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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT), District One, has undertaken this Project
Development and Environmental Study (PD&E) to enhance operational capacity and overall traffic
operations at the Interstate 75 and Collier Boulevard/SR 951 interchange in Collier County, Florida. This
Endangered Species Biological Assessment (ESBA) report has been prepared to aid in determining the
type, design, and location of improvements to the existing facility and to evaluate impacts to protected
species, if any, associated with alternatives for the proposed improvements.
Protected Species with Both Federal and State Designation
The Florida scrub jay (Aphelocoma coerulescens) is listed as threatened by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) and Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation commission (FFWCC). General wildlife field
surveys conducted did not detect signs of scrub jays. The nearest historically documented scrub jay
cluster is approximately 8.6 miles south of the study limits. The USFWS Consultation Area (CA) for the
Florida scrub jay is extensive and includes nearly all of southwest Florida. Within this large area,
projects that include potential scrub jay habitat may require specific species consultation with the
USFWS. While the project study limits is wholly located within the USFWS Florida scrub jay consultation
area, based on general wildlife survey results and lack of suitable habitat, it is anticipated that this
project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect the Florida scrub jay.
The red‐cockaded woodpecker (RCW) (Picodeas borealis) is listed as endangered by the USFWS and
FFWCC. There is suitable habitat for red‐cockaded woodpeckers within the regional area, but minimal
suitable habitat within and adjacent to the existing ROW. A cavity tree survey was conducted in
February of 2013 which yielded the observation of two potential cavity trees. However, only one
potential cavity tree was located within the half‐mile survey buffer, approximately 0.44 miles to the
southwest of the project area. This cavity tree is unlikely to be active due to the vegetation growing
around the tree trunk. The second potential red‐cockaded woodpecker cavity tree was located outside
the half‐mile survey buffer approximately 0.51 miles to the northeast of the project area. There are
multiple red‐cockaded woodpecker observations historically documented within a half‐mile of the
project area. However, no red‐cockaded woodpeckers or evidence of these occurrences were observed
during the cavity tree survey. Given the distance of the potential observations and the minimal suitable
habitat within the project area, it is anticipated that this project may affect, but is not likely to adversely
affect the red‐cockaded woodpecker.
The snail kite (Rostrhamus sociabilis plumbeus) is listed as endangered by the USFWS and FFWCC.
General wildlife field surveys conducted did not detect signs of snail kite within the study limits. No
documented occurrences of snail kite exist within the data available and the study limits is
approximately a quarter‐mile west of the USFWS snail kite consultation area. Due to lack of suitable
foraging and nesting habitat, it is anticipated that this project, beyond the snail kite consultation area,
will have no effect on the snail kite.
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The wood stork (Mycteria americana) is listed as endangered by the USFWS and FFWCC. The study limit
is wholly located within the USFWS Core Foraging Area (CFA) of three documented wood stork colonies.
During general wildlife surveys, no wood storks were observed. However, the herbaceous wetlands and
surface waters within the study limits may serve as foraging habitat for wood storks. Mitigation for any
impacts to potential wood stork foraging habitat will be finalized during the design and permitting
process of the project. The project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect the wood stork.
The American alligator (Alligator missiissippiensis) is listed by the USFWS and FFWCC as a federally
threatened species based on “similarity of appearance” to the endangered American crocodile.
Marginal suitable habitat exists within the study limits, namely as small artificial reservoirs and the
Henderson Creek Canal. During general wildlife surveys, the American alligator was not observed. Any
wetland impacts to habitats potentially utilized by alligators will be mitigated for pursuant to Part IV,
Chapter 373, F.S. and 33 U.S.C. 1344. It is anticipated that this project may affect, but is not likely to
adversely affect the American alligator.
The Eastern indigo snake (Drymarchon corais couperi) is listed as threatened by the USFWS and FFWCC.
No indigo snakes were observed during general wildlife surveys and no indigo snakes are documented
within three miles of the study limits. Suitable habitat is available within the study limits, however, due
to fragmentation of the natural areas within the study limits and lack of large tracts of suitable habitat,
viable populations of the indigo snake is not likely. To minimize the potential for inadvertent impact to
an indigo snake, the FDOT has developed standard Construction Precautions for the Eastern indigo
snake, which will be adhered to during the construction of the project. It is anticipated that this project
may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect the Eastern indigo snake.
The Florida panther (Felis concolor coryi) is listed as endangered by the USFWS and FFWCC. The study
limits lies just west of the USFWS Florida panther consultation area (Figure 7) and minimal panther
habitat exists within the study limits. Panther telemetry shows occurrence within the study limits and
within the nearby vicinity (800 feet east). Due to the study limits being outside of the USFWS Florida
panther consultation area, it is anticipated that this project may affect, but is not likely to adversely
affect the Florida Panther.
Protected Species with State Designation Only
Wading birds such as the Florida sandhill crane (Grus canadensis), limpkin (Aramus guarauna), little blue
heron (Egretta caerulea), snowy egret (Egretta thula), and white ibis (Eudocimus albus) are listed by the
FFWCC as species of special concern. Suitable habitat for wading birds exists within the study limits,
however no wading birds were observed during general wildlife surveys. GIS databases indicate no
wading bird rookeries within the study limits, with the nearest documented rookery located more than
eight miles southwest of the study limits. Since, wetland impacts to habitats potentially utilized by
wading birds will be mitigated pursuant to Part IV, Chapter 373, F.S. and U.S.C. 1344, it is anticipated
that the project will not result in any adverse effects to these species.
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The Big Cypress fox squirrel (Sciurus niger avicennia) is listed by the FFWCC as threatened. Suitable
habitat for the Big Cypress fox squirrel exists within the study limits. Past SFWMD permits issued within
the area mention potential for Big Cypress fox squirrels to inhabit the transitional and slash pine
dominated habitats. Available databases indicate no historical occurrences of Big Cypress fox squirrel
within the study limits, nor were any observed during general wildlife surveys. It is anticipated that the
project will not likely result in any adverse effects to this species.
The gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus) is listed by the FFWCC as threatened. During general
wildlife surveys, no gopher tortoise burrows or other evidence of gopher tortoise occurrences were
observed. It is anticipated that the project will not likely result in any adverse effects to this species.
No protected plant species were observed within the study limits during general field surveys. It is
anticipated that the project will not affect listed plant species.
Other Protected Species
The bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) was delisted by the USFWS and FFWCC from protection under
the Endangered Species Act in 2008, but the species remains protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act (BGEPA) (16 U.S.C. 668‐668d), as amended, the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) ( 16
U.S.C. 703‐712), and the Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.) 68A‐16.002. Review of the FFWCC bald
eagle nest location data revealed that no bald eagle nests are located within the study area, nor within
660 feet of the study area. The nearest two known nest locations are over two miles from the study
area, one occurring to the southeast and the other occurring to the southwest. Therefore, this project is
not likely to adversely affect the bald eagle.
The Florida black bear (Ursus americanus floridanus) was removed from the FFWCC Endangered and
Threatened Species List in 2012; however, the Florida black bear remains protected under the F.A.C.
68A‐4.009. There have been three documented occurrences of Florida black bears occurring within the
study limits (1986, 1996, and 2000) and one within 500 feet of the study area (2007). During the general
wildlife surveys, no evidence of bears was observed. Primary Florida black bear habitat includes a
mixture of bottomland and upland hardwoods, mixed forest, scrub, flatwoods, and swamps. While
marginal habitat exists within the study limits, large contiguous tracks of natural area, imperative for a
Florida black bears home range, does not exist. It is anticipated that the project will not likely result in
any adverse effects to this species.
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In summary, the proposed project “may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect” the following
federally‐listed species:







Florida panther
Florida scrub jay
Wood stork
American alligator
Eastern indigo snake
Red‐cockaded woodpecker

The proposed project will have “no effect” on the following federally‐listed species:


Snail kite

In summary, the proposed project is not likely to adversely affect any state‐listed species, including
wading birds, Big Cypress fox squirrel, and gopher tortoise, or any other protected species, including the
bald eagle and Florida black bear.
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1.0

INTRODUCTION

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) is conducting a Project Development and Environment
(PD&E) study to enhance operational capacity and overall traffic operations at the Interstate 75 and
Collier Boulevard/CR 951 interchange in Collier County, Florida. The project study limits is illustrated in
Figure 1. The goal of the I‐75 at SR 951 Ultimate Interchange PD&E Study is to develop a proposed
“best‐fit” improvement strategy that is technically sound, environmentally sensitive, and publicly
acceptable with minimal community impacts. The recommended improvements will be developed to
accommodate projected traffic forecasts and to serve the growing demands in the corridor.
In compliance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as amended, using
assessment methodology, evaluation procedures, and document preparation guidance found in Part 2,
Chapter 27 of the FDOT’s PD&E Manual, this study has been undertaken to determine whether the
proposed actions are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of endangered or threatened
species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat of such species. Extensive
research and field surveys of potential wildlife habitat within the project study limits have been
conducted. The primary goal of these tasks was to identify natural resources that occur within the right‐
of‐way of proposed alternatives.
This Endangered Species Biological Assessment (ESBA) has been prepared to aid in determining the
preferred alternative and to evaluate the impacts to endangered or threatened species, if any,
associated with the proposed project. This report evaluates the potential involvement of state and
federally protected plant and animal species within or in the vicinity of the proposed project.
Involvement may include direct or indirect impacts to a species or its habitat. This ESBA identifies any
permitting and coordination requirements for the project and serves as an additional tool to enable
FDOT to make decisions for the future development of the study corridor.

1.1

PROJECT PURPOSE AND DESCRIPTION

The FDOT is conducting a PD&E Study to address the proposed interchange improvement of I‐75 and
Collier Blvd/SR 951. The Interstate‐75 interchange at Collier Blvd/SR 951 is located at the eastern edge
of the Naples metropolitan urban area. The project is located in Collier County, Florida within Township
50S, Range 26E, Sections 2, 3 and Township 49S, Range 26E, Sections 34, 35. This access point to I‐75
connects the greater Naples area by two arterials, SR 951 also known as Collier Boulevard or County
Road (CR) 951, and SR 84 also known as Davis Boulevard. I‐75 is a 4‐lane limited access expressway
when crossing Collier Boulevard/SR 951. Collier Boulevard/SR 951, from Davis Boulevard/SR 84 to I‐75, is
a 4‐lane divided urban arterial. SR 951 connects large residential centers north and south of I‐75, such
as Golden Gate unincorporated community and Marco Island. SR 84 begins at US 41 near the heart of
Naples, connecting commercial and industrial uses surrounding the Naples Municipal Airport to
residential areas northeast of the interchange. It continues to an intermediate termination at SR 951
before it resumes in Broward County. Hereon SR 951 shall be referenced in this report as Collier
Boulevard while SR 84 as Davis Boulevard.
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Interchange area traffic patterns indicate a strong desire for Collier Boulevard travelers from locations
south of I‐75 to access the interstate and drive north. License plate surveys conducted for this project
further indicate a strong desire for eastbound travelers on Davis Boulevard to drive north along Collier
Boulevard to destinations in the northeast residential areas of the county. The multi‐directional travel
needs within the interchange area are increasing the traffic operation strain on the Collier Boulevard
and Davis Boulevard intersection as well as the I‐75 ramp terminal intersections. The purpose of this
project is to enhance 2035 design year traffic operations by maintaining an acceptable level of service
(LOS) at the interchange ramp terminals and the Collier Boulevard and Davis Boulevard major
intersection.

1.2

PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS

The purpose of this project is to improve operational capacity and enhance overall traffic operations at I‐
75c and Collier Boulevard and on the surrounding roadway network, including the intersection of Davis
Boulevard at Collier Boulevard.
Multiple build alternatives were considered including designs that included combinations of partial
clovers, fly‐over ramps and displaced cross‐over diamond. All alternatives would require additional
ROW acquisitions.

1.3

NEED FOR IMPROVEMENT

The need for the project is based on adverse impacts to the I‐75 mainline operations, safety, and freight
mobility created by poor interchange traffic operations. The need to improve the interchange of I‐75
and Collier Boulevard is based on criteria such as traffic operations, enhance safety conditions and
freight mobility. The interchange improvement will increase traffic operations capacity to meet the
current and future traffic demand. Without the proposed improvement, the interchange will continue
to experience high delays and queuing and operate below acceptable level of service (LOS) standards.
There is a need to improve safety as the I‐75 and Collier Boulevard study corridor experiences higher
than average crash rates as compared to the state‐wide average rates for similar facilities. The high
congestion and low spacing between signalized intersections may contribute to the reported crashes.
The ongoing capacity improvement project along Collier Boulevard will increase operational capacity
and reducing congestion, which in turn is anticipated to improve safety conditions at the interchange
terminals and adjacent Davis Boulevard intersection. To maintain a safe operating environment, the
interchange terminals and adjacent Collier Boulevard and Davis Boulevard intersection should continue
to be upgraded. The proposed ultimate I‐75 interchange configuration at Collier Boulevard would
reduce congestion, reduce vehicular conflict and contribute to a safer environment for all roadway
users. The study limits is currently identified in the Collier Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPO)
2035 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) as a freight mobility hot spot. The proposed interchange
improvement is anticipated to enhance the mobility of goods by alleviating current and future
congestion at the interchange and on the surrounding freight network.
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1.4

PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

No‐Build Alternative
Three capacity improvement projects are under construction to improve Collier Boulevard, Davis
Boulevard, and three of the four I‐75 ramps. These improvements are set to be complete by 2014 and
are considered to be part of the study’s no‐build interchange condition.
Collier Boulevard will be widened to eight lanes, four in each direction of travel, between the
intersection with Davis Boulevard and City Gate Boulevard. Davis Boulevard is being widened to six
lanes from west of Radio Road to Collier Boulevard. Intersections turn lanes improvements at Collier
Boulevard and Davis Boulevard include: a second southbound left‐turn lane, three eastbound left‐turn
lanes, an eastbound right, bypass lane to southbound Collier Boulevard and full reconstruction of Beck
Boulevard, the eastern intersection leg, with dual left‐turn lanes and a right‐turn lane. The Collier
Boulevard south intersection leg with the I‐75 northbound on‐ramp is being widened to include a third
northbound left‐turn lane.
Both I‐75 off‐ramps at Collier Boulevard are being widened to make full use of the additional capacity
being added along the arterial. As such, the southbound off‐ramp will be five lanes wide with three
right‐turn lanes toward southbound Collier Boulevard and northbound two left‐turn lanes. The I‐75
northbound off‐ramp is being widened to four lanes, two per turning direction at the Collier Boulevard
intersection. The northbound I‐75 on‐ramp is being widened to three lanes for consistency with the
new three left‐turn lanes off Collier Boulevard.
Viable Alternative 1
Alternative 1 combines a classic Partial Cloverleaf (ParClo) A interchange form with two flyover ramps
connections to and from Collier Boulevard south of the Davis Boulevard intersection. As such, the
highest volume traffic movement to and from I‐75 does not have to travel through the Collier Boulevard
and Davis Boulevard signalized intersection, extending the design life of this busy location. A separated
exit lane would be added to northbound Collier Boulevard under the I‐75 overpasses and could be
constructed within the existing width under the existing structures.
The proposed ParClo A interchange would include two new loop ramps in the southwest and northeast
quadrants of the interchange. Two new bridges would provide acceleration lanes to I‐75 and would be
built south and north of the existing I‐75 overpasses. The I‐75 southbound on‐ramps from southbound
and northbound Collier Boulevard first merge to one lane joining the I‐75 mainline southeast of the
current interchange gore. The proposed I‐75 northbound on‐ramp gore will be rebuilt in the
approximate same location as the existing gore and will provide a parallel merge auxiliary lane to
mainline I‐75. The southbound off‐ramp gore would be rebuilt to provide a parallel two‐lane exit. Both
southbound and northbound off‐ramps would be relocated to accommodate the new loop ramps.
Two flyovers would convey Collier Boulevard traffic over Beck Boulevard and Davis Boulevard to the
proposed northbound loop on‐ramp and from the southbound off‐ramp respectively. These flyovers
would connect with Collier Boulevard at the Business Circle North intersection, south of Davis
Boulevard.
‐8‐
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Viable Alternative 2
Alternative 2 is a combination of a new loop ramp in the southwest quadrant of the interchange and a
high‐level flyover ramp from northbound Collier Boulevard to northbound I‐75. This latter, high volume
traffic movement exits Collier Boulevard south of Davis Boulevard/Beck Boulevard and travels over the
signalized intersection directly to the proposed I‐75 northbound flyover on‐ramp. The southbound off‐
ramp gore at I‐75 would be rebuilt to a standard two‐lane exit and the ramp relocated around the
proposed loop ramp in the southwest quadrant. Traffic destined to southbound Collier Boulevard would
exit prior to the terminal intersection and travel south over the Davis Boulevard signalized intersection
and join Collier Boulevard at a new proposed signalized intersection at Business Circle North.
The southbound I‐75 on‐ramp gore would be rebuilt further southeast of the existing location to provide
new merge and acceleration space for the proposed loop ramp and existing on‐ramp in the southeast
quadrant. Traffic on the loop ramp would cross over Collier Boulevard on a new structure constructed
parallel to and south of the exiting I‐75 structures.
Viable Alternative 3
Alternative 3 improved upon the current diamond interchange form by reconfiguring the ramp terminals
to a Displaced Crossover Diamond (DCD) and adding a high‐level flyover ramp from northbound Collier
Boulevard to northbound I‐75. The DCD interchange configuration improves the ramp terminals
operations by removing the conflict between left‐turning traffic and the opposite through vehicles and
allowing a simplified, two‐phase signal program. To do so, northbound Collier Boulevard traffic crosses
over to the left side of the road at the southbound I‐75 ramp terminal. Northbound I‐75 on‐ramp traffic
is channelized to the left in a free‐flowing slip lane away from intersection and conflict with the Collier
Boulevard southbound traffic. Through the northbound I‐75 ramp terminal intersection the northbound
Collier Boulevard traffic cross back to the right of the road and resumes normal driving sides. The
opposite traveling shift occurs in the southbound Collier Boulevard direction, with this traffic crossing to
the driver’s left at the northbound I‐75 ramp terminal and resuming right‐side driving at the southbound
I‐75 ramp terminal.
The heaviest traffic movements from Collier Boulevard to I‐75 travel over the Davis Boulevard signalized
intersection therefore preserving additional capacity for the at‐grade movements. The I‐75 northbound
traffic exits Collier Boulevard south of Davis Boulevard/Beck Boulevard and crosses over the latter road,
then continues over I‐75 on the high‐level flyover on‐ramp. The southbound Collier Boulevard exits the
I‐75 southbound off‐ramp and travels over the Davis Boulevard intersection to a new signalized
intersection at Business Circle North.
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Preferred Alternative Selection
An alternatives evaluation process compared the three viable alternatives on the basis of traffic
operations, social, business, and environmental impacts; and project costs. The evaluation matrix
outlining these criteria was presented to the public for their input during an October 25th, 2012 Public
Information Workshop. Alternative 1 emerged as the preferred study alternative based on lower
project costs, better construction phasing opportunities, and nearly equal traffic operations
performance and impacts to the surrounding area. Figure 2 illustrates the three viable alternatives
discussed.

2.0

EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS

2.1

LAND USE

Land use was reviewed within the study limits, a buffer of 500 feet from the project limits. The 2004
Florida Land Use, Cover and Forms Classification System (FLUCFCS) Geographic Information System (GIS)
data layers provided by the SFWMD were utilized. Most habitats within the study limits were
subsequently groundtruthed for verification. Figure 3 depicts land use and land cover within the
proposed study limits. Table 1 provides a summary of the FLUCFCS types.
The study limits is heavily urbanized with little natural areas. Transportation (FLUCFCS 800) and Urban
Built Up (FLUCFCS 100) land classes make up approximately 66% of the total study limits. The
immediate surroundings of the study limits consists of predominately Commercial and Services
(FLUCFCS 140) (20%) along with 12 percent Industrial (FLUCFCS 150) and eight percent Institutional
(FLUCFCS 170). Residential (FLUCFCS 110‐130) and recreational golf courses (FLUCFCS 182) are more
prominent along the fringe of the study limits and compose approximately five percent of the study
limits. Although natural areas such as wetlands (FLUCFCS 500 & 600) and upland forests (FLUCFCS 400)
makeup approximately 34% of the study limits, little to no pristine natural areas were encountered
during field reconnaissance. The remaining natural area land covers consist of habitats affected by
urbanization. These areas are, for the most part, isolated and non‐connected to large tracks of wildlife
habitat or corridors. Exotic and nuisance species are prevalent in most natural areas.
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Table 1. Existing Land Use within the Study limits

4.5
2.0
4.7
90.3
12.0
8.0
12.0
5.5
11.3

Percent
within Study
limits
1.0
0.5
1.1
20.4
2.7
1.8
2.7
1.2
2.6

411 Pine Flatwoods

37.2

8.4

414 Pine Mesic Oak

9.5

2.1

510 Streams and Waterways

2.5

0.6

530 Reservoirs

10.6

2.4

619 Exotic Wetland Hardwoods

2.7

0.6

625 Hydric Pine Flatwoods

71.5

16.1

643 Wet Prairies

16.6

3.7

814 Roads and Highways

143.3

32.3

443

100%

4000:
8000: Transportation,
6000:
5000:
Upland
Communication,
Wetlands Water
Forests
Utilities

1000: Urban and Built Up

FLUCFCS
Code
110
120
130
140
150
170
182
191
192

Acres within
Study limits

Description
Low Density Residential
Medium Density Residential
High Density Residential
Commercial and Services
Industrial
Institutional
Golf Courses
Undeveloped Land within Urban Areas
Inactive Land with Street Patterns but without Structures

TOTAL

Notes: Land use acreage data is based on a 500‐foot buffer of the project alignment. SFWMD FLUCFCS data from 2004 was utilized and most
habitat ground truthed during April 2012

Low Density Residential; < 2 Units/Acre (FLUCFCS 110)
This land use classification is used to describe residential developments with less than two permanent
structure dwelling units per acre. Homes in this classification often occur in areas of historic pasture or
other agricultural use.
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Medium Density Residential; 2‐5 Units/Acre (FLUCFCS 120)
This land use classification is used to describe residential developments with two to five permanent
structure dwelling units per acre. Established subdivisions within the study limits make up this
classification.
High Density Residential (FLUCFCS 130)
This land use classification is used to describe residential developments with greater than six units per
acre. Multifamily apartment and condominium communities within the study limits make up this
classification.
Commercial and Services (FLUCFCS 140)
This land use classification is used to describe areas predominantly associated with the distribution of
products and services. With exception of Roads and Highways, Commercial and Services makes up the
largest land use within the project study area.
Industrial (FLUCFCS 150)
This land use classification is used to describe those land uses where manufacturing, assembly or
processing of materials and products are accomplished.
Institutional (FLUCFCS 170)
This land use classification is used to describe educational, religious, or health and military facilities.
Two small areas within the study limits make up this classification and include a fire station and school
grounds.
Golf Courses (FLUCFCS 182)
This land use classification is used to describe actively maintained golf courses. Two courses adjacent to
the roadway near the southern limits of the study limits make up this classification.
Undeveloped Land within Urban Areas (FLUCFCS 191)
This land use classification is used to describe open land within urban areas that do not exhibit any
structures or indication of intended use.
Inactive Land with Street Patterns but without Structures (FLUCFCS 192)
This land use classification is used to describe open land within urban areas that do not exhibit any
structures but do exhibit street patterns. This is often in a transitional state and ultimately will be
developed into one of the typical urban land uses.
Pine Flatwoods (FLUCFCS 411)
Pine flatwoods are upland forested communities with a canopy dominated by either slash pine, longleaf
pine, or both. Frequent flatwoods understory species include saw palmetto, wax myrtle, gallberry, and
assorted grasses and forbs.
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Pine Mesic Oak (FLUCFCS 414)
This land use classification is used to describe moister sites where slash, longleaf and loblolly pine grow
in strong association with a wide variety of mesic oaks and other hardwood species.
Streams and Waterways (FLUCFCS 510)
This land use classification includes rivers, creeks, canals and other linear water bodies. Henderson
Canal is given this land use designation.
Reservoirs (FLUCFCS 530)
Reservoirs are artificial impoundments of water used for irrigation, stormwater treatment, flood control,
water supplies, recreation, and hydro‐electric power generation. Stormwater ponds within the study
limits are given this land use designation.
Exotic Wetland Hardwoods (FLUCFCS 619)
This land use classification is used to describe wetlands with a dominant exotic species such as Brazilian
pepper, melaleuca, or other exotic species.
Hydric Pine Flatwoods (FLUCFCS 625)
This land use classification is used to describe wetlands with a sparse to moderate canopy of slash pine.
The understory is grasses, wiregrass, and forbs and at times with sparse saw palmetto. This forested
community is the most prevalent undeveloped, natural habitat type within the study area.
Wet Prairies (FLUCFCS 643)
Wet prairies are wetlands with predominantly grassy vegetation on hydric soils and often dominated by
species such as sawgrass, maidencane, cordgrass, or St. Johns wort.
Roads and Highways (FLUCFCS 814)
This land use designation has the highest percent coverage of 32.3 percent within the study limits and is
used to describe transportation facilities and surrounding right‐of‐way dedicated to the movement of
automobiles, motorcycles, buses, etc.

