
CESAJ-RD-SF 

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD 

SUBJECT: Department of the Army Environmental Assessment and Statement of Finding for 
Permit Application SAJ-2007-04904 (IP-WDD) 

This document constitutes the Environmental Assessment, 404(b )(1) Guidelines Evaluation, 
Public Interest Review, and Statement of Findings. 

1. Application as described in the public notice: 

a. Applicant: 

Collier County 
Mr. Jay Ahmad 
2885 Horseshoe Drive South 
Naples, FL 34104 

b. Waterway and site location: The project would affect waters of the United States 
associated with unnamed wetlands and surface waters connected to the CR 951 Canal. The 
project site is located long Collier Boulevard (CR 951) from Golden Gate Boulevard to the 
Golden Gate Canal, in Sections 2 and 3, Township 51 South, Range 26 East, and Sections 10, 11, 
13, 14, 15, 22, 23, 26, 27, 34, and 35, Township 49 South, Range 26 East, in Collier County, 
Florida. 

c. Approximate central coordinates: 

Latitude 
Longitude 

26.199942° North 
81.687167° West 

d. Project purpose and need: 

(1) Basic: Road Expansion 

(2) Overall: To expand a portion of Collier Boulevard from four ( 4) lanes to six (6) lanes 

e. Water dependency determination: No 

f. Existing conditions: The wetland system consists of freshwater wetlands including 1.64 
acres of forested wetlands and 5.4 7 acres of canal within the project boundaries (total 7.11 
acres). The onsite wetland vegetation consists of native vegetation including cabbage 
palm, cypress, and pine, and exotic vegetation including Brazilian pepper. The 
surrounding area consists of low and medium density residential and commercial land uses. 
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Permit Application SAJ-2007-04904. 

g. Proposed work: The applicant proposes to permanently impact approximately 1.64 acres of 
wetlands to construct two additional travel lanes along a 4.0 +I- mile section of CR 951, 
with associated stormwater management facilities. Approximately 5.47 acres of existing 
canal will be replaced with 6.27 ac of canal to accommodate the new lanes. 

h. A voidance and minimization information: The applicant states that the project design 
reflects all practicable measures for avoidance and minimization of impacts, including for 
the placement of the stormwater management system. The project site, utilizing the existing 
road alignment, was the most practicable location for the activity. The project was planned 
and designed with a view to minimizing impacts to wetland resources, including best 
management practices in areas of wetland construction. Where possible, the design 
includes widening into the median rather than into the wetlands on either side of the road. 

i. Compensatory mitigation: The applicant proposes to purchase 1.36 freshwater forested 
mitigation bank credits at Panther Island Mitigation Bank to offset the functional loss 
associated with the project. 

2. Authority: 

D Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (33 U.S.C. §403) 

IZ! Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. §1344) 

D Section 103 of the Marine Protection, Research & Sanctuaries Act of 1972 (33 U.S.C. 
1413) 

D 

3. Scope of analysis: 

a. National Environmental Policy Act (NEP A): 

(1) Factors: 

(a) Whether or not the regulated activity comprises "merely a link" in a corridor type 
project: Project is not merely a link. 

(b) Whether there are aspects ofthe upland facility in the immediate vicinity of the 
regulated activity which affect the location and configuration of the regulated activity: The 
project is an expansion of an existing road, which incorporates portions of the existing upland 
median. Project location is limited to the proposed location. 
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(c) The extent to which the entire project will be within the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(Corps) jurisdiction: Entire project within jurisdiction. 

(d) The extent of cumulative Federal control and responsibility: The 4.0 +I- mile project 
area. The Corps anticipates federal responsibilities to include the Endangered Species Act under 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service purview and work in Waters of the United States under the 
Corps jurisdiction. No other cumulative construction activities are anticipated at this time. 

(2) Determined scope: 

D Only within the footprint of the regulated activity within the delineated water 

t:8J Over entire property- Project involves fill in 404 waters over the majority of the project 
site. 

b. Endangered Species Act (ESA) "Action Area": 

(1) Action area means all areas to be affected directly or indirectly by the Federal action 
and not merely the immediate area involved in the action. 

(2) Determined scope: The 4.0 +/-mile project area. 

c. National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) "Permit Area": 

(1) "Permit Area" Tests- Activities outside the waters of the United States Dare not/t:8J 
are included because all of the following tests Dare not/l:8Jare satisfied: Such activity Dwould/ 
t:8Jwould not occur but for the authorization of the work or structures within the waters of the 
United States; such activity Dis not!l:8Jis integrally related to the work or structures to be 
authorized within waters ofthe United States (or, conversely, the work or structures to be 
authorized must be essential to the completeness of the overall project or program); and, such 
activity Dis not/l:8Jis directly associated (first order impact) with the work or structures to be 
authorized. The project is the widening of an existing road to include the relocation of the canal 
located on the east side of the road. 

(2) Determined scope: The 4.0 +/- mile project area. 

d. Public notice comments: The Corps circulated a public notice on 21 Dec 2012 for a 21-day 
comment period. 

(1) The public also provided comments at t:8J N/ A D public hearing, D public meeting, 
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and/or D 

(2) Commentors and issues raised: D No comments were received from State or Local 
agencies, organizations, individuals or any other interested party. IZ! Comments received are 
summarized in the following table. 

Name/Agency and Date Issue 
Gary Mitchell, Letter 8 By letter and email Mr. Mitchell requested a public hearing to 
Jan 2013 & Email16 Jan address concerns with the project. Issues of concern discussed 
2013 in his communications related to a new bridge were addressed 

and a drawing of the location of the new bridge was provided 
to Mr. Mitchell. Issues related to noise, safety, construction 
schedule, and the CR 951 levee are discussed in Section 6 
Public Interest Review. 

