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Executive Summary

In the spring of 2010, the Deepwater Horizon (DWH) mobile drilling unit exploded resulting in loss of life
and a massive release of oil and natural gas from the BP Exploration and Production, Inc. (BP) Macondo
well. Initial efforts to cap the well were unsuccessful resulting in 87 days of continuous discharge into
the northern Gulf of Mexico, totaling approximately 3.19 million barrels (134 million gallons) of oil (U.S.
v. BP et al., 2015). Qil spread from the deep ocean to the surface and nearshore environment from
Texas to Florida, coming into contact and injuring a diverse set of natural resources. Extensive response
actions, including cleanup activities and actions to prevent the oil from reaching sensitive resources,
were undertaken; however, many of these response actions had collateral impacts on the environment
and natural resource services. The oil and other substances released from the well, in combination with
the extensive response actions, together make up the DWH oil spill.

Pursuant to the Oil Pollution Act (OPA), Title 33 United States Code §§ 2701 et seq., and the laws of
individual affected states, federal agencies, state agencies, Indian tribes, and foreign governments act as
trustees on behalf of the public to assess injuries to natural resources and their services® that result
from an oil spill incident, and to plan for restoration to compensate for those injuries. Under the
authority of OPA, the DWH Trustees conducted a natural resource damage assessment (NRDA) to assess
the impacts of the DWH oil spill on natural resources and their services and prepared the 2016
Deepwater Horizon Qil Spill: Final Programmatic Damage Assessment and Restoration
Plan/Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PDARP/PEIS)* which outlines the type of
restoration needed to compensate the public for the diverse suite of injuries that occurred at both
regional and local scales as well as the funding allocations to each Restoration Type.

In the PDARP/PEIS, the DWH Trustees identified the need for a comprehensive restoration plan at a
programmatic level to guide and direct an ecosystem-level restoration effort, based on four Restoration
Goals: Restore and Conserve Habitat; Restore Water Quality; Replenish and Protect Living Coastal and
Marine Resources; and Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities. In addition, a fifth Restoration
Goal, addressing monitoring and adaptive management and administrative oversight for restoration
implementation, supports the Restoration Types under the Restoration Goals and informs overall
decision-making (Figure 5.4-1 in the PDARP/PEIS).

Draft Restoration Plan 1 and Environmental Assessment

The Florida Trustee Implementation Group (FL TIG) is responsible for restoring natural resources and
their services within the Florida Restoration Area that were injured by the DWH oil spill. The FL TIG

! Services (or natural resource services) are defined as the functions performed by a natural resource for the benefit of another
natural resource and/or the public (15 Code of Federal Regulations § 990.30).
2 The PDARP/PEIS can be found at www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/restoration-planning/gulf-plan/.
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includes two state Trustee agencies and four federal Trustee agencies: the Florida Department of
Environmental Protection; the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission; the United States
Department of Commerce, represented by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration; the
United States Department of the Interior, represented by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service,
National Park Service, and Bureau of Land Management; the United States Department of Agriculture;
and the United States Environmental Protection Agency.

The FLTIG has prepared this Draft Restoration Plan and Environmental Assessment (RP/EA) to address,
in part, injury to natural resources in the Florida Restoration Area as a result of the DWH oil spill. The
purpose of restoration, as discussed in this document and detailed in the PDARP/PEIS, is to make the
environment and the public whole by implementing restoration actions that return injured natural
resources and their services to baseline conditions and compensate for interim losses, in accordance
with OPA and associated OPA NRDA regulations. This RP/EA includes a description and evaluation of 32
restoration projects, also called restoration alternatives,® consistent with four of the Restoration Types
from the PDARP/PEIS, as follows:

e Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands: six alternatives;

e Nutrient Reduction (Nonpoint Source; hereafter referred to as Nutrient Reduction): three
alternatives;

e Water Quality (e.g., Stormwater Treatments, Hydrologic Restoration, Reduction of
Sedimentation, etc.; hereafter referred to as Water Quality): 12 alternatives; and

e Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities: 11 alternatives.

Table ES-1 lists the reasonable range of alternatives, noting those that are preferred for funding by the
FLTIG at this time.

Table ES-1 List of the reasonable range of alternatives proposed in this RP/EA, by Restoration
Type and location (west to east)

. . Estimated
Reasonable Range of Restoration Alternatives Bk
Project Costs

Restoration Type: Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands (FM)*

FM1. Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Beneficial Use of Dredged Materials at $4,783,847

Perdido Pass

FM2. Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Night Sky Restoration (P&D)? Preferred® $432,093
7,669,834

FM3. Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Night Sky Restoration (Implementation) - $

FM4. Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Beach and Dune Habitat Protection Preferred $853,821

FM5. Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Invasive Plant Removal Preferred $875,765

FM6. St. Vincent National Wildlife Refuge Predator Control Preferred $ 580,772

® The terms “project” and “alternative” are used interchangeably throughout this RP/EA.
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Estimated

Reasonable Range of Restoration Alternatives .
Project Costs

NR1. Pensacola Bay and Perdido River Watersheds - Nutrient Reduction Preferred $2,100,000
NR2. Apalachicola Bay Watershed - Nutrient Reduction = $3,150,000
NR3. Lower Suwannee River Watershed - Nutrient Reduction Preferred $3,150,000
WQ1. Carpenter Creek Headwaters Water Quality Improvements Preferred $1,689,900
WQ?2. Pensacola Beach Reclaimed Water System Expansion Preferred $4,683,404
WQ3. Rattlesnake Bluff Road and Riverbank Restoration Preferred $3,149,091
WQ4. Pensacola Bay Unpaved Roads Initiative (P&D) Preferred $705,473

WQ5. Alligator Lake Coastal Dune Lake Hydrologic Restoration Preferred $1,382,400
WQ6. Grand Lagoon Regional Stormwater Facility - $3,210,910
WQ7. St. Andrew Bay Unpaved Roads Initiative (P&D) = $705,473

WQ8. City of Port St. Joe Stormwater Improvements Preferred $961,000

WQ9. MK Ranch Hydrologic Restoration = $27,484,932
WQ10. City of Carrabelle’s Lighthouse Estates: Septic Tank Abatement - Phase I Preferred $3,237,986
WQ11. Lower Suwannee National Wildlife Refuge Hydrologic Restoration (P&D) Preferred $500,000

WQ12. Lower Charlotte Harbor Flatwoods Hydrologic Restoration Initiative, Yucca

Prefi d 636,500
Pens Unit (P&D) referre $636,

Restoration Type: Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities (REC)®

REC1. Perdido Bay Sunset Islands Snorkeling Trail = $840,000

REC2. Tarkiln Bayou Preserve State Park Improvements - $2,719,670
REC3. Perdido River and Bay Paddle Trail Preferred $1,165,488
REC4. Carpenter Creek Headwaters Park Amenities Preferred $446,080

Eigia(?ol:alﬂsIs;lg?ii\::lonal Seashore (Florida) Rehabilitation of Okaloosa Unit preferred $3,201,383
REC6. Joe’s Bayou Recreation Area Improvements Preferred $12,202,891
REC7. Topsail Hill Preserve State Park Improvements Preferred $3,926,811
REC8. Camp Helen State Park Improvements Preferred $3,326,027
REC9. St. Andrews State Park Improvements Preferred $10,875,855
REC10. T.H. Stone Memorial St. Joseph Peninsula State Park Improvements Preferred $977,945

REC11. St. Marks National Wildlife Refuge Coastal Trail Connection, Spring Creek to preferred $1,200,000

Port Leon
Subtotal for Preferred Alternatives $62,260,685

! FM = Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands; NR = Nutrient Reduction; WQ = Water Quality; REC = Provide and
Enhance Recreational Opportunities. ?P&D indicates projects that include planning, feasibility, design, engineering,
land/or permitting activities only (i.e., not actions related to implementation or construction). °Preferred indicates
projects that are preferred for funding by the FL TIG at this time.
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Public Participation in the Draft Restoration Plan 1 and Environmental
Assessment

The FL TIG prepared this RP/EA to (1) inform the public about DWH NRDA restoration planning efforts in
the Florida Restoration Area, (2) present analyses on the potential restoration benefits and
environmental consequences of the restoration alternatives, and (3) seek public comment on this
RP/EA.

The public is encouraged to review and comment on this RP/EA. Following public notice, the RP/EA will
be available to the public for a 30-day comment period. The deadline for submitting written comments
on the RP/EA is specified in the public notice published in the Federal Register and on the DWH Trustee
website. Comments on the RP/EA can be submitted, during the comment period, by one of following
methods:

e Online: http://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/restoration-areas/florida

e By mail, hard copy addressed to: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, P.O. Box 49567, Atlanta, GA
30345

e In person at the public meeting. See section 1.9 for details on the meeting.

e During the pubic webinar. See section 1.9 for details on the webinar.

In order to be considered, mailed comments must be postmarked no later than 30 days after the start of
the comment period (i.e., on or before the comment deadline specified in the Federal Register and on
the DWH Trustee website).

Please note that personal identifying information included in submitted comments (such as name,
address, phone number, and email address) may be made publicly available. Personal information is not
required to submit comments.
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List of Abbreviations and Acronyms

AFB Air Force Base

ARWEA Apalachicola River Wildlife and Environmental Area
AWT Advanced wastewater treatment

bls below land surface

BMAP Basin Management Action Plan

BMP best management practice

BP BP Exploration and Production, Inc.

CAA Clean Air Act

CAAA Clean Air Act Amendments

CBA Choctawhatchee Basin Alliance

Cccp Comprehensive Conservation Plan

CMP Conservation Management Plan

CEQ Council on Environmental Quality

CFR Code of Federal Regulations

co carbon monoxide

Cco, carbon dioxide

CcpP conservation practice standard(s)

DEP Florida Department of Environmental Protection
DOE U.S. Department of Energy

DOI U.S. Department of the Interior

DWH Deepwater Horizon

ECUA Emerald Coast Utilities Authority

EFH Essential Fish Habitat

EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

ERP Environmental Resource Permit

ESA Endangered Species Act of 1973

FAC Florida Administrative Code

FDACS Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services
FEMA Federal Emergency Management Plan

FLTIG Florida Trustee Implementation Group

FM Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands
FMSF Florida Master Site File

FNAI Florida Natural Areas Inventory

FNST Florida National Scenic Trail

FR Federal Register

FWC Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
GEBF Gulf Environmental Benefit Fund

GHG greenhouse gas

GIS Geographic Information System

GUIS Gulf Islands National Seashore

HUC Hydrologic Unit Code



IPaC
Magnuson-Stevens Act
MAM
MGD
MMPA
NAAQS
NEPA
NFWF
NHPA
NMFS
NO,
NO,
NOA
NOAA
NOI
NPS
NR
NRCS
NRDA
NRHP
NSNSD
NWFWMD
NWR
0O;
OFW
OPA
Pb
P&D

PDARP/PEIS

Phase Il RP/PEIS

REC
RESTORE

ROD
RP/EA
SABW
SAV
SFWMD
SHPO
SO,

SR
SRWMD

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Information for Planning and Consultation
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1976
monitoring and adaptive management

Million gallons per day

Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972

National Ambient Air Quality Standards

National Environmental Policy Act of 1970

National Fish and Wildlife Foundation

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966

National Marine Fisheries Service

nitrogen dioxide

nitrogen oxides

Notice of Availability

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

Notice of Intent (to conduct restoration planning)

National Park Service

Nutrient Reduction

U.S. Department of Agriculture National Resources Conservation Service
Natural Resource Damage Assessment

National Register of Historic Places

Natural Sounds and Night Skies Division

Northwest Florida Water Management District

National Wildlife Refuge

ozone

Outstanding Florida Water

Oil Pollution Act of 1990

lead

Planning and design, indicates projects that include planning, feasibility, design,
engineering, and/or permitting activities only (i.e., not actions related to implementation
or construction)

Final Programmatic Damage Assessment and Restoration Plan and Final Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement

Deepwater Horizon Qil Spill: Programmatic and Phase Ill Early Restoration Plan and Early
Restoration Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities

Resources and Ecosystems Sustainability, Tourist Opportunities, and Revived Economies of
the Gulf Coast States

Record of Decision

Restoration Plan/Environmental Assessment

St. Andrew Bay Watch

submerged aquatic vegetation

South Florida Water Management District

State Historic Preservation Office

sulfur dioxide

Sediment Risk Index

Suwannee River Water Management District



STCM

SWIM

TAP

TMDL

TNC
Trustees
Trustee SOPs
UF

UF IFAS
USACE

USDA
USDA-APHIS-WS
USFWS

UWF

WMA

wQ

WWTF

Storage Tank and Petroleum Contamination Monitoring

Surface Water Improvement and Management

Treatment Action Plan

Total Maximum Daily Loads

The Nature Conservancy

Deepwater Horizon oil spill natural resource damage assessment trustee council
Deepwater Horizon Trustee Council Standard Operating Procedures

University of Florida

University of Florida Institute of Food and Agricultural Sciences

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Department of Agriculture

U.S. Department of Agriculture Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service Wildlife Services
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

University of West Florida

Wildlife Management Area

Water Quality

Wastewater treatment facility
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Chapter 1 Introduction, Purpose and Need, and
Public Participation

1.1 Introduction

The Florida Trustee Implementation Group (FL TIG) has prepared this Draft Restoration Plan and
Environmental Assessment (RP/EA) as part of their responsibility to address injury to natural resources
and their services in the Florida Restoration Area as a result of the 2010 Deepwater Horizon (DWH) oil
spill. This RP/EA includes a description and evaluation of 32 restoration projects, also called restoration
alternatives.” This RP/EA also includes an evaluation of a natural recovery alternative in accordance with
the Qil Pollution Act (OPA) Natural Resource Damage Assessment (NRDA) regulations, and a no action
alternative in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

The purpose of restoration, as discussed in this document and detailed in the 2016 Deepwater Horizon
Oil Spill: Final Programmatic Damage Assessment and Restoration Plan/Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement (PDARP/PEIS),” is to make the environment and the public whole for injuries resulting
from the DWH oil spill by implementing restoration actions that return injured natural resources and
their services to baseline conditions and compensate for interim losses, in accordance with the Oil
Pollution Act of 1990 (OPA) and associated natural resource damage assessment (NRDA) regulations.

1.2 Background and Summary of Settlement

On April 20, 2010, the DWH mobile drilling unit exploded, caught fire, and eventually sank in the Gulf of
Mexico, resulting in a massive release of oil and natural gas from the British Petroleum Exploration and
Production, Inc. (BP) Macondo well, causing loss of life and extensive natural resource injuries. Initial
efforts to cap the well were unsuccessful, resulting in 87 days of continuous discharge into the northern
Gulf of Mexico. Approximately 3.19 million barrels (134 million gallons) of oil were released into the
ocean (U.S. v. BP et al., 2015). Oil spread from the deep ocean to the surface and nearshore
environment from Texas to Florida, coming into contact with and injuring a diverse set of natural
resources including deep-sea corals, fish and shellfish, wetlands, sandy beaches, birds, sea turtles, and
other protected marine life. The DWH oil spill prevented people from fishing, going to the beach, and
enjoying typical recreational activities along the Gulf of Mexico. Extensive response actions, including
cleanup activities and actions to prevent the oil from reaching sensitive resources, were undertaken to
try to reduce harm to people and the environment; however, many of these actions had collateral
impacts on natural resources and their services. The oil and other substances released from the well, in
combination with the response actions, together make up the DWH oil spill.

* The terms “project” and “alternative” are used interchangeably throughout this RP/EA.
®The PDARP/PEIS and ROD can be found at www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/restoration-planning/gulf-plan/.
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On April 20, 2011, as part of the Early Restoration Framework Agreement, BP agreed to provide up to $1
billion toward Early Restoration projects in the Gulf of Mexico, representing a preliminary step toward
the restoration of injured natural resources.® Early Restoration proceeded in five phases, resulting in 65
projects (totaling approximately $877 million) to partially address injuries to nearshore resources, birds,
fish, sea turtles, federally managed lands, and recreational uses. Thirty-two of these projects
(approximately $144.4 million) are being implemented within the Florida Restoration Area by the FL
TIG.”

In February 2016, the DWH Trustee Council (Trustees) issued the PDARP/PEIS detailing a proposed plan
to fund and implement restoration projects over the next 15 years. In March 2016, the Trustees
published a Notice of Availability (NOA) of a Record of Decision (ROD) for the PDARP/PEIS. Based on the
injury determination in the PDARP/PEIS, the ROD set forth the basis for the Trustees’ decision to select
Alternative A: Comprehensive Integrated Ecosystem Alternative. In April 2016, the United States (U.S.)
District Court for the Eastern District of Louisiana entered a Consent Decree resolving civil claims by the
Trustees against BP for the DWH oil spill.?

Under the Consent Decree among Defendant BP, the United States of America, and the states of
Alabama, Florida, Louisiana, Mississippi, and Texas, BP agreed to pay a total of $8.1 billion in natural
resource damages (which includes the $1 billion that BP previously committed to Early Restoration
projects) over a 15-year period, and up to an additional $700 million for adaptive management or to
address injuries to natural resources that are presently unknown but may come to light in the future.
The settlement funds were allocated across seven Restoration Areas: the five Gulf states (Alabama,
Florida, Louisiana, Mississippi, and Texas), Regionwide, and Open Ocean (U.S. Department of Justice
2016; Table 5.10-1 in the PDARP/PEIS).

The PDARP/PEIS describes the four programmatic Restoration Goals and underlying Restoration Types,
and the funds allocated to each. In addition, a fifth Restoration Goal, for monitoring and adaptive
management (MAM) and administrative oversight for restoration implementation, supports each
Restoration Type and informs overall decision-making (Figure 5.4-1 in the PDARP/PEIS). In the Florida
Restoration Area, $10,000,000 is allocated to MAM and $20,000,000 is allocated to administrative
oversight and comprehensive planning. Table 1-1 provides the final settlement allocations for the four
Restoration Goals and Restoration Types in the Florida Restoration Area.

®The Early Restoration Framework Agreement can be found at: www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/sites/default/files/wp-
content/uploads/2011/05/framework-for-early-restoration-04212011.pdf

"Three Early Restoration projects that include activities in Florida, which total $18,352,220, are being implemented by other
TIGs: the Improving Habitat Injured by Spill Response: Restoring the Night Sky project from Phase Il Early Restoration is under
the Regionwide TIG, and the Gulf Islands National Seashore Beach Enhancement project and Gulf Islands National Seashore
Ferry project from Phase Ill Early Restoration are under the Open Ocean TIG.