2.2

SOILS

The online Web Soil Survey of the United States Department of Agriculture Natural Resources
Conservation Service (USDA NRCS) was utilized to create a project specific soil query to determine the
range of soil types that occur or have occurred historically within the study limits. Figure 4 depicts the
locations of the following soil types within the study limits. Some available hydrologic characteristics of
each Collier County area soils within the study limits are described in further detail. Table 2 provides a
summary of the soil types.
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Table 2. Soil Types within the Study limits
Soil
Number
10
11
14
21
N/A

Soil Name
Oldsmar
Hallandale
Pineda
Boca
Water

Hydrologic
Group

Hydric
Y/N

Acres within
Study limits

B/D
B/D
B/D
B/D
N/A

N
N
Y
N
N/A

2.8
0.2
402.8
36.6
0.5

Percent
within Study
limits
0.6
0.1
90.9
8.3
0.1

443

100%

TOTAL

10 – Oldsmar fine sand, limestone substratum
Oldsmar series soils are described as very deep, poorly drained and very poorly drained soils. It occurs
in flats and depressions. Slopes range from 0 to 2 percent. The depth to water table is about 6 to 18
inches from June to October. Most areas of these soils remain in native vegetation. Areas with water
control are used for citrus, truck crops, and tame pasture. Native vegetation consists of cabbage palm,
saw palmetto, live oak, slash pine, with an undergrowth of laurel, wax myrtle, and pineland threeawn.
In depressions, the trees are cypress, blackgum, pone pine, loblolly bay, red maple, and sweetbay.
Other plants included maidencane, blue maidencane, chalky bluestem, sand cordgrass, and bluejoint
panicum.
11 – Hallandale fine sand
Hallandale series soils are described as shallow, poorly and very poorly drained, rapidly permeable soils
formed in thin deposits of marine sandy materials over limestone. It occurs on broad low flats, sloughs,
shallow depressions, and adjacent tidal areas. Slopes are less than 2 percent. The depth to water table
is about 6 to 18 inches from June to November. In the native state, most Hallandale soils are sued for
range land and tame pasture. Native vegetation consists of pineland threeawn, Paspalum spp., bluejoint
panicum, blue maidencane, bluestem, scattered cypress, saw palmettos, and slash pine. In tidal areas
the vegetation includes seashore saltgrass, needlegrass rush, sawgrass, smooth cordgrass, and saltwort.
14 – Pineda fine sand, limestone substratum
Pineda fine sand is the most abundant soil type in the study limits. Pineda series soils are described as
deep and very deep, poorly and very poorly drained, very slowly permeable soils. It occurs in
depressions, low hammocks, poorly defined drainageways, broad low flats, and flood plains. Slopes
range from 0 to 2 percent. Areas of Pineda soils that are drained are used for citrus, truck crops, and
tame pasture. In their undrained state, these soils are used for range. Natural vegetation consists of
slash pine, cypress, myrtle, cabbage palm, blue maidencane, chalky bluestem, bluepoint panicum,
sedges, pineland threeawn, and sand cordgrass.
Traditionally, the depth to water table is listed about 0 to 12 inches from June to November. Site‐
specific geotechnical investigation revealed a much lower SHWE, between 3‐5 feet below ground
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surface. Groundwater elevations in this area have likely been drawn down by regional canals. Please
refer to Section 4.2 of the Contamination Screening Evaluation Report (CSER) for further discussion.
21 – Boca fine sand
Boca fine sand are described as moderately deep, poorly drained and very poorly drained, moderately
permeable soils. It occurs in low broad flats, poorly defined drainageways and depressions of the
flatwoods and adjacent tidal flats. Slopes range from 0 to 1 percent. The depth to water table is listed
about 6 to 18 inches from June to February. Most areas of Boca soils are used for rangeland. With
adequate water control, some areas are used for truck crops, citrus, and pasture. Native vegetation
consists of gallberry, sawpalmetto, cabbage palmettos, slash pine, and an understory of pineland
threeawn.

2.3

NATURAL AND BIOLOGICAL FEATURES

Following completion of FLUCFCS verification efforts, natural upland and wetland communities
identified within the project study limits were evaluated. This evaluation consisted of detailed
groundtruthing investigations to characterize the predominant floral communities typical of each
habitat type.
Natural areas within the study limits are inter‐dispersed amongst urban land covers such as commercial
and industrial buildings. Areas of wetland creation and enhancement are found along the southeastern
section of the study limits as part of a SFWMD permit condition (11‐00556‐S, provided in Appendix A).
Vegetation in this area include sawgrass (Cladium jamaicense), white star rush (Dichromena spp.), blue
maidencane (Amphicarpum muhlebergianum), and planted bald cypress (Taxodium distichum).
Herbaceous wetlands in the area had similar vegetation and included additional types of grasses, rushes
and sedges. Forested wetland areas were composed of slash pine (Pinus elliotti) as well along with pond
cypress (Taxodium ascendens). Upland forested areas are predominately characterized by an overstory
of slash pine mixed with laurel oak (Quercus hemisphaerica) and an understory of immature cabbage
palms (Sabal palmetto). The ditches and canals within the study limits had steeped sloped sides with
compacted limestone and boulders and minimal emergent vegetation. Some typical vegetation
included cattail (Typha spp.), primrose willow (Ludwigia peruviana), Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon)
and torpedo grass (Panicum repens). Various concentrations of melaleuca (Melaleuca quinquenervia)
were found throughout the study limits in uplands and wetlands. It appeared the meleleuca was being
managed as evidenced by targeted chopping of the trees.
Wildlife utilization observed within the study limits was generally low. Visual and auditory observations
included mockingbirds, woodpeckers, wading birds, non‐native applesnails and frogs.
Floral Communities and Listed Species Components
The section below lists a brief description of the observed habitat communities within each land use
type within the study limits. A description of protected wildlife known to inhabitat each land use type is
also included where applicable.

‐ 20 ‐

Endangered Species Biological Assessment
I‐75 and SR 951 Ultimate Interchange

Pine Flatwoods (FLUCFCS 410)
The typical pine flatwoods found within 8.4 percent of the study limits consist of slash pine as the
dominant canopy species. Other canopy species include cabbage palm and dahoon holly (Ilex cassine).
Sub‐canopy species include image cabbage palm, red bay (Persea borbonia), saw palmetto (Serenoa
repens), winged sumac (Rhus copallina) and American beautyberry (Callicarpa americana). Soils are dry
and sandy. Pine flatwoods may support such listed species as red‐cockaded woodpecker (Picoides
borealis), gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus), gopher frog (Rana capito), and Big Cypress Fox
Squirrel (Sciurus niger avicennia).
Pine Mesic Oak (FLUCFCS 414)
This habitat type occurs within 2.1 percent of the study area and is limited to the southeast corner of
Collier Blvd and Beck Blvd. Slash pine is the dominant canopy species. Other canopy species include
bald cypress and melaleuca. Understory species include cabbage palm and invasive exotics such as
Brazilian pepper (Schinus terebinthifolius), rose myrtle (Rhodomyrtus tomentosa) and earleaf acacia
(Acacia auriculiformis).
Exotic Wetland Hardwoods (FLUCFCS 619)
While melaleuca is found throughout the study limits within wetlands and uplands, there are areas
where this species is more prevalent than others. The exotic wetland hardwoods cover approximately
0.6 percent of the study area and consist of mainly melaleuca mixed with slash pine.
Hydric Pine Flatwoods (FLUCFCS 625)
Of the natural area types within the study limits, the hydric pine flatwoods is the most abundant at
approximately 16.1 percent of the total acreage and is observed throughout the study limits.
Vegetation consisted of a slash pine overstory mixed with bald cypress, meleluca, and earleaf acacia.
The shrubby understory consisted of dahoon holly, wax myrtle and Brazilian pepper. Groundcover
normally consisted of blue maidencane, St. Johns wort, wiregrass (Aristida spp.), saw grass, Virginia
chain fern (Woodwardia virginica) and swamp fern (Blechhum serrulatum). In much of the study limits
where this habitat type existed, the systems were extremely drained with little to no hydrologic
indicators and sandy, dry soils with no organics.
Wet Prairies (FLUCFCS 643)
There are both natural and man‐made, wetland creation wet prairies within the study limits.
Wet prairies cover approximately 3.7 percent of the study area. The vegetation consists of sawgrass,
blue maidencane, white star rush, panicum grass, St. Johns wort, and pale meadowbeauty (Rhexia
mariana). In the natural areas, evidence of off‐roading was observed.

2.4

WETLAND COMMUNITIES

The identification of jurisdictional wetlands within the project study corridor, including the wetland size,
type, ecological condition, and potential for impact is further detailed in the project’s Wetland
Evaluation Report (WER). The approximate extent and classification of potential wetland areas noted in
this document are estimates based on groundtruthed FLUCFCS mapping. The wetland limits depicted in
this document are not intended to serve as agency verified jurisdictional limits established by survey.
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2.5

PUBLIC LANDS

Only one public land exists within the study limits. Palm Springs Public Park is located within the study
limits, west of the I‐75/SR 951 interchange, and between I‐75 and Palm Lake Drive. This recreational
park is owned and operated by the Collier County Department of Parks and Recreation. Additionally,
located approximately 1600 feet from the study area is the westernmost limit of the Picayune Strand
State Forest. The Picayune Strand State Forest is comprised of two major tracts of land totaling 78,615
acres and is managed by the Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services, Florida Forest Service.
A massive system of canals and roads were historically built with the intention of development,
however, the land has since been purchased with funds from the “Save our Everglades” program and
hydrological restoration activities will begin to restore the sheet flow of freshwater through the strand.
Species that are known to occupy this state forest include panthers, black bears, bald eagle, wood stork,
Eastern indigo snake and gopher tortoise. None of the proposed build alternatives are anticipated to
impact these public lands.
The study area contains approximately 40.8 acres of multiple privately‐owned conservation lands.
However, impacts associated with the proposed project are only anticipated for approximately 3.3 acres
of Conservation Easement 11‐00556.5. These conservation lands include preserved wetland and
uplands used as mitigation for development projects. Some of these lands have a perpetual
management plan to ensure minimal exotics and the preservation of habitat of listed species as red‐
cockaded woodpecker, wood stork, and Big Cypress fox squirrel. The geographic locations of the public
and private conservation lands are presented in Figure 5.

2.6

ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT

No Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) occurs in the project area. The immediate project area is not considered
to be a breeding or nursery area for marine fish species, nor are the project wetlands and ditches
directly connected to any tidal‐influenced waters. Therefore it does not appear the proposed project
would directly impact any EFH. However, the Henderson Creek Canal, located within the study limits, is
hydrologically connected to Henderson Creek, which eventually outflows to the Gulf of Mexico,
approximately eight miles south and west of the study limits, where EFH does occur. Impacts, due to
this project, to local hydrology or an increase in sediment and other pollutants flowing downstream to
EFH could occur. EFH impacts downstream will be avoided by implementing best management practices
during road construction. All federal, state, and local water quality regulations will be satisfied by
implementation of the FDOT Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction, Section 104,
Prevention, Control, and Abatement of Erosion and Water Pollution. With these preventative measures,
it is anticipated the project will not have any direct or indirect impacts to EFH.
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3.0

METHODOLOGY

Habitats within the study limits were initially identified through review of mapping resources including
the Natural Resources Conservation Service’s (NRCS) Soil Survey of Collier County, Florida (1998),
National Wetland Inventory (NWI) mapping, United States Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5 minute
quadrangle maps, and site‐specific aerial photography (2009) at 1 inch = 200 feet scale. Literature
reviews and agency data base searches were conducted to identify species previously documented in
the study limits.
A literature review was conducted to identify those species classified by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) and Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FFWCC) as being endangered,
threatened, or species of special concern, within the study limits. GIS data obtained from these
agencies along with other sources, such as Florida Geographic Data Library (FGDL) and Florida Natural
Inventory (FNAI) were utilized to identify potential historic occurrences of listed species. Information of
listed species within 1000’ of the project limits was obtained through a FNAI data request (Appendix B).
Recent aerial photographs (2009 ArcGIS Online aerial photography) in conjunction with land use
(SFWMD) data were reviewed to determine habitat types occurring within the study limits.
General wildlife field surveys were conducted by two biologists in April 2012 to determine the potential
for utilization of the study limits by state or federally listed species. Using meandering pedestrian
transects, appropriate habitat in and immediately adjacent to the project area was visually scanned for
evidence of listed species as well as general wildlife. Most natural areas (undeveloped land within urban
areas, wetlands, and upland forests) were considered as appropriate wildlife habitat. During the general
field surveys, most suitable habitat within the study limits was examined via pedestrian and vehicular
survey.
A species‐specific survey was conducted to confirm the presence or absence of red‐cockaded
woodpeckers within the project study area. A cavity tree survey was conducted in accordance with the
USFWS red‐cockaded woodpecker cavity tree survey guidelines between February 18, 2013 and
February 22, 2013. This survey was conducted within both suitable and marginal red‐cockaded
woodpecker habitat within a half‐mile (the USFWS suggested survey buffer) of the project area. The
identified cavity tree survey areas were then divided into nine sub‐parcels, labeled A through I. Linear
transects were conducted in a north‐south orientation and spaced approximately 150 feet apart, with
some variation depending on the habitat quality. The surveys were conducted on all sunny days
between 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m., where the temperature ranged between a high of 84 degrees and a
low of 53 degrees Fahrenheit.
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4.0

RESULTS

4.1

GENERAL WILDLIFE SURVEYS

Based on the findings obtained during corridor survey efforts, no listed floral or faunal species were
observed within the project corridor. While no protected species were observed, listed species were
reported to occur within close proximity of the study limits, according to database and literature
research or have USFWS Consultation Areas (CAs) that overlap the study limits. Figure 6 shows the
approximate location of historically documented listed species occurrences within the vicinity of the
study limits. The following is a brief discussion of protected species that are either documented to
occur, have CAs, or for which suitable habitat occurs within the study limits.
The potential for occurrence of listed species within the study limits was based on federal and state
protected species lists, the vegetative communities present, and surrounding land uses. A list of
protected species that could potentially occur within the project area is presented as Table 3. Many
species previously documented to occur in Collier County were excluded as potential to occur within the
study limits, due to lack of suitable habitat, hydrology, or geology. Literature research indicates three
(3) reptile, nine (9) avian, three (3) mammal, and six (6) plant species may occur within the study limits.
The likelihood of occurrence for each of the listed species potentially in the project vicinity was
evaluated. The evaluation gave consideration to historic species ranges, literature reviews, aerial
photography interpretation to identify suitable habitat and field investigations.
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Table 3. Protected Species with Potential to Utilize Habitat within the Study limits
FFWCC/
Species
USFWS
Habitat Preference
FDACS
Amphibians
Gopher frog
Rana capito

Likelihood of
Occurrence

None

SSC

Dry uplands that include isolated
wetlands, gopher frog burrows

T (S/A)

SSC

Most permanent bodies of
freshwater

T

T

Upland and wetland habitat, hydric
ecotonal areas, gopher tortoise
burrows

Low

None

T

Xeric uplands, pine flatwoods,
pastures, and open, ruderal habitat

Low

T

T

Fire‐maintained low growing oak
scrub on sandy soils

Low

Limpkin
Aramus quarauna

None

SSC

Florida burrowing owl
Athene cunicularia
floridana

None

SSC

Snowy egret
Egretta thula

None

SSC

Wetlands, streams, lakes, swamps,
manmade impoundments and
ditches

Moderate

White ibis
Eudocimus albus

None

SSC

Wetlands, streams, lakes, swamps,
manmade impoundments and
ditches

Moderate

Bald Eagle*
Haliaeetus leucocephalus

BGEPA
&
MBTA

FAC 68A‐
16.002

Areas close to bays, rivers, lakes, or
other bodies of water that provide
concentrations of food sources.

Low

Low

Reptiles
American alligator
Alligator mississippiensis
Eastern indigo snake
Drymarchon couperi
Gopher tortoise
Gopherus polyphemus

Moderate

Birds
Florida scrub jay
Aphelocoma coerulescens

Wood stork
Mycteria americana
White‐crowned pigeon
Patagioenas leucocephala

Mangroves, freshwater wetlands,
streams, lakes, swamps, manmade
impoundments and ditches
High sparsely vegetated sandy
ground, extensive use of pastures,
ball fields, parks, airports

E

E

Nests in forested wetland and
mangroves, utilizes shallow
wetlands, ditches, and lakes for
foraging

None

T

Nests in mangrove islands, forages
in tropical hardwood hammocks
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Birds (cont.)
Red‐cockaded woodpecker
Picoides borealis
Snail kite
Rostrhamus sociabilis
plumbeus

E

E

E

Open, mature pine woodlands

E

Forages in large, open freshwater
marshes and lakes with shallow
water, and a low density of
emergent vegetation. Usually
nests over water in low shrub/tree

Documented

Moderate

Mammals
Large continuous tracks of various
forested communities, particularly
forested wetlands for diurnal
cover
Roosts in palms, hollow trees and
buildings.

Florida black bear**
Ursus americanus
floridanus

None

FAC 68A‐
4.009

Florida bonneted bat
Eumops floridanus

None

T

Florida panther
Puma concolor coryi

E

E

Extensive blocks of mostly
forested communities, large
wetlands for refuge

Documented

None

T

Forested habitats with open to
moderately dense understory and
shrub cover

Documented

None

T

None

T

None

E

None

E

Wet flatwoods, prairies, marshes,
cabbage palm hammocks edges

Low

Ghost orchid
Polyrrhiza lindenii

None

E

Dense, wet subtropical to tropical
forests and hammocks

Low

Florida royal palm
Roystonea elata

None

E

Tropical hammocks

Low

Big Cypress fox squirrel
Sciurus niger avicennia
Plants
Pine‐woods bluestem
Andropogon arctatus
Nodding pinweed
Lechea cernua
Small's flax
Linum carteri var. smallii
Plants (cont.)
Celestial lily
Nemastylis floridana

Wet pine flatwoods subjected to
recurring fires
Deep sands, usually ancient
dunes, forest of evergreen scrub
oaks
Pine rocklands, pine flatwoods,
adjacent distrubed areas

Documented

Moderate

Moderate
Low
Moderate

USFWS = United States Fish and Wildlife Service
FFWCC = Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
FDACS = Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services
E = Endangered, T = Threatened, SSC = Species of Special Concern, T(S/A) = Threatened due to Similarity of Appearance
* Removed from the both the USFWS and FFWCC Endangered and Threatened Species List in 2008, but is still protected under the Bald and
Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA), Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), and Florida Administrative Code (FAC)
** Removed from the FFWCC Endangered and Threatened Species List in 2012, but still protected under the FAC
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4.2