Alison E. Swing, MS, By letter Ms. Swing requested that an archaeological survey be 
Seminole Tribe of Florida, performed over the entire project area in order to assess 
Tribal Historic effects, if any, to cultural resources potentially located within 
Preservation Office, 18 the proposed undertaking's Area of Potential Effect (APE). An 
Jan 2013 archeological survey was performed and a letter of no 

objection was received on 6 June 2013 from Ms. 
Swing/Seminole Tribe of Florida. 

NMFS, Habitat By letter dated 28 December 2012, the NMFS recommended 
Conservation Division that the storrilwater treatment systems be upgraded to prevent 

degraded water from reaching estuarine and marine habitats 
within the Naples Bay system and that best management 
practices be employed during road construction to prevent 
sedimentation of the aquatic habitats. Measures to retain 
stormwater is described in Section 6 Public Interest Review. 

SHPO By letter dated 10 January 2013, SHPO stated that no 

! 
significant archaeological or historic resources are recorded 
within the project area and requested that a special condition 
be included in the permit, if issued, regarding unexpected 
discoveries during ground disturbing activities. 

(3) Site Owas/IZ!was not visited by the Corps to obtain information in addition to 
·delineating jurisdiction. 

(4) Issues identified by the Corps: ON/ A IZ! Yes The Corps identified issues related to 
cultural and historic resources, avoidance, minimization, compensatory mitigation, public 
interest factors, and endangered species . 

. (5) Issues/comments forwarded to the applicant: ON/A [g)Yes The Corps' concerns and 
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the STOP-THPO letter was forwarded to applicant on 24 January 2013. By letterdated 4 
February 2013, the SHPO supported the STOP's request for a professional archaeological 
survey. 

(6) Applicant replied/provided views: ON/A IZ!Yes The applicant submitted a Cultural 
Resource Assessment to the Corps on 05 April2013. The Corps forwarded the submittal to 
STOP-THPO by letter dated 30 April2013. 

(7) Comments not discussed further in this document as they are outside the Corps 
purview: IZ! N/ A D Yes 
4. Alternatives analysis: 

a. Basic and Overall ProjectPurpose and Need (as stated by applicant and independent 
definition by Corps): 

D Same as in Paragraph 1 

IZ! Revised: The overall project purpose was revised to narrow the scope of the project, 
The overall purpose of this project is to improve traffic along Collier Boulevard (CR 951) from 
the Main Golden Gate Canal to Golden Gate Boulevard, in Collier County, Florida. 

b. Water Dependency Determination: 

IZ! Same as in Paragraph 1 

D Revised: .Insert revised water dependency determination here if it has changed due to 
changing project purpose or new information 

c. Applicant preferred alternative site and site configuration: 

IZ! Same as project description in Paragraph 1 

D Revised: Explain any difference from Paragraph 1 

Criteria: The applicant's intent of the project is to widen Collier Blvd. from 4-lane to 6-lane 
between Golden Gate Main Canal to Golden Gate Blvd. to provide adequate transportation 
capacity to meet future traffic development and planned growth as approved in the Collier 
County Growth Management Plan. 

Issue Measurement and/or constraint 
Wetlands Least acres of wetland impacts 
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Traffic Improve north-south bound· traffic along Collier 
Boulevard 

Safety Improves safety along Collier Boulevard 

d. Off-site locations and configuration(s) for each: (e.g. alternatives located on property not 
currently owned by the applicant are not practicable under the Section 404(b)(l) Guidelines as 
this project is the construction or expansion of a single family home and attendant features, such 
as a driveway, garage, storage shed, or septic field; or the construction or expansion of a barn 
or other farm building; or the expansion of a small business facility; and involves discharges of 
dredged or fill materia/less than 2 acres into jurisdictional wetlands.) Offsite alternatives were 
not considered since the overall project purpose is to improve traffic flow along Collier 
Boulevard between Golden Gate Main Canal to Golden Gate Blvd. Expanding an e~isting road 
(Santa Barbara Blvd/Logan Blvd S) to the west or constructing a new road would require 
unacceptable economic costs associated with land acquisition and/or displacement of existing 
·residents 

~~------------------------------~--------------------~---------. 
Off-site locations and configurations 

Description Comparison to criteria 

e. Off-site locations selected for further analysis and why: C8J N/ A D <Describe> 

f. On-site configuratio~s: 

Description Comparison to criteria 
Applicant's Preferred • Minimal impacts to 1.64 acres ofwetland 
alternative: widen • Improves north-south traffic along Collier Boulevard 
approximately 4.0 miles of between Main Golden Gate Canal to Golden Gate 
Collier Boulevard (CR 951) Boulevard 
from 4-lane to 6-lane from • Improves safety by constructing additional traffic 
the Main Golden Gate Canal lanes and sidewalks along Collier Boulevard 
to Golden Gate Boulevard in • Replacement of the existing bridge at 25th Ave SW 
Collier County, Florida with a new bridge located approximately 400 feet to 

the north tying into Golden Gate Pkwy. 

g. Other alternatives not requiring a permit, including "No Action": 

Description Comparison to criteria 
"No Action" alternative Under the no action alternative the overall project purpose 
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I will not be achieved. 

h. Alternatives not practicable or reasonable: The No Action alternative would not allow for 
improved traffic along CollierBoulevard. The applicant owns, or has sufficient interest in this 
site and there are no other adjacent upland sites available that would serve the project purpose. 
The applicant was not asked to explore additional on-site avoidance alternatives given the quality 
of the existing resource, design constraints, and current alignment of the existing roadway. 
Creation of a new road would result in much greater impacts than the expansion ofan existing 
road. 

i. Least environmentally damaging practicable alternative: The applicant's preferred 
alternative is the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative. 