® United States v. BPXP et al., Civ. No. 10-4536, centralized in MDL 2179, In re: Oil Spill by the Oil Rig “Deepwater Horizon” in the
Gulf of Mexico, on April 20, 2010 (E.D. La.)
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Table 1-1 Florida restoration Area DWH settlement funds across the four programmatic
Restoration Goals and underlying Restoration Types, including funds allocated to Early
Restoration projects

Total FL TIG Funds Allocated To Early
Restoration Goal Restoration Type Settlement Funds® Restoration Projects
Restore and Conserve Wetlands, Coastal and Nearshore
i . $5,000,000
Habitat Habitats
. . $15,629,367
Habitat Projects on Federally
$17,500,000
Managed Lands
Restore Water Quality Nutrient Reduction $35,000,000 --
Water Quality $300,000,000 --
Replenish and Protect Living Sea Turtles $20,000,000 --
Coastal and Marine Marine Mammals $5,000,000 --
Resources Birds $40,000,000 $2,835,000
Qysters $20,000,000 $5,370,596
Provide and Enhance Provide and Enhance Recreational
. . o $63,274,513 $120,543,167
Recreational Opportunities Opportunities
Table 5.10-1 in the PDARP/PEIS provides the allocations to other Restoration Areas.

1.3 DWH Trustee Council, Trustees, and TIGs

The Trustees are the State and Federal government entities authorized under OPA to act as trustees on
behalf of the public to assess the natural resource injuries resulting from the DWH oil spill and develop
and implement a restoration plan to compensate for those injuries. To work collaboratively, the
Trustees organized the DWH Trustee Council comprising representatives of Florida, Alabama,
Mississippi, Louisiana, Texas, U.S. Department of Commerce, represented by the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI), U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA), and U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA).

The agencies representing the State of Florida are:

e Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP); and
e Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC).

The PDARP/PEIS sets forth the post-settlement Trustee governance structure in which a TIG is assigned
to each of the seven Restoration Areas. Each TIG is responsible for making the restoration decisions for
the funding allocated to its Restoration Area. The TIGs comprise different Trustees depending on the
Restoration Area they represent. This process and governance structure is described in Chapter 7 of the
PDARP/PEIS. For the Florida Restoration Area, the FL TIG is comprised of two state Trustee agencies
(FDEP and FWC) and four federal Trustee agencies (NOAA, DOI, EPA, and USDA).

® The total FL TIG settlement funds are $680,152,643, which include the funds by Restoration Goal, $10,000,000 for Monitoring
and Adaptive Management, and $20,000,000 for Administrative Oversight and Comprehensive Planning.
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1.4 Authorities and Regulations

1.4.1 0il Pollution Act Compliance

As an oil pollution incident, the DWH oil spill is subject to the provisions of OPA. A primary goal of OPA is
to make the environment and public whole for injuries to natural resources and their services resulting
from an incident involving an oil discharge or substantial threat of an oil discharge. Under OPA, each
party responsible for a vessel or facility from which oil is discharged, or which poses the substantial
threat of a discharge, is liable for, among other things, removal costs and damages for injury to,
destruction of, loss, or loss of use of natural resources, including the reasonable cost of assessing the
damage.

Restoration activities under OPA are intended to return injured natural resources and services to their
baseline condition. This can include primary restoration, which is any action including natural recovery
that returns injured natural resources and their services to baseline, and compensatory restoration,
actions to compensate the public for interim losses from the time of the incident until the time
resources and services recover to baseline conditions (as defined in 15 CFR 990.53). To meet these
goals, the restoration activities must produce benefits that are related to or have a nexus (connection)
to natural resource injuries and service losses resulting from the spill.

In this RP/EA, the FL TIG identified a reasonable range of alternatives to partially address DWH-caused
injuries to the following Restoration Types: Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands, Nutrient
Reduction, Water Quality, and Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities. This RP/EA evaluates
the reasonable range of alternatives under applicable OPA criteria and identifies a subset of alternatives
that are preferred by the FL TIG for implementation.

1.4.2 National Environmental Policy Act Compliance

Federal Trustees must also comply with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and the
Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) NEPA implementing regulations, 40 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) Parts 1500-1508, when proposing OPA NRDA restoration projects. NEPA requires
federal agencies to consider the potential environmental impacts of planned actions. NEPA provides a
mandate and framework for federal agencies to determine if their proposed actions have significant
environmental effects and related social and economic effects, consider these effects when choosing
between alternative approaches, and inform and involve the public in the environmental analysis and
decision-making process.

Lead and Cooperating Agencies

CEQ NEPA implementing regulations require a federal agency to serve as lead agency to supervise the
NEPA analysis when more than one federal agency is involved in the same action (40 CFR 1501.5(a)). DOI
serves as the lead federal agency responsible for NEPA compliance for this RP/EA, ensuring its
compliance with the CEQ’s NEPA implementing regulations and DOl NEPA implementing procedures (43
CFR 46). The other FL TIG Trustees are participating as cooperating agencies pursuant to NEPA (40 CFR



1508.5) and the Trustee Council Standard Operating Procedures for Implementation of the Natural
Resource Restoration for the Deepwater Horizon (DWH) Oil Spill (Trustee SOPs; and Appendix F).*

Intent to Adopt the RP/EA NEPA Analysis by Cooperating Agencies

Each federal cooperating agency on the FL TIG intends to adopt the NEPA analysis in this RP/EA. In
accordance with 40 CFR 1506.3(a), each of the three federal cooperating agencies participating on the
FLTIG (EPA, USDA, and NOAA) will review this RP/EA for adequacy in meeting the standards set forth in
its own NEPA implementing procedures. Each agency will then decide whether to adopt the analysis to
inform its own federal decision-making and fulfill its responsibilities under NEPA. Adoption of the EA
would be completed via signature on the relevant NEPA decision document. More information about
OPA and NEPA, as well as their application to DWH oil spill restoration planning, can be found in
Chapters 5 and 6 of the PDARP/PEIS.

Incorporation by Reference

The FLTIG relies on incorporation by reference of existing NEPA analyses, management plans, studies or
other relevant material (40 CFR 1502.21), adoption of existing NEPA analyses (40 CFR 1506.3) and tiering
from the PDARP/PEIS (40 CFR 1502.20), where applicable, in the analysis of impacts in this RP/EA. The
goal is to reduce redundancy, focus on significant issues, and show the interconnection of the
alternatives with existing programs and regional efforts to address resource issues at an ecosystem
level. All material incorporated, adopted, or which is otherwise used to support the NEPA analysis, is
publicly available. Additional site-specific NEPA analysis is included where necessary (Chapter 4 of this
RP/EA).

1.5 DWH Trustee Council Standard Operating Procedures

The Trustees developed the Trustee SOPs to govern the administration, implementation, and long-term
management of restoration under the PDARP/PEIS. The Trustee SOPs, in addition to the PDARP/PEIS,
help to guide DWH restoration planning; document the overall structure, roles, and decision-making
responsibilities of the Trustees; and provide the common procedures to be used by all TIGs. The Trustee
SOPs address, among other issues, the following topics: decision-making and delegation of authority,
funding, administrative procedures, project reporting, MAM, consultation opportunities among the
Trustees, public participation, and the Administrative Record. The Trustee SOPs were developed and
approved by consensus of the Trustees and may be amended as needed. The division of responsibilities
among the Trustees and TIGs is summarized in Table 7.2-1 of the PDARP/PEIS.

1.6 Restoration Purpose and Need

The FL TIG has undertaken this restoration planning effort to meet the purpose of contributing to the
compensation for and restoration of natural resources and their services injured in the Florida
Restoration Area as a result of the DWH oil spill. This RP/EA is consistent with the PDARP/PEIS, which

% The Trustee SOPs are available at: www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/sites/default/files/wp-content/uploads/DWH-SOPs.pdf
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identified extensive and complex injuries to natural resources and their services across the Gulf of
Mexico, as well as a need and plan for comprehensive restoration consistent with OPA. This RP/EA falls
within the scope of the purpose and need identified in the PDARP/PEIS. As described in Section 5.3 of
the PDARP/PEIS, the five Restoration Goals (Table 1-1) work independently and together to benefit
injured resources and services. The proposed restoration alternatives in this RP/EA address three of the
four programmatic Restoration Goals: (1) Restore and Conserve Habitat, (2) Restore Water Quality, and
(3) Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities. Additional information about the purpose and
need for DWH NRDA restoration can be found in Section 5.3.2 of the PDARP/PEIS.

1.7 Proposed Action

The FL TIG proposes to undertake the restoration alternatives identified as preferred in this RP/EA to
provide compensatory restoration towards meeting three of the four programmatic Restoration Goals
identified in the PDARP/PEIS (listed above in Section 1.6), and the goals consistent with the following
Restoration Types: Habitat on Federally Managed Lands (FM), Nutrient Reduction (NR), Water Quality
(wQ), and Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities (REC).

Table 1-2 identifies the reasonable range of alternatives evaluated in this RP/EA, including those
identified as preferred by the FL TIG for implementation. After this RP/EA is finalized and alternatives
are selected for implementation, the projects would be implemented over approximately the next three
to five years. Figure 1-1 provides the approximate location of each restoration alternative. The FL TIG
proposes to use $62,260,685 of the settlement funds allocated to the Florida Restoration Area in this
RP/EA (i.e., the estimated cost of the preferred restoration alternatives).'! This would leave a balance of
$473,513,828 remaining for future restoration plans.

Table 1-2 List of the reasonable range of alternatives proposed in this RP/EA, by Restoration
Type and location (west to east)

Restoration Type: Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands (FM)

FM1. Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Beneficial Use of Dredged Materials at Perdido Pass -
FM2. Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Night Sky Restoration (P&D)* Preferred**
FM3. Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Night Sky Restoration (Implementation) -

FM4. Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Beach and Dune Habitat Protection Preferred
FM5. Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Invasive Plant Removal Preferred
FM6. St. Vincent National Wildlife Refuge Predator Control Preferred
NR1. Pensacola Bay and Perdido River Watersheds - Nutrient Reduction Preferred

NR2. Apalachicola Bay Watershed - Nutrient Reduction -
NR3. Lower Suwannee River Watershed - Nutrient Reduction Preferred

WQ1. Carpenter Creek Headwaters Water Quality Improvements Preferred

" Each alternative’s estimated costs are provided in Chapter 2.
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wQ2.
WQs3.
WQ4.
WQ5.
WQ6.
WQ7.
WQs.
WQo.

Pensacola Beach Reclaimed Water System Expansion
Rattlesnake Bluff Road and Riverbank Restoration
Pensacola Bay Unpaved Roads Initiative (P&D)

Alligator Lake Coastal Dune Lake Hydrologic Restoration
Grand Lagoon Regional Stormwater Facility

St. Andrew Bay Unpaved Roads Initiative (P&D)

City of Port St. Joe Stormwater Improvements

MK Ranch Hydrologic Restoration

WQ10. City of Carrabelle’s Lighthouse Estates: Septic Tank Abatement - Phase I

WQ11. Lower Suwannee National Wildlife Refuge Hydrologic Restoration (P&D)

WQ12. Lower Charlotte Harbor Flatwoods Hydrologic Restoration Initiative, Yucca Pens Unit (P&D)

Restoration Type: Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities (REC)

REC1.
REC2.
RECS.
REC4.
RECS.
REC6.
RECY.
RECS.
REC9.

Perdido Bay Sunset Islands Snorkeling Trail

Tarkiln Bayou Preserve State Park Improvements

Perdido River and Bay Paddle Trail

Carpenter Creek Headwaters Park Amenities

Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Rehabilitation of Okaloosa Unit Recreational Facilities
Joe’s Bayou Recreation Area Improvements

Topsail Hill Preserve State Park Improvements

Camp Helen State Park Improvements

St. Andrews State Park Improvements

REC10. T.H. Stone Memorial St. Joseph Peninsula State Park Improvements

REC11. St. Marks National Wildlife Refuge Coastal Trail Connection, Spring Creek to Port Leon

Preferred
Preferred
Preferred

Preferred

Preferred
Preferred
Preferred
Preferred

Preferred
Preferred
Preferred
Preferred
Preferred
Preferred
Preferred
Preferred
Preferred

*P&D indicates projects that include planning, feasibility, design, engineering, and/or permitting activities only (i.e.,

not actions related to implementation or construction).
**Preferred indicates projects that are preferred for funding by the FL TIG at this time.
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Figure 1-1

Approximate location of the reasonable range of alternatives proposed in this RP/EA
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1.7.1 No Action

The Trustees are required under NEPA to evaluate a No Action alternative, which provides a benchmark
enabling decision makers to compare the magnitude of environmental effects of the action alternatives
(CEQ 1502.14(d)). Under this alternative, Early Restoration would be the only restoration implemented
in the Florida Restoration Area (i.e., the preferred restoration alternatives identified in this RP/EA would
not be implemented at this time).

The FLTIG has determined that the No Action alternative would not benefit injured natural resources.
Without active NRDA restoration, resources would experience slower recovery, or some might not
recover at all, and the public would not be compensated for losses to natural resources and their
services during this recovery period (“interim” losses). The No Action alternative, inclusion of which is a
NEPA requirement, provides a benchmark enabling decision makers to compare the magnitude of
environmental effects of the action alternatives (CEQ 1502.14(d)). The No Action alternative is described
and analyzed for each Restoration Type in Chapter 4 of this RP/EA.

1.7.2 Severability of Projects

Preferred restoration alternatives identified in this RP/EA are independent of each other and may be
selected independently by the FL TIG. A decision not to select one or more of the alternatives does not
affect the FL TIG’s selection of any remaining alternatives. Projects not included in the reasonable range
of alternatives, not identified as preferred at this time, or not selected for implementation can be
considered for inclusion in future restoration plans developed by the FL TIG.

Further, the FL TIG may need to obtain permits (e.g., CWA Section 404 permits) for selected alternatives
prior to implementation which could require additional environmental analyses.

1.8 Coordination with other Gulf Restoration Programs

As discussed in Section 1.5.6 of the PDARP/PEIS, coordination with other Gulf of Mexico restoration
programs will promote successful implementation of restoration projects and optimize ecosystem
recovery. The FL TIG is committed to coordinating with other DWH oil spill and Gulf of Mexico
restoration programs (e.g., the Resources and Ecosystems Sustainability, Tourist Opportunities, and
Revived Economies of the Gulf Coast States [RESTORE] programs and the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation’s [NFWF] Gulf Environmental Benefit Fund [GEBF]) to maximize the overall ecosystem
impact of restoration efforts and ensure effective use of funds by identifying synergies and reducing
potential redundancies in project selection. This coordination will ensure that funds are allocated for
critical restoration projects across the Gulf of Mexico, specifically within Florida. NRDA, RESTORE and
GEBF projects currently funded within Florida are described on the DWH Trustee, the Florida DWH, the
GEBF, and the RESTORE websites.'? Restoration alternatives evaluated in this RP/EA that leverage funds
from RESTORE or GEBF are identified within the project descriptions in Section 2.5.

2 DWH Trustee: www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/restoration-areas/florida; Florida DWH:
http://deepwaterhorizonflorida.com; GEBF: www.nfwf.org/gulf/Pages/GEBF-Florida.aspx; RESTORE: www.restorethegulf.gov/.
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1.9 Public Participation

Public input is an integral part of NEPA, OPA, and the DWH oil spill restoration planning effort. On
October 1, 2010, the Trustees published the Notice of Intent (NOI) to Conduct Restoration Planning (75
FR 60800). Since then, the Trustees have sought restoration project ideas from the public through a
variety of means. In addition, the Trustees conducted an extensive public outreach process as part of
PDARP/PEIS development efforts; that process and associated public comments are described more fully
in Chapter 8 of the PDARP/PEIS. The Trustees also solicited public review and comment on several draft
DWH restoration plan/environmental reviews. Additional public participation opportunities associated
with this RP/EA are identified below.

1.9.1 Public Involvement in this RP/EA

The FLTIG held a webinar to inform the public of restoration efforts in the Florida Restoration Area on
August 23, 2016. The FL TIG requested project ideas on November 4, 2016 and issued a notice of
initiation of restoration planning in Florida on September 29, 2017. After reviewing and evaluating
project proposals (described in Chapter 2), the FL TIG developed this RP/EA to (1) inform the public
about DWH NRDA restoration planning efforts in the Florida Restoration Area, (2) present analyses on
the potential restoration benefits and environmental consequences of the restoration alternatives, and
(3) seek public comment.

The public is encouraged to review and comment on this RP/EA. Following public notice, the RP/EA will
be available to the public for a 30-day comment period. The deadline for submitting written comments
on the RP/EA is specified in the public notice published in the Federal Register and on the DWH Trustee
website. Comments on the RP/EA can be submitted, during the comment period, by one of following
methods:

Online: http://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/restoration-areas/florida

By mail, hard copy addressed to: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, P.O. Box 49567, Atlanta, GA 30345

In order to be considered, mailed comments must be postmarked no later than 30 days after the start of
the comment period (i.e., on or before the comment deadline specified in the Federal Register and on
the DWH Trustee website).

Please note that personal identifying information included in submitted comments (such as name,
address, phone number, and email address) may be made publicly available. Personal information is not
required to submit comments.
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In person at the public meeting: The FL TIG will hold a public meeting to facilitate the public review and
comment process. The public meeting will include a presentation of the draft RP/EA. There will be an
open house from 5:30pm ET to 6:15pm ET, and the public meeting will be from 6:30pm ET to 8:30pm ET.
Meeting location, date, and time are as follows:

e October 2, 2018, from 5:30pm to 8:30pm
Florida Department of Environmental Protection
Douglas Building Conference rooms A&B
3900 Commonwealth Boulevard
Tallahassee, Florida, 32399-3000

Public webinar: The FL TIG will also hold a public webinar to facilitate the public review and comment
process. A weblink for the public webinar will be provided on the DWH Trustee website at
http://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/restoration-areas/florida. Webinar date and time are as

follows:
e October 10, 2018, from 1:30pm to 4:00pm ET.

After the close of the comment period, the FL TIG will consider all comments received and revise the
RP/EA, as appropriate. A summary of comments received and the FL TIG’s responses where applicable,
will be included in the Final RP/EA.

1.9.2 Administrative Record

The Trustees opened a publicly available Administrative Record for DWH oil spill NRDA, including
restoration planning activities, concurrently with publication of the 2010 NOI (pursuant to 15 CFR §
990.45). DOI is the lead federal Trustee for maintaining the Administrative Record.*

Information about restoration project implementation is being provided to the public through the
Administrative Record and other outreach efforts (Section 1.8 above), including the DWH Trustee and
the Florida DWH websites.

1.10 Decisions to be Made

This RP/EA is intended to provide the public with the information necessary for meaningful review of the
reasonable range of alternatives to address injuries to the following Restoration Types: Habitat Projects
on Federally Managed Lands, Nutrient Reduction, Water Quality, and Provide and Enhance Recreational
Opportunities (Table 1-2). This process is intended to guide the FL TIG's selection of preferred
alternatives for implementation that best meet the purpose and need for this RP/EA (Section 1.6).
Following appropriate OPA and NEPA regulatory procedures including public notice and comment on
this RP/EA, and with public release of a Final RP/EA, the FL TIG intends to formally select one or more of
the alternatives for implementation. Restoration alternatives not selected for implementation may
continue to be considered for evaluation in future restoration plans.