FEDERALLY LISTED SPECIES

Florida Scrub Jay
The Florida scrub jay is listed as threatened by the USFWS and FFWCC due to loss of its preferred
habitat. Optimal scrub jay habitat consists of low growing, scattered scrub canopy species with patches
of bare sand soil such as those found in sand pine scrub, xeric oak scrub, scrubby flatwoods, and scrubby
coastal strand habitats. In areas where these types of habitats are unavailable, Florida scrub jays may
be found in less optimal habitats such as pine flatwoods with scattered oaks. Suitable scrub jay habitat
was not located within the study limits. General wildlife field surveys conducted did not detect signs of
scrub jays. The nearest historically documented scrub jay cluster is approximately 8.6 miles south of the
study limits. While the project study limits is wholly located within the USFWS Florida scrub jay
consultation area, based on lack of suitable habitat, it is anticipated that this project will have no effect
on the Florida scrub jay.
Red‐Cockaded Woodpecker
The red‐cockaded woodpecker (RCW) is listed as endangered by the USFWS and FFWCC. The red‐
cockaded woodpecker prefers old growth pine forests. The preferred habitat is stands of pines of at
least 10 acres, between 60‐150 years old (Hovis and Labisky 1985, Rudolph and Conner 1991). Old age
pines have thinner sapwood and a larger heartwood diameter and have a greater chance of being
affected by a fungus which results in the heartwood decaying, making excavation easier for the drilling
of nesting and roosting cavities (Connor et al. 1994). Mature pine forests have been greatly reduced in
Florida due to land clearing activities such as timbering and housing developments, resulting in red‐
cockaded woodpeckers being reduced to small isolated colonies.
The project limits is wholly located within the USFWS red‐cockaded woodpecker consultation area.
Suitable habitat for red‐cockaded woodpeckers consists of a dominant pine canopy where the pine trees
are generally 60 years in age (typically 10 inches dbh, diameter at breast height) or older and include
FLUCFCS codes 410 (Coniferous pine), 411 (Pine flatwoods), 412 (Longleaf pine – xeric oak) and 414
(Pine mesic oak). In addition to these suitable habitats, the following marginal habitats were also within
the study area: mixed wetland hardwoods (FLUCFCS 617), exotic wetland hardwoods (FLUCFCS 619),
wetland coniferous forest (FLUCFCS 620), cypress (FLUCFCS 621), hydric pine flatwoods (FLUCFCS 625),
and wetland forested mixed (FLUCFCS 630). Within a half mile (the USFWS suggested survey buffer) of
the study limits, there is approximately 300 acres of both suitable and marginal habitat for red‐cockaded
woodpeckers (See Figure 7). To confirm the presence or absence of red‐cockaded woodpeckers within
these areas, a specific cavity tree survey was conducted in accordance with the USFWS red‐cockaded
woodpecker cavity tree survey guidelines between February 18, 2013 and February 22, 2013.
Two potential cavity trees were observed during the red‐cockaded woodpecker cavity survey (See Figure
7). Only one potential cavity tree was observed within a half‐mile of the project area. It was located in
Parcel F within an upland pine flatwoods habitat, approximately 0.44 miles from the project area. This
tree had a western facing cavity approximately 30 feet from the ground. However, utilization of this
tree by red‐cockaded woodpeckers is unlikely due to the presence of vines around the majority of trunk
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below the cavity. The second potential cavity tree was observed within an upland pine flatwoods
habitat and outside the half‐mile survey buffer area, approximately 0.51 miles to the northeast. Two
cavities were observed within this tree, one was facing north approximately 22 feet from the ground
and the other was facing south approximately 24 feet from the ground. Located nearby were two dead
snags that had artificial red‐cockaded woodpecker nest boxes installed within the trees. Please see the
locations of these trees depicted on Figure 7 and the photographs of these observations included in
Appendix C. No red‐cockaded woodpeckers were observed or heard at any time during the cavity
surveys and no active colonies were identified within a half mile of the project limits.
Historically, there are multiple documented occurrences of red‐cockaded woodpeckers within a half
mile of the study limits. Red‐cockaded woodpeckers are documented to occur approximately 1,400 feet
east, 850 feet west, 600 feet south, and 750 feet south of the 500‐foot buffer project study limits (Figure
7). East of the study limits signs are posted regarding a relocated red‐cockaded woodpecker population
as part of SFWMD permit 11‐01863‐P, provided in Appendix A, that is to have continued monitoring
until 2014. However, evidence of these red‐cockaded woodpecker occurrences was not observed at the
time of the cavity tree survey.
There were no red‐cockaded woodpecker cavity trees observed within the study limits, and only one
potential cavity tree was identified within a half‐mile from the project area. However, due to the
growth of vegetation on this cavity tree, it is unlikely that the tree is currently utilized for nesting by red‐
cockaded woodpeckers. One potential cavity tree was located outside the half‐mile buffer area, but due
to its distance from the project area, the proposed project isn’t anticipated to affect this cavity tree. In
addition, there is minimal suitable habitat within and adjacent to the existing ROW. This project is
limited to interchange improvements to an existing system, relatively low amounts of new construction
will be occurring. The majority of the project will be constructed within the existing right‐of‐way,
requiring less than two acres of additional right‐of‐way to support the proposed construction. Given the
distance of the observations and the minimal suitable habitat within the project area, it is anticipated
that this project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect the red‐cockaded woodpecker.
Snail Kite
The snail kite is listed as endangered by the USFWS and FFWCC. Suitable snail kite foraging habitat
consists of relatively shallow wetland vegetation, either within extensive marsh systems, or in lake
littoral zones, where emergent vegetation such as spike rushes, maidencane, and bulrushes may support
populations of apple snails, the primary food source of the snail kite. Snail kites usually nest over open
water surrounded by good marsh foraging habitat nearby.
General wildlife field surveys conducted did not detect signs of snail kite within the study limits. Apple
snail shells were observed within the Henderson Creek canal; however the species was not determined.
No documented occurrences of snail kite exist within the data available and the study limits is
approximately a quarter‐mile west of the USFWS snail kite consultation area. Due to lack of suitable
foraging and nesting habitat, it is anticipated that this project, beyond the snail kite consultation area,
will have no effect on the snail kite.
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Wood Stork
The wood stork is listed as endangered by the USFWS and FFWCC. Wood storks are wading birds of
freshwater and estruarine wetlands, primarily nesting in cypress or mangrove swamps. They feed in
freshwater marshes, narrow tidal creeks, or flooded tidal pools. Wood storks may also feed in artificial
wetlands such as seasonally flooded roadside and agricultural ditches, impoundments and large
reservoirs. Wood storks capture their prey, primarily small fish, by a specialized technique known as
grope‐feeding or tacto‐location. Feeding often occurs in water 6‐10 inches deep especially where fish
become concentrated during periods of receding water levels.
The study limits is wholly located within the USFWS Core Foraging Area (18.6 miles) of three
documented wood stork colonies (619310, 619018, and 619161). Respectfully, these colonies are
located approximately 15.7 miles north‐northeast, 14.4 miles north‐northeast, and 15.7 miles east‐
northeast. During general wildlife surveys, no wood storks were observed. However, the herbaceous
wetlands and surface waters within the study limits may serve as foraging habitat for wood storks.
Based on the preferred alternative, greater than five acres of total wetland impacts are anticipated for
impacts to Wetlands W6, W7, W8, W16, W17, and W18 and the Henderson Creek Canal. Therefore, per
the USFWS Wood Stork Effect Determination Key (2010), the potential loss of prey biomass was
calculated for the preferred alternative. It is anticipated that the wetland mitigation required for these
impacts will need to offset, at a maximum, a prey biomass value of 3.56 kg within a Class 1 hydroperiod
(W6, W7, W8, W16, W17, and W18) and prey biomass value of 3.65 kg within a Class 7 hydroperiod
(Henderson Creek Canal). Please see the wood stork foraging prey analysis spreadsheet included in
Appendix D.
Because all of the build alternatives will result in impacts to wood stork foraging habitat, the FDOT is
committed to providing mitigation that is acceptable to the USFWS and FDOT. The details of this
mitigation will be finalized during the design and permitting process of the project. Using the Wood
Stork Effect Determination Key (USFWS 2010), it is anticipated that this project may affect, but is not
likely to adversely affect the wood stork.
American alligator
The American alligator is listed by the USFWS and FFWCC as a federally threatened species based on
“similarity of appearance” to the endangered American crocodile. This species is known to utilize
swamps, lakes, marshes and canals. Marginal suitable habitat exists within the study limits, namely as
small artificial reservoirs and the Henderson Creek Canal. During general wildlife surveys, the American
alligator was not observed. Any wetland impacts to habitats potentially utilized by alligators will be
mitigated for pursuant to Part IV, Chapter 373, F.S. and 33 U.S.C. 1344. It is anticipated that this project
may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect the American alligator.
Eastern Indigo Snake
The eastern indigo snake is listed as threatened by the USFWS and FFWCC. The indigo snake is the
longest of North American snakes and inhabits a wide range of habitat including sandhill regions
dominated by mature longleaf pines, turkey oaks and wiregrass, flatwoods, most type of hammocks,
coastal scrub, palmetto flats, brushy riparian and canal corridors, and wet fields. No indigo snakes were
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observed during general wildlife surveys and no indigo snakes are documented within three miles of the
study limits. Marginal habitat is available within the study limits, however, due to fragmentation of the
natural areas within the study limits and lack of large tracts of suitable habitat, viable populations of the
indigo snake within project limits is not likely. In addition, no burrows, holes, cavities, or other refugia
were observed within the project area where the eastern indigo snake could become buried or trapped.
To minimize the potential for inadvertent impacts to the eastern indigo snake, the FDOT has developed
standard construction precautions which will be adhered to during the construction of the project
(Appendix E). Also included in Appendix E are educational materials that FDOT employees and
contractors may use to distribute during construction. Using the Eastern Indigo Snake Programmatic
Effect Determination Key (USFWS 2010), it is anticipated that this project may affect, but is not likely to
adversely affect the eastern indigo snake.
Florida Panther
The Florida panther is listed as endangered by the USFWS and FFWCC. The Florida panther requires
extensive tracts of mostly forested communities including pine flatwoods, cabbage palm forests, mixed
swamp, cypress swamps, live oak hammocks, and sawgrass marshes but will tolerate improved areas
where there is a mosaic of natural communities. The study limits lies just west of the USFWS Florida
panther consultation area (Figure 8) and minimal panther habitat exists within the study limits due to
the urban nature of the roadway interchange. Panther telemetry data displays panther occurrence
within the study limits and within the nearby vicinity (800 feet east). One panther telemetry point from
1995 of panther TX101 occurs within the study limits. Telemetry data of panther FP148 and panther
FP149 documented presence of Florida panthers in 2006 and 2007 respectively within the 178 acre
Forest Glen mitigation preservation area located at the southwest quadrant of the intersection of Beck
Boulevard and Collier Boulevard. As of 2011, the study limits is within the westernmost limits of the
minimum home range of FP148 (FFWCC Annual Panther Report). Due to the study limits being outside
of the USFWS Florida panther consultation area and that the proposed project is not likely to contribute
to additional urban sprawl by simply reconfiguring the interchange, it is anticipated that this project may
affect, but is not likely to adversely affect the Florida panther.
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4.3

STATE‐LISTED SPECIES

Wading Birds
This category includes all wetland‐dependent birds that are listed by the FFWCC as threatened or a
species of special concern. These species utilize a wide variety of natural and artificial wetland habitats.
Collectively wading birds include Florida sandhill crane (T), limpkin (SSC), little blue heron (SSC), snowy
egret (SSC), and white ibis (SSC). Suitable habitat for wading birds exists within the study limits,
however no wading birds were observed during general wildlife surveys. GIS databases indicate no
wading bird occurrences within the study limits and the nearest documented wading bird rookery is
located more than eight miles southwest of the study limits. Wetland impacts to habitats potentially
utilized by wading birds will be mitigated pursuant to Part IV, Chapter 373, F.S. and U.S.C. 1344. It is
anticipated that the project will not result in any adverse effects to these species.
Big Cypress Fox Squirrel
The Big Cypress fox squirrel is listed by the FFWCC as threatened. The Big Cypress fox squirrel is a
primarily a ground‐dwelling species that inhabits stands of cypress, slash pine savanna, mangrove
swamps, tropical hardwood forests, live oak woods, coastal broadleaf evergreen hammocks, and
suburban habitats including golf courses, city parks, and residential areas. Optimum habitat includes an
open understory free of bushes and undergrowth.
Marginal habitat for the Big Cypress fox squirrel exists within the study limits though fragmented by
roads and ramps. Past SFWMD permits issued within the area mention potential for Big Cypress fox
squirrels to inhabit the transitional and slash pine dominated habitats. Available databases indicate no
historical occurrences of Big Cypress fox squirrel within the study limits, nor were any observed during
general wildlife surveys. It is anticipated that the project will not likely result in any adverse effects to
this species.
Gopher Tortoise
The gopher tortoise is listed by the FFWCC as state‐designated threatened. Ideal suitable habitat for the
gopher tortoise consists of well‐drained soils with sparse tree canopy and abundant low growing
vegetation. They are commonly found in habitats such as sandhills, pine flatwoods, scrub, scrubby
flatwoods, dry prairies, xeric hammock, pine‐mixed hardwoods, and coastal dunes. During general
wildlife surveys, no gopher tortoise burrows or other evidence of gopher tortoise occurrences were
observed within the project limits. However, if gopher tortoise burrows are found during the design and
permitting phase of the project, the appropriate relocation permit from the FFWCC will need to be
obtained. Tortoises must be relocated to an FFWCC‐approved onsite or offsite location and will involve
relocation fees. It is anticipated that the project will not likely result in any adverse effects to this
species.
Each potentially occurring species was evaluated based on existing data and current surveys to
determine any effect the proposed project may have. This information has aided the project engineers
in designating a preferred alignment alternative that will minimize environmental effects to the project
corridor.
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Plants
No state or federally protected plant species were observed within the study limits during general field
surveys. Many federal plant species are documented to occur within Collier County, however, a project
specific FNAI data search resulted in zero federally listed plant species occurring within the study limits.
This project should have a no effect on federally listed plant species. If state protected plant species are
observed within the proposed impact limits during the design phase, the FDACS only regulates the
harvest of protected species for commercial purposes, and does not restrict individual landowners from
destruction of protected plants on their property. Therefore, state‐protected plant species will not be a
constraint to the development of this project.

4.4

NON‐LISTED, FEDERALLY AND STATE PROTECTED SPECIES

Bald Eagle
In 2008, the USFWS removed the bald eagle from the list of species protected by the Endangered
Species Act. The FFWCC followed suit in the same year, removing the bald eagle from Florida’s list of
imperiled species. Despite the delisting of the bald eagle by both agencies, it remains protected by two
federal acts: the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA) and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act
(MBTA). In accordance with these remaining protections, the FFWCC adopted the Bald Eagle
Management Guidelines in April 2008 (F.A.C. 68A‐16.002). Review of the FFWCC bald eagle nest
location data revealed that no bald eagle nests are located within the study area, nor within 660 feet of
the study area. The nearest two known nest locations are over two miles from the study area, one
occurring to the southeast and the other occurring to the southwest. During the field visit, no eagles or
evidence of a nest, were observed within or near the study area. Therefore, this project is not likely to
adversely affect the bald eagle.
Florida Black Bear
The Florida black bear was removed from the Florida’s Endangered and Threatened Species List on
August 23, 2012 after approval by the Commission at the June 2012 Commission meeting, however the
Florida black bear remains protected under the Florida Administrative Code 68A‐4.009, which gives the
FFWCC the right to review and provide comments to permitting agencies in order to meet the goals of
the approved Florida Black Bear Management Plan. Primary Florida black bear habitat includes
bottomland and upland hardwoods, mixed forest, scrub, flatwoods, and swamps. The ideal habitat is a
mixture of these types. Within the study limits, there have been three historical occurrences of Florida
black bears: two vehicular collisions dated 1986 and 2000, and one in yard nuisance report in 1996.
Fairly recent bear nuisance activity from 2007 is documented within approximately 500 feet of the study
limits. During general wildlife surveys, no evidence of bears was observed. While marginal habitat
exists within the study limits, large contiguous tracks of natural area, imperative for a Florida black bears
home range, does not exist. It is anticipated that the project will not likely result in any adverse effects
to this species.
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5.0

CONCLUSIONS, COMMITMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Based upon findings of the preliminary data collection and general corridor surveys, the FDOT will
consider the following commitments:
1. Bald eagle:
No bald eagles or evidence of a nest was observed within the study area.
However, should a nest be built prior to, or during, construction and within 660 feet of the
construction limits, standard construction precautions will be followed based on FFWCC
guidelines.
2. Eastern indigo snake: No indigo snakes, or evidence thereof, were observed within the study
limits. To avoid any potential impacts to the eastern indigo snake, the standard FDOT
Construction Precautions for the Eastern Indigo Snake will be adhered during the construction of
the project (Appendix E).
3. Gopher tortoise:
Minimal suitable gopher tortoise habitat is present within and adjacent
to the existing ROW. In addition, no gopher tortoise burrows were observed within the study
area. No impacts to gopher tortoises are anticipated. However, if any new burrows are found
during the design and permitting phase of the project, the FDOT will secure a FFWCC relocation
permit if needed for this species.
4. Red‐cockaded woodpecker:
In accordance with the USFWS guidelines, a red‐cockaded
woodpecker cavity tree survey was conducted in February of 2013. No active cavity trees or
other evidence of red‐cockaded woodpeckers were observed within a half‐mile of the project
area. There is minimal suitable habitat within and adjacent to the existing ROW and it is
therefore anticipated that the red‐cockaded woodpecker will not be adversely affected by the
proposed project. Any subsequently necessary design or ROW requirement modifications will
be implemented during the design process of the project and the project area will be
reassessed, if necessary.
5. Wood stork:
Because all of the build alternatives will result in impacts to wood stork foraging
habitat, the FDOT is committed to providing mitigation that is acceptable to the USFWS and
FDOT. The details of this mitigation will be finalized during the design and permitting process of
the project.
Given the above commitments and previously mentioned data collection efforts, it is anticipated that
project improvements associated with the I‐75 at SR 951 Ultimate Interchange project “may affect, but
is not likely to adversely affect” the following federally‐listed species:





Florida panther
Florida scrub jay
Wood stork
American alligator
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Eastern indigo snake
Red‐cockaded woodpecker

This project will have “no effect” on the following federally‐listed species:


Snail kite

The proposed project is not likely to adversely affect any state‐listed species, including wading birds, Big
Cypress fox squirrel, and gopher tortoise, or any other protected species, including the bald eagle and
Florida black bear.
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APPENDIX A
SFWMD PERMITS

SPECIAL CONDITIONS
1.

MINIMUM BUILDING FLOOR ELEVATION 13.5 FEET NGVD.

2.

MINIMUM ROAD CROWN ELEVATION 12.0 FEET NGVD.

3.

DISCHARGE FACILITIES:
DESCRIPTION: 1-0.5' WIDE RECTANGULAR NOTCH WITH AN INVERT AT ELEVATION
9.S' NGVD ATTACHED TO 40 LF OF '18" RCP CULVERT.
· r· " .

.

-

.

.

RECEIVING WATER: GOLDEN GATE CANAL VIA 1-75 DRAINAGE ,DITCH.
CONTROL

ELEVATION:'1~5

FEET NGVD.
~

- ".

4.

THE PERMITTEE 'SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR 'THE CORRECTION OF ANY WATER QUALITY,
EROSION, OR SHOALING PROBLEMS THAT RESULT FROM THE CONSTRUCTION OR OPERATION
OF THE SURFACE WATER MANAGEMENT SYSTEM.

5.

MEASURES SHALL BE TAKEN DURING CONSTRUCTION TO INSURE THAT SEDIMENTATION
AND/OR TURBIDITY PROBLEMS ARE NOT CREATED IN THE , RECEIVING WATER.

6.

THE DISTRICT RESERVES THE RIGHT TO REQUIRE THAT WATER QUALITY TREATMENT
METHODS BE INCORPORATED INTO THE DRAINAGE SYSTEM IF SUCH MEASURES ARE SHOWN
TO BE NECESSARY.

7.

OPERATION OF THE SURFACE WATER MANAGEMENT SYSTEM SHALL BE THE RESPONSIBILITY
OF 951 COMMERCE CENTER PROPERTY OWNERS ASSOCIATION.

8.

PRIOR TO THE INITIATION OF ANy WITHPRAWAL OF WATER (IRRIGATION, DEWATERING,
PUBLIC WATER SUPPLY, ETC.), IT WILL BE NECESSARY TO APPLY FOR AWATER USE
PERMIT. THE PERMITTEE IS CAUTIONED THAT AMINIMUM OF 90 DAYS IS REQUIRED
FOR CONSIDERATION OF THE WATER USE PERMIT APPLICATION. THE PERMITTEE IS
CAUTIONED THAT iHE ISSUANCE OF A SURFACE WATER MANAGEMENT PERMIT SHALL NOT
BE CONSTRUED,'TO BE A GUARANTEE THAT WATER WILL BE AVAILABLE.

9.

A WETLAND MITIGATION PROGRAM SHALL BE IMPLEMENTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH
EXHIBITS 2 • 3A,B,C,D. THE PERMITTEE SHALL PROTECT 0.75 ACRES OF UPLANDS
WITHIN THE MITIGATION AREA, PLANT THE PERIMETER LANDSCAPE BUFFER/MAINTENANCE
EASEMENT WITH ~ATIV£HERBACEOUS,SHRUB AND TREE SPECIES, AND CREATE 3.0
ACRES -.OF
9.7 ACRES OF FORESTED WETLAND.
- DEEP MARSH WETLAND 'AND
,
.

ERMIT NO. 11-00556-S
SHEET 3 OF 4 .

10.

A WEI'IAND ~ AND MAINl'ENANCE PR:lGRAM SHAIL BE lMPUMENI'ED m
ACCORD.\NCE WI'IH EXHIBIT 3A, B, C & D. ~ SHALL INCWIE ANNUAL
REiORIS SUBo1ITI'ED 'ID '!HE DISTRIcr roR REVIE.W. MAINl'ENANCE SHALL mcI.UDE
REHJVAL OF EXOI'IC AND NUISANCE VEXiEI'ATICN (MEIAIEUCA, BRAZILIAN PEPPER,
CA'ITAIL, EI'C.) AND A GUARANl'EED SURVIVAL RATE OF 80% OF PIANl'ED SPECIFS.
~ AND M1UNI'ENANCE SHALL CXNI'INUE ~ . ~ PERIOD OF FIVE Y'EARS.

11.

'!HE DIS'mIcr RESERVES '!HE RIGHI' 'ro REXPIRE AOOITIOOAL 'MFMURES 'ID BE TAKm
BY '!HE PERonTI'EE IF WFnANO ~ CR OIHER nm:::e1M'Iat I»t:>NSTRATFS
'mAT ADVERSE D!PACl'S . 'ID FROJE::Iw, ~ .CR ~ WEI'IANOO HAVE
ocaJRRED WE 'ID PR01ECI'ED, cx:NSERVED CR ~ _WE'l'I.ANIS HAVE ocaJRRED
WE 'ID PR:UEC;[' REIATED ACI'IVITIES.
.
-.

,# • • • •

PER~iT NO. 11-00556-5

HEET 4 OF 4

LIMITING CONDITIONI
1. THE PERMITTEE SHALL PROSECUTE THE WORK AUTHORIZED IN A MANNER SO AS TO MINIMIZE ANY ADVERSE
IMPACT OF THE WORKS ON FISH, WILDLIFE, NATURAL ENVIRONMENTAL VALUES. AND WATER OUALITY . THE
PERMITTEE SHALL INSTITUTE NECESSARY MEASURES DURING THE CONSTRUCTION PERIOD, INCLUDING FULL
COMPACTION OF ANY FILL MATERIAL PLACED AROUND NEWLY INSTALLED STRUCTURES. TO REDUCE EROSION.
TURBIDITY, NUTRIENT LOADING AND SEDIMENTATION IN THE RECEIVING WATERS.
2. WATER QUALITY DATA FOR THE WATER DISCHARGED FROM THE PERMITTEE'S PROPERTY OR INTO SURFACE
WATEflS OF THE STATE SHALL BE SUBMITTED TO THE DISTRICT AS REQUIRED. PARAMETERS TD BE MONITOR ED
MAY INCLUDE THOSE LISTED IN CHAPTER 17·3. IF WATER QUALITY DAT~.I1 REQUIRED, THE PERMITTEE SHALl.
PAOVIDE DATA AS REQUIRED, ON VOLUMES QF WATe" DISCHARGED,INCLUDING TOTAl "Ot.UME DISCHARGED
DURING THE DAYS OF SAMPLING AND TOTAl. MONTHLy DISCHARGES FROM THE PRoPERTY OR INTO SURFACE
WATERS OF THE STATE.
.:

3. THE PERMITTEE SHALL COMPLY WITH ALL APPLICABLE LOCAL SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS AND OTHER LOCAL
REQUIREMENTS. IN ADDITION THE PERMITTEE SHALL OBTAIN ALL NECESSARY FEDERAL. STATE. LOCAl. AND
SPECIAL DISTRICT AUTHORIZATIONS PRIOR TO THE SJART OF ANY CONSTRUCTION ORALTERATION OF WORKS
AUTHORIZED BY THIS PERMIT.
4. THE OPERATION PHASE OF THIS PERMIT SHALL NOT BECOME EFFECTIVE UNTIL A FLORIDA REGISTERED .
PAOFESSIONAL ENGINEER CERTIFIES THAT AU. fACILITIES HAVE BEEN CONSTRUCTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH
THE DESIGN APPROVED BY THE DISTRICT. WITHIN 30 DAYS AFTER COMPlETION OF CONSTRUCTION OF THE
SURFACE WATER MANAGEMENT SYSTEM. THE PERMITTEE SHALL SUBMIT THE CERTIFICATION AND NOTIFY THE
DISTRICT THAT THE FACILITIES ARE READY FOR INSPECTION AND APPROVAL. UPON APPROVAL OF THE
COMPLETED SURFACE WATER MANAGEMENT SYSTEM. THE PERMITTEE SHA4.L REQUEST TRANSFER OF THE
PERMIT TO THE RESPONSIBLE ENTITY APPAOVED BY THI DISTRICT.

;

. ·4

.

5. ALL ROADS SHALL BE SET AT OR ABOVE EI:.EVATIONSREQUIRED BY THE APPJ.lCAel.£ LOCAL GOVERNMENT FLOOD
CRITERIA.

8. ALL BUILDING fLOORS SHAU. BE SET AT OR ABOVE ELEVATIONS ACCEPTABLE TO· THE APPLICABLE LOCAL
GOVERNMENT.
7, OfF·SITE DISCHARGES DURING CONSTRUCTION AND DEVELOPMENT SHALL 8E MADE ONLY THROUGH THE
FACILITIES AUTHORIZED BY THIS PERMIT. NO ROADWAY OR BUILDINGCCNSTRUCTIONSHALLCOMMENCE
ON-SITE UNTIL COMPLETION OF THE PERMITTED DISCHARGE STRUCTURE AND DETENTION AREAS . WATER
DISCHARGED FROM THE PROJECT SHALL BE THROUGH STRUCTURU HAVING A MECHANISM SUITABLE FOR
REGULATING UPSTRIAMWATER STAGES. STAGES MAY BE SUBJECT TO OPERATING SCHEDULES SATISFACTORY
TO THE DISTRICT.
S. NO CONSTRUCTION AlJ'n«)RIZED H.,.EIN SHALL COMMENCE UNTIL A RESPONSIBLE INT1TY ACCEPTABLE TO THE
DISTRICT HAS BEEN ESTABLlSH'EDAND HAS AGREED TO OPERATI AND MAINTAIN THE SYSTEM.THE ENTITY MUST
BE PROVIDED WITH SUffiCIENT OWNERSHIP SO THAT IT HAS CONTROL OVER ALL WATER MANAGEMENT
FACILITIES AUTHO.UZlD HEREIN. UPON RECEIPT OF WRITTEN EVIDENCE OF THE SATISFACTION OF TtllS
CONDITION. THE DISTRICT WIU. ISlUI AN AUTHORIZATION TO COMMENCE CONSTRUCTION.
I. THE PERMIT DOES NOT CONVIV TO THE PERMITTEE ANY PROPPTY RIGHT NOR ANY RIGHTS OR PRIVILEGES
OTHER THAN THOSE SPlCIFIED IN THE PlAUIT AND CHAP'TIR
FAC. _ 
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lAY!

THI DISTf'ICT HARMLESS fAOM ANY AND ALL DAMAGES. CLAIMS. OR
10. THE PERMITTIlIHAU. HOC.D ANC
LlA81LITIES WH.t<:H MAY AAISlIYMAION 0' THI CONSTRUCTION. OPIRATION, MAINTENANCE OR USE OF ANY
FACILITY AUT14C)RtUD IVTHI .... MIT.
11. THIS PERMIT I ' ISSIIID IAIID ON THI APPLICANT'S SUIMITTED INfORMATION WHICH REASONABLY
DEMONSTRATQ THAT ADVIASE Off-SITI WATER RESOURCE RELATED IMPACTS WILL NOT BE CAUSED BY THE
COMPlETED PERMIT ACTIVITY. IT IS ALSO THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE PERMITTEE TO INSURE THAT ADVERSE
OFF·SITE WAT~ ~AClIi'ILATED IMPACTS DO' NOT OCCUR DURING CONSTRUCTION.

PLANS

12. PRIOR TO DEY.'ATeFUfliG,
SHALL BE SUBMITTED TO THE DISTRICT FOR APPROVAL. INfORMATION SHALL
INCLUDE AS A MINIMUM: PUMP SIZES. LOCATIONS AND HOURS OF OPERATION FOR EACH PUMP IF OFF·SITE
DISCHARGE IS PROPOSED.OR OFf-SITlADVERSE IMPACTS ARE EVIDENT, AN INDIVIDUAL WATER USE PERMIT MAY
BE REQUIRED. THE PERMITTEE IS CAUTIONED THAT SEVERAL MONTHS MAY BE REQUIRED FOR CONSIDERATION
OF THE WATER USI PERMIT APPliCATION.
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APPENDIX C
RCW SURVEY PHOTODOCUMENTATION LOG
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PHOTODOCUMENTATION LOG
Photo 01: Parcel D, potential cavity
tree.