5. Evaluationofthe 404(b)(l) Guidelines: (0 N/A) 

a. Factual determinations: 

Physical Substrate: 
I:8J Reference existing conditions, Paragraph 1 

D 
Water circulation, fluctuation, ·and salinity: 

I:8J Addressed in the Water Quality Certification 

D 
Suspended particulate/turbidity: '·, 

I:8J Addressed by turbidity controls in Water Quality Certification 

D 
Contaminant availability: ' 

I:8J General Condition requires clean fill 

D 
Aqua~ic ecosy~tem and organism: 

I:8J Reference wetland/wildlife evaluations, Paragraphs 5, 6, 7, 8 

D 
Proposed disposal site: 

I:8J Reference the public interest review, Paragraph 7 

D 
Cumulative effects· on the aquatic ecosystem . 

. I:8J Reference Paragraph 7.e. 

D 
Secondary effects·on the aquatic ecosystem: 
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IZI Reference Paragraph 7.e. ·.o .· .... \ .. 
. . . . . . ~ 

b. Restrictions on discharges (230.1 0): 

(1) It !Zihas/Ohas not been demonstrated in paragraph 5 that there are no practicable or 
less damaging alternatives which could satisfy the project's basic purpose. The activity !Ziis/0 
is not located in a specialaquatic site (wetlands, sanctuaries and refuges, mudflats, vegetated 
shallows, coralreefs, riffle and pool complexes). The activity 0does/1Zldoes not need to be 
located in a special aquatic site to fulfill its basic purpose~ The project is not water dependent. 

(2) The proposed activity !Zidoes not/Odoes .violate applicable State water quality 
standards or Section307 prohibitions or effluent standards (!Zibased on information from the 
certifying agency that theCorps could proceed with a provisional determination). The proposed 
activity !Zidoes not/Odoesjeopardize the continuedexistenceoffederally listed threatened or 
endangeredspecies or affectstheir .critical habitat. The proposed activity!Zidoes not /Odoes 
violate the requirements of a federally designate marine sanctuary. · 

(3) Theactivity !Ziwill not /Owill cause or contribute to significant degradation of waters 
of the United States, including adverse effects on human health; life stages of aquatic organisms' 
ecosystem diversity, productivity and stability; and recreation, esthetic, and economic values. 

( 4) Appropriate and practicable steps !Zihave/Ohave not been taken to minimize potential 
adverse impacts ofthe discharge on the aquatic ecosystem (reference Paragraph 8 for a 
description of mitigative actions). 

6. Public Interest Review: All public interest factors have been reviewed as summarized here. 
Both cumulative and secondary impacts on the public interest were considered. Public interest 
factors. that have had additional information relevant to the decision are discussed in paragraph 7. 
Those boxes not checked were not relevant or not applicable. · 

+ Beneficial effect 
0 ·Negligible effect 
- Adverse effect 
M Neutral as result of mitigative action 

+ 0 M 
D D D D conservation 
IZI D D D economics 
D D .. D D aesthetics 
D IZI D D general environmental concerns 
D D D IZI wetlands 
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DODD 
BiBB 
DODD 
0[;g]DD 
DODD 
DODD 
DODD 
DODD 
[;g]ODD 
DODD 
[;g]ODD 
DODD 
DODD 
D ~IJ D 
[;g]ODD 

historic properties 
fish and wildlife values 
flood hazards 
floodplain values 
land use 
navigation 
shore erosion and accretion 
recreation 
water supply and conservation 
water quality 
energy needs 
safety 
food and fiber production 
mineral needs ·· 
considerations of property ownership 
needs and welfare of the people 

7, Effects, polides, and other laws: 

a. Public intere.st factors: (0 N/ A) 

Factor Discussion I 

Economics The project would have a positive impact on the local 
., economy; no adverse economic impacts are expected. Direct 

expenditures for construction-related materials would benefit 
local suppliers and secondary spending by workers would 
benefit businesses in the area such as gas stations and 
restaurants. 

General Environmental The project has no major environmental concerns. The 
Concerns increase in noise is not expected to trigger the threshold to 

construct a noise barrier. Relatively minor impacts to 
wetlands and wildlife habitat would occur. Wetlandlmpacts 
would be offset through compensatory mitigation and the 

·. relocation of the canal. 
Wetlands The project would result inimpacts. to 1.64 acres of direct 

forested wetland impacts, 0.85 acres of secondary forested 
wetland impacts, and 5.4 7 acres of surface water impacts 
(relocation of the CR 951 Canal). The wetlands and canal are . 
of relatively low quality and are adjacent to developed land. 
Compensatory mitigation would be provided for the forested 
wetland impacts through the purchase ofl.36 forested .. 
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Fish and wildlife values 

Flood hazards 

Water Quality 

Safety 

Consideration. of property 
ownership 

' ' 

Needs and welfare of the 
people. 

wetland credits from the Panther Island Mitigation Banl<:. 
Compensatory mitigation is not required for the canal 
impacts; the. canal would be replaced in kind. 
The project will have minimal impacts to fish and wildlife. 
The impact~d habitat is oflow quality and adjacent to 