3 The DWH Administrative Record can be found at: www.doi.gov/deepwaterhorizon/adminrecord.
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1.11 Document Organization

e Executive Summary: Brief summary of the document.

e Chapter 1 (Introduction, Purpose and Need, Proposed Action, and Public Participation):
Introductory information and context for this document, including coordination with other
restoration planning efforts;

e Chapter 2 (Restoration Planning Process and Reasonable Range of Alternatives): Information
on the NRDA restoration planning process, DWH oil spill injuries to resources addressed in this
RP/EA, screening process of potential restoration projects to address those injuries, and a
description of the reasonable range of alternatives considered in this RP/EA;

o Chapter 3 (OPA Evaluation of Reasonable Range of Alternatives): Evaluation of the reasonable
range of alternatives and the rationale for preferred alternatives;

e Chapter 4 (Environmental Assessment): Description of the affected environment and the
evaluation of environmental impacts of the reasonable range of alternatives, and compliance
with other federal and state environmental protection laws that may apply to the reasonable
range of alternatives;

e Chapter 5 (Monitoring and Adaptive Management): General information on the MAM
Restoration Goal and a description of the sections included in each project-level MAM plan;

e Literature Cited; and

e Appendices:

0 Appendix A (List of Preparers, Reviewers, and Repositories): List of individuals who
substantively contributed to the development of this RP/EA, and list of places where this
RP/EA is available;

0 Appendix B (Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plans): Draft MAM plans for
preferred restoration alternatives that are planned for full implementation;

0 Appendix C (Impact Intensity Definitions): Definitions of impact intensities (minor,
moderate, major) from the PDARP/PEIS;

0 Appendix D (County Demographic Information): General demographic information for
each of the counties where the reasonable range of alternatives are located;

0 Appendix E (Protected Species): List of protected species, federal and state status, and
corresponding habitats;

0 Appendix F (Environmental Evaluation Worksheet): An example of an Environmental
Evaluation Worksheet.
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Chapter 2 Restoration Planning Process and
Reasonable Range of Alternatives

NRDA restoration under OPA is a process that includes evaluating injuries to natural resources and their
services to determine the type and extent of restoration needed to address those injuries. Restoration
activities need to produce benefits that are related to or have a nexus to the natural resources or their
services impacted by an oil spill. Under the OPA NRDA regulations (15 CFR §990.54), trustees are to
identify and evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives based on criteria outlined within that
subsection. The OPA NRDA regulations provide criteria for use by trustees to evaluate projects designed
to compensate the public for injuries caused by oil spills. In accordance with the OPA NRDA regulations
(15 CFR §990.53), the FL TIG developed a screening process to identify a reasonable range of
alternatives to be further evaluated in this plan.

This chapter describes the screening process used by the FL TIG to identify the reasonable range of
alternatives in this RP/EA under the OPA NRDA regulations (15 CFR §990.53). The reasonable range of
alternatives is consistent with the PDARP/PEIS (described in more detail in Chapter 1). This chapter
summarizes the restoration decisions stated in the PDARP/PEIS and ROD*, the relationship of the
PDARP/PEIS to this RP/EA, injuries addressed, and the projects considered in the reasonable range of
alternatives. The restoration planning process was conducted in accordance with OPA, NEPA, Consent
Decree, Trustee SOPs, and the OPA NRDA and NEPA regulations.

2.1 PDARP/PEIS and Record of Decision

Given the potential magnitude and breadth of restoration for DWH oil spill injuries, the Trustees
prepared a PDARP/PEIS under OPA and NEPA to analyze alternative Restoration Approaches and
establish targeted goals specific to each Restoration Type to guide restoration planning. The PDARP/PEIS
was issued on February 19, 2016 and detailed a programmatic plan to fund and implement restoration
projects across the Gulf of Mexico over the next 15 years.

On March 29, 2016, in accordance with OPA and NEPA, the Trustees published a NOA of a ROD for the
PDARP/PEIS in the Federal Register (81 FR 17438). Based on the injury determination established in the
PDARP/PEIS, the ROD set forth the basis for the Trustees’ decision to select Alternative A:
Comprehensive Integrated Ecosystem Alternative and its associated funding allocations. More
information about Alternative A can be found in Sections 5.5 and 5.10 of the PDARP/PEIS. Summary
information about the relationship between the PDARP/PEIS and this document can be found in Section
2.2 below.

% The PDARP/PEIS and ROD can be found at http://www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/restoration-planning/gulf-plan/.
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2.2 Relationship of this RP/EA to the PDARP/PEIS

As a programmatic restoration plan, the PDARP/PEIS provides direction and guidance for identifying,
evaluating, and selecting restoration projects to be implemented by the TIGs (Section 5.10.4 and
Chapter 7 of the PDARP/PEIS). As the PDARP/PEIS analysis shows, the injuries caused by the DWH oil
spill cannot be fully described at the level of a single species, habitat type, or region. Therefore, there is
a need for comprehensive restoration planning on a landscape and ecosystem scale that recognizes and
strengthens existing connectivity among habitats, resources, and their services in the Gulf of Mexico, as
illustrated in Alternative A. The Trustees prepared a PEIS to support the analysis of the environmental
impacts of the reasonable range of alternatives, to consider the multiple related actions that may occur
because of restoration planning efforts, and to allow for a better analysis of cumulative impacts of
potential actions.

In the PDARP/PEIS, the Trustees developed a set of Restoration Goals and Types for inclusion in
programmatic alternatives with an objective to seek a diverse set of projects providing benefits to a
broad array of injured resources and their services. This process resulted in the inclusion of 13
Restoration Types across four programmatic Restoration Goals. In addition, a fifth Restoration Goal, for
MAM and administrative oversight to support restoration implementation, supports each Restoration
Type and informs overall decision-making (Figure 5.4-1 in the PDARP/PEIS). The Consent Decree and
PDARP/PEIS allocated funding to the Florida Restoration Area for nine of the 13 Restoration Types and
the MAM/administrative support Restoration Goal (see Table 1-1 and Table 2-1).

Table 2-1 Florida Restoration Area DWH settlement funds across the four programmatic
Restoration Goals and underlying Restoration Types, including funds allocated to Early
Restoration projects

Total FL TIG Funds Allocated To Early
Restoration Goal Restoration Type Settlement Funds Restoration Projects
Restore and Conserve Wetlands, Coastal and Nearshore
. . $5,000,000
Habitat Habitats
$15,629,367
Habitat Projects on Federally
$17,500,000
Managed Lands
Restore Water Quality Nutrient Reduction $35,000,000 --
Water Quality $300,000,000 --
Replenish and Protect Living Sea Turtles $20,000,000 --
Coastal and Marine Marine Mammals $5,000,000 --
Resources Birds $40,000,000 $2,835,000
Oysters $20,000,000 $5,370,596
Provide and Enhance Provide and Enhance Recreational
. . o $63,274,513 $120,543,167
Recreational Opportunities Opportunities
Table 5.10-1 in the PDARP/PEIS provides the allocations to other Restoration Areas.

The reasonable range of alternatives included in this RP/EA (see Table 1-2) are consistent with the
following Restoration Types: Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands (Section 5.5.3 of the
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PDARP/PEIS), Nutrient Reduction (Section 5.5.4 of the PDARP/PEIS), Water Quality (Section 5.5.5 of the
PDARP/PEIS), and Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities (Section 5.5.14 of the PDARP/PEIS).

2.3 Summary of Injuries Addressed in this RP/EA

Chapter 4 of the PDARP/PEIS summarizes the injury assessment, which documented the nature, degree,
and extent of injuries from the DWH oil spill to both natural resources and their services. The reasonable
range of alternatives identified in this RP/EA and in future FL TIG restoration plans are designed to
address injuries in the Florida Restoration Area. This RP/EA identifies alternatives for the following
Restoration Types: Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands, Nutrient Reduction, Water Quality,
and Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities. This section summarizes the most relevant
information from Chapter 4 of the PDARP/PEIS injury assessment and establishes the nexus for
restoration planning for these Restoration Types.

2.3.1 Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands

The DWH oil spill and response activities caused extensive injuries to wetlands, coastal, and nearshore
habitats on federally managed lands across the northern Gulf of Mexico. In Florida, the spill oiled 1,801
acres along 80 miles of federally managed beach shoreline (DOl and DOD lands in Florida, Table 4.6-18,
page 4-397 in the PDARP/PEIS). Injuries from oiling and response-related activities occurred within St.
Vincent National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) and the Florida units of the Gulf Islands National Seashore
(GUIS), both of which have important sea turtle and avian nesting areas.

Water quality is intricately linked to the health and resilience of coastal and marine habitats and
resources (e.g., Bricker et al. 2008). Due to the connectivity of the Gulf of Mexico ecosystem, actions
related to reducing nutrients and improving water quality are expected to result in cascading ecological
benefits, increasing the overall health and productivity of the Gulf, thereby restoring natural resources
injured by the DWH oil spill. In the Florida Restoration Area, these actions exhibit strong ecological
linkages to coastal habitats and communities, benefit recreational uses (Section 2.3.3), and contribute to
the overall health and resiliency of Florida’s coastal ecosystems. Specifically, improving water quality in
coastal areas would reduce the occurrence of beach closures, restrictions on shellfish harvesting, and
degradation of aquatic habitat quality that could compromise human health and recreational uses.

2.3.3 Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities

The Gulf of Mexico is a popular destination for a wide variety of recreational activities, drawing people
regionally as well as nationally. These activities, including boating, fishing, and beach-going, depend on
the environmental quality of the Gulf’s natural resources and the ability to access them. The DWH oil
spill resulted in losses to the public’s use of natural resources for outdoor recreation from May 2010
through November 2011. The Trustees estimated that more than 16 million boating, fishing, and other
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shoreline activity user-days ™ were lost across the five affected Gulf states. Total recreational use injuries
attributable to the DWH oil spill are estimated at $693.2 million (with an uncertainty range of from
$527.6 million to $858.9 million). Recreational use injury in the Florida Restoration Area has been
partially addressed through Early Restoration projects, including the alternative selected in the Phase
V.2 RP/SEA finalized in February 2018.%

2.4 Screening for a Reasonable Range of Alternatives for this RP/EA

In developing a reasonable range of alternatives for this RP/EA, the FL TIG reviewed the Restoration
Goals and Types in the PDARP/PEIS. The FL TIG also considered other criteria identified in the
PDARP/PEIS, including screening factors in the OPA NRDA regulations (15 CFR §990.54), input from the
public, the current and future availability of funds under the DWH NRDA settlement payment schedule,
as well as projects already funded or proposed to be funded by other TIGs or DWH funding sources (e.g.,
GEBF and RESTORE). A summary of the OPA evaluation criteria is provided in Section 3.1. The FLTIG's
screening process is described in Sections 2.4.1 through 2.4.4.

2.4.1 Eligibility Screening

On November 4, 2016, the FL TIG invited the public to submit project ideas related to the following
Restoration Types: Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands (specifically at GUIS and St. Vincent
NWR), Nutrient Reduction, Water Quality, and Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities. The FL
TIG screened projects that were submitted to either the Trustee project portal’ or the state project
portal®® by December 5, 2016. Consistent with Section 9.4.1.4 of the Trustee SOPs, the FL TIG also
considered project ideas developed by the FL TIG, by individual FL TIG Trustees, and project ideas from
Gulf restoration reports, management plans, and related efforts.

The FL TIG categorized each project submission by Restoration Type and screened out those that did not
fall under at least one of the four Restoration Types covered in this RP/EA. The FL TIG then screened the
compiled list of project ideas for eligibility based on the stated purpose and need, specified evaluation
criteria, and other practical considerations. Criteria applied during the eligibility screening process are
listed below.

1) Projects should have a nexus to injury from the DWH oil spill;

2) Projects should, based on initial review, meet OPA NRDA regulatory criteria as set forth in CFR
990.54;

3) Projects should not have been previously completed or fully funded;

4) Projects should have sufficient information for evaluation (e.g., general location, activities, etc.);

> The Trustees define a ‘user-day’ as any time an individual visits a beach, goes fishing, or goes boating for the purpose of
recreation for at least part of the day.

%% The Phase V.2 RP/SEA can be found at:

www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov/sites/default/files/2018 02 FL TIG Final%20Phase%20V.2%20RP-SEA.pdf

7 DWH Trustee website: www.gulfspillrestoration.noaa.gov

%8 Florida DWH website: www.deepwaterhorizonflorida.com
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5) Projects related to the Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands Restoration Type should
occur on GUIS or St. Vincent NWR.

2.4.2Secondary Screening
After the eligibility screening (Section 2.4.1), the FL TIG divided the projects into three lists: 1) projects
related to the Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands Restoration Type; 2) projects related to the
Nutrient Reduction and Water Quality Restoration Types; and 3) projects related to the Provide and
Enhance Recreational Opportunities Restoration Type. Projects under the Nutrient Reduction and Water
Quality Restoration Types were screened together as both fall under the same Restoration Goal: Restore
Water Quality.

Criteria applied during the secondary screening process are listed below. During this process, the FLTIG
also considered the possibility for grouping/combining project ideas to improve final screening or the

development of alternatives.

1) Projects should be consistent with PDARP/PEIS Restoration Goals and Types, strategy,
approaches, and techniques to identify the highest-quality projects that will effectively
contribute to meeting the FL TIG’s goals;

2) Projects should be consistent with OPA NRDA regulatory criteria to help identify any concerns
that might affect the FL TIG’s ability to implement a project.

2.4.3 Final Screening
In the final screening process, the FL TIG identified a final set of project ideas for further evaluation.

Final screening included the following:

1) Evaluation of PDARP/PEIS criteria for each project by Restoration Type;

2) Evaluation of additional screening criteria requested in the public solicitation of projects:
“Restoration projects will seek to leverage other restoration projects and activities, including,
but not limited to, DWH Early Restoration, RESTORE Act and NFWF’s GEBF”;

3) Consideration of funding availability.

2.4.4 Screening Process for Alternatives within each Restoration Type

The above screening processes (Sections 2.4.1 to 2.4.3) resulted in the identification of the reasonable
range of alternatives for each Restoration Type for further evaluation in this RP/EA. Details of each
screening process by Restoration Type are provided below.

2441 Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands
The FLTIG began the screening process for the Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands Restoration

Type with 14 projects. The screening process for this Restoration Type is described in Figure 2-1.
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Figure 2-1 lllustration of the screening process for a reasonable range of alternatives for the
Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands Restoration Type

Habitat Projects on Federally Managed

Lands started with 14 projects

Eligibility Screening: Screened out projects according to
10 projects 2> eligibility criteria (Section 2.4.1.) -
resulted in ten projects;

Secondary Screening:
Y & Screened out projects according to

8 projects secondary screening criteria (Section
2.4.2) - resulted in eight projects;

Screened out projects according to the
final screening criteria (Section 2.4.3)
and prioritized remaining projects
based on the extent that each project
met the screening criteria - resulted in
six projects for further evaluation in
this RP/EA (four preferred).

inal Screening:

6 projects —_—

2.4.4.2 Nutrient Reduction and Water Quality

The FL TIG began the screening process for the Water Quality and Nutrient Reduction Restoration Types
with 813 projects. The screening process for these Restoration Types is described in Figure 2-2. During
the secondary and final screening processes, the FL TIG also considered the extent to which a project
had been identified in an existing state or federal water quality restoration plan and would support the
goals and objectives of those plans (e.g., Surface Water Improvement and Management [SWIM] plans,
319 plans, USDA-Natural Resources Conservation Service [NRCS] plans, Total Maximum Daily Loads
[TMDLs], and Basin Management Action Plans [BMAPs]); whether the project would protect critical
areas for water quality restoration (e.g., aquifers or recharge areas) and/or provide recreational use
benefits; and the extent to which a project would address threats to water quality from wastewater
and/or septic systems through innovative methods.
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Figure 2-2 lllustration of the screening process for a reasonable range of alternatives for the
Nutrient Reduction and Water Quality Restoration Types

Nutrient Reduction and Water Quality

started with 813 projects Screened out projects according to

eligibility criteria (Section 2.4.1),

o TE e duplicate projects, and projects with
Eligibility Screening: estimated costs higher than the FL TIG
188 projects funding available for this RP/EA-

resulted in 188 projects;

Screened out projects according to
secondary screening criteria (Section
20 projects 2.4.2) and projects with limited
benefits - resulted in 20 projects;

Secondary Screening:

Screened out projects according to final
screening criteria (Section 2.4.3) and
prioritized remaining projects based on
the extent that each project met all of
the screening criteria - resulted in 15
projects for further evaluation in this
RP/EA (three Nutrient Reduction, two
preferred; and 12 Water Quality, nine
preferred).

2.4.4.3 Provide and Enhance Recreational Use Opportunities

The FL TIG began the screening process for the Provide and Enhance Recreational Use Opportunities
with 556 projects. The screening process for this Restoration Type is described in Figure 2-3. During the
secondary and final screening processes, the FL TIG also considered the extent to which a project would
create access to Gulf of Mexico resources in an area where no or little public access currently exists;
whether a project would provide a significant increase or would significantly enhance recreational use;
and whether a project would educate the public in the use and/or enjoyment of Gulf of Mexico natural
resources.



Figure 2-3 lllustration of the screening process for a reasonable range of alternatives for the
Provide and Enhance Recreational Use Opportunities Restoration Type

Provide and Enhance Recreational Use

started with 566 projects

Eligibility Screening: Screened out projects according to
. eligibility criteria (Section 2.4.1) and
315 projects duplicate projects - resulted in 315
projects;

Secondary Screening: Screened out projects gccc_)rdlng to
! secondary screening criteria (Section

31 projects 2.4.2) and projects with no public

access - resulted in 31 projects;

Final Screening: Screened out projects according to final
11 projects screening criteria (Section 2.4.3) and
prioritized remaining projects based on
the extent that each project met all of
the screening criteria - resulted in 11
projects for further evaluation in this
RP/EA (nine preferred).

2.4.5 Alternatives Not Considered for Further Evaluation

As described in Section 2.4.4, the FL TIG evaluated hundreds of projects against screening criteria,
including a preliminary evaluation against OPA NRDA regulatory criteria. Projects that were not
considered for further evaluation in this RP/EA either did not meet the eligibility, OPA, and/or other
screening criteria; were not prioritized due to the extent that each project met the criteria; and/or were
not consistent with the FL TIG’s funding considerations. Projects not identified for further evaluation in
this RP/EA may be identified for consideration in a future restoration plan.

2.5 Reasonable Range of Alternatives

Based on the screening process described in Section 2.4, the FL TIG identified a reasonable range of
alternatives for further evaluation in this RP/EA (see Table 2-2). The alternatives considered in this
RP/EA are consistent with four of the Restoration Types from the PDARP/PEIS, as follows:

e Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands: six alternatives (Section 2.5.1);

e Nutrient Reduction: three alternatives (Section 2.5.2);

e Water Quality: 12 alternatives (Section 2.5.3); and

e Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities: 11 alternatives (Section 2.5.4).