Photo 02: Parcel D,
potential cavity.

I-75 and SR 951 PD&E
Collier County, Florida
FPID No.: 425843-1-22-01
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PHOTODOCUMENTATION LOG
Photo 03: Potential cavity tree outside
the half-mile survey area, south facing
cavity.

Photo 04: Potential cavity tree outside
the half-mile survey area, south facing
cavity.

I-75 and SR 951 PD&E
Collier County, Florida
FPID No.: 425843-1-22-01
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PHOTODOCUMENTATION LOG
Photo 05: Potential cavity tree outside
the half-mile survey area, north facing
cavity.

Photo 06: Potential cavity tree outside
half-mile survey area, north facing
cavity.

I-75 and SR 951 PD&E
Collier County, Florida
FPID No.: 425843-1-22-01
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PHOTODOCUMENTATION LOG
Photo 07: Two artificial cavities tree
outside the half-mile survey area.

Photo 08: Artificial cavity tree outside
the half-mile survey area.

I-75 and SR 951 PD&E
Collier County, Florida
FPID No.: 425843-1-22-01
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PHOTODOCUMENTATION LOG
Photo 09: Artificial cavity tree outside
the half-mile survey area.

APPENDIX D
WOOD STORK FORAGING PREY ANALYSIS
SPREADSHEET

Wood Stork Foraging Prey Analysis

Habitat
Name
W6
W7
W8
W16
W17
W18
Henderson
Creek Canal

Wood Stork Foraging Prey Biomass Calculations
Impact
Hydroperiod (days
Actual Fish
Foraging
inundated)
Biomass
(g/m^2)
Suitability
Acres
m^2

Prey Biomass Lost

Class 1 (0-60 days)
Class 1 (0-60 days)
Class 1 (0-60 days)
Class 1 (0-60 days)
Class 1 (0-60 days)
Class 1 (0-60 days)

2.13
2.60
4.01
1.43
0.77
0.06

8,620.11
10,522.20
16,228.47
5,787.21
3,116.19
242.82

0.08
0.08
0.08
0.08
0.08
0.08

1
1
1
1
1
1

(g)
689.61
841.78
1,298.28
462.98
249.30
19.43

Class 7 (330-365 days)

0.82

3,318.54

1.10

1

3,650.39

(kg)
0.69
0.84
1.30
0.46
0.25
0.02
3.65

Per the USFWS Guidelines, Prey Biomass Lost = Acres x 4,047m^2 x Actual Biomass (per hydroperiod class) x Foraging Suitability

Wood Stork Foraging Prey Impact Summary
Hydroperiod (days inundated)
Prey Biomass Lost
Acres
Class 1 (0-60 days)
3.56 kg
11
Class 7 (330-365 days)
3.65 kg
0.82

APPENDIX E
FDOT STANDARD PROTECTION MEASURES
FOR THE EASTERN INDIGO SNAKE

CONSTRUCTION PRECAUTIONS FOR THE
EASTERN INDIGO SNAKE
THE EASTERN INDIGO SNAKE (DRYMARCHON CORAIS COUPERI) COULD BE PRESENT IN
THE PROJECT AREA. IN ORDER TO MINIMIZE HARM TO THIS SPECIES, THE FDOT HAS
COMMITTED TO IMPLEMENT THE FOLLOWING PROTECTION MEASURES:
A. PROVIDE EASTERN INDIGO SNAKE EDUCATIONAL INFORMATION TO EMPLOYEES
PRIOR TO THE INITIATION OF ANY CLEARING OR CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES. AN
EDUCATIONAL EXHIBIT THAT HAS BEEN APPROVED BY USFWS SHALL BE POSTED
CONSPICUOUSLY AT A SITE ACCESSIBLE TO ALL EMPLOYEES AND A HANDOUT WILL BE
DISTRIBUTED TO EMPLOYEES.
B. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL POST AND DISTRIBUTE EDUCATIONAL INFORMATION TO
ALL ITS WORKERS. THE EXHIBIT AND BROCHURES SHALL INCLUDE PHOTOGRAPHS OF
THE EASTERN INDIGO SNAKE, INFORMATION ON LIFE HISTORY, AND LEGAL PROTECTION
OF THE SPECIES IN FLORIDA, AND HOW TO AVOID IMPACTS TO THE SPECIES. THIS
MATERIAL SHALL BE SUPPLIED TO THE CONTRACTOR BY THE CONSTRUCTION
ENVIRONMENTAL LIAISON AT THE PRECONSTRUCTION CONFERENCE.
THE CONTRACTOR, IN COORDINATION WITH THE FDOT CONSTRUCTION PROJECT
MANAGER, SHALL ALSO BE RESPONSIBLE FOR DEVELOPING AND CARRYING OUT ANY
MANAGEMENT PLAN(S)/AGREEMENT(S) WITH APPROPRIATE REGULATORY AGENCIES
DUE TO THE OCCURRENCE OF UNEXPECTED SPECIES. SUCH SPECIES ARE ANY OTHER
PROTECTED SPECIES NOT MENTIONED ABOVE THAT ARE IDENTIFIED DURING THE
CONSTRUCTION OF THE PROJECT WHICH WAS NOT PREVIOUSLY IDENTIFIED DURING THE
PRE-CONSTRUCTION SURVEY. THE MANAGEMENT PLAN(S)/AGREEMENT(S) WOULD
ALLOW FOR CONSTRUCTION TO OCCUR THAT DOES NOT “ADVERSELY AFFECT OR
JEOPARDIZE” THE SPECIES IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT. THE
CONTRACTOR, IN COORDINATION WITH THE FDOT CONSTRUCTION PROJECT MANAGER,
SHALL ALSO BE RESPONSIBLE FOR MAKING ANY MODIFICATIONS TO THE PROPOSED
MANAGEMENT PLAN(S)/AGREEMENT(S) TO ASSURE LISTED SPECIES REMAIN
UNAFFECTED WITH THE APPROPRIATE REGULATORY AGENCIES.

WATCH OUT FOR THE EASTERN INDIGO SNAKE
The decline in the population of indigo
snakes is attributed to habitat loss due to
development and overcollecting for the pet
trade. Fragmentation of habitat by roads
results in many indigo snakes killed by
vehicle traffic.
Every effort should be undertaken to
avoid harming any snake observed
during work on this construction site.
Any indigo snakes encountered during
construction activity should be allowed
to crawl off before continuing activities.
If it appears that the construction
activities will cause harm to the snake,
construction must be stopped until the
proper action can be determined.

The Eastern Indigo Snake is the largest nonpoisonous
snake in North America, growing up to 2.4 meters (8 feet)
in length. The color of both adults and young is shiny
bluish-black with some red or cream coloring on the chin or
sides of the head. The indigo snake is usually found in
high, dry, well-drained sandy soils, in the same habitat
preferred by the gopher tortoise. Indigo snakes may also
be found in hammocks, swamps, and flatwoods habitats in
south Florida. Gopher tortoise burrows are used by many
prey animals that are easily captured by the indigo snake in
the burrow. Indigo snakes also use the burrows as dens
for cover, and laying eggs. Other potential dens are
stumps of trees, cavities in the soil, and under piles of
debris.

These rare snakes are protected by the Endangered
Species Act (ESA) of 1973 makes it a violation to “harass,
harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, capture, or collect
endangered or threatened species.” Violations can result
in fines of up to $20,000 and/or up to one year in prison.
Only permitted personnel are allowed to handle the
snakes.

Contact the following agencies if indigo snakes are
observed:
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 772-562-3909
Florida Fish & Wildlife Conservation Commission
800-282-8002

Survey Protocol for the Eastern Indigo Snake, Drymarchon couperi,
in North/North-Central Florida
February 2011

Photo: FWS
Introduction
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) North Florida Ecological Services Field Office
(NFESFO) is recommending this survey protocol for the eastern indigo snake (Protocol) to
minimize the potential of injuring or killing eastern indigo snakes by project activities or by
entombing them while hiding in underground refugia. This Protocol should help project
proponents search for, but not handle or collect eastern indigo snakes within their property
boundaries, and avoid potential violations of the Endangered Species Act.
This Protocol applies only to the counties in the NFESFO geographic area of responsibility.
Those counties include Alachua, Baker, Bradford, Brevard, Citrus, Clay, Columbia, Dixie,
Duval, Flagler, Gilchrist, Hamilton, Hernando, Hillsborough, Lafayette, Lake, Levy, Madison,
Manatee, Marion, Nassau, Orange, Pasco, Pinellas, Putnam, St. Johns, Seminole, Sumter,
Suwannee, Taylor, Union, and Volusia.
This document explains two survey methodologies that include pedestrian surveys, and
inspection of under and above ground refugia commonly used by eastern indigo snakes, while
providing some regulatory guidance when eastern indigo snakes are discovered. Further
discussion of these methodologies is located under Survey heading below.
An eastern indigo snake survey conducted according to this Protocol is an attempt to document
presence of the species on a project site. Failure to detect any eastern indigo snakes does not
necessarily confirm their absence; however, a negative finding will likely support a “May Affect,
but Not Likely to Adversely Affect” (MANLAA) determination for this species through our
informal consultation process. (See Footnote under Inspection of Refugia).

We offer this Protocol as an interim measure to help us obtain necessary information to make
informed regulatory decisions relative to the recovery and management of this federallythreatened species. It is our intent to recommend this protocol until such time that better survey
methodologies are available for project proponents, such as the use of eastern indigo snake
detection dogs which have shown great promise and results in finding eastern indigo snakes
(Stevenson et al 2010). (See History of Survey Methodologies).
Natural History and Identification of the Eastern Indigo Snake
Description of the Species
The eastern indigo snake was historically known as the largest North American snake species
until more recently when an 8.76 foot (267 cm) long bull snake (Pituophis catenifer) was
discovered (Devitt et al 2007). The maximum total length recorded for an eastern indigo
individual is 8.6 feet (262.9 cm), while most adult eastern indigo snakes average 5.0 – 7.0 feet
(152 – 213 cm) (Conant and Collins 1998) in length. This stout-bodied serpent is uniformly
iridescent bluish black above and uniformly slate blue below. The gular scales on the underside
of the head found in the throat region and labial scales bordering the mouth opening are orange
to coral-red. The head is generally indistinct from the neck. Scales are smooth and wide, and
there are 17 scale rows at mid-body. Adult male eastern indigo snakes have weakly keeled
scales on the median 3-5 dorsal scale rows (Conant and Collins 1998). Young eastern indigo
snakes are 17-24 inches (43.2 – 61 cm) at hatching and resemble the adults in coloration with
more reddish on head and throat (Conant and Collins 1998).
Similar Species
The Southern Black racer (Coluber constrictor priapus) is the only species with an overlapping
geographic range that may be mistaken for an eastern indigo snake. Within the geographic range
of the eastern indigo snake all other plain black snakes have smooth scales, a divided anal plate
or both. The black racer’s scales are smooth and dull black, and the anal scale is divided. The
black racer is a much more slender snake than the indigo, and often the chin and throat of the
racer are creamy white in color. Young racers are strongly patterned with a mid-dorsal row of
dark gray, brown or reddish brown blotches on a gray or bluish gray ground color. The patterns
become less distinct as the individual matures (Wright and Wright 1957).
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Figure 1. Eastern indigo snake (left photo) and a southern black racer (right photo) showing
identification field marks. Eastern indigo snakes show coral or reddish brown lower mandible
and throat. This coloration always extends to areas around the eye. Black racers have a creamy
or white lower mandible and throat. Areas around the eye are always dark in adult black racers.
Biology, Status and Trends
The broad distribution and large territory size of the eastern indigo snake complicate evaluation
of its population status and trends. This species is difficult to locate in the field, even in areas
where it is known to occur. Standard population survey and mark/recapture studies, population
attributes such as sex ratio, age structure, reproductive variables, and mortality in the wild are not
well known. However, a mark-recapture study conducted from 1998 through 2006 in
southeastern Georgia published in March 2009 (Stevenson et al. 2009) provided useful
population information for this species that should encourage future research.
In this study, 93 individual D.couperi were captured while surveying at gopher tortoise
(Gopherus polyphemus) burrows, and 40 (43%) of these snakes recaptured. Nineteen males and
13 females exhibited overwintering site fidelity by returning to the same sandhills in successive
years. Size data indicated males attain asymptotic size measured from Snout to Vent (SVL) =
1766 mm in 7.27 years; with females reaching asymptotic size (SVL = 1441 mm) in 5.22 years.
Results indicate that more population monitoring is needed at other sites where this species may
be reliably located by surveys at gopher tortoise burrows.
Several estimates of sex ratios and size at maturity are available from wild populations. Two
studies of hatchlings/juveniles (Moulis 1976, Steiner et al. 1983) reported sex ratios not differing
from 1 male: 1 female. However, sex ratios become more male biased in adult snakes. Stevenson
(pers. comm. 2008) reported a ratio of 2.1 males: 1 female (63 males, 29 females), with no
significant difference in recapture rates between sexes, in a study at Fort Stewart, Georgia.
Maturity in wild snakes has been estimated to be attained at 60 inches (1500 millimeters) total
length (Speake et al. 1987, Layne and Steiner 1996).
Some information may be obtained from captive breeding populations. Speake et al. (1987)
reported that two females, captive since birth, bred at 40 and 41 months of age. An average size
clutch of 9.4 was reported using 20 females removed from the wild and laying eggs in the spring
following their capture. Moulis (1976) reported a range of 4 to 12 eggs for captive females and
estimated their sexual maturity to be reached at 3 to 4 years of age based on their rate of growth.
Captive female eastern indigo snakes typically lay eggs every year. In a two-year study of a wild
population, three of five females studied were gravid in both years (Bolt 2006). The maximum
reported longevity for a captive eastern indigo snake of unknown sex was 25 years and 11
months (Snider and Bowler 1992).
Adult eastern indigo snakes have very large activity ranges and most estimates of home ranges
vary from several hundred to several thousand acres (hectares). Studies on movements and
estimates of home range size in peninsular Florida using radio telemetry indicate that home
ranges for females vary from 4.75 ac (1.9 ha) to 375 ac (150 ha); male home ranges vary from
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4.0 ac (1.6 ha) to 818 ac (327 ha) (Moler 1985b, Layne and Steiner 1996, Bolt 2006, Dodd and
Barichivich 2007). Summer home ranges tend to be much larger than winter home ranges.
In a more recent radio telemetry study in Georgia, Hyslop (2007) reported home range sizes of
87.5 to 8885 ac (35 to 354 ha) for females and 350 to 3,825ac (~141 to 1,530 ha) for males.
Most fall and winter locations of eastern indigo snakes were recorded at gopher tortoise burrows
in Hyslop’s study, with less reliance on these burrows in spring and summer.
Eastern indigo snakes can move considerable distances in short periods of time. Speake et al.
(1978) reported that two snakes moved a maximum distance from release points of 2.2 miles
(mi) (3.5 kilometers (km)) in 42 days and 2.4 mi (3.8 km) in 176 days. Moler (1985b) recorded
long distance moves of 2,706 feet (ft) (820 meters) and 5,610 ft (1700 m) for snakes moving
away from their wintering dens in mid to late March. Eastern indigo snakes exhibit a homing
instinct and may return annually to previously used winter dens (Speake et al. 1978, Moler
1985b, Speake et al. 1987, Stevenson et al. 2003, Hyslop 2007).
There is some evidence of cannibalism, male territorial combat (ritualized fighting, often at or
near gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus) burrows that contain adult females), and little
overlap in the home ranges of same-sex adults in parts of the species range (low population
density) (Speake et al. 1987, Layne and Steiner 1996, Bolt 2006). These data support the
assumption that this large terrestrial species requires a large area to survive.
Habitat
Even though not commonly seen, eastern indigo snakes may be found throughout peninsular
Florida in all terrestrial habitats and hydric hammocks which have not suffered high-density
urban development (Moler 1985a, 1992).
In south Florida, the eastern indigo snake is thought to be more widely distributed than in other
parts of its range. Given their preference for upland habitats, indigos are not commonly found in
great numbers in the wetland complexes of the Everglades region, even though they are found in
pinelands, tropical hardwood hammocks, and mangrove forests in extreme south Florida.
(Duellman and Schwartz 1958, Steiner et al. 1983).
In the panhandle of Florida, eastern indigo snakes persist in low numbers (Enge 2007b,
Gunzburger and Aresco 2007). In central and coastal Florida, they are found mainly on higher
elevation sandy ridges where they use gopher tortoise burrows when available. On the sandy
central ridge of south Florida, eastern indigo snakes use gopher tortoise burrows more (62
percent) than other underground refugia (Layne and Steiner 1996). In extreme southern Florida,
indigos are typically found in pine flatwoods, pine rocklands, tropical hardwood hammocks, and
in most other undeveloped areas (Kuntz 1977). Subterranean refugia used in these areas include
burrows of armadillos (Dasypus novemcinctus), cotton rats (Sigmodon hispidus), and land crabs
(Cardisoma spp.); burrows of unknown origin; natural ground holes; hollows at the base of trees
or shrubs; ground litter; trash piles; and crevices of rock-lined ditch walls (Layne and Steiner
1996). Eastern indigo snakes also inhabit some agricultural lands (e.g., sugar cane fields and
associated canal banks) (Layne and Steiner 1996).
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History of Survey Methodologies Attempted for Eastern Indigo Snakes
It has been long recognized that the ability to survey for this species has been limited, thereby
making the collection of population trend data more difficult than other species where survey
methodologies have been well tested and established. At the Eastern Indigo Snake Conservation
Summit held in 2001, herpetologists most familiar with the species decided that developing
reliable survey methods was the most pressing research and monitoring need for the eastern
indigo snake (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2001).
Research in Brevard County, Florida initiated in 2002 involved a study to test the efficiency and
applicability of three commonly-used herpetological survey techniques for detecting eastern
indigo snakes (Smith and Dyer 2003). The three techniques tested were drift fence arrays with
box and funnel traps, road cruising, and gopher tortoise burrow camera surveys. All techniques
were used with radio telemetry to monitor the snakes in areas known to be inhabited by eastern
indigo snakes. The results of the study indicated that none of the tested techniques could be
relied on to easily or efficiently detect the species. Only three eastern indigo snakes were
captured after 7,738 trap nights at the drift fence. No eastern indigo snakes were detected during
road cruising surveys conducted along 926 mi (1,491 km) of occupied habitat. Lastly, the
researchers concluded that using a camera to survey gopher tortoise burrows was not a useful
survey technique. Gopher tortoise burrows comprised only a portion of potential known den sites
in this study area of central Florida and often they were not suitable for survey with a camera. No
eastern indigo snakes were detected after using a camera to observe the interiors of 438 gopher
tortoise burrows. Stevenson (et al. 2003) concurred with this assessment that using cameras to
scope burrows for eastern indigo snakes is not an appropriate survey method. In fact, in one
instance a burrow was scoped with a camera and no eastern indigo snake was observed,
however, one emerged from the burrow shortly thereafter (Stevenson pers. comm. 2008).
In 2004, a new study was initiated to test the feasibility of using a scent trail to lure eastern
indigo snakes into traps. Scent trails are used to detect and follow prey; male snakes use scent
trails to locate females for breeding purposes (Ford and Burghardt 1993, Greenlees et al. 2005,
Smith et al. 2005). Since eastern indigo snakes are ophiophagous (they eat snakes), the idea that
a bait solution could be made using a prey snake species was tested (Ford and Ford 2005). Initial
lab trials with captive eastern indigo snakes were successful (Alessandrini 2005). As a result,
field trials were initiated as well as research on the chemical composition of bait solutions most
attractive as lures (Mason et al. 2007). Field trials have not shown success thus far, and eastern
indigo snakes continue to show an aversion to entering traps (Bolt and Weiss 2006).
In 2006-2007 the Service initiated a study to use trained dogs to track and locate eastern indigo
snakes in various habitat locations (Dziergoswki pers. comm. 2010). This study showed the
specificity, accuracy, and potential for using canines to determine the presence or absence of
eastern indigo snakes. It demonstrated the ability of a canine to detect the scent of the eastern
indigo snake under field conditions, as well as the detection of the trail of an eastern indigo snake
that had previously been in the area and the ability to locate sheds and individual eastern indigo
snakes in the field. This project demonstrated that utilizing a canine trained to detect the scent of
an eastern indigo snake is a feasible and cost effective survey technique to locate individual
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eastern indigo snakes under field survey conditions. This method shows promise as an effective
survey tool for determining presence of eastern indigo snakes on project sites, especially large
tracts of land.
The latest publication by Stevenson et al (2010) has again confirmed the ability of trained
detector dogs to find eastern indigo snakes in their natural habitat, as demonstrated in a pilot
study at two sites in Georgia and Florida. During training exercises, the dog found more than
90% of the hidden shed skins. During Phase I live snake trials above and below ground, the dog
was correct 81% of the time (44 of 54 trials), with 88% success (23 of 26 trials) in trials aboveground. The dog was 100% successful finding all shed skins in 54 trials above and below
ground. A conclusion from this study indicates that the use of detector dogs may be enhanced by
combining that effort with pedestrian burrow surveys.
Based on the positive results of this most recent publication referenced above, it is our goal to
stimulate a greater interest in the acquisition and training of more snake sniffing dogs to be made
available to search and survey for eastern indigo snakes in the future.
Survey
Pedestrian surveys are intended to locate eastern indigo snakes above ground and to identify
refugia for subsequent inspection of the impact area. Underground refugia commonly used by
this species include active or inactive burrows excavated by gopher tortoises or other species,
natural ground holes, and hollows at the base of trees. Above ground refugia includes thick
shrub formations, the base of thick palmetto (Serenoa repens or Sabal etonia) ground litter, trash
piles, abandoned structures, and crevices of rock-lined ditch walls. The preferred inspection
method when underground refugia is present in the impact area include the excavation of
burrows or natural holes in the ground. The impact area is defined as the project footprint or that
part of the parcel to be built out that will no longer constitute eastern indigo snake habitat after
the construction of the project.
Survey Period
Timing for pedestrian surveys and inspection of refugia should coincide with the increased
likelihood of finding eastern indigo snakes in or near refugia, and while the snake’s home range
is reduced in winter months. In Florida, eastern indigo snakes will likely concentrate their
activities near refugia from November through April; however we also recognize the differences
in temperature regimes from the panhandle to south Florida. For the NFESFO counties
previously referenced, we recommend conducting surveys for eastern indigo snakes from from
October 1 through April 30 .
Please note that given recent record breaking summer and winter climate variations in our state
in the last two years, the Service will consider an adaptive management approach to future
survey seasons depending on average temperatures of a given time period so that an applicant
may have the opportunity to perform a survey outside of this recommended survey period
depending on their geographic location in the state and if the temperature regimes warrant this
consideration.
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Survey Methodology
The first step is to conduct a pedestrian survey to locate snakes above ground and to identify
eastern indigo snake refugia in the impact area or construction footprint. The surveyor should
always carry a camera to first photo-document any snake sightings, and use a Global Positioning
System (GPS) unit to document the location. If a GPS unit is not available, a notebook entry
with location and site characteristics should be utilized. Locating eastern indigo snakes involves
walking along transects previously established on a map or graphic representation of the project
parcel. These transects should be appropriately spaced to ensure that all areas inside of the
construction footprint are inspected as described below. The second step is to inspect the
identified refugia for the presence of eastern indigo snakes.
Pedestrian Surveys
Pedestrian surveys should be conducted along established transects when the prevailing weather
conditions allow for effective surveys. A minimum of five (5) survey days with a minimum of
two (2) “high quality” weather days is most effective. A high quality weather day is a warm day
preceded by several cool or cold days. A high quality weather day increases the likelihood of
encountering an eastern indigo snake above ground. Survey dates do not have to be conducted
on consecutive days and can be conducted by one or multiple surveyors depending on the size of
the impact area. The optimal temperature range for conducting pedestrian surveys is 60º F – 70º
F (15.55 C – 21.11 C). Within this range of temperatures eastern indigo snakes will most likely
be thermoregulating above ground. Please note: A survey day is the amount of time required to
review the entire impact area once. Therefore, the entire impact area needs to be reviewed a
minimum of 5 times which may actually result in more than 5 survey days for larger impact
areas. Should any eastern indigo snakes be located after the completion of at least one survey
day; then the surveyor may discontinue the survey for the remaining days of the recommended
five (5) days.
Pedestrian surveys should be conducted during the part of the day when the snakes are likely to
emerge from their refugia. On sunny days this can be from 0900–1600, with the optimal search
period being from 1030–1500. This time period allows for sufficient time for the warming of air
and surface temperatures that may induce activity in the snakes. Overcast days may require
longer periods to achieve acceptable temperatures.
Transects and Visual Search
When weather conditions are appropriate, surveyors should walk the previously established
transects through the project’s impact area. The recommended approach is to systematically
search the entire impact zone by traveling parallel transects spaced appropriately for the habitat
conditions (i.e., the length may be consistent or vary with the shape of the site, but the width
should allow a reasonable level of detection of burrows or other eastern indigo snake refugia).
The search can be conducted by one or more observers. Transect edges should be marked with
flagging to ensure complete coverage.
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In open habitat such as mowed pasture or natural sandhill, transects should be spaced no more
than 10 meters (33 feet) apart. In thicker habitat, such as flatwoods and scrub, transects should be
spaced as close as five meters (16 feet) apart. Patches of extremely thick habitat, such as saw
palmetto or blackberry patches, should be searched more intensely, with spacing at
approximately one meter (three feet) or less. Surveyors should look for eastern indigo snakes
moving or resting on the surface, noting any signs of tracks, scat, or shed skin. Surveyors should
closely investigate the ground around saw palmetto clumps, downed trees, and other types of
cover for shed skins. eastern indigo snakes shed their skins every 30-45 days (Moler 1992), and
these shed skins may persist for many weeks.
All shed indigo snake skins and other evidence should be photographed in situ and bagged with
information on location, date, time, and collector’s name. All potential eastern indigo snake
refugia should be flagged and numbered, using GPS to record the location of eastern indigo
snake refugia in the surveyed area. This will assist field work during the period of inspection of
the refugia. Survey results should be submitted to the Service NFESFO at the end of the
pedestrian surveys even if no eastern indigo snake refugia are identified.
Inspection of eastern indigo snake refugia
Previously identified above ground refugia on the project impact area of the parcel should be
inspected in a non-destructive manner that does not include excavation of gopher tortoise
or other species burrows.
Above ground refugia includes shrubs, ground litter, trash piles, abandoned structures, rock piles
and other similar formations likely to serve as eastern indigo snake refugia. Inspection of above
ground refugia includes raking and shredding ground litter and trash piles, and lifting and
moving parts of structures on the ground to locate eastern indigo snakes in hiding. Scoping a
burrow or refugia with a camera may be beneficial, but camera scoping does not always detect
eastern indigo snakes.
The inspection of underground refugia involves the excavation of gopher tortoise burrows,
burrows excavated by other species, and other holes in the ground, and should only be
conducted when the applicant is in possession of a gopher tortoise relocation permit
obtained from the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC). The
excavation of gopher tortoise burrows in Florida must follow the guidance provided within
the FWC’s revised June 2010 Gopher Tortoise Permitting Guidelines located at:
http://myfwc.com/License/Permits_ProtectedWildlife.htm#gophertortoise.
Please note that the Service does not intend to issue Section 10 (a)(1) (A) scientific
enhancement and collecting permits for the capture, handling, or relocating of eastern
indigo snakes in conjunction with the implementation of this Protocol.
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If an eastern indigo snake is located during excavation procedures, all activities must be
temporarily halted in order to photograph the specimen and subsequently allow it to move out of
harm’s way.1
This survey protocol may also be used to excavate other burrows or naturally occurring holes in
the ground. In areas where the water table is high, gopher tortoise burrows may be commonly 8
to 10 feet long and have an angle of decline of 4: 1 to a depth of less than 3 feet. Where the water
table is not a restriction, length has reached 67 feet with a depth of 21 feet.
A team of at least 3 experienced persons is desired for the excavation of each burrow: one to dig
with shovel or machinery; one to scope and track the burrow tunnel utilizing pvc pipe or other
tracer; and one to coordinate, hand-scoop and handle any occupants of the burrow.
Caution should be applied when placing hands, heads, or feet on the ground near the entrance to
gopher tortoise burrows as eastern diamondback rattlesnakes (Crotalus adamanteus) are frequent
commensals in the burrows and may be provoked by excavation or inspection disturbances.
Pigmy rattlesnakes (Sistrurus miliarius), fire ants (Solenopsis invicta) and black widow spiders
(Latrodectus mactans) may also be present and pose a threat to the unwary surveyor.
Excavation of other animal species burrows may be done manually by shovel, if, for instance,
burrows are shallow (high ground water table). Otherwise, excavation by backhoe is a common
option. Any digging machinery must be equipped with a tooth-less bucket/digging blade for
burrow excavation. Digging should begin at the mouth of the burrow and carefully follow the
tunnel path, as identified by the tracer, to the end chamber. If a backhoe is used, the bucket
should remove soil by "dragging" along the path of the tunnel, rather than maximizing soil
removal by "gouging". The backhoe should be positioned behind the burrow mouth and scrape
along the line of the tracer. The backhoe should not dig any closer than approximately six inches
to the top of the tunnel, as soil should be removed at this point by hand, progressively, as the
team works together towards the end chamber. Special attention should be exercised in
navigating to the end chamber, as the tunnel frequently turns 20-30 degrees at its beginning. Soil
removal in the end chamber should be by hand with attention to signs of occupancy.
Reporting
The Service views these survey results as essential for all project reviews in order to determine if
incidental take is likely to occur, and to recommend commensurate conservation measures
through informal or formal consultation, or Section 10 permit coordination procedures . The
surveyor(s) and their supervisor are advised to sign and date the completed Final Survey Report
submitted to the Service with the following statement included: "I have read and understand the
1