. developed lands. A wood stork foraging habitat analysis has 
been completed for this project. 
The project has been designed so the post-developmentpeak 
discharge rate would be less. than the pre-development 
discharge rate during the 25-year,J"'day storm event. Big 
Cypress Basin staffevaluated the project and determinedthat 
it would not have an adverse impact on the existing CR951 
Canal. C~llier Countywould provide periodic maintenance of 
th~ storinwater management system so its ability to prevent 
flooding does not diminish. The CR 95llevee will be 
relocated with the canal shift to the east of its existing 
location. 
The project is surrounded by single family residences, 
commercial development, golf courses, and the CR951 
Canal. Noneofthe existinglanduses would be adversely 
impacted by this project. 
The.project would be conducted in accordance with all 
conditions specified in the ERP to prevent violations of State 
water quality standards. Dry detention ponds would be 
constructed and operated to provide storm water quality and 
attenuation prior to discharge to the CR 951 Canal. 
The project has b~en designed to increase the safety of Collier 
Blvd. The design with a wider roadway with additional lanes 
would result in safer traffic, bicycle, and pedestrian . 
movement. To address the question raised with the 
construction schedule, the project is expected to take 
approximately A-5 years to complete so the'construction work 

.. is temporary in nature. 
The applicant designed the project to minimize encroachment 
onto. adjacent residential, commerci:;tl and recreational (golf 
courses) properties. Where possible, the design includes 
widening into the median rather than areas adjacent to the 
road. 
The projectwould provide additional transportation capacity 
on Collier Blvd to meet future traffic development and 
planned growth as approvedin the Collier County Growth 

lO 



CESAJ-RD,-SF 
SUBJECT:. Departmentofthe Army Environmental Assessment and ·Statement of Findings for 
Permit Application SAJ-:2007.;Q4Q04. 

ManagementPlan. This additional capacity and the project 
design would benefit local .residents and other users of the 
roadby decreasing traffic, increasing safety; and providing 
·bicycle lanes; · · 

b. EndaJ1geredSpeciesAct(f:SA)- Section 7: (0 NIA) 

(1) Spedescon,sio~red: · 

·(a)Thefollowingspeciesmight utilizethe project site: Wood.Stork (Mycteria americana)! 
Eastern Indigo Snake (Drymarchon corais couperi) I Flori €Ia panther (Puma concolor coryi). 

(b) Jhe Corp~"reviewed geospatialdata and qther. available information; The Corps has not 
received' or discoyered any infortliation that the project site is utilized by' or contains habitat . 
critical tq, any other fed~rally listed threatened or endangered species. 

(2) Effectdeterniination(s): 
' . . - . ' . . . 

(a) The project will notaffectOany'species noted above/ [glthese species: The project 
will have a ·"110 effect" 011 the Florida panther as the project is not in the panth~r focus area. 

(b) Theprojectmay affyct,hl1t is not likelyto advers~lyaffeet, these species: Wood Stork 
1 (Mycteriq americana)/ Eastern Indigo s'nake (Drymarchon corais couper:i). 

(c) Thep~c)ject Dwill not/Owill adversely modi!¥ de~ignated critical habitat forD any 
species noted above/the ~list species and explain>> 

(d) The project.Oisnot /Dis likely tojeopardizethe continued existence of Oany 
species I Othe<list species and 'explain> 

(3) Basi{forthe determinat!on(s): 

(a) 

; (b) 

The Coq)s used the wood stork effect determination key (KEY) dated on 
.Jammry25,.2010. The sequential determination for the, wood stork was: A 

. :> B> C >E "notlikelyto adversely affect." No further consultation is 
required. 

Use of the Eastern Indigo Snake Key D~temiination resulted in the 
following sequential determination: A> B > C: Not Likely to Adversely 
Affect. · · ' 
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(4) Consult~tion:[8]N/A 

(5) Consult~tionresqlutiol1:/ [8J N/A 

(a) ·The U:S> 'f'ish,ang Wil<;llife Service [8]concurredl0provided a Biological Opinion(s) 
'on 25 Januaiy,2010 for both species. '\ ' 

i , (b) TheN ational Marine ~ish~ries Servic.e. Oconcurred/Oprovided a Biological · 
Opinion(s) on <day n10nth yeCII>; · <D~scrjbe if necessary> 

( 6) Additiomil.. infonnation: 

c. National· Historic· Pn::serva~ion Act (NHP A )1...,. Section . 1 06: The proposed project [8]will 
not I' Owill affect sites·listed,' or eligible for listirig,in the N ationalRe gister of Historic places 
or otherwise of national, state, or lo9al significance based on[8lcorrespondence from State 
Historic.Breservati6n Office ( arid)~the Jacksonville DistrictRegulatory Division Section 106 
Key, March 2013. Completion ofthe' March 2013 Section 106 Key is as follows: 1>2> 3>4 "No 
PotentialtoCauseEffect", no further coordinatlonis required with SHPO/THPO. The permit 
area is unlikely to yield properties eligible for inclusion .in the National Register of Historic 
Places.· · · 

By letter datedJO Jan 2013 SHPO stated" ... that no significant archaeological or 
historic resources are, recorded within the, project area." ' 
By letter dated 18 Jan2013 THPO requested an archaeological survey. By letter 
dated24Jan2013 the Cqrps forwarded the THPOrequests on to the applicant. 
By letter dated 4 Feb 2013 SHPO concurred with THPO' s request for an 
arch~eologicalsur-Yey. . . 
Bylette,r: cl.ated 30 Apr 2013 the Corps prov~dedTHPO aCultural Resource 
Assessment for the proposedproject dated February 2013 .. 
By SHPO letterdated 13May2013 and THPO letter 06 Jun 2013 bothagencies 
stated nO. objection to the proposed project. , 

" ' . ' 

d: ~agnuson-Steveris Act -,Essential Fish Habitai{EFH): Adverseimpacts to EFH [8]will 
not/OwilfresUltJromthe proposed project. By letter dated 28 Dec 2012from NMFS HCD 
stated ''it doesnot appear thatthe project will directly impact any NMFStrust resources". 

