or reliance on this message by unintended recipients is strictly prohibited. If you have received this 
message in error, please notify us immediately by replying to the message and deleting it from your computer. 



•
•

•



Scott Ennis,  

HDR  



Scott Ennis,  

HDR  



Scott Ennis,  

HDR  



From: OVDENK, CYNTHIA D CIV USARMY CESAJ (US)
To: Swanson, Sherri
Cc: Kizlauskas, Andrew A CIV USARMY CESAJ (USA)
Subject: RE: 220171-1 - SR 85 NRE - Permitting Agency Coordination Request by FDOT - USACE Buffers
Date: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 11:06:50 AM

CAUTION: [EXTERNAL] This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Sherri: I believe you have expressed our general guidance

Thank you,
Cynthia Ovdenk, Permits Section
Panama City Field Office
Corps of Engineers Regulatory Division
(850) 287-2045

To find out more about our regulatory program please visit us at:
http://www.saj.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory.aspx

From: Swanson, Sherri <[email address redacted]> 
Sent: Friday, October 9, 2020 11:24 AM
To: OVDENK, CYNTHIA D CIV USARMY CESAJ (US) <[email address redacted]>
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] 220171-1 - SR 85 NRE - Permitting Agency Coordination Request by FDOT
- USACE Buffers

Cynthia,

Thank you for speaking with me today, sharing the General Roadway Guidance for buffers, and verifying the 
USACE approach to determining buffer distances for existing roadway projects such as S.R. 85.  
As discussed, the S.R.85 project area includes several wetland types (forested and riverine), wetland locations 
with different surrounding land use (rural and urban), and variable wetland qualities.

As discussed, the table below is typically used for general planning purposes to estimate secondary impacts.

Using the table below, I have highlighted some possible buffer scenarios.
The actual buffer distances for each wetland would be finalized in cooperation with the agency 
representative following formal wetland delineations and quality characterizations at the time of permitting.



Please let me know if you have anything more to add.
Thank you again for your time.
 
Sincerely,
Sherri
 

Sherri R. Swanson, PWS, ENV SP

Professional Associate | Environmental Project Manager

HDR
D [941.342.2707] M [941.685.9592]
 
 
 
 
 



Florida Fish 
and Wildlife 
Conservation 
Commission 

Commissioners 
Rodney Barreto 
Chairman 
Coral Gables 

Michael W. Sole  
Vice Chairman 
Tequesta 

Steven Hudson 
Fort Lauderdale 

Gary Lester 
Oxford 

Gary Nicklaus 
Jupiter 

Sonya Rood 
St. Augustine 

Robert A. Spottswood 
Key West 

Office of the  
Executive Director 
Eric Sutton 
Executive Director  

Thomas H. Eason, Ph.D. 
Assistant Executive Director  

Jennifer Fitzwater 
Chief of Staff 

850-487-3796 
850-921-5786 FAX 

Managing fish and wildlife 
resources for their long-term 
well-being and the benefit  
of people. 

620 South Meridian Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 
32399-1600 
Voice: 850-488-4676 

Hearing/speech-impaired: 
800-955-8771 (T) 
800 955-8770 (V) 

MyFWC.com 

January 4, 2021 

Sherry Alaghemand 
Project Development Engineer
Florida Department of Transportation 
1074 Highway 90 
Chipley, FL 32428 
[email address redacted]

Re:  SR-85 from SR-123 to Mirage Avenue, Natural Resource Evaluation, Okaloosa 
County 

Dear Ms. Alaghemand: 

Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) staff reviewed the above-
referenced Natural Resource Evaluation (NRE) in accordance with Chapter 379, Florida 
Statutes and Rule 68A-27, Florida Administrative Code. 

This project was previously reviewed, and FWC staff provided technical assistance on 
imperiled species issues through ETDM 14367 in August 2019.  We have no additional 
comments regarding the subject NRE and agree with the determinations of effect and 
project commitments for protected species.

If you have specific technical questions regarding this information, please contact Terry 
Gilbert at (850) 728-1103 or [email address redacted].  For all other inquires, please 
contact our office by e-mail at ConservationPlanningServices@MyFWC.com.