We recognize that gopher tortoise burrow excavations required by FWC occur only after all other agency
approvals are issued and usually within 90 days prior to the initiation of clearing and construction of the project.
Given this timing sequence, if an Eastern indigo snake is discovered during excavation procedures, the applicant
must notify the Service as soon as possible and forward all pertinent information so that we may reinitiate
consultation in order to recommend appropriate measures, unless the applicant previously consulted under section 7
and received an incidental take statement within the biological opinion.

-8-

survey protocol for the eastern indigo snake. This report represents a true, accurate and
representative description of the results obtained after following this Protocol.
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APPENDIX F
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ETDM Summary Report
Project #13101 - I-75 at Collier Boulevard (CR 951)
Programming Screen - Published on 06/30/2011
Printed on: 12/06/2012

Screening Summary Reports

Introduction to Programming Screen Summary Report
The Programming Screen Summary Report shown below is a read-only version of information contained in the
Programming Screen Summary Report generated by the ETDM Coordinator for the selected project after
completion of the ETAT Programming Screen review. The purpose of the Programming Screen Summary
Report is to summarize the results of the ETAT Programming Screen review of the project; provide details
concerning agency comments about potential effects to natural, cultural, and community resources; and
provide additional documentation of activities related to the Programming Phase for the project. Available
information for a Programming Screen Summary Report includes:



Screening Summary Report chart



Project Description information (including a summary description of the project, a summary of public
comments on the project, and community-desired features identified during public involvement
activities)



Purpose and Need information (including the Purpose and Need Statement and the results of agency
reviews of the project Purpose and Need)



Alternative-specific information, consisting of descriptions of each alternative and associated road
segments; an overview of ETAT Programming Screen reviews for each alternative; and agency
comments concerning potential effects and degree of effect, by issue, to natural, cultural, and
community resources.



Project Scope information, consisting of general project commitments resulting from the ETAT
Programming Screen review, permits, and technical studies required (if any)



Class of Action determined for the project



Dispute Resolution Activity Log (if any)

The legend for the Degree of Effect chart is provided in an appendix to the report.
For complete documentation of the project record, also see the GIS Analysis Results Report published on the
same date as the Programming Screen Summary Report.
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Effects
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Alternative #1
Project Effects Overview
Issue
Natural

Degree of Effect

Organization

Date Reviewed

12/20/2010

Coastal and Marine

2

Minimal

National Marine Fisheries Service

Contaminated Sites

0

None

Farmlands

2

Minimal

FL Department of Environmental
Protection
Natural Resources Conservation
Service

Navigation

N/
A

N/A / No
Involvement

US Army Corps of Engineers

1/28/2011

Water Quality and
Quantity

2

Minimal

FL Department of Environmental
Protection

1/26/2011

Wetlands

3

Moderate

US Fish and Wildlife Service

1/04/2011

Wetlands

2

Minimal

FL Department of Environmental
Protection

1/26/2011

Wetlands

3

Moderate

US Army Corps of Engineers

1/28/2011

Wetlands

2

Minimal

National Marine Fisheries Service

12/20/2010

Wildlife and Habitat

N/
A

N/A / No
Involvement

FL Department of Agriculture and
Consumer Services

1/28/2011

Wildlife and Habitat

3

Moderate

US Fish and Wildlife Service

1/04/2011

Wildlife and Habitat

2

Minimal

FL Fish and Wildlife Conservation
Commission

1/24/2011

Historic and
Archaeological Sites
Historic and
Archaeological Sites
Historic and
Archaeological Sites
Historic and
Archaeological Sites

2

Minimal

Federal Highway Administration

1/20/2011

2

Minimal

Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida

12/22/2010

2

Minimal

FL Department of State

1/21/2011

2

Minimal

Seminole Tribe of Florida

1/19/2011

Recreation Areas

0

None

FL Department of Environmental
Protection

1/26/2011

Section 4(f) Potential

3

Moderate

Federal Highway Administration

1/20/2011

Aesthetics

2

Minimal

FDOT District 1

1/28/2011

Economic

1

Enhanced

FDOT District 1

1/28/2011

Land Use

2

Minimal

FDOT District 1

1/28/2011

Mobility

1

Enhanced

FDOT District 1

1/28/2011

Relocation

3

Moderate

Federal Highway Administration

1/20/2011

Relocation

2

Minimal

FDOT District 1

1/28/2011

1/26/2011
1/04/2011

Cultural

Community
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Social

3

Moderate

Federal Highway Administration

1/20/2011

Social

2

Minimal

FDOT District 1

1/28/2011

N/A / No
Involvement

FL Department of Agriculture and
Consumer Services

1/28/2011

Secondary and Cumulative

Effect
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Degrees

Summary

and

Comments

Agency
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A
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Secondary and
Cumulative Effects
ETAT Reviews: Natural
Air Quality

Coordinator Summary
2

Summary Degree of Effect
Air Quality Summary Degree of Effect: Minimal
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 1 (3/25/2011)
Comments:
No ETAT members commented on this issue.
Collier County is not within a designated Air Quality Non-Attainment Area or Maintenance Area for the
following pollutants - nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide, and small particulate matter - specified by the
USEPA in National Ambient Air Quality Standards. The project is consistent with air quality conformity.
Because temporary impacts to air quality may occur during road construction as a result of fugitive dust and
exhaust emissions, a Summary DOE of Minimal has been assigned to the Air Quality issue.
Commitments and Responses: An Air Quality Report will not be required for this project.
Technical Study: None.

ETAT Reviews for Air Quality
No reviews found for the Air Quality Issue.
- No review submitted from the Not Available. Contact the ETDM Help Desk for assistance.

Coastal and Marine
Coordinator Summary
2

Summary Degree of Effect
Coastal and Marine Summary Degree of Effect: Minimal
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 1 (3/25/2011)
Comments:
The NMFS conducted a site inspection of the project study area on 16 December 2010 to assess potential
concerns to living estuarine and marine resources within Naples Bay and Rookery Bay. The NMFS reported
that adjacent lands are comprised primarily of commercial properties and disturbed palustrine wetlands.
The NMFS noted that the project does not appear to directly impact any NMFS trust resources; however,
the project's northern terminus occurs less than 0.5 miles from a major drainage canal that eventually flows
to Naples Bay and Rookery Bay. The NMFS further stated that these bays contain estuarine habitats
utilized by federally managed fish species and their prey; therefore, stormwater systems should be
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upgraded to prevent degraded water from reaching these habitats.
According to the EST GIS analysis results, no coastal or marine resources are located within the 200-foot
project buffer. In addition, the project study area is located approximately 5.0 miles from Naples Bay and
approximately 10.0 miles from Rookery Bay. The project will also be designed to meet state water quality
standards. For these reasons, a Summary DOE of Minimal has been assigned to the Coastal and Marine
issue.
Commitments and Responses: An Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) Assessment will not be included in the
scoping recommendations for this project.
Technical Study: None.

ETAT Reviews for Coastal and Marine
2

ETAT Review by David A. Rydene, National Marine Fisheries Service (12/20/2010)
Coastal and Marine Effect: Minimal
Coordination Document:No Selection

Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
Naples Bay and Rookery Bay, which contain estuarine habitats used by federally-managed fish
species and their prey.
Comments on Effects to Resources:
NOAA's National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has reviewed the information contained in the
Environmental Screening Tool for ETDM Project # 13101. The Florida Department of Transportation
District One proposes interchange improvements at the intersection of I-75 and Collier Boulevard
(CR 951) in Collier County, Florida.
NMFS staff conducted a site inspection of the project area on December 16, 2010, to assess
potential concerns related to living marine resources within Naples Bay and Rookery Bay. The lands
adjacent to the proposed project are principally commercial properties and disturbed palustrine
wetlands. It does not appear that the project will directly impact any NMFS trust resources.
However, the project's northern terminus lies less than 0.5 miles from a major drainage canal (at the
southern side of Golden Gate) that empties to estuarine habitats in Naples Bay and Rookery Bay.
These systems contain estuarine habitats (e.g. seagrass, salt marsh, mangrove) used by federallymanaged fish species and their prey. Therefore, NMFS recommends that stormwater treatment
systems be upgraded to prevent degraded water from reaching estuarine habitats within Naples Bay
and Rookery Bay. In addition, best management practices should be employed during road
construction to prevent siltation of these habitats.
Coordinator Feedback:None

- No review submitted from the Not Available. Contact the ETDM Help Desk for assistance.
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Contaminated Sites
Coordinator Summary
0

Summary Degree of Effect
Contamination Summary Degree of Effect: None
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 1 (3/25/2011)
Comments:
The FDEP did not identify any contamination issues associated with this project.
According to the EST GIS analysis results, there are no geocoded gas stations, geocoded dry cleaners,
geocoded petroleum tanks, Brownfield locations, hazardous waste sites, National Priority List sites, nuclear
sites, Superfund hazardous waste sites, Toxic Release Inventory sites, or RCRA-regulated facilities located
within the project's 500-foot buffer. In addition, a Contamination Screening Evaluation Report will be
prepared (if deemed necessary) during the project's design and permitting phase. Therefore, a Summary
DOE of None has been assigned to the Contaminated Sites issue.
Commitments and Responses: If deemed necessary, a Contamination Screening Evaluation Report will be
included in the scoping recommendations for this project.
Technical Study: Contamination Screening Evaluation Report (potentially).

ETAT Reviews for Contaminated Sites
0

ETAT Review by Lauren P. Milligan, FL Department of Environmental Protection (01/26/2011)
Contaminated Sites Effect: None
Coordination Document:No Selection

Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
None found.
Comments on Effects to Resources:
None found.
Coordinator Feedback:None

- No review submitted from the Not Available. Contact the ETDM Help Desk for assistance.

Farmlands
Coordinator Summary
2

Summary Degree of Effect
Farmlands Summary Degree of Effect: Minimal
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Reviewed By:
FDOT District 1 (3/25/2011)
Comments:
The NRCS commented that while the proposed interchange modification will not impact Locally Important or
Unique Farmland map units, the future widening of CR 951 could impact between 26.0 acres and in excess
of 72.0 acres of Locally Important Farmland. The NRCS stated, however, that a Minimal DOE is assigned
since no land in the area is or has been designated for agricultural uses (cropland, citrus, etc.). The NRCS
recommends that impacts to Locally Important Farmland map units be held to a minimum during the
widening.
According to the EST GIS analysis results, 35.3 acres of Farmland of Local Importance are located within
the 200-foot project buffer. The Existing Land Use Map of the adopted Collier County Growth Management
Plan shows that the area in the immediate vicinity of the proposed interchange (1,320-foot buffer) is
designated primarily for commercial uses; pockets of light industrial uses also occur in the area. The project
area also supports (and is intended to continue to support based on the Collier County Future Land Use
Map) a commercial mixed-use center and industrial district. For these reasons, a Summary DOE of Minimal
has been assigned to the Farmlands issue.
Commitments and Responses: A Farmlands Assessment will not be required for this project.
Technical Study: None.

ETAT Reviews for Farmlands
2

ETAT Review by Rick Allen Robbins, Natural Resources Conservation Service (01/04/2011)
Farmlands Effect: Minimal
Coordination Document:No Selection

Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
The USDA-NRCS considers soil map units with important soil properties for agricultural uses to be
Prime Farmland. In addition, the USDA-NRCS considers any soils with important soil properties and
have significant acreages that are used in the production of commodity crops (such as, cotton,
citrus, row crops, specialty crops, nuts, etc.) to be considered as Farmlands of Unique Importance.
Nationally, there has been a reduction in the overall amount of Prime and Unique Farmlands
through conversion to non-farm uses. This trend has the possibility of impacting the nation's food
supply and exporting capabilities.
Comments on Effects to Resources:
The proposed modification of the existing interchange impacts no Locally Important or Unique
Farmland map units. Future widening of CR 951 will impact between 26 acres and in excess of 72
acres of Locally Important Farmland. No Unique Farmland will be impacted. Even though, Locally
Important Farmland map units will be impacted by this project, it should be noted that there is not
currently any land in agricultural (cropland, citrus) land uses. Therefore, we are assigning a minimial
degree of effect for this project.
Additional Comments (optional):
Since map units that have been determined to be Locally Important Farmlands will be converted
during the ROW widening, it is recommended that (if possible) impacts to these designated map
units be held to a minimum during the process.
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CLC Commitments and Recommendations:

Coordinator Feedback:None

- No review submitted from the Not Available. Contact the ETDM Help Desk for assistance.

Floodplains
Coordinator Summary
2

Summary Degree of Effect
Floodplains Summary Degree of Effect: Minimal
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 1 (3/25/2011)
Comments:
No ETAT members commented on this issue.
According to the EST GIS analysis results, the 200-foot project buffer is located entirely within FEMA Flood
Zone X-500 (an area inundated by 500-year flooding; an area inundated by 100-year flooding with average
depths of less than 1 foot or with drainage areas less than 1 square mile; or an area protected by levees
from the 100-year flooding); therefore, the project will not impact the 100-year floodplain. For this reason, a
Summary DOE of Minimal has been assigned to the Floodplains issue.
Commitments and Responses: A Floodplains Assessment will be included in the scoping recommendations
for this project.
Technical Study: Floodplains Assessment.

ETAT Reviews for Floodplains
No reviews found for the Floodplains Issue.
- No review submitted from the Not Available. Contact the ETDM Help Desk for assistance.

Infrastructure
Coordinator Summary
2

Summary Degree of Effect
Infrastructure Summary Degree of Effect: Minimal
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 1 (3/25/2011)
Comments:
No ETAT members commented on this issue.
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According to the EST GIS analysis results, the following infrastructure-related features are present within
the 5,280-foot project buffer: one cellular antenna location, one FDEM fire station, two Federal Aviation
Administration obstructions (towers), one wastewater facility, and two wireless antenna structure locations.
No features were identified within any of the other buffer distances. Due to the limited number of features
located within the immediate project vicinity, a Summary DOE of Minimal has been assigned to the
Infrastructure issue.
Commitments and Responses: None.
Technical Study: None.

ETAT Reviews for Infrastructure
No reviews found for the Infrastructure Issue.
- No review submitted from the Not Available. Contact the ETDM Help Desk for assistance.

Navigation
Coordinator Summary
N/
A

Summary Degree of Effect
Navigation Summary Degree of Effect: N/A / No Involvement
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 1 (3/25/2011)
Comments:
The USACE indicated that there will be no effect to navigation due to the lack of navigable waters within the
vicinity of the proposed project. Coordination Document: To Be Determined: Further Coordination Required.
The project does not cross any navigable waterways; therefore, a Summary DOE of N/A / No Involvement
has been assigned to the Navigation issue.
Commitments and Responses: A Navigation Study, Bridge Questionnaire, and USCG Bridge Permit will not
be required for this project.
Technical Study: None. / Permit: None.

ETAT Reviews for Navigation
N
/
A

ETAT Review by John Fellows, US Army Corps of Engineers (01/28/2011)
Navigation Effect: N/A / No Involvement
Coordination Document:To Be Determined: Further Coordination Required
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Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
There do not appear to be any navigable waterways in the project vicinity.
Comments on Effects to Resources:
If there are no navigable waterways, there is no effect on navigation.
Coordinator Feedback:None

- No review submitted from the Not Available. Contact the ETDM Help Desk for assistance.

Special Designations
Coordinator Summary
0

Summary Degree of Effect
Special Designations Summary Degree of Effect: None
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 1 (3/25/2011)
Comments:
No ETAT members commented on this issue.
According to the EST GIS analysis results, there are no resources of special designation located within the
project's 200-foot buffer. Therefore, a Summary DOE of None has been assigned to the Special
Designations issue.
Commitments and Responses: None.
Technical Study: None.

ETAT Reviews for Special Designations
No reviews found for the Special Designations Issue.
- No review submitted from the Not Available. Contact the ETDM Help Desk for assistance.

Water Quality and Quantity
Coordinator Summary
2

Summary Degree of Effect
Water Quality and Quantity Summary Degree of Effect: Minimal
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 1 (3/25/2011)
Comments:
The FDEP reported that stormwater runoff from the road surface may alter adjacent wetlands and surface
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waters through increased pollutant loading; therefore, every effort should be made to maximize the
treatment of stormwater runoff to prevent ground and surface water contamination. The FDEP recommends
that the PD&E study include an evaluation of the existing stormwater treatment adequacy and details on the
future stormwater treatment facilities. Coordination Document: Permit Required.
There are no Outstanding Florida Waters or Aquatic Preserves located within the project's 200-foot buffer.
In addition, the project will be designed to meet state water quality and quantity standards, and best
management practices will be employed during construction of the project. Therefore, a Summary DOE of
Minimal has been assigned to the Water Quality and Quantity issue.
Commitments and Responses: A Water Quality Impact Evaluation, per FDOT guidance, will be included in
the scoping recommendations for this project.
Technical Study: Water Quality Impact Evaluation (WQIE). / Permit: Environmental Resource Permit.

ETAT Reviews for Water Quality and Quantity
2

ETAT Review by Lauren P. Milligan, FL Department of Environmental Protection (01/26/2011)
Water Quality and Quantity Effect: Minimal
Coordination Document:Permit Required

Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
Stormwater runoff from the road surface may alter adjacent wetlands and surface waters through
increased pollutant loading. Increased runoff carrying oils, greases, metals, sediment, and other
pollutants from the increased impervious surface would be of concern.
Comments on Effects to Resources:
Every effort should be made to maximize the treatment of stormwater runoff from the proposed
interchange improvements project to prevent ground and surface water contamination. Stormwater
treatment should be designed to maintain the natural predevelopment hydroperiod and water
quality, as well as to protect the natural functions of adjacent wetlands. We recommend that the
PD&E study include an evaluation of existing stormwater treatment adequacy and details on the
future stormwater treatment facilities. Retro-fitting of stormwater conveyance systems would help
reduce impacts to water quality.
Coordinator Feedback:None

- No review submitted from the Not Available. Contact the ETDM Help Desk for assistance.

Wetlands
Coordinator Summary
3

Summary Degree of Effect
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Wetlands Summary Degree of Effect: Moderate
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 1 (3/25/2011)
Comments:
The FDEP reported that, according to National Wetlands Inventory GIS data, there are 22.5 acres of
palustrine wetlands within the project's 500-foot buffer. The FDEP stated that if new construction is
proposed, then the project will require an Environmental Resource Permit (ERP) from the SFWMD.
Coordination Document: Permit Required.
The FWS recommends that if wetlands are present within the project study area that they be avoided to the
greatest extent practicable. The FWS also stated that unavoidable impacts should be offset through
mitigation that fully compensates for the loss of the impacted wetland resources. Coordination Document:
To Be Determined: Further Coordination Required.
The NMFS restated comments provided for the Coastal and Marine issue.
The USACE stated that the National Wetlands Inventory GIS data identifies 13.88 acres of palustrine
wetlands within the 200-foot project buffer, and the SFWMD GIS data indicates the presence of 7.7 acres of
scrub-shrub wetlands and 0.3 acre of wet prairie within the same buffer. The USACE noted that a Moderate
DOE was assigned based on the acreage of wetlands to potentially be impacted by the project, as well as
the location of the project within the service areas of multiple mitigation banks. Coordination Document: To
Be Determined: Further Coordination Required.
According to the National Wetlands Inventory database, 13.9 acres (39.28%) of palustrine wetlands are
present within the 200-foot project buffer. The SFWMD Wetlands 2004 database reports 7.7 acres (21.86%)
of mixed shrub wetlands and 0.3 acre (0.73%) of wet prairie within the project's 200-foot buffer. Due to the
high percentage of wetlands within the project's 200-foot buffer and the potential issues associated with
mitigating wetland impacts, a Summary DOE of Moderate has been assigned to the Wetlands issue.
Commitments and Responses: Preparation of a Wetlands Evaluation Report will be included in the scoping
recommendations for this project.
Technical Study: Wetlands Evaluation Report. / Permit: Environmental Resource Permit.