e. Cumulative and secondary impacts (Cumulative impacts resultfrom the incremental 
environmenta/impact ofan action when added to all other past, present, and reasonably 

· for~seeable futwle actions. ··•· They can resultfrom individually minor but collectively significant . . 
actions taking place ()Vera period of time. A cumulative effects assessment should consider both 
direct and indirect, a/secondary, .impacts. Indirect impacts resultfrom actions that occur later 

12 



CESAJ'-RD-SF 
S1]BJECT: Depaftn:J,entoftlJ,e'f\:#lly Enviromuental Assessment and Statement of Findings for 
Perniit Applicatiorl SAJ '-2007 ~049Q4. 

in time or arefarther'/emovf;d ih distancefrom the original action; but still reasonably 
foreseeable): , , , , 

(1) Geographic,ar~a: Tl1e g~9grapliic ar~afor.this assessment is the Big Cypress 
watershed.' . , · · 

. _.(2)·Baselipe: ~pprq~il11atelJ:65 percen~ofthewatershed area is wetland. There are·also 
approximately·N/A streantmtles~p()ntained'withinthe.watershedthat are comprised of N/A 
percenrperenriial, N/Apercent,intermittent, and .N/ A percent ~phemeral tributffi:ies. Corps 
permitsfortheperioq.20Q6-2010have,authorized the dischargeoffill over 1,643 acres and 

r ·within :N/A lii].e;;trfeetofstrerut)..·,The proje<;tion is thatauth()rizations would continue ~at the 
current rat~/0 increase/0 becal1se ,of the: current state of the economy. Natural .resource issues 
ofparticl}lat; C011'fert1 (from ColJ?s' and non-Corps activities) are wetland loss, species habitat loss, 
and reduced water qualit~. · · · · · 

(3) Cont~)(t:i The proposed project· is IZ]typjcal. of!Oa precedent !Overy large compared 
to !Q: otll,er activities. in tll_e w-at~rshed. Deve~opment similar to the proposal has occurred since 
1960~s. · Futurecopditions.al"e ~xpectedto be. similar. In addition. to Corps authorized projects, 

· othe~activitie~,include col11ITlerc~a_Land.residential construction~ Resultingnatural resource 
changes ,and stressesinclude.wetland reduction. These resources are also being affected by 
pollution/K,ey issuesof con:ceniihthis watershed include decrease water quality, which result 
fromtheioss ofwetlands or·other'aquatic.resources. 

':·.·, •' ,' 'I Z. ) • ' "• ; ·•' ' 

' ' ' 

( 4},MitigationaJ1d mcmitoring: Key issues (lffected by the project iJ1clude wetland impacts. 
Thema_gnitudeoft~eproposed effect is minimal within the watershed. Avoidance and 
minimization metJ:rods inclucie pl]fchase .of L36 forested freshwater credits from Panther Island 

· MitigationBank, which\youldre~uJt in offsetting the proposed impacts. Compensatory 
mitigation, specifi<;al1y tht! purchase.of 1.36 forested freshwater credits described in herein 
would r~sul't in offsetting the proposed impacts. ' 

,.. . .. '· . : ., 
". . , .. ', . ' 

f . Corps>W ~~hm4 Polis}': ([]NIA) The proposed. wetland alteration is necessary to realize the 
proj~ctpurpose and !ht!i>roject, including.any compensatory mitigation proposed, should result 

·in minimal adverse environmental impacts. Based onthepublicinterest teviewherein, the. 
benetitsiorthe project wm.lldoutw~ighthe minimal detrimental impacts. Therefore the project is 
in accordance with the Col"pswetland policy. 

g. W a,ter Quality Certification, (W9C) und~r Section 401. ofthe Clean Water Act: CON/ A) 
' -' ··"" .· ' 

· Ql) Individual certification required: 1ZJ yes D no 
.. . , ··. . . .r···" ·.. . . . . 

(2) ~Issued []Waived 0Denied 0Pendip.g 
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',_ . ' ' ' .. ,; .,. 

0) Agq~tionalinforili.atiqn:··(ON/A}SFWMDissued anERP (#11~03184-P) on 19 
Nqyell1bef:2(Jli · · · · · .:c 

It. Coasta1Z.bne'r0:anagefuent{GZ}M)consi~t~ncy/permit: C01'4"A). Issuance of a 
State/Coinnion~eal~H perrllit ct::f!ffies that the project· is consistent with the CZM plan. 

(1} Jn&viduaLc~J:"tific;ation required: [:g) ye~ 0 no 

· .(2) IZJI~sW,d []Waived: tJDenied 0Pending'There is no evidence or indication from 
the;~StateX[]Conm:iqnwealththattheproject is inconsistent with their CZM plan, 

(3) Additiopali~f~rmatioh: · (QN/ A) SFWMD issued an ERP (#11.:03184-P) on 19 
Novem:ber2012.··· ,.... · 

L Other authorizations: (i2SIN/A) 

J ~. Signific;an.flssues 0£9verriding National Im.portance: ([:g)N/ A) 
./ .·. 

k.· .. lntemaLCoordination:. (~N/A) 

8 .. Cmripensatioiiand; other mitigation actions: 
· .. > ~- :;.· . . ' 

a. Co#lpensatory Mitigatipn: 

(l)Jscoinpensatotymitigation required? ·~ yes.O no'[If"no," do not complete the rest 
ofse~;tion '~a"J 

(2)·l~tlieimpacti.qtl~esetvice area.of an approved mitigation bank? [:g) yes D no 

(i)·Dqesthemitigation bapk have appropriate number ari4 ·resourcetype of credits 
available?. BJN/A.rg] yes{}rio . . . 