Five of the alternatives (one under Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands and four under Water
Quality) include only planning, feasibility, design, engineering, and/or permitting activities (hereafter
identified as “P&D” projects). These are being proposed as preliminary planning projects to allow the FL
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TIG to conduct a range of activities that will provide information necessary to consider a subsequent
implementation phase in a future restoration plan. The remaining 28 alternatives include
implementation actions (including construction in some cases) after all regulatory compliance and
permitting requirements are met. Projects not included in the reasonable range of alternatives, not
identified as preferred at this time, or not selected for implementation may continue to be considered
for inclusion in future restoration plans developed by the FL TIG.

Table 2-2 List of the reasonable range of restoration alternatives proposed in this RP/EA
(including estimated project costs)

Estimated

Reasonable Range of Restoration Alternatives .
Project Costs

Restoration Type: Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands (FM)®

FM1. Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Beneficial Use of Dredged Materials at $4,783,847

Perdido Pass

FM2. Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Night Sky Restoration (P&D)? Preferred® $432,093
7,669,834

FM3. Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Night Sky Restoration (Implementation) - $

FM4. Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Beach and Dune Habitat Protection Preferred $853,821

FM5. Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Invasive Plant Removal Preferred $875,765

FM6. St. Vincent National Wildlife Refuge Predator Control Preferred $ 580,772

Restoration Type: Nutrient Reduction (NR)®

NR1. Pensacola Bay and Perdido River Watersheds - Nutrient Reduction Preferred $2,100,000
NR2. Apalachicola Bay Watershed - Nutrient Reduction = $3,150,000
NR3. Lower Suwannee River Watershed - Nutrient Reduction Preferred $3,150,000
WQL1. Carpenter Creek Headwaters Water Quality Improvements Preferred $1,689,900
WQ2. Pensacola Beach Reclaimed Water System Expansion Preferred $4,683,404
WQ3. Rattlesnake Bluff Road and Riverbank Restoration Preferred $3,149,091
WQ4. Pensacola Bay Unpaved Roads Initiative (P&D) Preferred $705,473

WQ5. Alligator Lake Coastal Dune Lake Hydrologic Restoration Preferred $1,382,400
WQ6. Grand Lagoon Regional Stormwater Facility - $3,210,910
WQ7. St. Andrew Bay Unpaved Roads Initiative (P&D) - $705,473

WQ8. City of Port St. Joe Stormwater Improvements Preferred $961,000

WQ9. MK Ranch Hydrologic Restoration = $27,484,932
WQ10. City of Carrabelle’s Lighthouse Estates: Septic Tank Abatement - Phase I Preferred $3,237,986
WQ11. Lower Suwannee National Wildlife Refuge Hydrologic Restoration (P&D) Preferred $500,000

WQ12. Lower Charlotte Harbor Flatwoods Hydrologic Restoration Initiative, Yucca

Pens Unit (P&D) Preferred $636,500

Restoration Type: Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities (REC)!

REC1. Perdido Bay Sunset Islands Snorkeling Trail - $840,000
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REC2. Tarkiln Bayou Preserve State Park Improvements - $2,719,670

REC3. Perdido River and Bay Paddle Trail Preferred $1,165,488
RECA4. Carpenter Creek Headwaters Park Amenities Preferred $446,080

Esgféa(i;]olr:aljlsg::j:i'l(\::?onal Seashore (Florida) Rehabilitation of Okaloosa Unit preferred $3,201,383
REC6. Joe’s Bayou Recreation Area Improvements Preferred $12,202,891
REC7. Topsail Hill Preserve State Park Improvements Preferred $3,926,811
REC8. Camp Helen State Park Improvements Preferred $3,326,027
REC9. St. Andrews State Park Improvements Preferred $10,875,855
REC10. T.H. Stone Memorial St. Joseph Peninsula State Park Improvements Preferred $977,945

REC11. St. Marks National Wildlife Refuge Coastal Trail Connection, Spring Creek to preferred $1,200,000

Port Leon
Subtotal for Preferred Alternatives $62,260,685

' FM = Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands; NR = Nutrient Reduction; WQ = Water Quality; REC = Provide and
Enhance Recreational Opportunities.

?P&D indicates projects that include planning, feasibility, design, engineering, and/or permitting activities only (i.e., not
actions related to implementation or construction).

®Preferred indicates projects that have been identified as preferred for funding by the FL TIG at this time.

Each project description identifies the PDARP/PEIS Restoration Type-specific Restoration Approach and
Technique associated with the project, the project location, a summary of the project, details related to
specific project activities and implementation, a summary of maintenance activities and project
monitoring, and the estimated project costs.

2.5.1 Project Descriptions: Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands
This RP/EA identifies six restoration alternatives consistent with the Restore and Conserve Habitat
Restoration Goal (PDARP/PEIS Section 5.3.1) and underlying Habitat Projects on Federally Managed
Lands Restoration Type (PDARP/PEIS Section 5.5.3):

Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Beneficial Use of Dredged Materials at Perdido Pass;
Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Night Sky Restoration (P&D) (preferred);

Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Night Sky Restoration (Implementation);

Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Beach and Dune Habitat Protection (preferred);
Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Invasive Plant Removal (preferred);

ok wnNeE

St. Vincent National Wildlife Refuge Predator Control (preferred).

A description of each of these restoration alternatives is provided below.
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FM1, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Beneficial Use of Dredged Materials at Perdido
Pass

Restoration Approach
Create, restore, and enhance barrier and coastal islands and headlands (PDARP/PEIS Section 5.5.3)

Restoration Technique
Restore and enhance dunes and beaches through placement of dredged material (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.1.4)

Project Location

GUIS, Florida District, Perdido Key area (Figure 2-4)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the DOI FL TIG Trustee and NPS in coordination with GUIS staff and the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). This project would improve and increase beach habitat on the Gulf of
Mexico side of Perdido Key, a barrier island south of Pensacola, Florida. The project would address the
unnaturally eroded beach by re-introducing sand back into the barrier island system along the southeast shore
of Perdido Key. With episodic overwash events, it should also increase sandy habitat elsewhere on the Key,
north of the primary dune line.

Specifically, the project would include:

e Re-introduction of sand into the barrier island system through swash zone placement (or other
method). A pipeline would be run from the dredging operation at Pensacola Pass to the swash zone
(the part of the beach with turbulent water, generally between 3-12 feet below mean low water line).
This method keeps the maximum amount of sand near or on the beach where the surf can move the
sand around naturally, increasing beach habitat for use by animals (e.g., sea turtles, beach mice, and
birds) and humans. This method was implemented at Perdido Key from November 2011 to January 2012
when 520,000 cubic yards were placed along the southeast shore;

e Restoration using suitable sand from sources outside the natural sources of sediment for the eroding
beach (e.g., a borrow site with similar physical and chemical sediment characteristics to the
restoration site).

The project would help restore dunes and beaches that provide important coastal habitat for shorebirds, beach
mice, and sea turtles. The project would also serve to restore popular recreational areas for local visitors and
tourists.

Project Activities and Implementation Details

Project activities include environmental compliance surveys in the sand placement zone, sand placement,
project monitoring, and oversight. The project would only fund the portion for USACE to deposit the sand in the
swash zone in GUIS. USACE would fund the remainder of the project.

It is uncertain when this project could be implemented due to the uncertainty in timing for the next dredging
operation of the channel into Pensacola Bay by the USACE.

Maintenance
None anticipated.

Project Monitoring
This project has not been identified as a preferred alternative by the FL TIG at this time, and therefore a
project MAM plan has not been developed.

Costs
The estimated costs are $4,783,847 and include compliance surveys, sand placement, project monitoring, and
oversight.
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Figure 2-4

FM1, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Beneficial Use of Dredged Materials at

Perdido Pass: General Project Location
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FM2, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Night Sky Restoration (P&D) (preferred)

Restoration Approach
Protect and conserve marine, coastal, estuarine, and riparian habitats (PDARP/PEIS Section 5.5.3)

Restoration Technique

Develop and implement management actions in conservation areas and/or restoration projects (PDARP/PEIS
Appendix 5.D.1.7)

Project Location

GUIS, Florida District and adjacent cities including Pensacola, Navarre, and Warrington (Figure 2-5)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the DOI FL TIG Trustee and the NPS Resource Protection Branch and
Natural Sounds and Night Skies Division (NSNSD) in coordination with the GUIS staff. Other project partners
include the USFWS, the Department of Energy (DOE), FWC, lighting manufacturers, cities of Pensacola, West
Pensacola, Warrington, Navarre, Escambia County, Gulf Power, and the Florida Department of Transportation
(FDOT). This project would improve habitat on GUIS by determining the best way to reduce artificial light in the
project area, which is a goal identified within the GUIS General Management Plan (NPS 2014) ). This project also
builds on work completed through the DWH Early Restoration Phase Il project: Improving Habitat Injured by Spill
Response: Restoring the Night Sky and the GEBF project: Eliminating Light Pollution at Sea Turtle Nesting
Beaches (Phase II).

The project is being proposed in two phases. Phase | only includes P&D activities, which would help the FL TIG
plan for a future Phase Il implementation of retrofits and lighting practices to help restore and improve coastal
habitats at GUIS damaged by the DWH oil spill. Phase | would result in a report for upgrading materials and
practices for lighting that presently trespasses onto and pollutes habitat on GUIS and, incidentally, on nearby
coastal and marine areas, in Escambia County, Florida. As light pollution that affects wildlife at GUIS is
measured, understood, and experimentally decreased, GUIS habitat is improved.

Specifically, the project would include:

e An assessment of the baseline night sky conditions and human and wildlife responses to pilot lighting
tests;

e An assessment of artificial lighting on coastal habitat by: a) using remote sensing and NPS data
products to measure sky brightness and identify locations within the communities in the project area
that disproportionately contribute to light, and b) producing an inventory of municipal lighting
currently in use;

e Development of a detailed strategy to improve the identified problematic lighting by a) evaluating the
potential economic and environmental benefits of the new lighting, b) conducting pilot tests of
alternative lighting systems to assess public and ecological responses to different lighting options, and
¢) making recommendations about locations to work in and the types of lights and controls that should
be installed in Phase Il;

e Development of a report(s) describing the methods and summarizing the findings and recommendations
for Phase II.

Coastal lights and sky glow have wide-ranging impacts on wildlife including sea turtle hatchling disorientation
(Witherington and Martin 2003), alteration of daily and seasonal light cycles (Bird et al. 2004, Longcore and Rich
2004, Montevecchi 2006, Gaston et al. 2012, 2013), negative impacts on species migration (Ringleberg 1999,
Moore et al. 2001), and impacts on dispersal and settlement of marine invertebrate larvae (Thorson 1964). This
project would provide a wide range of environmental benefits to GUIS habitat as well as nearby coastal and
marine habitats.
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Project Activities and Implementation Details

Project activities include P&D, program oversight and management, support to inventory and analyze municipal
lighting and develop and implement pilot lighting tests, support to evaluate the responses to pilot lighting tests,
and support to develop a report with recommendations.

The project would be implemented over approximately two years. In Year 1, project contracting; inventory of
lighting currently in use; data collection on sky brightness measurements; evaluation of options for lighting
upgrades; identification of most cost-effective opportunities; and the report would be completed. In Year 2, the
pilot lighting trials and evaluation of citizen and wildlife responses would be implemented, and a report
prepared.

Maintenance

New lighting materials and practices installed as part of the pilot projects would be temporary and would
require no maintenance.

Project Monitoring

Consistent with Section 10 of the Trustee SOPs, a MAM plan is not required for projects with only P&D activities,
and therefore a MAM plan for this project has not been developed.

Costs

The estimated costs are $432,093 and include P&D, support personnel, equipment, monitoring, coordination,
reporting, and administrative oversight.

Figure 2-5 FM2, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Night Sky Restoration (P&D): General
Project Location
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FM3, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Night Sky Restoration (Implementation)

Restoration Approach
Protect and conserve marine, coastal, estuarine, and riparian habitats (PDARP/PEIS Section 5.5.3)

Restoration Technique

Develop and implement management actions in conservation areas and/or restoration projects (PDARP/PEIS
Appendix 5.D.1.7)

Project Location

Areas with artificial lighting in and adjacent to GUIS, Florida District (initial data indicates that most of the

improvements could take place within the cities of Pensacola, Warrington, Pensacola Beach, and the nearshore
communities from Gulf Breeze to Fort Walton Beach) (Figure 2-6)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the DOI FL TIG Trustee in coordination with NPS (Resource Protection
Branch and NSNSD) and GUIS staff. Other project partners include USFWS, DOE, FWC, lighting manufacturers,
cities of Pensacola, West Pensacola, Warrington, Navarre, Escambia County, Santa Rosa County, Okaloosa
County, Gulf Power, FDOT, and the Sea Turtle Conservancy. The project includes the implementation phase
(Phase 11) of the Gulf Islands National Seashore Night Sky Restoration - Phase | project described above (FM1).

The project would be designed based on Phase | findings (see FM2, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Night
Sky Restoration (P&D)) and would depend on a) the results of the lighting inventory and the sky brightness
measurements, b) the number and location of willing municipalities, businesses, and private citizens, and c)
funding limitations. Similarly to FM2, this project would build on work completed through the DWH Early
Restoration Phase Il project: Improving Habitat Injured by Spill Response: Restoring the Night Sky and the GEBF
project: Eliminating Light Pollution at Sea Turtle Nesting Beaches (Phase 1).

Specifically, the project would include:

e Public outreach activities to identify willing participants;

e Development of site-specific “Individual Lighting Plans” to replace existing luminaires and bulbs on
properties of willing municipalities/businesses/property owners;

e Implementation of outdoor lighting upgrades (which lights to target and what types of
luminaires/bulbs to install would be based on Phase | findings) in communities that affect habitats at
GUIS. This could include lighting hardware improvements (e.g., luminaires, bulbs, controls) in
municipal (e.g., streetlights, parking lots), commercial (e.g., buildings, parking lots), and private
settings (e.g., homes, condominiums);

e Enhancement of lighting practices (e.g., illumination schedules);

e  Monitoring activities including before-and-after lighting impact assessments.

Coastal lights and sky glow have wide-ranging impacts on wildlife including sea turtle hatchling disorientation
(Witherington and Martin 2003), alteration of daily and seasonal light cycles (Bird et al. 2004, Longcore and Rich
2004, Montevecchi 2006, Gaston et al. 2012, 2013), negative impacts on species migration (Ringleberg 1999,
Moore et al. 2001), and impacts on dispersal and settlement of marine invertebrate larvae (Thorson 1964). The
project would provide a wide range of environmental benefits to GUIS habitat as well as nearby coastal and
marine habitats.

The project would improve coastal habitat on federally managed lands while improving public night vision
performance, providing a greater margin of safety for potential public health effects (AMA 2016), and reducing
maintenance and electricity costs, all while maintaining public safety.
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Project Activities and Implementation Details

Project activities include public outreach activities to identify willing participants, technical assistance to
produce Individual Lighting Plans for lighting upgrades, implementation of lighting upgrades, and monitoring of
light trespass and sky glow in the project area.

The project would be completed in approximately four years.

Maintenance

Maintenance activities would include monitoring and maintaining light fixtures by program participants. Long-
term maintenance costs would be significantly lower because the upgraded outdoor lighting systems have longer
operating lifetimes and are more resistant to damage.

Project Monitoring
This project has not been identified as a preferred alternative by the FL TIG at this time, and therefore a
project MAM plan has not been developed.

Costs

The costs would be based on the Phase | findings and depend on the level of participation, but are estimated to
be $7,669,834 and include program oversight and management, design and installation of lighting upgrades,
supplies, and contingency costs.

Figure2- 6 FM3, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Night Sky Restoration (Implementation):
General Project Location
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FM4, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Beach and Dune Habitat Protection
(preferred)

Restoration Approach

Restore and enhance dunes and beaches (PDARP/PEIS Section 5.5.3)

Restoration Technique

Protect dune systems through the use of access control (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.1.5)

Project Location

GUIS, Florida District (Perdido Key, Fort Pickens, and Santa Rosa Areas) (Figure 2-7)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the DOI FL TIG Trustee in coordination with the NPS and GUIS staff. Other
project partners include USDA Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service Wildlife Services (USDA-APHIS-WS),
University of Florida (UF), FWC, USFWS, and Audubon. The project would protect beach habitat at GUIS and
associated wildlife from three different threats: 1) humans impacts on beaches, 2) predators, and 3) vehicle
collisions on paved roads. This project would build on work completed through the DWH Early Restoration Phase
Il project: Improving Habitat Injured by Spill Response: Restoring the Night Sky, a GEBF project: Eliminating
Light Pollution at Sea Turtle Nesting Beaches (Phase Il), and the Restoring Florida's Shorebird & Seabird
Populations - Phase | project.

Specifically, this project would include:

e Measures to temporarily close sensitive areas to protect habitat, wildlife, and nests and to prevent
dune trampling and disturbance including symbolic fencing (i.e., post and rope fences), and/or the
establishment of wildlife viewing areas at the edge of major bird colonies;

e Public outreach materials to educate visitors on the habitats and wildlife (including breeding birds)
such as score cards of hatches and mortality provided at the entrance stations;

e Law enforcement patrols to monitor and control vehicle speeding rates and reduce vehicle collisions
with wildlife;

e Predator management activities, such as perch deterrents and nest enclosures to control populations
and reduce impacts to shorebirds and sea turtles;

e Monitoring and demographic surveys of individual animal and bird burrows, nests, and colonies for
predator activity and human encroachment and to measure nesting and hatch rates (for birds). This
information would provide insights into causes of mortality and allow for adaptive management
throughout the project by identifying the most effective closure areas and protection methods that
minimize impacts on human beachgoers.

The project would help restore dunes and beaches that provide important coastal habitat for birds, beach mice,
and sea turtles, allowing it to recover its natural vegetation and processes with as little disturbance as possible
by installing and enforcing temporary access limitations such as fences and vehicular speed. These techniques
would improve habitat connectivity and reduce visitor impacts on habitats and wildlife.

Project Activities and Implementation Details

Project activities include temporary closure measures, public outreach materials, law enforcement patrols,
predator management activities, monitoring activities, cultural and tribal monitoring, and associated personnel
support and oversight.

The project would be completed in approximately three years during the spring/summer (i.e., February -
August) when wildlife and bird activity (including breeding) is greatest. Demographic surveys, public education
efforts, and contract procurement would begin first. After resource and tribal surveys are completed,
temporary nest enclosures could be installed.
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Maintenance

Short-term maintenance activities would include making sure speed signs are operating properly and that sign
posts and temporary fencing are up and functioning. No long-term maintenance activities are anticipated.
Project Monitoring

Project monitoring details are provided in the project MAM plan found in Appendix B.