Sincerely

Jennifer D. Goff 
Director
Office of Conservation Planning Services 

jdg/tg
SR 85 from SR 123 to Mirage Avenue NRE_43028_01042020



Sherry Alaghemand, P.E.
 

EXTERNAL SENDER:
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Schnell, Steven

From: Ackley, Jeffrey W <[email address redacted]>
Sent: Thursday, September 2, 2021 12:42 PM
To: Swanson Pleas, Joy; Cantrell, Mark A; Rivera, Jose J
Cc: Cornwell, Katasha; Bruner, Brandon; Schnell, Steven; Marshall, Amanda; Waters, Iris
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] 220171-2  PD&E Study SR 85 from S.R. 123 to Mirage Avenue - USFWS coordination

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Joy,

Thank you for working with us to develop these environmental commitments. Based on our last meeting, we
have no objection to FDOT finalizing NEPA on this project and continuing with the permitting process. Please
let us know if there are any updates to the design plan timeline and associated ESA consultation.

Sincerely,
Jeff

Dr. Jeffrey W. Ackley, Ecologist
U.S. Fish  Wildlife Service
1601 Balboa Avenue, Panama City, FL 32405

From: Swanson Pleas, Joy <[email address redacted]>
Sent: Thursday, September 2, 2021 8:56 AM
To: Ackley, Jeffrey W <[email address redacted]>; Cantrell, Mark A <[email address redacted]>; Rivera, Jose J
<[email address redacted]>
Cc: Cornwell, Katasha <[email address redacted]>; Bruner, Brandon <[email address redacted]>; Schnell,  
Steven <[email address redacted]>; Marshall, Amanda <[email address redacted]>; Waters, Iris
<[email address redacted]>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] 220171 2 PD&E Study SR 85 from S.R. 123 to Mirage Avenue USFWS coordination

This email has been received from outside of DOI Use caution before clicking on links, opening attachments, or
responding.
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Joy Swanson Pleas



IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES

COMMITMENTS

Indigo Snake Programmatic Biological 
Opinion for Eglin AFB .



Dryobates borealis

Indigo 
Snake Programmatic Biological Opinion for Eglin AFB
Programmatic Conference Opinion (PCO) for the Department of Defense Gopher 
Tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus) Conservation and Crediting Strategy 

Florida Black Bear Management 
Plan. 
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Schnell, Steven

From: Bruner, Brandon <[email address redacted]>
Sent: Thursday, May 6, 2021 1:22 PM
To: Schnell, Steven
Subject: FW: 220171-2 SR 85 PD&E Study  
Attachments: 220171-2 SR 85 Shoal River Concept Plan.pdf

Assume your were bcc’d

J. Brandon Bruner, P.E.
FDOT D3 GEC Project Manager
Office 850.845.0304 Cell 850.557.6402

From: Waters, Iris <[email address redacted]>  
Sent: Thursday, May 6, 2021 12:20 PM
To: [email address redacted]
Subject: 220171 2 SR 85 PD&E Study

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization.
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Iris Waters, PE
FDOT D3 Project Development Manager
Mobile (850) 718 5194
[email address redacted]
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Appendix D 

Environmental Assessment 

The technical reports referenced below were prepared pursuant to the FDOT PD&E Manual, and provided 
baseline information necessary to analyze the environmental impacts associated with this EA. All technical 
reports are available for review at: 

Florida Department of Transportation, District 3 
District Environmental Management Office 
1074 Highway 90 
Chipley, FL 32428 

Engineering Documents 

 Interchange Modification Report 
 Location Hydraulic Report 
 Pond Siting Report 
 Preliminary Engineering Report 
 Project Traffic Analysis Report 
 Utilities Assessment Package 

Environmental Documents 

 Air Conformity Applicability Model Report 
 Contamination Screening Evaluation Report 
 Cultural Resources Assessment Survey 
 Efficient Transportation Decision Making Programming Screen Summary Report 
 Natural Resources Evaluation 
 Noise Study Report 
 Section 4(f) Resources 

Public Involvement Documents 

 Public Involvement Plan 
 Comments and Coordination Report



 

 

Prepared for: 
Florida Department of 

Transportation - District 3 
1074 Highway 90 
Chipley, FL 32428 

 