~·-· : ·, ' . . .• -~ i, ,: :· 

..• (3),Isthei,ll1pactinthe,service area of an approved in"lieu fee program? Dyes [:g)no 

.•.. (i).Doesthe i~""lieu fee prqgtaJll have appropriate number ahd resource .type of credits 
availaple? [8]N!A[]yesElno. . 

. . 
(4) Qheckthe selected. compepsatory mitigation option( s ): 

. [:g) ,mitigation b®k. credits 
:-:·: .: ,·· . I·· .. <·'' _;. ,:·.· ·. :: .. I 
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SUBJEct I)~partl11.ent ()fthe ~y E;nviromntmtal Assessment and St~tement ofFindings for 
Permit Appli~.atipp, ~#~2001-'04904. ! ·. ~·.. . 

1 
· .. 

D in-lieufee progr~n11 credits ·. 
[] pel1llittee.-respoh~ible'll1itigation under a watershed approach 

·· D. pefll1itt~e.:resp~n~ibleqritigatiorr, o!l-siteaml.irr-kind 
o· permitt~e;;respo11si1Ji~~~ijigation, off-sit~and out-of-kind 

( 5) ilfaselected compen§~t~r~ mitigation option devi~tes ~omthe order of the options 
prt;:sent~d in §332.3(1J)(2)-(6),.~;iplajn why the select~d compensatory mitigation option is 
enviroillTlentaliy,prefereible. A:ooress the criteria proyidedin §332.3(a)(l)(i.e., the likelihood for 
ecological success arid.su~tllilla,hifity, the location ofthe compensation site relative to the impact 
sit~'and theirsignificance witfu11Lthe watershed, and the costs of the compensatory mitigation \ 
proje¢t): · · · · · · 

(a) Descrip{iono[Jheco1llpe11satory mitigation: CD N/A) 
' . 

(b) .Selectiqn ofthe mitigaiioh type and;locatioi1,. § 3 3 2,3 (b )(2)-( 6), considered the 
fCilloWing: ([}~/A)· · \ · 

... ·•···· ··. . .... . I . \. 
Con~~denttioll · .. · 0 N/A- Pef111ittee ON/A- <name of 0 N/A- <11ame of 

\ .. ···.· · ... · ... •. . ... Responsible. MB/ILF#l> MB/ILF#2> 
uncertainty .·· .. • · <d.iscuss/compare> <Ciiscuss/cmnpare:> 
tenipqrallo~s. . <:disc!}sS'l,compate> .<~iscuss/compare> 
risk .. · . ·· .·.. ·..•. .· .. ·· <:dis¢pss/coi:npare> <discuss/ compare> 
sizeai1d.ecol6gi9ai .·. .¢discuss/compare> <discuss/compare> 
vahie of parceL · · .·. 
·consolidaii6n of ·<discuss/compare> 
res~mrcef: .·.· .•• ·•· · · .. 
sciel1tiflc/teehriical . <discu~s/ com par~> 
an~lysis, plaiining and . 
implementation. · 
. thning of site •· <disdiss/compare> 

idet1tifica#o11; project·· .. ····•• 
spyCific.planni~g a11d · 1 

finanqi~l· assurfut(;eS in . 
adva.ttce· of impact or 
oth~rwise ·· · · · ·.· ·· 

identified high · ·. <discuss/compare> .. · . .. . . '. 

prioritf.reS(H.ll"Ce need. 
oiL Watershed sgale 
acll.i~:Ve ~uc;cess .. 

soonbst ... ··•• ·•· 

, .... ·: ·: .... ·.· 

<di$ctiss/compare> 
.... ' . . '· . 

<dis¢uss/compare> 

-:;:discuss/ compare>· 

<discuss/ compare> 
" 't ~ ' ' 

<discuss/compare>· 

<discus~/compare> 

<discuss/ coillpa~e> 

·<discuss/cmnpare> · 
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<discuss/compare> 
·<discuss/compare> 
<(jiscuss/ compare> 
<discuss/compare> 

<discuss/ compare> 

<discuss/ compare> 

<discuss/ compare>· 

<discuss/ compare> 

·<discuss/ compare> 

<discuss/ compare> 



• . . . 
. 

' 

@ . . 

S!JBJ!K~T: Depa$nento~the'~y.Environmenta1Assessment and Statement of Findings for 
Permit,Applic'atioq:SAJ;;:2007.;04904.. · 

' ' • ' ~. ' " • - :, •• : • ,- ' -- ," ' ' c •• ' ' ' • 

·. \ 

<discuss/ compare> 

<discuss/ compare> 

. (c) S~lectiqnr~~iedupon~lw·~ollowingaspects.ofthe. Mitigation··Plan,.§332.4( c )(2)~(14): 
(N/AifMitigationa·aitko:r.In:'LieuFee) · · · · · 

.-' . :" '• . ' . '', ;:. -· .. ~-·. \ 

_·(t)•_.Qbj~ctives: ([g]_d~ZA)······ -<:E)(plrun> · 
: (ii).;.~~t~ S.eJ.e:9ti&i: (~ N/A) :SExpla~n> ·. 

·· {iii)'~it~Pr()t~ctioni~stll;lill.ent: {rgJN/A) · <Explain>. 
{iy)~J.3~.~~lin~ l11f?.rtpati()n; tf2~FNIA) <Explain> · . 