Costs
The estimated costs are $853,821 and include project oversight and management, labor, compliance activities,
enforcement, supplies, vehicles, and contingency costs.

Figure 2-7 FMA4, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Beach and Dune Habitat Protection:
General Project Location
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FM5, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Invasive Plant Removal (preferred)

Restoration Approach
Protect and conserve marine, coastal, estuarine, and riparian habitats (PDARP/PEIS Section 5.5.3)

Restoration Technique

Develop and implement management actions in conservation areas and/or restoration projects (PDARP/PEIS Appendix
5.D.1.7)

Project Location

GUIS, Florida District, Escambia County (Figure 2-8)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the DOI FL TIG Trustee in coordination with NPS and GUIS staff. Other project
partners could include NPS Southeast Regional office, FDEP, Escambia County Extension Office, Gulf Coast Plain
Ecosystem Partnership, and UF. This project includes activities to treat five of the most problematic invasive plant
species in the Fort Pickens, Santa Rosa, and Perdido Key areas of GUIS more comprehensively than they are currently
and to collect information on the invasive species to protect and conserve habitat and wildlife resources in the area.

Specifically, the project would include:

e Activities to locate and map five invasive plant species across the Fort Pickens, Santa Rosa, and Perdido Key
areas: cogon grass (Imperata cylindrical), torpedo grass (Panicum repens), popcorn trees/Chinese tallow
(Sapium sebiterum), Cuban bulrush (Oxycaryum cubense), and beach vitex (Vitex rotundifolia);

e Evaluation of past and current treatment methods, research on new treatment methods, and development of
a Treatment Action Plan (TAP);

e Five years of treatment of the invasive species per the TAP to population sizes that can be more easily
managed in the future (using primarily foliar chemical treatment with a backpack sprayer with additional
hand-pulling and other methods such as seed removal or stump treatment as needed);

e Monitoring throughout treatment process to determine the treatment plan for the following year;

e Gathering of information to provide the basis for an Exotic Plant Management Plan for the Florida District of
GUIS, should the park wish to prepare one;

e Preparation of a project completion report (including recommendations for future treatments).

The project would remove invasive plant species from natural areas at GUIS and help to gradually restore coastal
habitats and native plant species. This, in turn, would likely allow native animal populations that depend on these
coastal habitats and plants to improve.

Project Activities and Implementation Details
Project activities include hiring a project manager, bio-technician, and other personnel support; buying supplies;
vehicular support; and associated oversight and contingencies.

The project would be completed in approximately five to six years. The personnel hiring process would take
approximately six months; the TAP would take approximately four months to prepare; two months for the inventory;
two months to prepare maps and the final TAP; and three months to prepare the Project Completion Report.

Maintenance
None anticipated. Sites would be treated indefinitely into the future (as needed) with NPS funding (not project funds).

Project Monitoring

Project monitoring details are provided in the project MAM plan found in Appendix B.

Costs

The estimated costs are $875,765 and include planning, project personnel support, supplies, vehicular support, and
oversight.
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Figure 2-8 FMD5, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Invasive Plant Removal: General Project
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FM6, St. Vincent National Wildlife Refuge Predator Control (preferred)

Restoration Approach
Protect and conserve marine, coastal, estuarine, and riparian habitats (PDARP/PEIS Section 5.5.3)

Restoration Technique

Develop and implement management actions in conservation areas and/or restoration projects (PDARP/PEIS
Appendix 5.D.1.7)

Project Location

St. Vincent NWR, Apalachicola, Florida (Figure 2-9)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the DOI FL TIG Trustee and the USFWS Gulf Restoration Office in
coordination with the St. Vincent NWR staff and USDA-APHIS-WS. The project aims to protect and conserve
habitat on St. Vincent NWR through actions to mitigate the negative impacts of feral hogs and raccoons to
habitats and natural resources. This project would build on work completed as part of the DWH Early
Restoration Phase Il project: Enhanced Management of Avian Breeding Habitat Injured by Response in the
Florida Panhandle, Alabama, and Mississippi.

Specifically, the project would include:

e FEradicating or controlling the feral hog and raccoon populations by locating, trapping, and eliminating
these species;

e Monitoring for evidence of predator-caused habitat degradation and/or mortality and disturbance of
shorebird and sea turtle populations and nests to evaluate the success of the project.

The project would help restore habitat and ecological services through the removal of feral hogs and control of
raccoon populations on St. Vincent NWR that were injured by the DWH oil spill. The project would develop and
implement management actions that enhance habitats and natural resources on St. Vincent NWR by addressing
known causes of habitat degradation and/or mortality of threatened and endangered species and migratory
birds. Long-term benefits to the resources and services injured by the spill include reduced mortality of
endangered and threatened species, increased numbers of sea turtles and shorebirds, and enhanced habitat for
fish and wildlife.

Project Activities and Implementation Details

Project activities include planning and implementation of management actions, monitoring, personnel and field
technician support, coordination, reporting, and obtaining equipment needs (e.g., all-terrain vehicles, traps,
and ammunition).

The project would be completed in approximately two years. The first activities would include the completion
of contracting, staffing, and equipment acquisition. After these activities are completed, the project would be
implemented (working around sea turtle and shorebird nesting seasons).

Maintenance
None anticipated.

Project Monitoring
Project monitoring details are provided in the project MAM plan found in Appendix B.

Costs
The estimated costs are $580,772 and include planning, support personnel, equipment, implementation,
monitoring, coordination, reporting, and administrative oversight.
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Figure 2-9 FMS6, St. Vincent National Wildlife Refuge Predator Control: General Project Location
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This RP/EA identifies three restoration alternatives consistent with the Restore Water Quality
Restoration Goal (PDARP/PEIS Section 5.3.1) and underlying Nutrient Reduction Restoration Type
(PDARP/PEIS Section 5.5.4):

1. Pensacola Bay and Perdido River Watersheds — Nutrient Reduction (preferred);
2. Apalachicola Bay Watershed — Nutrient Reduction;
3. Lower Suwannee River Watershed — Nutrient Reduction (preferred).

A description of each of these restoration alternatives is provided below.

Restoration Approach

Reduce nutrient loads to coastal watersheds (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.4)

Restoration Technique

Agricultural conservation practices (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.2.1)

Project Location

Pensacola and Perdido Watersheds, Santa Rosa and Escambia Counties, Florida (Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC) 12
Watersheds: (1) Moore Creek - Santa Rosa County and (2) Sandy Hollow-Pine Barren Creek - Escambia County)
(Figure 2-10)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the USDA FL TIG Trustee. This project would improve water quality by
reducing sediment and nutrient (phosphorus and nitrogen) loads to Pensacola Bay and Perdido River watersheds
through the development and implementation of conservation plans on agricultural lands. These plans aim to
address nutrient and sediment runoff through the implementation of conservation practices (CPs).

Specifically, the project would include:

e |dentifying willing landowners (i.e., voluntary participants);

e Providing outreach and technical assistance to participants, especially on the most vulnerable acres in
the watersheds, to develop conservation plans that identify natural resource concerns and CPs that can
be implemented to reduce nutrient and sediment runoff;

e Reducing nutrients and sediments carried into coastal waters through implementation of the
conservation plans;

The health of the Gulf of Mexico depends upon the health of its estuaries, which is influenced by land uses in
the watersheds of its tributaries. In the five Gulf States, over 80 percent of the acreage is in private ownership
(USDA-NRCS 2014) and is used for forestry and agriculture. Runoff from cropland, pasture, grassland, and forest
contributes nutrients and sediments that adversely affect the health of coastal waters. While agricultural lands
are not the sole contributors (and in many instances, not the leading contributors) of nutrients to coastal
waters, there are opportunities to address this concern at their sources (e.g., the lower Suwannee River
watershed).

The project would include implementing clusters of CPs on critical sources to make a discernable difference in
water quality at the watershed level. The proposed CPs would reduce nutrient losses and loads from the
landscape, streams, and downstream receiving waters and reduce water quality degradation in watersheds that
would provide benefits to coastal watersheds and marine resources. While this targeted and concentrated
approach is desired, the project is ultimately dependent on the participating landowners.
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Project Activities and Implementation Details
Project activities include conservation planning, environmental compliance, engineering and design, permitting;
implementation, program oversight, management, operations and maintenance, and monitoring.

The project would be completed in approximately four years. Year 1 would consist primarily of landowner
outreach and planning. Implementation of the conservation plans would begin in Year 2 and continue through
Year 4. The project has been organized into four phases for implementation: 1) conservation planning (including
landowner outreach and education) and environmental evaluation, 2) engineering and design, 3)
implementation, and 4) monitoring. All of the project phases may be initiated simultaneously.

Maintenance
Short- and long-term maintenance includes actions to maintain CPs according to USDA standards and
specifications.

Project Monitoring
Project monitoring details are provided in the project MAM plan found in Appendix B.

Costs
The estimated costs are $2,100,000 and include planning, compliance, engineering, permitting,
implementation, monitoring, maintenance, oversight, and contingency costs.

Figure 2-10 NR1, Pensacola Bay and Perdido River Watersheds — Nutrient Reduction: General
Project Location
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Restoration Approach
Reduce nutrient loads to coastal watersheds (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.4)

Restoration Technique
Agricultural conservation practices (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.2.1)

Project Location
Apalachicola Bay Watershed, Florida (HUC 12 Watersheds: (1) Upper Dry Creek-Chipola River, (2) Lower Dry
Creek-Chipola River, and (3) Alligator Creek-Holmes Creek) (Figure 2-11)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the USDA FL TIG Trustee. The project would improve water quality by
reducing sediment and nutrient (phosphorus and nitrogen) loads to the Apalachicola Bay watershed through the
development and implementation of conservation plans on agricultural lands.

For additional information on the project, see the project description for NR1, Pensacola Bay and Perdido River
Watersheds - Nutrient Reduction project, which includes the same activities.

Project Activities and Implementation Details
See the project description for NR1.

Maintenance
See the project description for NR1.

Project Monitoring
This project has not been identified as a preferred alternative by the FL TIG at this time, and therefore a
project MAM plan has not been developed.

Costs
The estimated costs are $3,150,000 and include planning, compliance, engineering, permitting,
implementation, monitoring, maintenance, oversight, and contingency costs.
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Figure 2-11 NR2, Apalachicola Bay Watershed — Nutrient Reduction: General Project Location
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Restoration Approach
Reduce nutrient loads to coastal watersheds (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.4)

Restoration Technique
Agricultural conservation practices (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.2.1)

Project Location
Lower Suwannee River Watershed, Levy County, Florida (HUC 12 Watersheds: (1) Long Pond Slough, (2) Long
Pond, and (3) Manatee Springs) (Figure 2-12)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the USDA FL TIG Trustee. The project would improve water quality by
reducing sediment and nutrient (phosphorus and nitrogen) loads to the Lower Suwannee River watershed
through the development and implementation of conservation plans on agricultural lands.

For additional information on the project, see the project description for NR1, Pensacola Bay and Perdido River
Watersheds - Nutrient Reduction project, which includes the same activities.

Project Activities and Implementation Details
See the project description for NR1.

Maintenance
See the project description for NR1.

Project Monitoring
Project monitoring details are provided in the project MAM plan found in Appendix B.

Costs
The estimated costs are $3,150,000 and include planning, compliance, engineering, permitting,
implementation, monitoring, maintenance, oversight, and contingency costs.
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Figure 2-12 NR3, Lower Suwannee River Watershed — Nutrient Reduction: General Project
Location
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This RP/EA identifies 12 restoration alternatives consistent with the Restore Water Quality Restoration
Goal (PDARP/PEIS Section 5.3.1) and underlying Water Quality Restoration Type (PDARP/PEIS Section
5.5.5):

Carpenter Creek Headwaters Water Quality Improvements (preferred);
Pensacola Beach Reclaimed Water System Expansion (preferred);
Rattlesnake Bluff Road and Riverbank Restoration (preferred);
Pensacola Bay Unpaved Roads Initiative (P&D; preferred);

Alligator Lake Coastal Dune Lake Hydrologic Restoration (preferred);
Grand Lagoon Regional Stormwater Facility;

St. Andrew Bay Unpaved Roads Initiative (P&D);

City of Port St. Joe Stormwater Improvements (preferred);

W o NV R WDNPRE

MK Ranch Hydrologic Restoration;

. City of Carrabelle’s Lighthouse Estates: Septic Tank Abatement - Phase Il (preferred);

. Lower Suwannee National Wildlife Refuge Hydrologic Restoration (P&D; preferred);

. Lower Charlotte Harbor Flatwoods Hydrologic Restoration Initiative, Yucca Pens Unit (P&D;
preferred).

[
N B O

A description of each of these restoration alternatives is provided below.
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Restoration Approach
Reduce pollution and hydrologic degradation to coastal watersheds (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.5)

Restoration Technique
Traditional stormwater control measures (PDARP/PEIS Sec. 5.D.2.2)

Project Location
Carpenter Creek, Bayou Texar, City of Pensacola, Escambia County, Florida (Figure 2-13)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the FDEP FL TIG Trustee in coordination with Escambia County. Other
project partners include the City of Pensacola, Pensacola and Perdido Bays Estuary Program, Emerald
CoastKeeper, UWF, Bayou Texar Foundation, UF Institute of Food and Agricultural Sciences (IFAS) Extension,
Washington High School Marine Science Academy, Bream Fishermen Association, and the Audubon Society
(Florida chapter). The project is a retrofit of existing stormwater management systems within the county
designed to provide additional water treatment, and thereby improve water quality, in Carpenter Creek and
Bayou Texar, which flow into Pensacola Bay. The project is a companion to a recreational project in this RP/EA
(RECS5, Carpenter Creek Headwater Park), both of which are part of the Carpenter Creek and Bayou Texar
Watershed Management Plan (funded through Escambia County’s RESTORE Direct Component project). When
complete, the Watershed Management Plan would recommend and describe future priority restoration and
public access needs in the watershed.

Specifically, the project would include:

e Restoration of a county-owned 2.6-acre former wetland;

e  Acquisition of land for construction of a stormwater treatment facility;

e Construction of a stormwater treatment facility to capture and treat stormwater that flows off Olive
Road into Carpenter Creek.

The project area is within the jurisdiction of Escambia County, within the highly urbanized Carpenter Creek and
Bayou Texar watershed. The Pensacola Bay Watershed Plan (2005) suggests the implementation of best
management practices (BMPs) for the Carpenter Creek urban watershed, including restoration of the stream’s
natural sinuosity and public education efforts to help reduce pollutant loads. Both Carpenter Creek and Bayou
Texar have been verified by FDEP as impaired for fecal coliform bacteria and TMDLs have been adopted for both
water bodies. This project would improve water quality by collecting and treating stormwater and restoring
wetland and upland habitat, helping the County address water quality impairments and comply with regulations
governing their state-designated uses.

Untreated stormwater currently discharges into Carpenter Creek. In 2017, Escambia County purchased the
approximately 7-acre headwater parcel to prevent further encroachment within Carpenter Creek, improve
water quality, and develop the first public access to the Creek. The project proposes acquiring the neighboring
6-acre parcel to the east for stormwater treatment and habitat restoration. A wet pond is proposed for west of
Carpenter Creek that would treat stormwater coming off west Olive Road. The stormwater facility proposed
east of Carpenter Creek would treat stormwater off east Olive Road by constructing a treatment train featuring
a wet pond.

The project would reduce pollutant loading and hydrologic degradation in the watershed and to coastal waters.
The restored wetland would improve habitats and species that depend on wetland habitats, stabilize the soils,
and reduce erosion and sediment loading into Carpenter Creek.
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The project directly reduces pollution and hydrologic degradation to coastal wetlands by restoring wetlands and
constructing a stormwater treatment facility that would reduce erosion as well as sediments, nutrients, and
other pollutants associated with stormwater runoff, in watersheds injured by the DWH oil spill. Reducing
pollutant loadings to Carpenter Creek would also benefit estuarine-dependent water column resources, oysters,
and submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) in Bayou Texar and Pensacola Bay.

Project Activities and Implementation Details

Project activities would include land acquisition, planning, design, construction of stormwater improvements
and wetland/floodplain restoration, post-construction storm event monitoring, and wetlands/floodplain aquatic
vegetation monitoring.

The project would be completed in approximately three years. Planning and design is anticipated during the
first 12 months, followed by pre-construction monitoring for six months, and construction activities over 24
months in Years 2 and 3.

Maintenance

Revegetation of areas disturbed by construction activities would require short-term repair and maintenance.
Long-term maintenance would be required for stormwater treatment facilities, including berms and water
control structures and invasive plant control within the water storage area and wetlands/floodplain restoration
area.

Project Monitoring
Project monitoring details are provided in the project MAM plan found in Appendix B.

Costs
The estimated costs are $1,689,900 and include planning, design, construction, monitoring, Trustee and local
sponsor oversight, and administration.
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Figure 2-13 WQ1, Carpenter Creek Headwaters Water Quality Improvements: General Project
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Restoration Approach
Reduce pollution and hydrologic degradation to coastal watersheds (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.5)

Restoration Technique
Expand reclaimed water system

Project Location
Pensacola Beach, Escambia County (Figure 2-14)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the FDEP FL TIG Trustee in coordination with the Emerald Coast Utilities
Authority (ECUA) and NWFWMD. The project aims to reduce the discharge of nutrients and other pollutants into
Santa Rosa Sound by expanding the ECUA’s Pensacola Beach Reclaimed Water System. This project includes
making additional reclaimed water available to the Santa Rosa Island Authority for irrigation of more public
rights-of-way and making reclaimed water available for irrigation of commercial and residential areas on Santa
Rosa Island.

Specifically, the project would include:
e Implementing Phases I-1V of ECUA’s Reclaimed Water Plan, which includes constructing pumping
facilities, reuse transmission, and distribution lines;

The project would directly improve water quality in watersheds injured by the DWH oil spill. Ecological benefits
include reduced nutrient loading to Santa Rosa Sound and conservation of potable water and reduced demand
on the Sand-and-Gravel aquifer, ECUA’s drinking water source. Implementation of Phases I-IV of the ECUA
Reclaimed Water Plan would result in a reuse potential of 0.94 mgd. Combining the current reuse of
approximately 120,000 gallons per day with this project would lead to a reduction in approximately 8,500
pounds of annual nitrogen (at permit discharge limits), 2,850 pounds of phosphorus, and 14,000 pounds per year
of total suspended solids.

The improvement in water quality due to reduced wastewater discharge to surface waters is expected to
improve and expand SAV. Further, fertilizer use on Santa Rosa Island may be reduced because of the nutrients
available in reclaimed water.

Project Activities and Implementation Details
Project activities include implementation and administrative oversight.

The project would be implemented over approximately three years. The timeline for commencement and
completion of the project includes approximately 36 months for planning and construction activities (to be
phased to avoid tourist seasons on Pensacola Beach).