ETAT Reviews for Wetlands
3

ETAT Review by John Wrublik, US Fish and Wildlife Service (01/04/2011)
Wetlands Effect: Moderate
Coordination Document:To Be Determined: Further Coordination Required

Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
Wetlands
Comments on Effects to Resources:
Wetlands provide important habitat for fish and wildlife. If wetlands are found within the project area,
the Service recommends that these valuable resources be avoided to the greatest extent
practicable. If impacts to wetlands are unavoidable, the Service recommends the FDOT provide
mitigation that fully compensates for the loss of wetland resources.
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CLC Commitments and Recommendations:

Coordinator Feedback:None

2

ETAT Review by Lauren P. Milligan, FL Department of Environmental Protection (01/26/2011)
Wetlands Effect: Minimal
Coordination Document:Permit Required

Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
The National Wetlands Inventory GIS report indicates that there are 22.5 acres of palustrine
wetlands within 500 ft. of the project area.
Comments on Effects to Resources:
If new construction is proposed, the interchange improvements project will likely require an
environmental resource permit (ERP) from the South Florida Water Management District. The ERP
applicant would be required to eliminate or reduce the proposed wetland resource impacts of
roadway construction to the greatest extent practicable:
- Minimization should emphasize avoidance-oriented corridor alignments, wetland fill reductions via
pile bridging and steep/vertically retained side slopes, and median width reductions within safety
limits.
- Wetlands should not be displaced by the installation of stormwater conveyance and treatment
swales; compensatory treatment in adjacent uplands is the preferred alternative.
- After avoidance and minimization have been exhausted, mitigation must be proposed to offset the
adverse impacts of the project to existing wetland functions and values. Significant attention is given
to forested wetland systems, which are difficult to mitigate.
- The cumulative impacts of concurrent and future transportation improvements projects in the
vicinity of the subject project should also be addressed.
Coordinator Feedback:None

3

ETAT Review by John Fellows, US Army Corps of Engineers (01/28/2011)
Wetlands Effect: Moderate
Coordination Document:To Be Determined: Further Coordination Required

Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
There are 13.88 acres of palustrine wetlands within a 200' buffer according to the NWI GIS data,
and 8 acres of wetlands (7.7 acres of scrub-shrub and 0.3 acre of wet prairie) within a 200' buffer
according to the SFWMD GIS data.
Comments on Effects to Resources:
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The 'moderate' level of effect was chosed due to the moderate acreage of wetlands potentially
impacted by the project and the project being within the service areas of multiple mitigation banks.
Additional Comments (optional):
All wetland impacts must be avoided and minimized to the greatest extent practicable before
considering mitigation to offest remaining impacts.
Coordinator Feedback:None

2

ETAT Review by David A. Rydene, National Marine Fisheries Service (12/20/2010)
Wetlands Effect: Minimal
Coordination Document:No Selection

Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
Naples Bay and Rookery Bay, which contain estuarine habitats used by federally-managed fish
species and their prey.
Comments on Effects to Resources:
NOAA's National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has reviewed the information contained in the
Environmental Screening Tool for ETDM Project # 13101. The Florida Department of Transportation
District One proposes interchange improvements at the intersection of I-75 and Collier Boulevard
(CR 951) in Collier County, Florida.
NMFS staff conducted a site inspection of the project area on December 16, 2010, to assess
potential concerns related to living marine resources within Naples Bay and Rookery Bay. The lands
adjacent to the proposed project are principally commercial properties and disturbed palustrine
wetlands. It does not appear that the project will directly impact any NMFS trust resources.
However, the project's northern terminus lies less than 0.5 miles from a major drainage canal (at the
southern side of Golden Gate) that empties to estuarine habitats in Naples Bay and Rookery Bay.
These systems contain estuarine habitats (e.g. seagrass, salt marsh, mangrove) used by federallymanaged fish species and their prey. Therefore, NMFS recommends that stormwater treatment
systems be upgraded to prevent degraded water from reaching estuarine habitats within Naples Bay
and Rookery Bay. In addition, best management practices should be employed during road
construction to prevent siltation of these habitats.
Coordinator Feedback:None

- No review submitted from the Not Available. Contact the ETDM Help Desk for assistance.

Wildlife and Habitat
Coordinator Summary
Summary Degree of Effect
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3
Wildlife and Habitat Summary Degree of Effect: Moderate
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 1 (3/25/2011)
Comments:
The FDACS did not identify any wildlife and habitat issues associated with the project and indicated that
further involvement would not be necessary.
The FWC did not identify any significant wildlife and habitat issues associated with the project. The FWC
stated that the improvements are expected to result in minimal impacts to fish and wildlife resources.
The FWS reviewed its GIS database for recorded locations of federally listed threatened and endangered
species on or adjacent to the project study area and reported that the project is located within the core
foraging area (CFA) of an active wood stork nesting colony. To minimize adverse effects to the wood stork,
the FWS recommends that any lost foraging habitat resulting from the project be replaced within the CFA of
the affected colony. The FWS also stated that for projects that impact five or more acres of wood stork
foraging habitat, a functional assessment must be conducted using the FWS' Wood Stork Foraging Analysis
Methodology on the foraging habitat to be impacted and the foraging habitat provided as mitigation. The
FWS recommends that the FDOT prepare a Biological Assessment during the project's PD&E phase.
Coordination Document: To Be Determined: Further Coordination Required.
According to the EST GIS analysis results, the project's 200-foot buffer is located within FWS Consultation
Areas for the red-cockaded woodpecker and Florida scrub-jay and within the Primary Range of the Big
Cypress bear population. Based on the 2004 SFWMD Land Use and Land Cover GIS data, suitable habitat
for these species is also present within the 200-foot project buffer (3.6 acres of dry prairie, 7.7 acres of
mixed shrubs, and 2.9 acres of pine flatwoods). The project is additionally located within the Core Foraging
Areas of three (3) active nesting woodstork colonies and within the Southwest Coast Ecosystem
Management Area. For these reasons, a Summary DOE of Moderate has been assigned to the Wildlife and
Habitat issue.
Commitments and Responses: Preparation of an Endangered Species Biological Assessment will be
included in the scoping recommendations for this project.
Technical Study: Endangered Species Biological Assessment (ESBA).

ETAT Reviews for Wildlife and Habitat
N
/
A

ETAT Review by Michael Weston, FL Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services
(01/28/2011)
Wildlife and Habitat Effect: N/A / No Involvement
Coordination Document:No Selection

Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
None found.
Comments on Effects to Resources:
None found.
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Coordinator Feedback:None

3

ETAT Review by John Wrublik, US Fish and Wildlife Service (01/04/2011)
Wildlife and Habitat Effect: Moderate
Coordination Document:To Be Determined: Further Coordination Required

Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
Federally-listed species and fish and wildlife resources
Comments on Effects to Resources:
Federally-Listed Species: The Service has reviewed our Geographic Information Systems (GIS)
database for recorded locations of federally listed threatened and endangered species on or
adjacent to the project study area. The GIS database is a compilation of data received from several
sources.
Wood Stork
The project corridor is located in the Core Foraging Areas (within 18.6 miles ) of an active nesting
colony of the endangered wood stork (Mycteria americana). The Service believes that the loss of
wetlands within a CFA due to an action could result in the loss of foraging habitat for the wood stork.
To minimize adverse effects to the wood stork, we recommend that any lost foraging habitat
resulting from the project be replaced within the CFA of the affected nesting colony. Moreover,
wetlands provided as mitigation should adequately replace the wetland functions lost as a result of
the action. The Service does not consider the preservation of wetlands, by itself, as adequate
compensation for impacts to wood stork foraging habitat, because the habitat lost is not replaced.
Accordingly, any wetland mitigation plan proposed should include a restoration, enhancement, or
creation component. In some cases, the Service accepts wetlands compensation located outside
the CFA of the affected wood stork nesting colony. Specifically, wetland credits purchased from a
"Service Approved" mitigation bank located outside of the CFA would be acceptable to the Service,
provided that the impacted wetlands occur within the permitted service area of the bank.
For projects that impact 5 or more acres of wood stork foraging habitat, the Service requires a
functional assessment be conducted using our "Wood Stork Foraging Analysis
Methodology"(Methodology) on the foraging habitat to be impacted and the foraging habitat
provided as mitigation. The Methodology can found in the Service's letter and effect determination
key to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers dated May 18, 2010 (Service Federal Activity Code
Number 41420-2007-FA-1494, available upon request).
The Service believes that the following federally listed species have the potential to occur in or near
the project site: wood stork, and eastern indigo snake (Drymarchon corais couperi), as well as the
federally protected plants listed at the following link:
http://www.fws.gov/verobeach/images/pdflibrary/Collier County3.pdf. Accordingly, the Service
recommends that the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) prepare a Biological
Assessment for the project (as required by 50 CFR 402.12) during the FDOT's Project Development
and Environment process.
Fish and Wildlife Resources: Wetlands provide important habitat for fish and wildlife. If wetlands are
found within the project area, the Service recommends that these valuable resources be avoided to
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the greatest extent practicable. If impacts to wetlands are unavoidable, the Service recommends the
FDOT provide mitigation that fully compensates for the loss of wetland resources.

CLC Commitments and Recommendations:

Coordinator Feedback:None

2

ETAT Review by Scott Sanders, FL Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (01/24/2011)
Wildlife and Habitat Effect: Minimal
Coordination Document:No Selection

Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
No significant fish or wildlife resources were identified in the vicinity of the proposed project.
Comments on Effects to Resources:
Minimal impacts to fish or wildlife resources are expected to result from this proposed project.
Coordinator Feedback:None

- No review submitted from the Not Available. Contact the ETDM Help Desk for assistance.

ETAT Reviews: Cultural
Historic and Archaeological Sites
Coordinator Summary
2

Summary Degree of Effect
Historic and Archaeological Sites Summary Degree of Effect: Minimal
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 1 (3/25/2011)
Comments:
The FDOS reported that there no cultural resources within a half-mile of the project area, including no
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) listed or eligible sites. The FDOS further stated that the project
area has been sufficiently investigated, and the project is unlikely to have any effect on historic properties.
Confidential: Review will not be displayed on Public Access website.
The FHWA noted that 15 surveys have been conducted within the one mile project buffer, but it is not
known whether these surveys covered the buffer in its entirety. The FHWA also noted that any changes in
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the historical status of any structure since the surveys were conducted are also unknown. The FHWA stated
that site CR00840 (Bottoms Up Cave/Rock Shelter) is located within the one mile project buffer and has not
been evaluated for NRHP-eligibility due to insufficient information. The opinion of the FHWA is that a
Cultural Resource Assessment Survey (CRAS) will be required. Confidential: Review will not be displayed
on Public Access website. Coordination Document: PD&E Support Document as per PD&E Manual.
The Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida indicated that there are no archaeological sites reported near
the project; however, a CRAS will need to be done to determine if there are any within the project
boundaries. The Miccosukee Tribe stated that impacts to resources in the project vicinity are unknown until
a CRAS is conducted. The Miccosukee Tribe added that further consultation with the Tribe will only be
necessary if the CRAS identifies archaeological sites that will be impacted by the project.
The Seminole Tribe of Florida stated that while there are no archeological sites reported within the project
area, a CRAS will need to be conducted in order to determine the effects, if any, to archaeological sites
within the project area. The Seminole Tribe noted that the Seminole Tribe of Florida-Tribal Historic
Preservation Officer (THPO) would like to review the CRAS before commenting on possible effects to sites
in the project area. Confidential: Review will not be displayed on Public Access website.
A review of the Florida Master Site File (FMSF) GIS data revealed that 11 surveys have been conducted
within 500 feet of the project area. Most of the surveys took place after the year 2000. The most recent
survey was conducted by Archaeological Consultants, Inc. (ACI) in 2007 as an addendum to a CRAS
conducted by the same company in 2000. This addendum survey was conducted south of the interchange
and identified no cultural materials. A 2002 addendum to a CRAS also conducted by ACI (FMSF Survey
No. 7133) covered most of the current project area, except for approximately 500 feet of right-of-way to the
north.
The unsurveyed portion of the project area is located within Sections 34 and 35 of Township 49 South,
Range 26 East. An analysis of historic plat maps and surveyors' notes shows the portion of the project area
located within Township 49 South, Range 26 East is within areas described as pine, palmetto, and cypress
flats. A small portion in the northernmost extent is located within an area described as pine and palmetto.
Myrtle and bay are also present in some areas containing palm and cypress flats. A pine island is indicated
on the map, but appears to be located outside of the project area. The soils within this portion of the project
area are poorly drained. The project area within Township 50 South, Range 26 East is located
predominately within areas of level, poor soil with small pine and cypress timber. No hammock vegetation is
noted within the vicinity of the project corridor on the plats or in the surveyors' notes. Based on the historic
plat maps and soils, the unsurveyed portion of the project corridor is considered to have a low probability for
archaeological sites.
The 2002 addendum survey identified 8CR840, Bottoms Up, as a redeposited surface lithic scatter on the
southeast portion of the project area. Although, the FMSF website lists this site as having insufficient
information to determine NHRP-eligibility as of September 11, 2002, the State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO) concurred that it was ineligible for listing in the NRHP in June of 2002. The addendum survey
shows that the site is located south and west of the interchange and outside of the I-75 right-of-way.
A search of the FMSF GIS data revealed no historic structures, linear resources, bridges, cemeteries or
resources groups within or adjacent to the project area. The property appraiser's data, however, show one
structure with a historic build date of 1960. No physical address is listed in the GIS property appraiser data;
the Parcel ID is 00297280002.
Based on the foregoing, a Summary DOE of Minimal has been assigned to the Historic and Archaeological
Sites issue.
Commitments and Responses: During the Project Development phase, the FDOT District 1 will coordinate
further with FHWA and the Tribes to clarify the level of effort needed to comply with pertinent legal
requirements as the majority of the corridor has been subject to previous surveys. Prior to any coordination,
a reconnaissance level survey with judgmental testing will be conducted to refine the scope of work. This
survey will also serve to verify the location, integrity, and eligibility of previously unrecorded resources that
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have recently reached the 50-year historic threshold and confirm the low archaeological potential of the
unsurveyed area of the corridor suggested by this analysis.
Technical Study: Reconnaissance Survey with judgmental testing.

ETAT Reviews for Historic and Archaeological Sites
2

ETAT Review by Linda Anderson, Federal Highway Administration (01/20/2011)
Historic and Archaeological Sites Effect: Minimal
Confidential:Review will not be displayed on Public Access website
Coordination Document:PD&E Support Document As Per PD&E Manual

Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
Within 1-mile buffer, as advised by Gwen Pipkin:
Archaeological Site # CR00840, Bottoms Up Cave/Rock Shelter--not evaluated for NRHP-eligiblity
due to insufficient information.
Comments on Effects to Resources:
15 surveys have been conducted within the 1-mile buffer. But whether they covered the entire area
within the buffer and whether any structures have aged into historical status since the surveys were
conducted is unknown.
A CRAS will be required.
Coordinator Feedback:None

2

ETAT Review by Steve Terry, Miccosukee Tribe of Indians of Florida (12/22/2010)
Historic and Archaeological Sites Effect: Minimal
Coordination Document:No Selection

Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
There are no recorded archaeological sites reported near this project. However, a Cultural
Resources Survey will need to be done to ascertain if there are any archaeological sites within the
project boundaries.
Comments on Effects to Resources:
Once a Cultural Resources Survey has been done, then effects, if any, to archaeological sites can
be ascertained.
Additional Comments (optional):
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If the Cultural Resources Survey shows there are no archaeological sites that will be impacted by
this project, then no further consultation is necessary. However, if the Cultural Resources Survey
does show that archaeological sites will be impacted by this project, then further consultation with
the Miccosukee Tribe should be done.
Coordinator Feedback:None

2

ETAT Review by Alyssa McManus, FL Department of State (01/21/2011)
Historic and Archaeological Sites Effect: Minimal
Confidential:Review will not be displayed on Public Access website
Coordination Document:No Selection

Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
There are no cultural resources within 1/2 mile of this project area.
Comments on Effects to Resources:
This project area has been sufficiently subjected to cultural resource assessment survey. There are
no National Register listed or eligible properties within a 1/2 mile of this project. It is the opinion of
this offfice that this project is unlikely to affect historic properties.
Coordinator Feedback:None

2

ETAT Review by Elliott York, Seminole Tribe of Florida (01/19/2011)
Historic and Archaeological Sites Effect: Minimal
Confidential:Review will not be displayed on Public Access website
Coordination Document:No Selection

Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
Although no archaeological sites have been discovered in the project's area, a CRAS will need to be
conducted in order to determine effects to cultural resources within the project corridor.
Comments on Effects to Resources:
The STOF-THPO cannot comment on possible adverse effects to cultural resources until the CRAS
has been reviewed.
Additional Comments (optional):
The STOF-THPO would like to review the CRAS before commenting on any possible adverse
effects to cultural resources within the proposed project's APE.
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Coordinator Feedback:None

- No review submitted from the Not Available. Contact the ETDM Help Desk for assistance.

Recreation Areas
Coordinator Summary
2

Summary Degree of Effect
Recreation Areas Summary Degree of Effect: Minimal
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 1 (3/25/2011)
Comments:
The FDEP did not identify any issues or potential project effects related to recreation areas/features.
According to the EST GIS analysis results, the following recreation features are present within the 5,280foot project buffer: golf courses, Palm Springs Neighborhood Park, recreational facilities of Golden Gate
Public High School, and 2,409.2 acres of Ecological Greenways Critical Linkages (539.9 acres are
designated as Critical or Priority 1 and 1,869.3 acres are an unknown description). The Existing Land Use
Map of the adopted Collier County Growth Management Plan shows that the area in the immediate vicinity
of the proposed interchange (1,320-foot buffer) is designated primarily for commercial uses; pockets of light
industrial uses also occur in the area as the interchange is located within a designated freight activity center
of Collier County. Based on the Collier County Future Land Use Map, the project area is intended to
continue to support a commercial mixed-use center and industrial district. For these reasons and due to the
limited number of features located within the immediate project vicinity, a Summary DOE of Minimal has
been assigned to the Recreation Areas issue.
Commitments and Responses: A Section 4(f) Determination of Applicability will be included in the scoping
recommendations for this project to confirm that potential impacts to features providing recreational
opportunities will be minimized to the greatest extent practicable.
Technical Study: Section 4(f) Determination of Applicability.

ETAT Reviews for Recreation Areas
0

ETAT Review by Lauren P. Milligan, FL Department of Environmental Protection (01/26/2011)
Recreation Areas Effect: None
Coordination Document:No Selection

Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
None found.
Comments on Effects to Resources:
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None found.
Coordinator Feedback:None

- No review submitted from the Not Available. Contact the ETDM Help Desk for assistance.

Section 4(f) Potential
Coordinator Summary
3

Summary Degree of Effect
Section 4(f) Potential Summary Degree of Effect: Moderate
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 1 (3/25/2011)
Comments:
The FHWA identified the following features within the 5,280-foot project buffer that may be protected under
Section 4(f): golf courses, Palm Springs Neighborhood Park, recreational facilities of Golden Gate Public
High School and possibly other schools, and 2,409.2 acres of Ecological Greenways Critical Linkages
(539.9 acres are designated as Critical or Priority 1 and 1,869.3 acres are an unknown description). The
FHWA stated that evidence of formal designation must be provided to qualify lands for protection under the
auspices of Section 4(f); as such, a Section 4(f) Determination of Applicability is required. Coordination
Document: PD&E Support Document as per PD&E Manual.
The Existing Land Use Map of the adopted Collier County Growth Management Plan shows that the area in
the immediate vicinity of the proposed interchange (1,320-foot buffer) is designated primarily for commercial
uses; pockets of light industrial uses also occur in the area as the interchange is located within a designated
freight activity center of Collier County. According to the Collier County Future Land Use Map, the project
area is intended to continue to support a commercial mixed-use center and industrial district. For these
reasons and due to the limited number of features located within the immediate project vicinity, minimal
impacts to Section 4(f) resources are anticipated. However, based on FHWA's concerns regarding potential
project-related adverse impacts to protected 4(f) resources in the area and the fact that Section 4(f) impacts
to cultural resources are unknown until a reconnaissance level survey of the historic property identified
within the property appraiser data is conducted and the property's eligibility is assessed, a Summary DOE
of Moderate has been assigned to the Section 4(f) Potential issue.
Commitments and Responses: A Section 4(f) Determination of Applicability will be included in the scoping
recommendations for this project to confirm that potential impacts to features protected under Section 4(f)
will be minimized to the greatest extent practicable.
Technical Study: Section 4(f) Determination of Applicability.

ETAT Reviews for Section 4(f) Potential
3

ETAT Review by Linda Anderson, Federal Highway Administration (01/20/2011)
Section 4(f) Potential Effect: Moderate
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Coordination Document:PD&E Support Document As Per PD&E Manual

Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
Within 1-mile buffer, as advised by Gwen Pipkin:
Golf courses.
Palm Springs Neighborhood Park.
Golden Gate Public High School and possibly other schools/property.
2,408 acres of Ecological Greenways Critical Linkages.
535 acres of Greenways Ecological Priority Linkages (critical priority!).
Comments on Effects to Resources:
Impacts to recreation areas such as parks, golf courses, and the recreation areas of schools, if
publicly owned, open to the public, and considered to provide a significant recreation function may
be Section 4(f) impacts.
Likewise, with regard to the Ecological Greenways Critical Linkages and the Greenways Ecological
Priority Linkages (assigned a critical priority), publicly owned properties planned for park, recreation
area, wildlife refuge, or waterfowl refuge purposes may be Section 4(f) properties when the public
agency that owns the property has formally designated and determined it to be significant for park,
recreation area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge purposes. Evidence of formal designation would be the
inclusion of the publicly owned land, and its function as a 4(f) resource, into a city or county Master
Plan.
A Section 4(f) DOA is required.
Coordinator Feedback:None

- No review submitted from the Not Available. Contact the ETDM Help Desk for assistance.

ETAT Reviews: Community
Aesthetics
Coordinator Summary
2

Summary Degree of Effect
Aesthetic Effects Summary Degree of Effect: Minimal
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 1 (3/25/2011)
Comments:
The FDOT District 1 reported that while the majority of community features occur within the 5,280-foot
buffer of the proposed interchange improvement, the following features exist within the 500-foot buffer that
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are considered to be sensitive to potential noise and vibration effects: four designated community
boundaries, two Developments of Regional Impact, four Planned Unit Developments, five cultural field
survey areas, two FDOT RCI bridges, and a critical proposed greenway ecological priority linkage. The
FDOT District 1 noted that the area in the immediate vicinity of the proposed interchange (1,320-foot buffer)
is designated primarily for commercial uses; pockets of light industrial uses also occur in the area as the
interchange is located within a designated freight activity center of Collier County. The FDOT District 1
indicated that, to date, the interchange improvement is only anticipated to impact a small number of vacant
properties in the area. The FDOT District 1 stated that despite concerns of potential noise and vibration
effects to proximate businesses, the overall impacts on the area's aesthetics are anticipated to be minimal
as the project area is intended to continue to support a commercial mixed-use center and industrial district.
Based on the foregoing, a Summary DOE of Minimal has been assigned to the Aesthetics issue.
Commitments and Responses: During the Project Development phase, FDOT District 1 will conduct public
outreach in coordination with Collier County to solicit opinions and preferences from residents and
businesses (located within the vicinity of the interchange) on potential project effects and general design
concepts related to aesthetics.
Technical Study: Noise Study.