· (y):.l)etermi11atf611 ofCreqits:f(~ N/ A) <Explain> 
.. ·(vOi~itig~t~~ntWorkPlatl:i·~[gj.N/A) <Explain> 
. {vii) 1'y1aitit~l1fu!ce ?l.i!n: ([glN(A) <Explain> · 
(rut:) p&l"fo$lanc~~s.tanci(lfcls: ([g];N; A).·· •<Explain> 

. (ix}Ivlopito~i~gRfql}irem.ent~:·(~N/A) •. <Explain> 
· Cr) Long:te.riTI$in~g~tTie!Jtplffi1: (~ N/ A) <Exphtin> 
(xi) Ad(lptiye, manage,lll~n,t·plan:(~ N/A) .·.<Explain> 

· ···o:ti). financial;Assl]fances:: (~ N/ A}. <Explain> 
·(~iii) Qtll;erinformation: (~ N/A) . <Explai~ 

·(d}'_Select!()rtis e11vironme11tally preferable, _§332"'3(a)(l), based on the :following: 
<f:)(plairi> ·: . ·· · · · · · 

.. ·.(6) QtherMitigativeActions:. <;Explain>·. 
,·-·~- .,··'·,_: .. ,': ,. , I 

., . ·. ' 

b. .S~ecial.·condi,tions: 

•. (1) JV1itig~tiye a,9ti()11s{m.easur~s requiredby .speciaL conditions of the peffilit: (0 N/ A) 
,. The ·Pef1llittee wilLbe.requiredto U$e erosion <;o'ntrol measures during. all construction 
procedtire~. ' ·,.; · · . . . · · · · · · · · . 

- The Perniitt~e will b(;( required t<)USe only dean fiJI nmterial'fgr this project. . . 
-'!The·rermitr~e will,J);~. required. toiJollow the Stanciard er6tection Measuresfor the Eastern 
IndigorSnqke (Fxbl1lary'l2; 2094). · · · /~ 

·- .. ·-· ... · ·!·· . 

•····.· .. {2)· Cqfupensatorymitigati()nrequired by special conditions of the permit: . (0 N/ A) 
., The Pe.rniittee~\vill be requiredJp purchase 1.36 [reshwater forested credits fro in Panther. Island 
~lti~atic)rii3ank: .· . . · .. · · · · · 
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S0BJE€r':. I)e!Jcutlliet}{ofJh~ AnpY Environmental Assessinen,tand Statement ofFindingsJor 
Pe11pitApplicat~or SAJ-'2007~049Q4. 

' ' ' ;' . .. - ··:~ ' 

· .(3). Ful1¢tj~nalli,ss~s~~eN~ssqc~atedwitht11e.compe1ls~tory mitigation: . ([] N/ A) The 
functio11al.asses.~rnenttooluse.~··t0 ~?:etermi11e the ftn,I¢tion~tllqss associated with the impacts and 
funGfion'lfgain wasAetermil1ed.:ltsirt~ WR:A:P .. WRJ\P 'Vas the methodology used for total 
· am.ouil~ ofcredits':~~l1ieVed: ati{~tJier ~sl(lnd._N1itig(ltioriBank. The Corps .concurs with the 
anafysis' and re,quirecl c:reqits~ . .. 

. -.:, . ·'·· .. 

9. Generalevaluatiohcrif~I'i~~co118idere,d under. the public interest review: 
; . ' - ~ . - . ' . ::0 -. . .., '. ', .. .._ ' . -. ' ·'· '·,. • • . . , '. . . . • . 

a~. 'fhe relatiye i:l{t~n(ofthepublic ~d,private.heedforthe proposed structure or.work: (e.g .. 
Public; b~nejjtsincjude elr]plo.yme~t opportu_nities and.a potentia/ increa~e in the local tax base, 
Privqte b~nejiisincli;tdl!l(l~d use•ar,zd economic return on· t~e jJrope~ty; for transportation 
projectsbeYJefits·iJ'lC{ude.#fety, cctpacityandqongestio}J issues.) Public benefitsjnclude 
. ··· ....•........ "'' . ''· ·, .•......... •''f.' . ' ·.. . . . . . ·. >. ' ·. .. ' ' . . . . 
em:IJld)rme~topportiJAitie,s al14 (l:pgtentialincr;ea~einthe.local taxbase,. agcwellas traffic safety, 
incn:~as.~d:trafflc'?ap~city, ap.d re,(j_uction in traffic.·congestion. Since this is a public project, there 
are no':pri'\'~te ben~fits. · · .· · · · 

.K Uniesolved,co~fliefs: ··. 
' ' . ' ' 

1Zl There ai~ no illlre~olved conflicts· as to resource use. 
' ;• . ' ··. ·.. . .. · ..... · ... ; : . . . ( .. 
. · J2] Ther~ ar~tlnl"esolved c<)nflicts as to resource ~se .. One or more ofthe alternative 

locations and 111efhods :c1escribecl ab,ove are reasonable Or practicable to accomplish the objectives 
ofthe proposed strucWfe or 'wo& but are not being accepted bythe applicant. <Explain> 

'• ··: ", ' .· " ;~\~ ' '. ' ' . ,, ' ' ,. 

d There. are tinrese>lved <;onflicts as to reSOlU'Ce use hoWever there are no·. practicable .. 
reason.able alterilati\ie)oc(ltions, ana nwthods to accomplish the objective ofthe purposed work. 
<ExpJ~itp · . . · . · 

G. The extenfk(}per~ailenc,e·ofthe beneficial arid/ordetrimental effects, which the proposed 
wo~1c is)i1cely to haye ollthe public; andprivateusesto which the area is suited: Detrimental 

.· imp~c~s ru-e exp¢pt~qto;b~ min.imalalthough theywould be pennanent inthe construction area. 
The beneficial:effeqts associatt?:4 With utilization of th~ property would be permanent. 