Maintenance
Short-term maintenance activities include revegetation of areas disturbed by construction activities. Long-term
maintenance activities include routine maintenance of reclaimed water lines, meters, valves, etc.

Project Monitoring
Project monitoring details are provided in the project MAM plan found in Appendix B.

Costs

The estimated project costs, funded through NRDA, are $4,683,404, which includes implementation of Phases |
through 1V, oversight, and contingency costs. The total project construction costs are estimated at $9,100,000.
The remainder of the construction funding, as well as engineering and administration funding would be provided
by the NWFWMD ($947,000) and ECUA ($1,821,160).
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Figure 2-14 WQ2, Pensacola Beach Reclaimed Water System Expansion: General Project Location
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Restoration Approach
Reduce pollution and hydrologic degradation to coastal watersheds (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.5)

Restoration Technique
Erosion and sediment control practices (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.2.2)

Project Location
Rattlesnake Bluff Road, Santa Rosa and Okaloosa counties, Florida (Figure 2-15)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the DOI FL TIG Trustee in coordination with FDEP, USFWS, U.S.
Department of Defense, Eglin Air Force Base, FWC, The Nature Conservancy (TNC), Santa Rosa County and
Okaloosa County. The project would reduce erosion and sediment loads to the Yellow River and Pensacola Bay by
stabilizing roads and replacing deteriorating and/or inadequate culverts at up to six priority stream crossings
identified along Rattlesnake Bluff Road in Santa Rosa and Okaloosa counties.

Specifically, the project would include:
e Re-assessment and selection of six from the existing 13 priority stream crossings along Rattlesnake Bluff
Road;
e Planning, design, and construction of culvert replacement and associated bank and road stabilization;
e  Water quality monitoring to evaluate reductions in sedimentation.

Pensacola Bay and the Yellow River are designated priority waterbodies in Florida. However, excessive
sedimentation resulting from riverbank instability, unpaved road crossings, and undersized culverts are believed
to be the primary factors causing degradation of river habitat and biological communities in the watershed and
Pensacola Bay. The project would mitigate the negative impacts of excessive sedimentation to water quality,
habitats, and ecological resources of the Yellow River basin along Rattlesnake Bluff Road at 4-6 priority impaired
sites/stream crossings. These activities would maximize a reduction in excessive sedimentation and increase the
potential to restore priority ecological resources.

The project would directly reduce pollution and hydrologic degradation to coastal wetlands by installing erosion
and sediment controls in watersheds injured by the DWH oil spill. The project improves water quality by
mitigating the impacts of excessive sedimentation to the Yellow River and Pensacola Bay at 4-6 priority stream
crossings in Okaloosa and Santa Rosa counties. Reducing sedimentation would improve water quality, benefit
estuarine-dependent water column resources, oysters, and SAV, and mitigate chronic ecosystem threats such as
habitat degradation and impacts to recreational use.

Project Activities and Implementation Details

Project activities include re-assessment of the 13 priority stream crossings to select up to six sites (Phase 1), P&D
(Phase 1), construction (i.e., culvert replacement, bank stabilization, and road stabilization) (Phase Ill), one year
of restoration success monitoring (i.e., reduction in sedimentation) based on comparison of before/after data
collection and development of adaptive management strategies if data project objectives have not been met
(Phase 1V).

The project would be completed in approximately two years.

Maintenance
Inspection and maintenance of installed culverts in the short- and long-term to ensure proper function.

Project Monitoring
Project monitoring details are provided in the project MAM plan found in Appendix B.
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Costs
The estimated costs are $3,149,091 and include planning, design, construction, operation and maintenance,

monitoring, oversight, and contingency costs.

Figure 2-15 WQ3, Rattlesnake Bluff Road and Riverbank Restoration: General Project Location
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Restoration Approach
Reduce pollution and hydrologic degradation to coastal watersheds (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.5)

Restoration Technique
Erosion and sediment control practices (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.2.2)

Project Location
Escambia, Santa Rosa, and Okaloosa Counties, Florida (Figure 2-16)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the FDEP FL TIG Trustee in coordination with the USFWS, NWFWMD,
Escambia County, Santa Rosa County, and Okaloosa County. The project aims to collect information that would
be helpful to improving water quality in the Pensacola Bay watershed. The project would include assessing and
identifying unpaved stream crossings contributing the largest sediment loads to the watershed, and to develop
30% design plans of site-specific solutions at a minimum of 15 priority locations to eliminate or reduce sediment
loading to water resources and associated habitat. The 15 locations would be the highest prioritized sites based
on a larger number of sites assessed. This project would build on work completed through a GEBF project:
Water Quality Improvements to Enhance Fisheries Habitat in the Lower Choctawhatchee River Basin - Phase |.

Specifically, the project would include:

e Compilation and inventory of unpaved roads, stream crossings, and proximity sites in the Pensacola
Bay watershed;

e Evaluation and modeling of unpaved roads including geodatabase/GIS development;

* Preliminary prioritization of sites where unpaved roads are negatively affecting the Pensacola Bay
watershed using the USFWS Sediment Risk Index (SRI);

e Sediment transport modeling;

e Monitoring and field reconnaissance;

* Development of 30% design plans and final prioritization of sites.

In 2007, the Northwest Florida County-Maintained Unpaved Road-Stream Crossings Inventory was conducted by
USFWS, which identified unpaved, county-maintained roads in 16 northwest Florida counties, totaling 2,777
unpaved road stream crossings. Results showed that Pensacola Bay has the second largest number of unpaved,
county-maintained roads in northwest Florida, with over 300 unpaved road sites. The project would build on this
inventory to identify priority road crossings for future restoration activities to reduce sediment loading into the
Pensacola Bay river systems.

A range of practices can be used to minimize erosion and the transport of sediment downstream. USDA-NRCS
uses various techniques to reduce erosion and soil loss from farms (e.g., sediment basins, vegetative buffers,
and/or terracing). In addition, Florida’s Stormwater Erosion and Sediment Control Inspector’s Manual provides
BMPs for other land uses and activities (FDEP 2008). In certain regions of Florida, unpaved roads exposed to
torrential rainfall can cause significant erosion and result in sediment loadings to nearshore water bodies.
Erosion-sediment control practices for unpaved roads might entail paving the unpaved road from hill crest to hill
crest, using less erosive aggregate material, raising the road profile, installing grade breaks, incorporating
additional drainage outlets, and/or removing roadside ditches and replacing them with vegetated swales. The
project would improve water quality and habitats in the Pensacola Bay watershed by assessing and identifying
unpaved stream crossings contributing the most amount of sediment to the watershed.

Unpaved roads cause significant erosion and sediment loading to nearshore water bodies (PDARP/PEIS Sec.
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5.D.2.2). While road systems typically occupy a relatively small portion of the landscape, their construction and
maintenance have a great impact on water quality in the adjacent streams and the connected, downstream
aquatic ecosystems (Gucinski et al. 2001) causing loss of habitat and aquatic species decline. It has been well
documented that stream-bound sediment interferes with the downstream growth and development of algae,
phytoplankton, and SAV by absorbing or scattering solar radiation necessary for photosynthesis.

The 2017 NWFWMD Pensacola Bay System SWIM plan identifies unpaved roads as one of the challenges in the
watershed contributing to nonpoint source pollution, turbidity in streams, smothering habitats and impacting
water quality and the physical structure of the waterbodies. The project would inventory unpaved road stream-
crossings, prioritize sites, and develop solutions to mitigate these adverse effects of unpaved roads (i.e.,
sedimentation in streams) in the Pensacola Bay watershed by reducing sediment loading.

Project Activities and Implementation Details

Project activities include compiling and inventorying unpaved roads, stream crossings, and proximity sites; GIS
development; prioritization of sites; monitoring; modeling; field reconnaissance; and development of 30%
designs.

The timeline for commencement and completion of the project includes:
e Compile and inventory unpaved roads, stream crossings, and proximity sites - 3 months
e (Geodatabase/GIS development - 4 months
e Preliminary prioritization of sites - 6 months
e  Monitoring - 9 months
e Modeling - 1 year
e Field reconnaissance - 1.5 years
e  Final prioritization of sites - 2 years
e  30% design - 2.5 years

Maintenance
None anticipated (planning initiative).

Project Monitoring
Consistent with Section 10 of the Trustee SOPs, a MAM plan is not required for projects with only P&D activities,
and therefore a MAM plan for this project has not been developed.

Costs
The estimated costs are $705,473 and include P&D, evaluation, modeling, monitoring, field reconnaissance, and
oversight and management costs.
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Figure 2-16 WQ4, Pensacola Bay Unpaved Roads Initiative (P&D): General Project Location
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Restoration Approach
Protect and conserve marine, coastal, estuarine, and riparian habitats (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.5)

Restoration Technique
Restore hydrologic connections to enhance coastal habitats (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.1.1)

Project Location
Walton County, Florida (Figure 2-17)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the FDEP FL TIG Trustee in coordination with the Walton County Board of
County Commissioners. The project would reduce pollution and hydrologic degradation to coastal waters within
the Choctawhatchee Bay Watershed by removing culverts under County Road 30A that are deteriorating and/or
in disrepair, presently acting as barriers separating the north and south portions of Alligator Lake rather than
allowing the exchange of fresh and Gulf waters. The culverts act as barriers to fish and wildlife and reduce
water and sediment exchange. A bridge would be constructed across Alligator Lake to help restore tidal
exchange and remove barriers to fish and wildlife movements. This project would build on work completed
through a GEBF project: Restoration of Florida’s Coastal Dune Lakes.

Specifically, the project would include:

e  Construction of a spanning bridge across Alligator Lake to replace culverts that are deteriorating
and/or in disrepair;
e Continued water quality sampling under an existing monitoring program.

The project would help restore the connection and circulation of the lake and improve the lake community and
adjacent ecosystems, improve water quality in the lake, and enhance fish and wildlife habitat. The project
would directly improve water quality in watersheds injured by the DWH oil spill by restoring hydrologic
connections between the coastal and freshwater portions of Alligator Lake and enhancing coastal habitats. By
replacing culverts in disrepair with a bridge, hydrologic connectivity would be restored, resulting in improved
water quality, water flows, and subsequent benefits to fish and wildlife. The project would develop and
implement management actions to improve water quality in Alligator Lake and the Choctawhatchee Bay
watershed by removing physical barriers from the lake. Long-term benefits to the resources and their services
injured by the spill would include improved health and resilience of coastal and marine habitats and resources.

Project Activities and Implementation Details

Project activities include construction engineering and inspection, removal of deteriorating culverts under CR
30A, construction of a spanned bridge along CR 30A over Alligator Lake, and pre- and post-water quality
monitoring under existing programs.

The project would be implemented over approximately ten months.

Maintenance
Post-construction inspection and maintenance of the bridge to ensure proper function and safety.

Project Monitoring
Project monitoring details are provided in the project MAM plan found in Appendix B.

Costs
The estimated costs are $1,382,400 and include construction oversight, construction, monitoring, and
administrative oversight.
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Figure 2-17 WQ5, Alligator Lake Coastal Dune Lake Hydrologic Restoration: General Project
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Restoration Approach
Reduce pollution and hydrologic degradation to coastal watersheds (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.5)

Restoration Technique
Traditional stormwater control measures (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.2.2)

Project Location
Panama City Beach area, Bay County, Florida (Figure 2-18)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the FDEP FL TIG Trustee in coordination with the City of Panama City
Beach and NWFWMD. The project aims to improve water quality near Grand Lagoon, which is near Panama City
Beach, by retrofitting existing stormwater management systems. The project would reduce pollution in coastal
watersheds to improve local water quality.

Specifically, the project would include:

o Development of a 20-acre stormwater treatment facility that serves a 350-acre basin;

e  Construction of a main retention pond with a forebay used for sediment control and debris removal and
a main pond for the stormwater runoff;

e Combining the efforts of the existing septic to sewer project in this area with the proposed stormwater
treatment facility to reduce excess nutrients from flowing into Grand Lagoon.

The project would directly improve water quality in watersheds injured by the DWH oil spill by reducing point
and nonpoint source pollution into Grand Lagoon, which is part of the St. Andrew Bay watershed, which has a
direct connection to the Gulf of Mexico. Bay County has identified the upper Grand Lagoon area as one of the
highest priority areas in the county in need of stormwater facilities. The lagoon opens to and is immediately
west of the St. Andrews Aquatic Preserve.

Project Activities and Implementation Details
Project activities include planning, design, and permitting of stormwater improvements, construction of
stormwater improvements, and post-construction storm event monitoring.

The timeline for commencement and completion of the project includes:
e Land acquisition - 12 months
e Planning, design and permitting - 12 months
e  Construction - 24 months
e  Post-construction storm event monitoring - 12 months

Maintenance

Short-term maintenance activities include revegetation of areas disturbed by construction activities. Long-term
maintenance activities include maintenance of stormwater treatment facilities, including berms and water
control structures and invasive plant control within the water storage area.

Project Monitoring
This project has not been identified as a preferred alternative by the FL TIG at this time, and therefore a
project MAM plan has not been developed.

Costs
The estimated costs are $3,210,910 and include planning, design, construction, monitoring, and administrative

oversight. Bay County would fund the acquisition of the parcel where the stormwater facility would be located.
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Figure 2-18 WQ6, Grand Lagoon Regional Stormwater Improvements: General Project Location
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Restoration Approach
Reduce pollution and hydrologic degradation to coastal watersheds (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.5)

Restoration Technique
Erosion and sediment control practices (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.2.2)

Project Location
Bay County (Figure 2-19)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the FDEP FL TIG Trustee in coordination with the USFWS and the
NWFWMD. This project aims to collect information that would be helpful to improving water quality in the St.
Andrew Bay watershed. The project would include assessing and identifying unpaved stream crossings
contributing the largest sediment loads to the watershed, and to develop 30% design plans of site-specific
solutions at a minimum of 15 priority locations to eliminate or reduce sediment loading to water resources and
associated habitat. The 15 locations would be the highest-prioritized sites based on a larger number of sites
assessed. This project would build on work completed through a GEBF project: Water Quality Improvements to
Enhance Fisheries Habitat in the Lower Choctawhatchee River Basin - Phase |.

Specifically, the project would include:

e Compilation and inventory of unpaved roads, stream crossings, and proximity sites;

e Evaluation and modeling of unpaved roads including geodatabase/GIS development;

* Preliminary prioritization of sites where unpaved roads are negatively affecting the watershed
using the USFWS SRI;

* Modeling;

¢ Monitoring and field reconnaissance;

* Development of 30% design plans and final prioritization of sites.

Results from the inventory discussed in the WQ4, Pensacola Bay Unpaved Roads Initiative project ranked the
northwest Florida watersheds in priority order as: Choctawhatchee, Pensacola, Apalachicola, St. Andrew/St.
Joseph, Ochlockonee/Apalachee and Perdido. The project would build on this inventory to identify priority road
crossings for future restoration activities to reduce sediment loading into the St. Andrew Bay watershed. For
additional information on the project, see the project description for WQ4.

Project Activities and Implementation Details

Project activities include compiling and inventorying unpaved roads, stream crossings, and proximity sites; GIS
development; prioritization of sites; monitoring; modeling; field reconnaissance; and development of 30%
designs.

The timeline for commencement and completion of the project includes:
e Compile and inventory unpaved roads, stream crossings, and proximity sites - 3 months
e Geodatabase/GIS development - 4 months
e Preliminary prioritization of sites - 6 months
e  Monitoring - 9 months
e Sediment transport modeling - 1 year
e Field reconnaissance - 1.5 years
e  Final prioritization of sites - 2 years
e  30% design - 2.5 years
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Maintenance
None anticipated.

Project Monitoring
Consistent with Section 10 of the Trustee SOPs, a MAM plan is not required for projects with only P&D activities,
and therefore a MAM plan for this project has not been developed.

Costs
The estimated costs are $705,473 and include P&D, evaluation, modeling, monitoring, field reconnaissance, and

oversight and management costs.

Figure 2-19 WQ7, St. Andrew Bay Unpaved Roads Initiative (P&D): General Project Location
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Restoration Approach
Reduce pollution and hydrologic degradation to coastal watersheds (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.5)

Restoration Technique
Traditional stormwater control measures (PDARP/PEIS Sec. 5.D.2.2)

Project Location
City of Port St. Joe, Gulf County, Florida (Figure 2-20)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the FDEP FL TIG Trustee in coordination with the NWFWMD and the City of
Port St. Joe. The proposed stormwater improvements include traditional stormwater control measures (SCMs) and
development of a stormwater master plan. SCMs are planned for a sub-basin covering approximately 280 acres
draining to Patton Bayou and St. Joseph Bay. The project would include construction of approximately 2.5 acres of
retrofit treatment pond area near 16th Street with an additional downstream outfall weir added to provide
stormwater treatment capacity and improved water quality protection for St. Joseph Bay. Additional work
includes improvement of the conveyance system, for enhanced stormwater management and improved treatment
efficiency. The stormwater master plan would provide an evaluation of the city’s current stormwater systems
through data collection, mapping, watershed delineation, preparation of a stormwater features inventory,
development of proposed improvements, and prioritization of watersheds. The plan would allow the city to better
address local flooding and to improve water quality treatment within basins that discharge into St. Joseph Bay.
Treating stormwater before it enters St. Joseph Bay, a designated Outstanding Florida Water Body, would reduce
pollutant loading to an important resource for shellfish and other fisheries and public recreation and help to
improve water quality in the bay, which is identified as impaired for nutrients (e.g., total nitrogen) and bacteria
on the impaired waters list established by FDEP.

Specifically, the project would include:
e Construction of SCMs and treatment pond and improvements of existing conveyance system;
e Development of a stormwater master plan for the City of Port St. Joe;
e  Water quality monitoring.

The project would directly improve water quality in watersheds injured by the DWH oil spill by capturing and
treating stormwater runoff prior to discharge into St. Joseph Bay, which has sensitive and regionally significant
SAV that underpin the greater aquatic ecosystem and support important recreational and commercial fisheries.

Project Activities and Implementation Details
Project activities include development of a stormwater master plan, P&D, construction of stormwater
improvements, and post-construction storm event monitoring.

The project would be implemented over approximately two years, with construction activities taking
approximately 18 months.

Maintenance

Revegetation of areas disturbed by construction activities would require short-term repair and maintenance. Long-
term maintenance would be required for stormwater treatment facilities, including berms and water control
structures and invasive plant control within the water storage area and wetlands/floodplain restoration area.

Project Monitoring
Project monitoring details are provided in the project MAM plan found in Appendix B.