ETAT Reviews for Aesthetics
2

ETAT Review by Lauren Brooks, FDOT District 1 (01/28/2011)
Aesthetics Effect: Minimal
Coordination Document:No Selection

Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
100-Foot Buffer:
Developments of Regional Impacts (1)
- CITYGATE COMMERCIAL PARK [ADA NO: 1987-052] - 0.3 Acres (1.08%)
Cultural Field Survey Areas (4)
- HISTORICAL/ARCHITERTURAL SURVEY OF COLLIER COUNTY
- A CULTURAL RESOURCE ASSESSMENT SURVEY OF STATE ROAD 84 IN COLLIER COUNTY
- A CULTURAL RESOURCE ASSESSMENT SURVEY OF I-75 IN COLLIER COUNTY
- ADDENDUM CULTURAL RESOURCE ASSESSMENT SURVEY OF I-75 IN COLLIER COUNTY
FDOT RCI Bridges (2)
- 030195
- 030196
2004 SFWMD FL Land Use and Land Cover / Acres / Percent
- HERBACEOUS (DRY PRAIRIE) / 3.2 / 12.25%
- MIXED SHRUBS / 6.7 / 2.12%
- PINE FLATWOODS / 2.2 / 8.54%
- ROADS AND HIGHWAYS / 13.9 / 53.46%
Future Land Use 2008 / Acres / Percent
- COMMERCIAL, OFFICE, TOURISM, MARINA / 18.3 / 70.29%
- MIXED USE, ACTIVITY CTR, URBAN VILLAGE / 7.7 / 29.71%
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500-Foot Buffer:
Community Boundaries (4)
- COLLIER BLVD EAST
- BERKSHIRE LAKES
- NORTH BELLE MEADE
- FOREST PARK
Developments of Regional Impact (2)
- CITYGATE COMMERCIAL PARK [ADA NO: 1987-052] - 6.2 Acres (8.60%)
- TOLLGATE COMMERICIAL CENTER [ADA NO: 1984-002] - 2.6 Acres (3.58%)
Planned Unit Developments (4)
- COLLIER BLVD. MIXED USE COMM. CNTR.
- PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (CPUD)
- I-75/ALLIGATOR ALLEY
- WHITELAKE INDUSTRIAL CORP. PARK
Cultural Field Survey Areas (5)
- HISTORICAL/ARCHITECTURAL SURVEY OF COLLIER COUNTY
- A CULTURAL RESOURCE ASSESSMENT SURVEY OF STATE ROAD 84 IN COLLIER COUNTY
- A CULTURAL RESOURCE ASSESSMENT SURVEY OF I-75 IN COLLIER COUNTY
- ADDENDUM CULTURAL RESOURCE ASSESSMENT SURVEY OF I-75 IN COLLIER COUNTY
- ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND HISTORICAL SURVEY OF CITYGATE COMMERCE PARK IN
COLLIER
COUNTY
FDOT RCI Bridges (2)
- 030195
- 030196
Greenways Ecological Priority Linkages (Critical - 0.0 Acres / 0.05%)
2004 SFWMD FL Land Use and Land Cover / Acres / Percent
- COMMERCIAL AND SERVICES / 2.9 / 3.97%
- DISTURBED LAND / 4.0 / 5.59%
- FRESHWATER MARSHES/GRAMINOID PRAIRIE-MARSH / 0.8 / 1.06%
- HERBACEOUS (DRY PRAIRIE) / 4.0 / 5.54%
- MIXED SHRUBS / 8.9 / 12.39%
- PINE FLATWOODS / 4.5 / 6.24%
- ROADS AND HIGHWAYS / 36.7 / 50.90%
- WET MELALEUCA / 2.0 / 2.84%
- WET PINELANDS HYDRIC PINE / 1.8 / 2.50%
- WET PRAIRIES / 6.5 / 8.97%
Future Land Use 2008 / Acres / Percent
- COMMERCIAL, OFFICE, TOURISM, MARINA / 44.9 / 62.32%
- MIXED USE, ACTIVITY CTR, URBAN VILLAGE / 27.2 / 37.68%
Comments on Effects to Resources:
The EST GIS analysis results reveal the following community features within the vicinity of the
project (500-foot project buffer) that may be sensitive to potential noise and vibration effects: four
designated community boundaries, two Developments of Regional Impact, four Planned Unit
Developments, five cultural field survey areas, two FDOT RCI bridges, and a critical proposed
greenway ecological priority linkage. The majority of community features occur in the one mile
(5,280-foot) project buffer and include such resources as: Golden Gate (a 2000 Census Designated
Place), Forest Glen Golf & Country Club, Palm Springs Neighborhood Park, and Golden Gate High
School.
As indicated through the EST GIS analysis results, as well as the Existing Land Use Map of the
adopted Collier County Growth Management Plan, the area in the immediate vicinity of the proposed
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interchange (1,320-foot buffer) is designated primarily for commercial uses; pockets of light
industrial uses also occur in the area. The project area also supports (and is intended to continue to
support according to the Collier County Future Land Use Map) a commercial mixed-use center and
industrial district. Consequently, the interchange is located within a designated freight activity center
of Collier County.
To date, the interchange improvement is anticipated to impact a small number of vacant properties
in the area. While the scope of this project is limited, due to potential noise and vibration effects that
may be of concern to proximate businesses, the overall effects of the project on the area's
aesthetics are anticipated to be minimal.
CLC Commitments and Recommendations:
During the Project Development phase, FDOT District 1 will conduct public outreach in coordination
with Collier County to solicit opinions and preferences from residents and businesses (located within
the vicinity of the project intersection) on potential project effects and general design concepts
related to aesthetics. The proposed interchange alternative will be adjusted so as to avoid or
minimize impacts to the identified social, cultural, and natural features of the area.
Coordinator Feedback:None

- No review submitted from the Not Available. Contact the ETDM Help Desk for assistance.

Economic
Coordinator Summary
1

Summary Degree of Effect
Economic Summary Degree of Effect: Enhanced
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 1 (3/25/2011)
Comments:
The FDOT District 1 indicated that the area in the immediate vicinity of the proposed interchange (1,320foot buffer) is designated primarily for commercial uses; pockets of light industrial uses also occur in the
area as the interchange is located within a designated freight activity center of Collier County. The FDOT
District 1 noted that the project area is intended to continue to support a commercial mixed-use center and
industrial district. The FDOT District 1 added that the interchange lies within a commercial mixed-use
zoning overlay designated by Collier County; this designation, coupled by the increased mobility provided
through the reconfigured interchange, is anticipated to spur development of proximate vacant land. The
FDOT District 1 indicated that while the interchange improvement is anticipated to impact a small number of
vacant properties in the area, the improvement is ultimately intended to enhance access to businesses and
support local economic development opportunities consistent with local efforts (including improved access
for goods movement activities).
Based on the foregoing, a Summary DOE of Enhanced has been assigned to the Economic issue.
Commitments and Responses: During Project Development, the FDOT District 1 will conduct public
outreach in coordination with Collier County to solicit input on the project from the residents and businesses
along Collier Boulevard and in the vicinity of the proposed interchange improvement.
Technical Study: None.
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ETAT Reviews for Economic
1

ETAT Review by Lauren Brooks, FDOT District 1 (01/28/2011)
Economic Effect: Enhanced
Coordination Document:No Selection

Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
100-Foot Buffer:
Developments of Regional Impacts (1)
- CITYGATE COMMERCIAL PARK [ADA NO: 1987-052] - 0.3 Acres (1.08%)
500-Foot Buffer:
Community Boundaries (4)
- COLLIER BLVD EAST
- BERKSHIRE LAKES
- NORTH BELLE MEADE
- FOREST PARK
Developments of Regional Impact (2)
- CITYGATE COMMERCIAL PARK [ADA NO: 1987-052] - 6.2 Acres (8.60%)
- TOLLGATE COMMERICIAL CENTER [ADA NO: 1984-002] - 2.6 Acres (3.58%)
Planned Unit Developments (4)
- COLLIER BLVD. MIXED USE COMM. CNTR.
- PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (CPUD)
- I-75/ALLIGATOR ALLEY
- WHITELAKE INDUSTRIAL CORP. PARK
1,320-Foot (Quarter-Mile) Buffer:
Community Boundaries (4)
- COLLIER BLVD EAST
- BERKSHIRE LAKES
- NORTH BELLE MEADE
- FOREST PARK
Developments of Regional Impact (2)
- CITYGATE COMMERCIAL PARK [ADA NO: 1987-052] - 30.1 Acres (12.62%)
- TOLLGATE COMMERICIAL CENTER [ADA NO: 1984-002] - 26.8 Acres (11.21%)
Planned Unit Developments (5)
- COLLIER BLVD. MIXED USE COMM. CNTR.
- PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (CPUD)
- I-75/ALLIGATOR ALLEY
- EAST GATEWAY
- WHITELAKE INDUSTRIAL CORP. PARK
2004 SFWMD FL Land Use and Land Cover / Acres / Percent
- COMMERICAL AND SERVICES / 37.1 / 15.55%
- DISTURBED LAND / 17.6 / 7.37%
- FRESHWATER MARSHES/GRAMINOID PRAIRIE - MARSH / 2.9 / 1.19%
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- HERBACEOUS (DRY PRAIRIE) / 4.0 / 1.67%
- INACTIVE LAND WITH STREET PATTERN / 4.0 / 1.68%
- MIXED SHRUBS / 9.3 / 3.88%
- PINE FLATWOODS / 22.9 / 9.59%
- RESERVOIRS / 0.0 / 0.01%
- ROADS AND HIGHWAYS / 60.1 / 25.16%
- WATER SUPPLY PLANTS - INCLUDING PUMP STATIONS / 2.6 / 1.09%
- WET MELALEUCA / 20.2 / 8.45%
- WET PINELANDS HYDRIC PINE / 29.5 / 12.36%
- WET PRAIRIES / 28.7 / 12.00%
Future Land Use 2008 / Acres / Percent
- COMMERCIAL, OFFICE, TOURISM, MARINA / 130.6 / 54.66%
- INDUSTRIAL, EXTRACTIVE, TRANSPORTATION / 3.5 / 1.45%
- MIXED USE, ACTIVITY CTR, URBAN VILLAGE / 103.4 / 43.27%
- RESIDENTIAL HIGH MORE THAN RM AND > 12DU / 1.4 / 0.61%
Comments on Effects to Resources:
As indicated through the EST GIS analysis results, as well as the Existing Land Use Map of the
adopted Collier County Growth Management Plan, the area in the immediate vicinity of the proposed
interchange (1,320-foot buffer) is designated primarily for commercial uses; pockets of light
industrial uses also occur in the area. In addition, the interchange lies within a commercial mixeduse zoning overlay designated by Collier County. This designation, coupled by the increased
mobility provided through the reconfigured interchange, is anticipated to spur development of
proximate vacant land.
Due to the fact that the interchange is located within Collier County's Gateway Freight Activity
Center, the area surrounding the interchange is planned to support notable commercial and
industrial development. Based on the EST GIS analysis results and the Collier County Future Land
Use Map, areas surrounding the interchange are targeted for growth and reinvestment as implied
through the presence of several Developments of Regional Impact and Planned Unit Developments
within the various project buffers. It should be noted that the interchange also provides access to
southwestern Collier County, including Naples and Marco Island. The interchange improvement is
anticipated to increase operational capacity and enhance overall traffic operations, supporting
anticipated population and employment growth in these areas.
To date, the interchange improvement is anticipated to impact a small number of vacant properties
in the area. Since the interchange improvement will ultimately enhance access to businesses and
support local economic development opportunities consistent with local efforts (including improved
access for goods movement activities), economic enhancements are expected in the area as a
result of the project.
CLC Commitments and Recommendations:
During Project Development, the FDOT District 1 will conduct public outreach in coordination with
Collier County to solicit input on the project from the residents and businesses along Collier
Boulevard and in the vicinity of the proposed interchange improvement.
Coordinator Feedback:None

- No review submitted from the Not Available. Contact the ETDM Help Desk for assistance.
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Land Use
Coordinator Summary
2

Summary Degree of Effect
Land Use Changes Summary Degree of Effect: Minimal
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 1 (3/25/2011)
Comments:
The FDOT District 1 reported that the area in the immediate vicinity of the proposed interchange (1,320-foot
buffer) is designated primarily for commercial uses; pockets of light industrial uses also occur in the area as
the interchange is located within a designated freight activity center of Collier County. The FDOT District 1
noted that, according to the Collier County Future Land Use Map, the project area is targeted for growth
and reinvestment and is intended to continue to support notable commercial and industrial development.
The FDOT District 1 added that the interchange lies within a commercial mixed-use zoning overlay
designated by Collier County; this designation, coupled by the increased mobility provided through the
reconfigured interchange, is anticipated to spur development of proximate vacant land. The FDOT District 1
indicated that while minimal impacts to surrounding land uses (particularly vacant commercial properties)
could occur as a result of the proposed interchange improvement, the project is ultimately intended to
accommodate the projected population and employment growth in the area by increasing operational
capacity and enhancing overall traffic operations. The FDOT District 1 stated that the overall effects on the
area's character resulting from the improvement are expected to be minimal as the project supports the land
use vision depicted through the Collier County Future Land Use Map. The FDOT District 1 reiterated that
the project is consistent with the adopted Collier County Growth Management Plan, as well as Collier
Metropolitan Planning Organization's 2035 Long Range Transportation Plan and FY 2010/2011 - FY
2014/2015 Transportation Improvement Program.
Based on the foregoing, a Summary DOE of Minimal has been assigned to the Land Use issue.
Commitments and Responses: During the Project Development phase, the FDOT District 1 will conduct
public outreach in coordination with Collier County to obtain feedback from residents and businesses that
may be impacted by the interchange improvement.
Technical Study: None.

ETAT Reviews for Land Use
2

ETAT Review by Lauren Brooks, FDOT District 1 (01/28/2011)
Land Use Effect: Minimal
Coordination Document:No Selection

Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
100-Foot Buffer:
Developments of Regional Impacts (1)
- CITYGATE COMMERCIAL PARK [ADA NO: 1987-052] - 0.3 Acres (1.08%)
2004 SFWMD FL Land Use and Land Cover / Acres / Percent
- HERBACEOUS (DRY PRAIRIE) / 3.2 / 12.25%
- MIXED SHRUBS / 6.7 / 2.12%
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- PINE FLATWOODS / 2.2 / 8.54%
- ROADS AND HIGHWAYS / 13.9 / 53.46%
Future Land Use 2008 / Acres / Percent
- COMMERCIAL, OFFICE, TOURISM, MARINA / 18.3 / 70.29%
- MIXED USE, ACTIVITY CTR, URBAN VILLAGE / 7.7 / 29.71%
500-Foot Buffer:
Community Boundaries (4)
- COLLIER BLVD EAST
- BERKSHIRE LAKES
- NORTH BELLE MEADE
- FOREST PARK
Developments of Regional Impact (2)
- CITYGATE COMMERCIAL PARK [ADA NO: 1987-052] - 6.2 Acres (8.60%)
- TOLLGATE COMMERICIAL CENTER [ADA NO: 1984-002] - 2.6 Acres (3.58%)
Planned Unit Developments (4)
- COLLIER BLVD. MIXED USE COMM. CNTR.
- PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (CPUD)
- I-75/ALLIGATOR ALLEY
- WHITELAKE INDUSTRIAL CORP. PARK
2004 SFWMD FL Land Use and Land Cover / Acres / Percent
- COMMERCIAL AND SERVICES / 2.9 / 3.97%
- DISTURBED LAND / 4.0 / 5.59%
- FRESHWATER MARSHES/GRAMINOID PRAIRIE-MARSH / 0.8 / 1.06%
- HERBACEOUS (DRY PRAIRIE) / 4.0 / 5.54%
- MIXED SHRUBS / 8.9 / 12.39%
- PINE FLATWOODS / 4.5 / 6.24%
- ROADS AND HIGHWAYS / 36.7 / 50.90%
- WET MELALEUCA / 2.0 / 2.84%
- WET PINELANDS HYDRIC PINE / 1.8 / 2.50%
- WET PRAIRIES / 6.5 / 8.97%
Future Land Use 2008 / Acres / Percent
- COMMERCIAL, OFFICE, TOURISM, MARINA / 44.9 / 62.32%
- MIXED USE, ACTIVITY CTR, URBAN VILLAGE / 27.2 / 37.68%
1,320-Foot (Quarter-Mile) Buffer:
Community Boundaries (4)
- COLLIER BLVD EAST
- BERKSHIRE LAKES
- NORTH BELLE MEADE
- FOREST PARK
Developments of Regional Impact (2)
- CITYGATE COMMERCIAL PARK [ADA NO: 1987-052] - 30.1 Acres (12.62%)
- TOLLGATE COMMERICIAL CENTER [ADA NO: 1984-002] - 26.8 Acres (11.21%)
Planned Unit Developments (5)
- COLLIER BLVD. MIXED USE COMM. CNTR.
- PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (CPUD)
- I-75/ALLIGATOR ALLEY
- EAST GATEWAY
- WHITELAKE INDUSTRIAL CORP. PARK
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2004 SFWMD FL Land Use and Land Cover / Acres / Percent
- COMMERICAL AND SERVICES / 37.1 / 15.55%
- DISTURBED LAND / 17.6 / 7.37%
- FRESHWATER MARSHES/GRAMINOID PRAIRIE - MARSH / 2.9 / 1.19%
- HERBACEOUS (DRY PRAIRIE) / 4.0 / 1.67%
- INACTIVE LAND WITH STREET PATTERN / 4.0 / 1.68%
- MIXED SHRUBS / 9.3 / 3.88%
- PINE FLATWOODS / 22.9 / 9.59%
- RESERVOIRS / 0.0 / 0.01%
- ROADS AND HIGHWAYS / 60.1 / 25.16%
- WATER SUPPLY PLANTS - INCLUDING PUMP STATIONS / 2.6 / 1.09%
- WET MELALEUCA / 20.2 / 8.45%
- WET PINELANDS HYDRIC PINE / 29.5 / 12.36%
- WET PRAIRIES / 28.7 / 12.00%
Future Land Use 2008 / Acres / Percent
- COMMERCIAL, OFFICE, TOURISM, MARINA / 130.6 / 54.66%
- INDUSTRIAL, EXTRACTIVE, TRANSPORTATION / 3.5 / 1.45%
- MIXED USE, ACTIVITY CTR, URBAN VILLAGE / 103.4 / 43.27%
- RESIDENTIAL HIGH MORE THAN RM AND > 12DU / 1.4 / 0.61%
Comments on Effects to Resources:
As indicated through the EST GIS analysis results, as well as the Existing Land Use Map of the
adopted Collier County Growth Management Plan, the area in the immediate vicinity of the proposed
interchange (1,320-foot buffer) is designated primarily for commercial uses; pockets of light
industrial uses also occur in the area. In addition, the interchange lies within a commercial mixeduse zoning overlay designated by Collier County. This designation, coupled by the increased
mobility provided through the reconfigured interchange, is anticipated to spur development of
proximate vacant land.
Due to the fact that the interchange is located within Collier County's Gateway Freight Activity
Center, the area surrounding the interchange is planned to support notable commercial and
industrial development. Based on the EST GIS analysis results and the Collier County Future Land
Use Map, areas surrounding the interchange are targeted for growth and reinvestment as implied
through the presence of several Developments of Regional Impact and Planned Unit Developments
within the various project buffers. It should be noted that the interchange also provides access to
southwestern Collier County, including Naples and Marco Island. The interchange improvement is
anticipated to increase operational capacity and enhance overall traffic operations, supporting
anticipated population and employment growth in these areas.
While minimal impacts to surrounding land uses (particularly vacant commercial properties) could
occur as a result of the proposed improvement, the project is anticipated to support the land use
vision depicted through the Collier County Future Land Use Map. The overall effects on the area's
character resulting from the improvement are anticipated to be minimal.
Transportation Plan Consistency:
The proposed I-75 at Collier Boulevard (CR 951) interchange improvement is listed as a priority
project in the Collier MPO's 2035 LRTP Cost Feasible Plan (funded through design only). The
proposed interchange is also reflected on Map TR-1: Financially Feasible Plan and Traffic
Circulation Map - Year 2025 of the adopted Collier County Growth Management Plan and is
identified in the adopted Collier MPO FY 2010/2011 -2014/2015 Transportation Improvement
Program.
CLC Commitments and Recommendations:
During the Project Development phase, the FDOT District 1 will conduct public outreach in
coordination with Collier County to obtain feedback from residents and businesses that may be

Page 29 of 42

Printed on: 12/06/2012

impacted by the interchange improvement.
Coordinator Feedback:None

- No review submitted from the Not Available. Contact the ETDM Help Desk for assistance.

Mobility
Coordinator Summary
1

Summary Degree of Effect
Mobility Summary Degree of Effect: Enhanced
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 1 (3/25/2011)
Comments:
The FDOT District 1 reported that, based on the Collier-Lee 2035 Draft Cost Feasible Plan model, the
volume of vehicles to utilize the interchange will nearly double over the next 25 years. The FDOT District 1
also noted that Collier County's freight transportation system is dominated almost exclusively by its highway
network with I-75 and Collier Boulevard/CR 951 serving as two of the most important freight corridors of the
network. The FDOT District 1 additionally commented that the Collier Boulevard/CR 951 study corridor
experiences average crash rates higher than statewide average rates for similar facilities; as traffic volumes
increase at the interchange, the opportunity for vehicle movement conflict is expected to increase. The
FDOT District 1 stated that the proposed interchange improvement is anticipated to support the projected
growth in traffic, enhance the mobility of goods, and improve safety conditions (and thus, reduce the
commonly reported rear-end type crashes) by increasing operational capacity and alleviating current and
future congestion at the interchange.
Based on the foregoing, a Summary DOE of Enhanced has been assigned to the Mobility issue.
Commitments and Responses: During Project Development, the FDOT District 1 will conduct public
outreach in coordination with Collier County to solicit community opinions and preferences, targeting input
from the transportation disadvantaged population, regarding area mobility needs as a result of the
interchange improvement.
Technical Study: None.

ETAT Reviews for Mobility
1

ETAT Review by Lauren Brooks, FDOT District 1 (01/28/2011)
Mobility Effect: Enhanced
Coordination Document:No Selection

Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
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100-Foot Buffer:
FDOT RCI Bridges (2)
- 030195
- 030196
Florida 5 Year Crash Rates (2008)
- SR 93: 1.59314817 (Safety Ratio)
- SR 951: 2.57340681 (Safety Ratio)
Nonfatal Crashes On Florida Local and SHS Roadways (2005 - 2007)
- 2005: 3
- 2006: 12
- 2007: 3
500-Foot Buffer:
FDOT RCI Bridges (2)
- 030195
- 030196
Greenways Ecological Priority Linkages (Critical - 0.0 Acres / 0.05%)
Facility Crossings (2)
- I-75
- SR 951
Nonfatal Crashes On Florida Local and SHS Roadways (2005 - 2007)
- 2005: 18
- 2006: 22
- 2007: 21
1,320-Foot (Quarter-Mile) Buffer:
FDOT RCI Bridges (2)
- 030195
- 030196
Greenways Ecological Priority Linkages (Critical - 15.9 Acres / 6.64%)
Number of Housing Units with No Vehicle Available: 20 (1.1%)
Comments on Effects to Resources:
According to the Interchange Operational Analysis Report (October 2010) prepared for the I-75 at
Collier Boulevard/CR 951 interchange, the existing Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) volumes for
I-75 (west of Collier Boulevard/CR 951 and east of Collier Boulevard/CR 951) are 36,700 and
18,900 vehicle trips per day. Based on the Collier-Lee 2035 Draft Cost Feasible Plan model, the
AADT volumes for I-75 (west of Collier Boulevard/CR 951 and east of Collier Boulevard/CR 951) are
expected to increase to 76,100 and 36,000 vehicle trips per day. As indicated through this analysis,
the volume of vehicles utilizing the interchange is expected to nearly double over the next 25 years.
The modification of the interchange is needed to improve operations to support the projected growth
in traffic.
Collier County's freight transportation system is dominated almost exclusively by its highway
network. Collier MPO's 2035 LRTP designates I-75 as a Tier One Freight Corridor. In addition,
Collier Boulevard/CR 951 serves as a regional freight corridor. Due to the fact that the interchange
serves as a connector between the two roadways, which support much of the county's freight
movement, the proposed interchange improvement is anticipated to enhance the mobility of goods
in Collier County by alleviating current and future congestion at the interchange and on the
surrounding freight network.
As traffic volume increases at the interchange, the opportunity for vehicle movement conflict is
expected to increase. The high congestion and low spacing between signalized intersections along
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the Collier Boulevard/CR 951 corridor may contribute to the common rear-end type crashes
reported. It should be noted that the Collier Boulevard/CR 951 study corridor experiences average
crash rates higher than statewide average rates for similar facilities. By increasing operational
capacity and reducing congestion, the proposed project is anticipated to improve safety conditions
(and thus, reduce rear-end type crashes) at the interchange.
Based on the foregoing, the interchange improvement is expected to enhance overall mobility (not
only at the interchange, but on the surrounding roadway network) in the area.
CLC Commitments and Recommendations:
During Project Development, the FDOT District 1 will conduct public outreach in coordination with
Collier County to solicit community opinions and preferences, targeting input from the transportation
disadvantaged population, regarding area mobility needs as a result of the interchange
improvement.
Coordinator Feedback:None

- No review submitted from the Not Available. Contact the ETDM Help Desk for assistance.