10: Detenninaticms: 
\\·' . ... ' . ' ' 

. .· ' 

·a~· Pu~lic :{i~a,rir~;Reguest: ([]N/ A) I have r~vie',Ved and.evaluatedthe requests for a public 
h~aring .. There is sufficient.infofR1ation .available to· evaluate.the ·proposedproj ect; therefore, the 
request~ for:;t· p1Jblic hearing ·(lfe~denied; 

b. Section.l76(c)oftheClean:Air Act GeneralConformityRuleReview: The proposed· 
~.· ' ' /' . '. . .· .. ' ' ' . . ' 
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CESAJ-:RD"SF 
Sl]l3JE~J.: D~partment of tlie .t\ip}Y Environmental Assessment and Statement of Findirigs for 
Pe~it A'pplicath:m S,AJ';;2007·04904. · 

'. ' .' ·, . . ·-..,, :: ~; 

permit act~9n has b~en a~a1yz~g for:conformity··applicability.pursl1ant to regulations 
impfe,menting S,ectionJ?6(c)of"the, ~lectQ AirA~t It hasbeer1~eterrninedthatthe activities 
proposeq.1:1llder this P~fmit W8~ld riot exceed detninimis le~ds. of director indirect emissions' of 
a criteria .p<Hl~tantor its pl'ecl1fsor:s and are exempted by 40 ~FR Part 93.15 3. Any later indirect 
emissiori~'are generally,notwit11iri the Corps' qontinuillgprograwresponsibility and generally 
cannot b~·practicably.controHed·qfthe Corps. F oi these reasons a conformity dete1111ination is 
not requir,ed foi'Jh~s permit ;~ction; · · · · · · 1 

· 

. c.· ~el~Vant Pre~iclential. g~ecut~ve. Orders (EO): 

.·.(1} E01Jl75,:Consttltati()l1·withindi~m Trib~s, Alaska Natives, and Native Hawaiians:· 
This action.l}~s no sul:>stantial\ direct effect<:m.one·or more I11dian tribes. Explain; if appropriate .. 

(2} Eo. 11988; Floodpl~n.i\1anagement: 

[]The projecfsiteisnot in a floodplain. 

~ Alternatives to a location within the floodplain,· minimization,. and· compensation of the 
' :· ' : '' ' ,. .. : \ ' : ., ' :· ' ". . ' \ 

effects were c.onsidered. a:hove. 

. . (3) EO 12898, ,Enviro11111entalJustice:, In accorciancewith Title III of the Civil Right ACt of 
. 1964ang;Exect1tiveQrderJ2898;jthas beerideterminedthattheprojectwould not directly or 
. thro\Igh coritractl1al6r: oth~r arumgements, use criteria, :methods, or practices that discriminate on 
the basis ofrace, color1 ()r natiolla:I origin Iior would it ,have adispropory:ionate effect oh minority 
or low-:iricolile coinml.m.ities;. ' . ,. 

(4) E013Jd,Invasive Speci~s: 

D Ther~~ere no invasive species issues involved, 

'', ~ . . '. < . . ·.· : : ·, . . '' . . . \ 
r8]The eyalJ.Iatiqn abpvei~cluded)nva~ive species concerns intije analysis of impacts·at 

the ·prqjeet' sit~Jtnd·assmii~ted compensatory miti~ation projects. . 
' ' 

·. [] Thr<mgh special conditions, the permittee would. be required to control the introduction 
and"sprea.d.of~:xoti¢. species. · . · · 

(5) EO l3212 ~dl3302, E11ergy·supply and Availability: 
; ' '· ' ·'-. ·;. - ·', ... 

· . ~ The projectwasnot o~e th~t would increase· the prodJ.Iction, tran~mission, or 
co:ilServatioiLti:f energy, or strengthen pipeli~e safety. · · 

•. ' .·~- ' .. . . - .. 

18;. 

'. : 



. '· - . 

CESAJ""RD-SF 
SUBiEC'r: I>~p~entof.the Anl:lY Environmental Assessment and Statement of Findirigs for 
Perini~ Applipati9n §A.:T -2007o.0499.~L · 

/ •· , , . , ' : ·~ , , - ·. , I 

.· [JT}lereview was e){pedite~. and/or other actions weretakento the extent permitted by law 
and regulationto accelerat~ cowRi~tion.ofthi~ energy-related (inc1udingpipeline safety) project 
while ill.aintaihifig s~fet~;.·p~~~lc Ii~Ftlth, and ~nvirql11TieD.tal protectiop.s: · · 

d. Findi~¥ ofNo Signific@timpact(FON~I):. C[JNA) Having reviewed the. information 
provid~d1J~ th9: ~pplice111t~d ~Hi~terested pal"tlesanq ~n asse~spl.ent. of the. environmental 
impaqts, ffiri4.!!1C1ttlri$ p~pnit aq~ion would not ·have 'a si~iftcallt impact on tge quality of the 
humCU1 ~nvir211Ihept. Tl1¢refore,•¥t' Environmental Impa.cf Stateinent will not be required. 

'.e. ,Complillllqe witg404{b)(l):Quidelines:(0NA} Hewing co~pletedtheevaluation in 
parC1grap.ij.5, ll1avelieterlliined:i11atthe proposed discharge [8Jco111plies /[]does not comply 
WithtlieA·04ClJY(I) Guid¢111le~. · · · · · · · · 

,,.·,· '"''"' ,. , .. 

f. Put>!ic.Il1terestDeteri11ll1atioJ1: I find thafissuance of a Depart!Tlent of the ArmY permit !ZI 
isnott Dis ccinttary·to the rutii!cinterest. . .. . . 

·- ·. - .. 

PREPAREn BY: 

William· DeFiance··. 
Pn)j~~t Mcili~ger " 

A!/.: 4~.·. ·.·· 

-~ 

Colop.el, ~orps · · 
Comp1ariding 

r2 U l:;j;; Jo t3 
.· · .·. ·. Date 
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