Costs
The estimated costs are $961,000 and include planning, design, construction, monitoring, and administration.
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Figu re 2-20

WaQgs, City of Port St. Joe Stormwater Improvements: General Project Location
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Restoration Approach
Create, restore, and enhance coastal wetlands (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.5)

Restoration Technique
Restore hydrological connections to enhance coastal habitats (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.1.1)

Project Location
MK Ranch, located between Lake Wimico and the Apalachicola River, north of the Jackson River, in the
Apalachicola River Wildlife and Environmental Area (Figure 2-21)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the FWC FL TIG Trustee and potentially in coordination with Ducks
Unlimited to facilitate and oversee design and construction. The project aims to restore and improve water
quality within the Saul Creek Basin in Apalachicola River Wildlife and Environmental Area (ARWEA), which
discharges directly into Jackson River, which feeds Apalachicola Bay and Lake Wimico.

Specifically, the project would include:
e Restoration of 6,409 acres of historic wetland structure and function of creek drainages, wetlands, and
tidal marsh by reconnecting natural drainage pathways;
e Hydrologic restoration that could include hardened low-water crossings, ditch plugs, back filling
ditches using material from existing berms, and culverts;
e Collection of hydrologic and vegetative data (including invasive species) to monitor success.

The project would directly improve water quality in watersheds injured by the DWH oil spill and restore historic
wetland structure and function by reconnecting the natural drainage pathways within the watershed. This
would in turn help to restore a portion of the historic flow regime to the estuary and help improve habitat
conditions in stream and wetland habitats of ARWEA and Apalachicola Bay.

Project Activities and Implementation Details
Project activities include P&D, construction, and post-construction monitoring (hydrologic and vegetative).

The project would be implemented over approximately two to three years. Planning and design would occur in
Year 1. Construction activities would take place in Years 2 and 3 and take approximately 12-15 months.

Maintenance
None anticipated.

Project Monitoring
This project has not been identified as a preferred alternative by the FL TIG at this time, and therefore a
project MAM plan has not been developed.

Costs

The estimated costs are $27,484,932 and include planning, design, implementation, monitoring, and
administrative oversight. Engineering costs have not been completed as full restoration of the MK Ranch site
would be contingent upon acquisition of the Lake Wimico parcel west of ARWEA.
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Figure 2-21 WQ9, MK Ranch Hydrologic Restoration: General Project Location
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Restoration Approach
Reduce pollution and hydrologic degradation to coastal watersheds (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.5)

Restoration Technique
Remove septic tanks and expand sanitary sewer system

Project Location
Southwest of the City of Carrabelle, Franklin County (Figure 2-22)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the FDEP FL TIG Trustee in coordination with the City of Carrabelle and
NWFWMD. The project aims to improve water quality in Apalachicola Bay and St. George Sound by connecting
homes near the bay currently served by septic systems to a central wastewater treatment system.

Specifically, the project would include:
e Connection of an additional 110 septic systems to the City of Carrabelle’s wastewater treatment plant
in addition to the 53 connections funded by the NWFWMD;
e Limiting the installation of additional septic systems within the Lighthouse Estates area;
e  Comparing three years of pre-construction water quality monitoring to three years of post-construction
water quality monitoring (i.e., Enterococci sp.).

The project would directly improve water quality in watersheds injured by the DWH oil spill by reducing the
discharge pollutant loading that otherwise would impact the health and quality of estuarine habitats in
receiving waters. The project would also help to reduce the potential for beach closures, restrictions on
shellfish harvesting, and human health impacts from microbial pathogens. Additionally, nitrogen loading to
Apalachicola Bay from the Lighthouse Estates area would be reduced by approximately 3,000 pounds per year
due to the significantly improved water quality treatment achieved by the city’s wastewater plant as compared
with that provided by the individual septic systems.

Project Activities and Implementation Details
Project activities include planning, design, implementation, and administrative oversight.

The timeline for commencement and completion of the project includes:
e Planning and design - 9 months
e  Construction - 12 months

Maintenance

Short-term maintenance activities include erosion control and revegetation of areas disturbed by construction
activities. Long-term maintenance activities include maintenance and possible rehabilitation of domestic
wastewater collection facilities and lift station to address infiltration or exfiltration issues.

Project Monitoring
Project monitoring details are provided in the project MAM plan found in Appendix B.

Costs
The estimated costs for Phase Il are $3,237,986 and include planning, design, construction, and administrative
oversight. Phase | will be funded by the NWFWMD ($851,000). The total for both phases is $4,088,986.
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Figure 2-22 WQ10, City of Carrabelle’s Lighthouse Estates: Septic Tank Abatement - Phase II:
General Project Location
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Restoration Approach
Reduce pollution and hydrologic degradation to coastal watersheds (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.5)

Restoration Technique
Restore hydrologic connections to enhance coastal habitats (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.1.1)

Project Location
Lower Suwannee River NWR, Chiefland, Florida (Figure 2-23)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the DOI FL TIG Trustee in coordination with the USFWS and Lower
Suwannee NWR. Potential partners may include USGS, Suwannee River Water Management District (SRWMD),
FWC, FDEP, Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (FDACS), Florida Forest Service, Big Bend
Seagrass Aquatic Preserve, UF, The Conservation Fund, NWR Association, Dixie County, Levy County, and the
towns of Suwannee and Horseshoe Beach. This is a P&D project to analyze existing information and conduct
modeling to determine the most effective locations for restoration actions to improve hydrologic conditions in
the Lower Suwannee NWR. This project would build on work completed through a GEBF project: Recovery and
Resilience of Oyster Reefs in the Big Bend of Florida.

Specifically, the project would include:

e Compilation and analysis of existing water quality and flow data to establish baseline site conditions;
e Hydrologic assessment and modeling of overland surface water flows on the Lower Suwannee NWR to

identify locations where culverts, low water crossing, and road removal can be used to restore flows;
e Design of a restoration strategy to improve hydrologic conditions.

The Lower Suwannee NWR has approximately 143 miles of roads and trails, consisting mostly of primary and
secondary roads used for access and management. All the maintained roads are former logging roads
constructed to access timber stands and built using onsite material excavated from either side of the road bed
creating roadside ditches which remain. Approximately 25 miles of these roads and trails are not maintained,
needed, or are no longer utilized by the NWR. Within this network of roads and trails, the NWR maintains more
than 100 culverts, five concrete bridges, and 46 low water crossings. The project would analyze existing
information and hydrologic modeling to identify road sections, that when removed, would help restore
hydrologic connections on the NWR. After identifying the appropriate locations, a future phase of this project
would include constructing/installing culverts, low water crossings, or removing sections of road at locations
recommended based on the hydrologic assessment. As a result, water that has historically been impounded by
the system of roads and ditches in the upper watershed would be released and flow overland and into the
estuary.

The project would provide the necessary information to allow DOI to plan a successful future project to
implement restoration actions at the recommended locations on the Lower Suwannee NWR, as well as provide
partners responsible for managing adjoining conservation lands with recommended management actions to
further improve hydrologic conditions in the watershed. The future restoration actions would improve
hydrologic connectivity in the Lower Suwannee NWR, resulting in more natural salinity regimes in the lower
Suwannee River and Suwannee Sound. Future restoration would also directly improve water quality in
watersheds injured by the DWH oil spill by restoring hydrologic connections between the NWR and Suwannee
River Estuary and would enhance coastal habitats impacted by the spill. Replacement of road sections with
culverts and low water crossing would help restore hydrologic connectivity, restore freshwater flows to the
estuary, and subsequently benefit fish and wildlife, such as Gulf sturgeon and oysters, and commercial and
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recreational fisheries. Increased freshwater flows would also reduce the effects of saltwater intrusion in the
lower portion of the NWR. Long-term benefits to the resources and their services injured by the spill would
include improved health and resilience of coastal and marine habitats and resources.

Project Activities and Implementation Details

Project activities would include compilation and analysis of existing water quality/quantity and flow data to
establish baseline site conditions, hydrologic investigation and modeling of overland flow patterns on the NWR
to identify road sections that could be altered to resolve connectivity issues, and design of a restoration
strategy (i.e., locations and design of culverts, and low-water crossings). Data compiled and/or generated from
this project would be stored at FDACS, SRWMD and UF.

The project would be completed in approximately two years.
Maintenance
None anticipated (planning initiative).

Project Monitoring
Consistent with Section 10 of the Trustee SOPs, a MAM plan is not required for projects with only P&D activities,

and therefore a MAM plan for this project has not been developed.

Costs
The estimated costs are $500,000 for P&D, oversight, and administration.

Figure 2-23 wQ11, Lower Suwannee National Wildlife Refuge Hydrologic Restoration (P&D):
General Project Location
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Restoration Approach
Reduce pollution and hydrologic degradation to coastal watersheds (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.5)

Restoration Technique
Restore hydrologic connections to enhance coastal habitats (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.1.1)

Project Location
Charlotte and Lee Counties, Florida (Figure 2-24)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the FDEP FL TIG Trustee in coordination with the South Florida Water
Management District (SFWMD), the Charlotte Harbor National Estuary Program, FWC, City of Cape Coral, Lee
County, and Charlotte County. The project would reduce pollution and hydrologic degradation to coastal
watersheds in lower Charlotte Harbor through development and implementation of a science-based, data-driven
Strategic Hydrological Planning Tool that would provide resource management agencies guidance for restoration
and management of surface waters that flow through the 15,014-acre Yucca Pens Unit of the Cecil
Webb/Babcock Wildlife Management Area (WMA) into eastern Charlotte Harbor and the Caloosahatchee River
via tidal channels.

Specific activities include:

e Baseline data collection for the modeling effort including installing approximately 70 piezometers and
sensors, GPS survey of the piezometers, installing 16 flow-meters in tidal creeks and canals, installing
eight rain gauges, mapping historical hydropatterns, and mapping existing conditions;

o Development of the Strategic Hydrological Planning Tool;

e Completion of multiple model runs including a historic/pre-development conditions model/natural
systems model, existing conditions model, and future conditions model;

o Development of final report, summarizing results of each model run and recommendations on priority
restoration and management projects or actions and associated benefits and implementation costs.

Development, including the construction of major roadways such as US 41 and I-75, has significantly altered the
historic surface water sheet flow from the Yucca Pens Unit into Charlotte Harbor and Caloosahatchee River by
draining the area and directing freshwater discharges into Charlotte Harbor. This has also resulted in excess
discharges of water and nutrients into the Caloosahatchee tributaries. The Strategic Hydrological Planning Tool
would be used to establish an accurate understanding of the pre-development hydrologic conditions (historic),
existing conditions, and future conditions in the 80,772-acre WMA. Priority restoration and management
projects and actions that would re-hydrate the Yucca Pens Unit and reduce peak discharges to the harbor would
be developed based on anticipated benefits and implementation cost estimates. This comprehensive approach
of data collection, evaluation, and planning will ensure the success of any selected restoration projects,
stakeholder participation, and appropriate ecosystem management in an area where water resources are
becoming difficult to manage.

The project would help collect information needed to reduce pollution and hydrologic degradation to coastal
wetlands by restoring hydrologic connections to enhance coastal habitats in watersheds injured by the DWH oil
spill. Restoring surface water sheet flow and moderating excessive freshwater discharges would have
subsequent benefits to habitats, fish, and wildlife. Long-term benefits to the resources and their services
injured by the spill would include improved health and resilience of coastal and marine habitats and resources.

Project Activities and Implementation Details
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Project activities would include installation of survey equipment, mapping of project area, 17 months of data
collection (two wet seasons and antecedent dry seasons), model calibration, and implementation, and
generation of a planning tool.

The project would be completed approximately 26 months from the start date.

Maintenance

Maintenance and calibration of in-situ sensors, gauges, and flow meters throughout the implementation/data
collection period.

Project Monitoring

Consistent with Section 10 of the Trustee SOPs, a MAM plan is not required for projects with only P&D activities,
and therefore a MAM plan for this project has not been developed.

Costs
The estimated costs are $635,500 and include P&D, monitoring, and administrative oversight.

Figure 2-24 WQ12, Lower Charlotte Harbor Flatwood Hydrologic Restoration Initiative, Yucca Pens
Unit (P&D): General Project Location
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2.5.4 Project Descriptions: Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities
This RP/EA identifies 11 restoration alternatives consistent with the Provide and Enhance Recreational
Opportunities Restoration Goal (PDARP/PEIS Section 5.3.1) and the underlying Provide and Enhance
Recreational Opportunities Restoration Type (PDARP/PEIS Section 5.5.14). The PDARP/PEIS indicates
that recreational uses have recovered. The purpose of these alternatives is to provide compensatory
restoration for losses that occurred between April 2010 and November 2011, after which recreational
use returned to baseline levels.

Perdido Bay Sunset Islands Snorkeling Trail;

Tarkiln Bayou Preserve State Park Improvements;

Perdido River and Bay Paddle Trail (preferred);

Carpenter Creek Headwaters Park Amenities (preferred);

Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Rehabilitation of Okaloosa Unit Recreational Facilities

ik wnN e

(preferred);

6. Joe’s Bayou Recreation Area Improvements (preferred);

7. Topsail Hill Preserve State Park Improvements (preferred);

8. St. Andrews State Park Improvements (preferred);

9. Camp Helen State Park Improvements (preferred);

10. T.H. Stone Memorial St. Joseph Peninsula State Park Improvements (preferred);

11. St. Marks National Wildlife Refuge Coastal Trail Connection, Spring Creek to Port Leon
(preferred).

A description of each of these restoration alternatives is provided below.
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REC1, Perdido Bay Sunset Islands Snorkeling Trail

Restoration Approach
Enhance public access to natural resources for recreational use (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.14)

Restoration Technique
Construction or enhancement of recreational infrastructure (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.8.1)

Project Location
Perdido Bay, Escambia County, Florida (Figure 2-25)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the FDEP FL TIG Trustee in coordination with the Escambia County,
Natural Resources Management Department. The project would provide and enhance recreational opportunities
by constructing additional recreational opportunities in Perdido Bay. This project would build on work
completed through the DWH Early Restoration Phase | project: Florida Boat Ramp Enhancement and
Construction Project, specifically the Galvez Landing Boat Ramp, and the DWH Early Restoration Phase V,
Florida Coastal Access Project, specifically Innerarity Point Park.

Specifically, this project would include:

e  Construction of a breakwater;
e  Establishment of a snorkeling trail with underwater educational signage.

The project would enhance kayaking, paddle boarding, and other passive recreational use from the nearby
county-owned Galvez Boat Ramp.

Project Activities and Implementation Details
Project activities include planning, design, permitting, and construction of amenities, and monitoring and
maintenance activities.

The project would be completed in approximately three years. Year 1 would include planning, design, and
permitting of the amenities. Years 2 and 3 would include construction activities.

Maintenance
Inspection and maintenance of amenities in the short- and long-term.

Project Monitoring
This project has not been identified as a preferred alternative by the FL TIG at this time, and therefore a
project MAM plan has not been developed.

Costs
The estimated costs are $840,000 and include planning, design, construction, monitoring, oversight, and
contingency costs.
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Figure 2-25 REC1, Perdido Bay Sunset Islands Snorkeling Trail: General Project Location
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REC2, Tarkiln Bayou Preserve State Park Improvements

Restoration Approach
Enhance public access to natural resources for recreational use (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.14)

Restoration Technique
Construction or enhancement of recreational infrastructure (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.8.1)

Project Location
Tarkiln Bayou Preserve State Park, Escambia County, Florida (Figure 2-26)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the FDEP FL TIG Trustee, in coordination with FDEP Division of Recreation
and Parks. The project would provide and enhance recreational opportunities by constructing new recreational
access and amenities at Tarkiln Bayou Preserve State Park.

Specifically, this project would include:

e Expansion of the parking area at the entrance to the park;

e Construction of a paddle-craft launch at the end of the existing boardwalk into Tarkiln Bayou;

e Enhancements to Dupont Road (approximately two miles) from the parking entrance area to the beach-
use area (e.g., subgrade firelines, low water crossings, 3,900-foot geotextile fabric repair);

e Construction of a small parking area, two small picnic pavilions, ten tent-only campsites, and one
composting restroom at the beach-use area.

Tarkiln Bayou Preserve State Park conserves a significant example of the natural communities that were
originally found in the coastal region of the Florida Panhandle. The property contains unique natural resources
that provide outstanding opportunities for resource-based outdoor recreation. The project would enhance
public access by providing access to a recreational area, and by providing improved water access amenities on
Tarkiln Bayou and Perdido Bay.

Project Activities and Implementation Details
Project activities include planning, design, permitting, and construction of amenities, and associated monitoring
and maintenance activities.

The project would be completed in approximately three years. Year 1 would include planning, design, and
permitting of the amenities. Years 2 and 3 would include construction activities.

Maintenance
Inspection and maintenance of amenities in the short- and long-term.

Project Monitoring
This project has not been identified as a preferred alternative by the FL TIG at this time, and therefore a
project MAM plan has not been developed.

Costs
The estimated costs are $2,719,670 and include planning, design, construction, monitoring, oversight, and

contingency costs.
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Figure 2-26

REC2, Tarkiln Bayou Preserve State Park Improvements: General Project Location
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REC3, Perdido River and Bay Paddle Trail (preferred)

Restoration Approach
Enhance public access to natural resources for recreational use (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.14)

Restoration Technique
Construction or enhancement of recreational infrastructure (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.8.1)

Project Location
Multiple sites along the Perdido River, Escambia County, Florida (Figure 2-27)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the FDEP FL TIG Trustee in coordination with TNC, NWFWMD, and
Escambia County. The project includes actions to provide and enhance recreational opportunities along Perdido
River by constructing recreational access and amenities at multiple locations along the Florida side of the river.
This project would build on work completed through the DWH Early Restoration Phase I: Florida Boat Ramp
Enhancement and Construction Project, specifically Perdido River Public Boat Ramp.

Specifically, the project would include:

e  Construction (by the NWFWMD) of seven elevated shelters at five sites along the Perdido River;
0 Burnt Car Landing- shelter with composting toilet
0 Muscogee Site - shelter with composting toilet
0 Horse Trail Site - shelter with composting toilet
0 Sand Landing - two shelters with composting toilets and an improved canoe launch
o Otto Hill Site - two shelters with composting toilets
e  Construction (by TNC) of two shelters and kiosks on the Perdido River Nature Preserve;
e  Construction (by Escambia County) of an entrance drive, a parking area, and a shelter at Heron Bayou.

At Heron Bayou, a boat ramp would be constructed that requires associated dredging, but these activities would
not be funded using NRDA funds. This project leverages an FWC Boating and Waterways match grant for design,
engineering, and permitting of a public boat launch and recreational facility.

The project would complement other recreational components of TNC’s Perdido River Water Quality Protection,
Habitat Restoration and Recreational Enhancement project and Escambia County’s Perdido River and Bay Paddle
Trail and Boating Improvements project. The project would also complement the paddling trail Alabama has
developed on the west side of the Perdido River and Bay, by adding additional sites on the east side of the river
and south to Perdido Bay. Alabama has completed construction of three landing areas, five paddle-craft
launches, and four shelters on the west side of the river and bay.

The project would enhance public access by providing access (including water access) to recreational areas with
no existing recreational access (i.e., Heron Bayou) and by providing new amenities (i.e., shelters).