Relocation
Coordinator Summary
3

Summary Degree of Effect
Relocation Potential Summary Degree of Effect: Moderate
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 1 (3/25/2011)
Comments:
The FDOT District 1 reported that the majority of community features occur within the 5,280-foot buffer of
the proposed interchange improvement; features that exist within the 500-foot buffer include: four
designated community boundaries, two Developments of Regional Impact, four Planned Unit
Developments, five cultural field survey areas, and a critical proposed greenway ecological priority linkage.
The FDOT District 1 noted that the area in the immediate vicinity of the proposed interchange (1,320-foot
buffer) is designated primarily for commercial uses with pockets of light industrial uses; the project area is
intended to continue to support a commercial mixed-use center and industrial district. The FDOT District 1
indicated that while the area is zoned predominantly for commercial, mixed-use, industrial and freight
activities, a vast majority of the land adjacent to the interchange remains vacant; as such, potential
business and residential relocation effects as a result of the improvement are anticipated to be minimal.
The FHWA identified approximately 351.0 acres of fixed single-family units, approximately 184.0 acres of
low rise multi-family dwelling units, the Golden Gate Public High School, and several other public
schools/properties within the 5,280-foot project buffer. The FHWA stated that the effects of the project will
depend on the location of the interchange which is unknown at this time; if relocations are required as a
result of the project, the process must comply with the Uniform Act. Coordination Document: PD&E Support
Document as per PD&E Manual.
Based on the foregoing analysis, a Summary DOE of Moderate has been assigned to the Relocation issue.
Commitments and Responses: Further assessment of relocation effects will be conducted during Project
Development as more detailed and finalized project information regarding right-of-way needs becomes
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available. The proposed interchange alternative will be adjusted so as to avoid or minimize impacts to
identified businesses, as well as social, cultural, and natural features. If relocations are necessary, the
process will comply with the Uniform Act.
Technical Study: Conceptual Stage Relocation Plan (potentially).

ETAT Reviews for Relocation
3

ETAT Review by Linda Anderson, Federal Highway Administration (01/20/2011)
Relocation Effect: Moderate
Coordination Document:PD&E Support Document As Per PD&E Manual

Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
Within 1-mile buffer (as advised by Gwen Pipkin):
Golden Gate Public High School and several other public schools/property.
351 acres of fixed single family units.
184 acres of multiple dwelling units - low rise.
Comments on Effects to Resources:
Effects depend on location of interchange, which is unknown at this time.
If relocations are required, the process must comply with the Uniform Act.
Coordinator Feedback:None

2

ETAT Review by Lauren Brooks, FDOT District 1 (01/28/2011)
Relocation Effect: Minimal
Coordination Document:No Selection

Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
100-Foot Buffer:
Developments of Regional Impacts (1)
- CITYGATE COMMERCIAL PARK [ADA NO: 1987-052] - 0.3 Acres (1.08%)
Cultural Field Survey Areas (4)
- HISTORICAL/ARCHITERTURAL SURVEY OF COLLIER COUNTY
- A CULTURAL RESOURCE ASSESSMENT SURVEY OF STATE ROAD 84 IN COLLIER COUNTY
- A CULTURAL RESOURCE ASSESSMENT SURVEY OF I-75 IN COLLIER COUNTY
- ADDENDUM CULTURAL RESOURCE ASSESSMENT SURVEY OF I-75 IN COLLIER COUNTY
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FDOT RCI Bridges (2)
- 030195
- 030196
2004 SFWMD FL Land Use and Land Cover / Acres / Percent
- HERBACEOUS (DRY PRAIRIE) / 3.2 / 12.25%
- MIXED SHRUBS / 6.7 / 2.12%
- PINE FLATWOODS / 2.2 / 8.54%
- ROADS AND HIGHWAYS / 13.9 / 53.46%
Future Land Use 2008 / Acres / Percent
- COMMERCIAL, OFFICE, TOURISM, MARINA / 18.3 / 70.29%
- MIXED USE, ACTIVITY CTR, URBAN VILLAGE / 7.7 / 29.71%
500-Foot Buffer:
Community Boundaries (4)
- COLLIER BLVD EAST
- BERKSHIRE LAKES
- NORTH BELLE MEADE
- FOREST PARK
Developments of Regional Impact (2)
- CITYGATE COMMERCIAL PARK [ADA NO: 1987-052] - 6.2 Acres (8.60%)
- TOLLGATE COMMERICIAL CENTER [ADA NO: 1984-002] - 2.6 Acres (3.58%)
Planned Unit Developments (4)
- COLLIER BLVD. MIXED USE COMM. CNTR.
- PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (CPUD)
- I-75/ALLIGATOR ALLEY
- WHITELAKE INDUSTRIAL CORP. PARK
Cultural Field Survey Areas (5)
- HISTORICAL/ARCHITECTURAL SURVEY OF COLLIER COUNTY
- A CULTURAL RESOURCE ASSESSMENT SURVEY OF STATE ROAD 84 IN COLLIER COUNTY
- A CULTURAL RESOURCE ASSESSMENT SURVEY OF I-75 IN COLLIER COUNTY
- ADDENDUM CULTURAL RESOURCE ASSESSMENT SURVEY OF I-75 IN COLLIER COUNTY
- ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND HISTORICAL SURVEY OF CITYGATE COMMERCE PARK IN
COLLIER
COUNTY
FDOT RCI Bridges (2)
- 030195
- 030196
Greenways Ecological Priority Linkages (Critical - 0.0 Acres / 0.05%)
2004 SFWMD FL Land Use and Land Cover / Acres / Percent
- COMMERCIAL AND SERVICES / 2.9 / 3.97%
- DISTURBED LAND / 4.0 / 5.59%
- FRESHWATER MARSHES/GRAMINOID PRAIRIE-MARSH / 0.8 / 1.06%
- HERBACEOUS (DRY PRAIRIE) / 4.0 / 5.54%
- MIXED SHRUBS / 8.9 / 12.39%
- PINE FLATWOODS / 4.5 / 6.24%
- ROADS AND HIGHWAYS / 36.7 / 50.90%
- WET MELALEUCA / 2.0 / 2.84%
- WET PINELANDS HYDRIC PINE / 1.8 / 2.50%
- WET PRAIRIES / 6.5 / 8.97%
Future Land Use 2008 / Acres / Percent
- COMMERCIAL, OFFICE, TOURISM, MARINA / 44.9 / 62.32%
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- MIXED USE, ACTIVITY CTR, URBAN VILLAGE / 27.2 / 37.68%
Comments on Effects to Resources:
The EST GIS analysis results reveal few community features within the vicinity of the project.
Notable features within the 500-foot project buffer include: four designated community boundaries,
two Developments of Regional Impact, four Planned Unit Developments, five cultural field survey
areas and a critical proposed greenway ecological priority linkage. The majority of community
features occur in the one mile (5,280-foot) project buffer and include such resources as: Golden
Gate (a 2000 Census Designated Place), Forest Glen Golf & Country Club, Palm Springs
Neighborhood Park, and Golden Gate High School.
As indicated through the EST GIS analysis results, as well as the Existing Land Use Map of the
adopted Collier County Growth Management Plan, the area in the immediate vicinity of the proposed
interchange (1,320-foot buffer) is designated primarily for commercial uses; pockets of light
industrial uses also occur in the area. The project area also supports (and is intended to continue to
support according to the Collier County Future Land Use Map) a commercial mixed-use center and
industrial district. Consequently, the interchange is located within a designated freight activity center
of Collier County.
This project proposes an interchange improvement that will alter the current diamond interchange
replacing it with a partial cloverleaf interchange with two loop ramps. The improvement will
incorporate planned enhancements at the Davis Boulevard/SR 84 and Collier Boulevard/CR 951
intersection, as well as complement and support roadway capacity improvements to Collier/CR 951
and Davis/SR 84 Boulevards that are presently underway.
Though the area is zoned primarily for commercial, mixed-use, industrial and freight activities, a vast
majority of the land adjacent to the interchange remains vacant. As such, potential business and
residential relocation effects are anticipated to be minimal as a result of the improvement.
As more detailed and finalized information regarding right-of-way needs becomes available, the
project footprint will be adjusted so as to avoid or minimize impacts to identified businesses, as well
as social, cultural, and natural features of the area.
CLC Commitments and Recommendations:
It is recommended that further assessment of relocation effects be conducted during the Project
Development phase as more detailed and finalized project information regarding right-of-way needs
becomes available. The proposed interchange alternative will be adjusted so as to avoid or minimize
impacts to identified businesses, as well as social, cultural, and natural features.
Coordinator Feedback:None

- No review submitted from the Not Available. Contact the ETDM Help Desk for assistance.

Social
Coordinator Summary
3

Summary Degree of Effect
Social Summary Degree of Effect: Moderate
Reviewed By:
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FDOT District 1 (3/25/2011)
Comments:
The FDOT District 1 reported that the majority of community features occur within the 5,280-foot buffer of
the proposed interchange improvement; features that exist within the 500-foot buffer include: four
designated community boundaries, two Developments of Regional Impact, four Planned Unit
Developments, five cultural field survey areas, and a critical proposed greenway ecological priority linkage.
The FDOT District 1 noted that the area in the immediate vicinity of the proposed interchange (1,320-foot
buffer) is designated primarily for commercial uses with pockets of light industrial uses; the project area is
intended to continue to support a commercial mixed-use center and industrial district. The FDOT District 1
also reported that the demographics portrayed for the 5,280-foot project buffer are comparable to Collier
County as a whole; however, the buffer area contains a slightly higher youth population (3.1% more), a
lower elderly population (7.3% less), a lower percentage of housing units with no vehicle available (2.9%
less), and a lower median family income ($9,527 less). In addition, no census blocks within the quarter-mile
project buffer contain a minority population greater than 40%. The FDOT District 1 further noted that while
the 5,280-foot project buffer only contains 366 individuals (2.2%) that do not speak English at all, public
outreach activities targeting the Hispanic community will be considered since 18.1% or 811 persons of the
total population for the buffer area are of Hispanic ethnicity (per the FDOT PD&E Manual, Part 1, Chapter
11, Section 11.2.4, Limited English Proficiency (LEP) accommodations are required if the demographic data
indicates that 5.0% or 1,000 persons or more in a project area speak a language other than English). The
FDOT District 1 indicated that, to date, the interchange improvement is only anticipated to impact a small
number of vacant properties in the area. The FDOT District 1 stated that despite concerns of potential noise
and vibration effects to proximate businesses, the overall impacts on community character and social
cohesion are anticipated to be minimal as the project is limited in scope.
The FHWA noted that nine census block groups within the 5,280-foot project buffer contain median family
incomes ranging from $36,892 to $61,563 (above poverty level); the population percentages range from 0%
to 13.73% African American and 4.76% to 37.03% Hispanic. The FHWA also identified approximately 351.0
acres of fixed single-family units, approximately 184.0 acres of low rise multi-family dwelling units, the
Golden Gate Public High School, several other public schools/properties, and golf courses within the 5,280foot project buffer. The FHWA stated that the effects of the project will depend on the location of the
interchange which is unknown at this time; both a Sociocultural Effects Evaluation and a Noise Study are
required. Coordination Document: PD&E Support Document as per PD&E Manual.
Based on the foregoing analysis, a Summary DOE of Moderate has been assigned to the Social issue.
Commitments and Responses: During Project Development, the FDOT District 1 will conduct public
outreach in coordination with Collier County to solicit input from the transportation disadvantaged, elderly,
and low income populations to ensure that the social needs of the community and the transportation needs
of the residents are not negatively impacted by the project. Public outreach activities targeting the Hispanic
community will additionally be conducted in compliance with LEP accommodations of the PD&E Manual.
Technical Studies: Sociocultural Effects Evaluation.

ETAT Reviews for Social
3

ETAT Review by Linda Anderson, Federal Highway Administration (01/20/2011)
Social Effect: Moderate
Coordination Document:PD&E Support Document As Per PD&E Manual

Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
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Within 1-mile buffer (as advised by Gwen Pipkin):
9 Census Block Groups with median incomes ranging from $36,892-$61,563 (above the poverty
level); 0-13.73% African American and 4.76-37.03% Hispanic.
Golden Gate Public High School and several other public schools/property.
351 acres of fixed single family units.
184 acres of multiple dwelling units - low rise.
Golf courses.
Comments on Effects to Resources:
The effect depends on just where the interchange is placed, which is not known at this time.
Median incomes per Census Block Group data are above poverty level, but percentage of
population within Block Groups range up to 13.73% African American and 37.03% Hispanic.
A Socio-Cultural Effects Study is required.
A Noise Study Review is also required.
Coordinator Feedback:None

2

ETAT Review by Lauren Brooks, FDOT District 1 (01/28/2011)
Social Effect: Minimal
Coordination Document:No Selection

Identified Resources and Level of Importance:
100-Foot Buffer:
Developments of Regional Impacts (1)
- CITYGATE COMMERCIAL PARK [ADA NO: 1987-052] - 0.3 Acres (1.08%)
Cultural Field Survey Areas (4)
- HISTORICAL/ARCHITERTURAL SURVEY OF COLLIER COUNTY
- A CULTURAL RESOURCE ASSESSMENT SURVEY OF STATE ROAD 84 IN COLLIER COUNTY
- A CULTURAL RESOURCE ASSESSMENT SURVEY OF I-75 IN COLLIER COUNTY
- ADDENDUM CULTURAL RESOURCE ASSESSMENT SURVEY OF I-75 IN COLLIER COUNTY
500-Foot Buffer:
Community Boundaries (4)
- COLLIER BLVD EAST
- BERKSHIRE LAKES
- NORTH BELLE MEADE
- FOREST PARK
Developments of Regional Impact (2)
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- CITYGATE COMMERCIAL PARK [ADA NO: 1987-052] - 6.2 Acres (8.60%)
- TOLLGATE COMMERICIAL CENTER [ADA NO: 1984-002] - 2.6 Acres (3.58%)
Planned Unit Developments (4)
- COLLIER BLVD. MIXED USE COMM. CNTR.
- PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (CPUD)
- I-75/ALLIGATOR ALLEY
- WHITELAKE INDUSTRIAL CORP. PARK
Cultural Field Survey Areas (5)
- HISTORICAL/ARCHITECTURAL SURVEY OF COLLIER COUNTY
- A CULTURAL RESOURCE ASSESSMENT SURVEY OF STATE ROAD 84 IN COLLIER COUNTY
- A CULTURAL RESOURCE ASSESSMENT SURVEY OF I-75 IN COLLIER COUNTY
- ADDENDUM CULTURAL RESOURCE ASSESSMENT SURVEY OF I-75 IN COLLIER COUNTY
- ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND HISTORICAL SURVEY OF CITYGATE COMMERCE PARK IN
COLLIER
COUNTY
Greenways Ecological Priority Linkages (Critical - 0.0 Acres / 0.05%)
1,320-Foot (Quarter-Mile) Buffer:
Community Boundaries (4)
- COLLIER BLVD EAST
- BERKSHIRE LAKES
- NORTH BELLE MEADE
- FOREST PARK
Developments of Regional Impact (2)
- CITYGATE COMMERCIAL PARK [ADA NO: 1987-052] - 30.1 Acres (12.62%)
- TOLLGATE COMMERICIAL CENTER [ADA NO: 1984-002] - 26.8 Acres (11.21%)
Planned Unit Developments (5)
- COLLIER BLVD. MIXED USE COMM. CNTR.
- PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (CPUD)
- I-75/ALLIGATOR ALLEY
- EAST GATEWAY
- WHITELAKE INDUSTRIAL CORP. PARK
Cultural Field Survey Areas (9)
Greenways Ecological Priority Linkages (Critical - 15.9 Acres / 6.64%)
2004 SFWMD FL Land Use and Land Cover / Acres / Percent
- COMMERICAL AND SERVICES / 37.1 / 15.55%
- DISTURBED LAND / 17.6 / 7.37%
- FRESHWATER MARSHES/GRAMINOID PRAIRIE - MARSH / 2.9 / 1.19%
- HERBACEOUS (DRY PRAIRIE) / 4.0 / 1.67%
- INACTIVE LAND WITH STREET PATTERN / 4.0 / 1.68%
- MIXED SHRUBS / 9.3 / 3.88%
- PINE FLATWOODS / 22.9 / 9.59%
- RESERVOIRS / 0.0 / 0.01%
- ROADS AND HIGHWAYS / 60.1 / 25.16%
- WATER SUPPLY PLANTS - INCLUDING PUMP STATIONS / 2.6 / 1.09%
- WET MELALEUCA / 20.2 / 8.45%
- WET PINELANDS HYDRIC PINE / 29.5 / 12.36%
- WET PRAIRIES / 28.7 / 12.00%
Future Land Use 2008 / Acres / Percent
- COMMERCIAL, OFFICE, TOURISM, MARINA / 130.6 / 54.66%
- INDUSTRIAL, EXTRACTIVE, TRANSPORTATION / 3.5 / 1.45%
- MIXED USE, ACTIVITY CTR, URBAN VILLAGE / 103.4 / 43.27%
- RESIDENTIAL HIGH MORE THAN RM AND > 12DU / 1.4 / 0.61%
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5,280-Foot (One Mile) Buffer:
2000 Census Designated Places (1)
- GOLDEN GATE
Developments of Regional Impact (4)
- CITYGATE COMMERCIAL PARK [ADA NO: 1987-052] - 301.6 Acres (12.52%)
- GREEN HERON [ADA NO: 1983-028] - 25.0 Acres (1.04%)
- TOLLGATE COMMERICIAL CENTER [ADA NO: 1984-002] - 77.6 Acres (3.22%)
- TWELVE LAKES [ADA NO: 1986-058] - 0.2 Acres (0.01%)
Planned Unit Developments (21)
FDEM Emergency Medical Services (2)
- GOLDEN GATE FIRE CONTROL AND RESCUE DISTRICT STATION 72
- TENDER LOVING CARE NON-EMERGENCY MEDICAL TRANSPORT
FDEM Fire Stations (1)
- GOLDEN GATE FIRE CONTROL AND RESCUE DISTRICT STATION 72
Geocoded Assisted Housing (2)
- SADDLEBROOK VILLAGE APARTMENTS
- NOAH'S LANDING APARTMETNS
Geocoded Civic Centers (1)
- FOREST GLEN GOLF & COUNTRY CLUB
Geocoded Community Centers (1)
- FOREST GLEN COUNTRY CLUB
Geocoded Fire Stations (1)
- GOLDEN GATE FIRE CONTROL AND RESCUE DISTRICT STATION 72
Geocoded Law Enforcement Facilities (1)
- FLORIDA HIGHWAY PATROL NAPLES - TROOP F
Geocoded Parks (1)
- PALM SPRINGS NEIGHBORHOOD PARK
Geocoded Schools (1)
- GOLDEN GATE HIGH SCHOOL
Geocoded Social Service Facilities (2)
- PROFESIONAL COMMUNITY SERVICE
- ACT
Group Car Facilities (1)
- GOLDEN GATE HIGH SCHOOL
Comments on Effects to Resources:
The EST GIS analysis results reveal few community features within the vicinity of the project.
Notable features within the 500-foot project buffer include: four designated community boundaries,
two Developments of Regional Impact, four Planned Unit Developments, five cultural field survey
areas and a critical proposed greenway ecological priority linkage. The majority of community
features occur in the one mile (5,280-foot) project buffer and include such resources as: Golden
Gate (a 2000 Census Designated Place), Forest Glen Golf & Country Club, Palm Springs
Neighborhood Park, and Golden Gate High School.
As indicated through the EST GIS analysis results, as well as the Existing Land Use Map of the
adopted Collier County Growth Management Plan, the area in the immediate vicinity of the proposed
interchange (1,320-foot buffer) is designated primarily for commercial uses; pockets of light
industrial uses also occur in the area. The project area also supports (and is intended to continue to
support according to the Collier County Future Land Use Map) a commercial mixed-use center and
industrial district. Consequently, the interchange is located within a designated freight activity center
of Collier County.
The table below presents demographic data for the one mile (5,280-foot) project buffer and Collier
County. As indicated through the data, the demographics portrayed for the one mile buffer are
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comparable to Collier County as a whole. The one mile buffer contains a slightly higher youth
population, constituting approximately 23% of the total population within the buffer area. This
population is more likely to use a non-motorized form of transportation, like walking or biking.
Accordingly, the percentage of housing units with no vehicle available in the one mile buffer (2.0%)
is dramatically lower compared to the county average (4.9%). In correlation, the median family
income for the buffer area is notably less compared to the county median family income ($9,527
less).
Demographic / One Mile Buffer / Collier County
White (Race) / 86.6% / 86.1%
African-American (Race) / 4.5% / 4.5%
"Other" * (Race) / 8.9% / 9.4%
Hispanic (Ethnic Group) / 18.1% / 19.6%
Age 65+ / 17.2% / 24.5%
Under Age 18 / 23.0% / 19.9%
Housing Units w/ No Vehicle Available / 2.0% / 4.9%
Median Family Income / $45,289 / $54,816
Source: EST (2000 Data - 1,320-Foot Buffer) and US Census Bureau (2000 Data - Collier County)
* "Other" includes Asian, Native American, Native Hawaiian & Other Pacific Islander Alone, & Other
Race.
Minority Population Greater than 40%:
No census blocks within the quarter-mile project buffer contain a minority population greater than
40%. Per the FDOT PD&E Manual, Part 1, Chapter 11, Section 11.2.4, Limited English Proficiency
(LEP) accommodations are required if the demographic data indicates that 5.0% or 1,000 persons
or more in a project area speak a language other than English. The one mile buffer area surrounding
the project includes persons of Hispanic ethnicity amounting to 18.1% or 811 persons of the total
population for that area. In addition, according to the 2000 US Census Bureau block-level data, 366
persons do not speak English at all within the one mile buffer area. For these reasons, public
outreach activities will need to target the Hispanic community.
This project proposes an interchange improvement that will alter the current diamond interchange
replacing it with a partial cloverleaf interchange with two loop ramps. The improvement will
incorporate planned enhancements at the Davis Boulevard/SR 84 and Collier Boulevard/CR 951
intersection, as well as complement and support roadway capacity improvements to Collier/CR 951
and Davis/SR 84 Boulevards that are presently underway. Likewise, the improvement is intended to
support commercial, mixed-use, industrial and freight activities of the area.
While potential noise and vibration effects may be of concern to proximate businesses, the scope of
this project is limited. To date, the interchange improvement is anticipated to impact a small number
of vacant properties in the area. Based on the foregoing, the overall impacts on community
character and social cohesion as a result of the project are anticipated to be minimal.
CLC Commitments and Recommendations:
During Project Development, the FDOT District 1 will conduct public outreach in coordination with
Collier County to solicit input from the transportation disadvantaged, elderly, and low income
populations to ensure that the social needs of the community and the transportation needs of the
residents are not negatively impacted by the project. Public outreach activities targeting the Hispanic
community will additionally be conducted in compliance with LEP accommodations of the PD&E
Manual.
Coordinator Feedback:None

- No review submitted from the Not Available. Contact the ETDM Help Desk for assistance.
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ETAT Reviews: Secondary and Cumulative
Secondary and Cumulative Effects
Coordinator Summary
2

Summary Degree of Effect
Secondary and Cumulative Effects Summary Degree of Effect: Minimal
Reviewed By:
FDOT District 1 (3/25/2011)
Comments:
The FDACS did not identify any potential secondary and cumulative effects or issues associated with the
project and indicated that further involvement would not be necessary.
As stated in the project description, the purpose of this project is to enhance operational capacity, improve
traffic circulation, and increase vehicular safety at an existing interchange. This project is not a new
alignment. It will incorporate planned enhancements at the Davis Boulevard/SR 84 and Collier
Boulevard/CR 951 intersection, as well as complement and support roadway capacity improvements to
Collier/CR 951 and Davis/SR 84 Boulevards that are presently underway, to meet current and future traffic
demand as a result of increasing growth and approved development in the area. Furthermore, the proposed
project has the potential to reduce traffic noise and congestion by enhancing vehicular mobility at the
interchange. For these reasons, a Summary DOE of Minimal has been assigned to the Secondary and
Cumulative Effects issue.
For the above reasons, a Summary DOE of Moderate has been assigned to the Secondary and Cumulative
Effects issue.
Commitments and Responses: None.

ETAT Reviews for Secondary and Cumulative Effects
N
/
A

ETAT Review by Michael Weston, FL Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services
(01/28/2011)
Secondary and Cumulative Effects Effect: N/A / No Involvement
Coordination Document:None selected

Coordinator Feedback:None

- No review submitted from the Not Available. Contact the ETDM Help Desk for assistance.
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Appendicies

2.

Appendicies
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