Project Activities and Implementation Details
Project activities include planning, design, permitting, and construction of amenities, and associated monitoring
activities.

The project would be completed in approximately three years. Year 1 would include planning, design, and
permitting of the amenities. Years 2 and 3 would include construction activities.

Maintenance
Inspection and maintenance of amenities in the short- and long-term.

Project Monitoring
Project monitoring details are provided in the project MAM plan found in Appendix B.
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Costs

The estimated costs are $1,165,488 and include planning, design, construction, monitoring, oversight, and

contingency costs.

REC3, Perdido River and Bay Paddle Trail: General Project Location

Figure 2-27
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REC4, Carpenter Creek Headwaters Park Amenities (preferred)

Restoration Approach

Enhance public access to natural resources for recreational use (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.14)

Restoration Technique

Construction or enhancement of recreational infrastructure (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.8.1)

Project Location

Escambia County, Florida (Figure 2-28)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the FDEP FL TIG Trustee in coordination with the Escambia County
Natural Resources Management Division. Other project partners include the City of Pensacola, Pensacola and
Perdido Bays Estuary Program, Emerald Coastkeeper, UWF, Bayou Texar Foundation, UF IFAS Extension,
Washington High School Marine Science Academy, Bream Fishermen Association, and the Audubon Society
(Florida Chapter). The project includes actions to provide and enhance recreational opportunities through the
construction of a public park at the headwaters of Carpenter Creek. The project is a companion to a water
quality improvement project in this RP/EA (WQ5, Carpenter Creek Stormwater Improvements Project), both of
which are part of the Carpenter Creek and Bayou Texar Watershed Management Plan (funded through Escambia
County’s RESTORE Direct Component project). When complete, the Watershed Management Plan would
recommend and describe future priority restoration and public access needs in the watershed.

Specifically, the project would include:

e  Construction of a 2,000-foot-long trail (including an elevated boardwalk portion) that provides an
access point to the lake feature on the property;

e Construction of a paddle-craft launch (as a walkway to the shoreline, not an in-water structure),
passive recreation area (e.g., benches and tables), and a 12-space parking area (approximately 12,000
square feet);

e Installation of educational signage describing the benefits of this project and the companion water
quality project.

The project area is within the jurisdiction of Escambia County, within the highly urbanized Carpenter Creek and
Bayou Texar watershed. In 2017, Escambia County purchased the approximately seven-acre headwater parcel to
prevent further encroachment within Carpenter Creek, improve water quality, and develop the first public
access to the creek.

The project would enhance public access by providing a new recreational opportunity in an area with no current
recreational access. The trail and paddle-craft launch would allow users to access the lake feature, a result of a
series of beaver dams. The new parking area would also enhance public access to the area. The passive
recreation area would feature tables and benches to allow users to enjoy the park views while maintaining the
native tree canopy. The educational signage would enhance awareness of the restoration efforts and importance
of the creek and watershed.

Project Activities and Implementation Details
Project activities include planning, design, permitting, construction of amenities, and associated monitoring
activities.

The project would be completed in approximately three years. Year 1 would include planning, design, and
permitting of the amenities. Years 2 and 3 would include construction activities.

Maintenance
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Inspection and maintenance of amenities in the short- and long-term (to be conducted by the County with local

funds).
Project Monitoring

Project monitoring details are provided in the project MAM plan found in Appendix B.

Costs

The estimated costs are $446,080 and include planning, design, construction, monitoring, oversight, and

contingency costs.

Figure 2-28

REC4, Carpenter Creek Headwaters Park Amenities: General Project Location
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RECS5, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Rehabilitation of Okaloosa Unit Recreational
Facilities (preferred)

Restoration Approach
Enhance public access to natural resources for recreational use (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.14)

Restoration Technique
Construction or enhancement of recreational infrastructure (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.8.1)

Project Location

GUIS, Florida District, Okaloosa County (Figure 2-29)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the DOI FL TIG Trustee in coordination with NPS and GUIS staff. The
project would include rehabilitation of recreational facilities at the Okaloosa Unit of GUIS including re-
vegetation efforts and rehabilitating a boat ramp, floating pier, restroom, lift station, electrical systems,

parking area, RV sites, picnic areas, gates, boardwalks, and fencing.
Specifically, the project would include:

e Removal of an existing boat ramp and construction of a new boat ramp;

e Removal of an existing restroom and construction of a new restroom facility;

e  Construction of a floating pier, lift station, parking lot (including overflow parking), boardwalk from
the parking area to the beach, and fencing of some existing foot paths through beach and dune habitat
where pavement is removed;

e Removal of existing parking spaces and pavement, pave additional area for boat launch parking and
access, resurface remaining parking lot and entrance/exit road, and add gravel overflow parking area;

e Replacement of electrical systems;

e Removal of existing RV sites and installation of two new RV sites with utility hook-ups;

e Removal of existing picnic tables and concrete pads and construction of a picnic area pavilion with
approximately ten picnic tables;

e Installation of automatic gates at the entrance and exit;

e Re-vegetation of some existing foot paths through beach and dune habitat and areas where pavement
is removed.

Nearly every recreational opportunity at the project area would be enhanced including boating, picnicking, RV
amenities, and beachgoing. The project focuses on enhancing the public’s recreational experiences such as
swimming, boating, diving, bird watching, beach-going, and fishing, which can vary depending on the
appearance and functional condition of the surrounding environment in which they occur.

Project Activities and Implementation Details
Project activities include planning, design, construction and rehabilitation of amenities, and associated
monitoring activities.

The project would be completed in approximately two years months. Year 1 would include contract
procurement and planning and design. Year 2 would include construction activities.

Maintenance

No short-term maintenance activities are anticipated. Long-term maintenance activities would be incurred by
GUIS or other sources and could include activities such as sealing, resurfacing, and remarking paved areas;
painting or staining exposed wood; lubricating new lift station pumps and automatic gate hardware; weed
control; and minor repairs of broken or insufficiently fastened (e.g., loose screws or nails) boards, handles,

doors, fencing, electrical outlets or lights.
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Project Monitoring
Project monitoring details are provided in the project MAM plan found in Appendix B.

Costs
The estimated costs are $3,201,383 and include planning, design, construction, monitoring, oversight, and

contingency costs.

RECS5, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Rehabilitation of Okaloosa Unit

Figure 2-29
Recreational Facilities: General Project Location
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RECS6, Joe’s Bayou Recreation Area Improvements (preferred)

Restoration Approach
Enhance public access to natural resources for recreational use (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.14)

Restoration Technique
Construction or enhancement of recreational infrastructure (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.8.1)

Project Location
Joe’s Bayou Recreation Area, Destin, Okaloosa County, Florida (Figure 2-30)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the FDEP FL TIG Trustee, in coordination with the City of Destin and the
Choctawhatchee Basin Alliance. The project includes actions to improve access to the existing boat ramp,
enhance recreational amenities, and enhance and restore the topography and natural resources at Joe’s Bayou
Recreation Area and Mattie Kelly Park and Nature Walk.

Specifically, for Joe’s Bayou, the project would include:

e Construction of a reef breakwater, restrooms, walking trails, sidewalks, fishing pier, and boat ramp with
pier;

e  Backfill of the former Cemex plant site;

e Replacement of the former Cemex plant retaining wall;

e Pond restoration including littoral planting and aeration;

e Saltmarsh and upland restoration;

e Enhancement and improvements to a kayak/paddle-craft launch and pier;

e Rehabilitation and expansion of parking lots;

e Interpretive educational signs;

e Lighting improvements; and

e Landscaping/irrigation/benches/trash receptacles.

Additionally, at Mattie Kelly Park, the project would include:

e \Wetland enhancement;
e  Construction of additional parking spaces and a boardwalk; and
e Drainage and stormwater treatment.

The project integrates the development of a master plan, recreational elements, infrastructure improvements,
and a comprehensive stormwater management and erosion control plan. The project would enhance public access
by providing improved access and parking in a heavily-used recreational area by creating additional boardwalks
and trails and providing new water access amenities for paddle and power craft.

Project Activities and Implementation Details
Project activities include planning, design, construction of amenities, and associated monitoring activities.

The project would be completed in approximately three years. Year 1 would include planning, design, and
permitting of the amenities. Years 2 and 3 would include construction activities.

Maintenance
Inspection and maintenance of amenities in the short- and long-term.

Project Monitoring
Project monitoring details are provided in the project MAM plan found in Appendix B.

Costs

The estimated costs are $12,202,891 and include planning, design, construction, monitoring, oversight, and
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contingency costs.

Figure 2-30 REC6, Joe’s Bayou Recreation Area Improvements: General Project Location
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REC7, Topsail Hill Preserve State Park Improvements (preferred)

Restoration Approach
Enhance public access to natural resources for recreational use (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.14)

Restoration Technique
Construction or enhancement of recreational infrastructure (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.8.1)

Project Location
Topsail Hill Preserve State Park, Walton County, Florida (Figure 2-31)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the FDEP FL TIG Trustee in coordination with the FDEP Division of
Recreation and Parks. The project includes actions to provide and enhance recreational opportunities at Topsail
Hill Preserve State Park by constructing additional recreational access and amenities.

Specifically, the project would include:

e Construction of an open-air interpretive pavilion as a waiting area for the tram that currently
circulates visitors from the entrance area to the Gulf beach access and Campbell Lake;

e  Construction of two bike-share stations that would allow visitors to park and ride between the entrance
and Gulf beach access areas with the ability to park bicycles at either end;

e  Construction of an additional boardwalk at the Gulf beach-use area;

e  Construction of a tram pavilion at the north end of the boardwalk;

e  Construction of a 10-fixture restroom facility at the north end of the boardwalk;

e  Construction of a paddle-craft launch on the north shore of Campbell Lake, which would provide
recreational access to one of the park’s most significant features;

e Replacement of the campground bathhouse with a 25-fixture restroom facility;

e Connection of all RV campsites and campground facilities to the central sewer system;

e Installation of interpretive signage at the entrance and other areas to educate visitors on the
restoration efforts and rare coastal dune lake ecosystem.

The extensive dune system at Topsail Hill Preserve State Park protects a remnant example of Florida coastal
dune lakes, one of the rarest natural community types in the world. The project would provide visitors the
opportunity to experience this remarkable site. The project would enhance public access to the recreation area
by providing a tram and bike-share stations, improving access to the beach area and Campbell Lake, and
improving campground facilities.

Project Activities and Implementation Details
Project activities include planning, design, construction of amenities, and associated monitoring activities.

The project would be completed in approximately three years. Year 1 would include planning, design, and
permitting of the amenities. Years 2 and 3 would include construction activities.

Maintenance
Inspection and maintenance of amenities in the short- and long-term.

Project Monitoring
Project monitoring details are provided in the project MAM plan found in Appendix B.

Costs
The estimated costs are $3,926,811 and include planning, design, construction, monitoring, oversight, and
contingency costs.
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Figure 2-31 REC7, Topsail Hill Preserve State Park Improvements: General Project Location
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REC8, Camp Helen State Park Improvements (preferred)

Restoration Approach
Enhance public access to natural resources for recreational use (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.14)

Restoration Technique
Construction or enhancement of recreational infrastructure (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.8.1)

Project Location
Camp Helen State Park, Bay County, Florida (Figure 2-32)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the FDEP FL TIG Trustee in coordination with the FDEP Division of
Recreation and Parks. The project includes actions to provide and enhance recreational opportunities at Camp
Helen State Park by constructing amenities in a new day-use area on the northern parcel of the park (north of
US 98) and two docks and walkway extensions at the Lake Powell waterfront.

Specifically, the project would include:

e  Construction of turn lanes to a 400-foot controlled-access entrance road, a 20-space parking area, a
boardwalk, three picnic pavilions, and a 10-fixture restroom;

e  Construction of two improved docks to access the water (one for paddle-craft and one for power craft)
and associated walkway extensions to connect existing walkways to the docks.

Camp Helen State Park provides public access to a broad range of significant cultural and natural resources. Its
landscape conserves intact scrub, coastal grassland, and beach dune. Restored historic structures and a visitor
center tell the local history of the Hicks family and Avondale Mills Retreat. The addition of the day-use area
amenities would provide increased and enhanced recreational opportunities to the park.

Project Activities and Implementation Details
Project activities include planning, design, construction of amenities, and associated monitoring activities.

The project would be completed in approximately three years. Year 1 would include planning, design, and
permitting of the amenities. Years 2 and 3 would include construction activities.

Maintenance
Inspection and maintenance of amenities in the short- and long-term.

Project Monitoring
Project monitoring details are provided in the project MAM plan found in Appendix B.

Costs
The estimated costs are $3,326,027 and include planning, design, construction, monitoring, oversight, and
contingency costs.
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Figure 2-32 REC8, Camp Helen State Park Improvements: General Project Location
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REC9, St. Andrews State Park Improvements (preferred)

Restoration Approach
Enhance public access to natural resources for recreational use (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.14)

Restoration Technique

Construction or enhancement of recreational infrastructure (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.8.1)

Project Location

St. Andrews State Park, Bay County, Florida (Figure 2-33)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the FDEP FL TIG Trustee in coordination with the FDEP Division of
Recreation and Parks. The project improves access to use areas in St. Andrews State Park by constructing
additional recreational amenities. The project would include redesigning the entrance area to facilitate access

and egress of vehicles at the ranger station for day-use visitors and campers and to help alleviate traffic
congestion during peak visitation periods; improvements to the Lagoon Use area; improvements to existing
parking areas; and the repaving of existing park roadways.

Specifically, the project would include:

e  Construction of multiple entry lanes to reduce the extent of vehicle stacking, especially for campers;

e  Construction of a new entrance station to serve both day-use entry and camper registration;

e Enhancement of the Lagoon Use area by constructing a paddle-craft launch, 18-fixture restroom area
(including parking area travel lane improvements), and two pavilions;

e  Construction of a loop trail in buttonbush marsh, including a boardwalk;

e Expansion and improvement of existing parking areas, including sidewalks to connect amenities;

e Repaving of park roadways, including the addition of bike lanes and culverts to help restore natural
hydrology.

The pavilions would accommodate picnicking where there are currently unsheltered tables. The paddle-craft
launch would be located on a sandy segment of the Grand Lagoon shoreline to utilize the natural surface of the
site.

St. Andrews State Park consistently ranks among the five most visited parks in the Florida state park system. The
park offers remarkable recreation opportunities unique to its location at the confluence of St. Andrew Bay and
the Gulf of Mexico. The project would enhance public access by providing improved access and parking in a
heavily-used recreational area, and by providing new water access amenities for paddle-craft. The improvements
would also enhance convenience of access to the park’s environmental interpretive center and Gulf Pier.

Project Activities and Implementation Details
Project activities include planning, design, construction of amenities, and associated monitoring activities.

The project would be completed in approximately three years. Year 1 would include planning, design, and
permitting of the amenities. Years 2 and 3 would include construction activities.

Maintenance
Inspection and maintenance of amenities in the short- and long-term.

Project Monitoring
Project monitoring details are provided in the project MAM plan found in Appendix B.

Costs

The estimated costs are $10,875,855 and include planning, design, construction, monitoring, oversight, and

2-73



contingency costs.

Figure 2-33 REC9, St. Andrews State Park Improvements: General Project Location
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REC10, T.H. Stone Memorial St. Joseph Peninsula State Park Improvements (preferred)

Restoration Approach
Enhance public access to natural resources for recreational use (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.14)

Restoration Technique
Construction or enhancement of recreational infrastructure (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.8.1)

Project Location
T.H. Stone Memorial St. Joseph Peninsula State Park, Gulf County, Florida (Figure 2-34)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the FDEP FL TIG Trustee in coordination with the FDEP Division of
Recreation and Parks. The project provides and enhances recreational opportunities at the T.H. Stone Memorial
St. Joseph Peninsula State Park through the construction of a shared-use path.

Specifically, the project would include:

e  Construction of an approximately 9,800 feet long and 8-foot-wide shared-use path for safe and scenic
bicycle and pedestrian access, from the park entrance to the Eagle Harbor Day Use Area and primary
Gulf Beach Access.

The proposed path would extend an existing shared-use path outside the park, along Gulf CR 30E/Cape San Blas
Road, which currently terminates at the park boundary. An estimated 8,600 feet would be asphalt and 1,200
feet would be a boardwalk to mitigate impact to the dune and wetland habitat in the area.

The project would increase and enhance tourism and recreational opportunities at the park and in Gulf County
by creating bicycle/pedestrian-use infrastructure to increase recreational access and use opportunities.

Project Activities and Implementation Details
Project activities include permitting, construction of amenities, and associated monitoring activities.

The project would be completed in approximately three years. Year 1 would include planning, design, and
permitting of the amenities. Years 2 and 3 would include construction activities.

Maintenance
Inspection and maintenance of amenities in the short- and long-term.

Project Monitoring
Project monitoring details are provided in the project MAM plan found in Appendix B.

Costs
The estimated costs are $977,945 and include permitting, construction, monitoring, oversight, and contingency

costs.
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REC10, T.H. Stone Memorial St. Joseph Peninsula State Park Improvements: General
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REC11, St. Marks National Wildlife Refuge Coastal Trail Connection, Spring Creek to Port
Leon (preferred)

Restoration Approach

Enhance public access to natural resources for recreational use (PDARP/PEIS 5.5.14)

Restoration Technique

Construction or enhancement of recreational infrastructure (PDARP/PEIS Appendix 5.D.8.1)

Project Location

St. Marks National Wildlife Refuge, Wakulla County, Florida (Figure 2-35)

Project Summary

The project would be implemented by the USDA FL TIG Trustee in coordination with the St. Marks NWR. Other
project partners include USFWS, Florida Trail Association (volunteer support organization), Framing Our
Community (non-profit infrastructure support organization), and the NPS Southeast Archaeological Center. The
project would provide and enhance recreational opportunities by improving access to and completing the
Florida National Scenic Trail (FNST) at St. Marks NWR, a nationally recognized resource.

Specifically, the project would include:

e  Construction of a FNST St. Marks NWR segment to complete the Spring Creek trail segment, which
includes two boardwalks and puncheon (trail-parallel sills near ground-level). The puncheon would
utilize pilings located at 12-foot intervals and would not have railings;

e  Construction of infrastructure improvements in Port Leon Wilderness, including 3-4 small-span bridges
or boardwalks ranging from 165-300 feet;

e  Construction of a suspension bridge spanning approximately Y2 acre;

e  Construction of one 65-foot wood stringer bridge, to enhance connectivity;

e Development of interpretive materials featuring the natural environment and trail system. Materials
would focus on sensitive cultural resources and would be developed in consultation with USDA
archeological staff.

The FNST is a low-impact foot path in a natural setting with a light footprint and emphasis on environmental
and cultural sensitivity. The FNST runs from Big Cypress National Preserve in southern Florida to GUIS in western
Florida and connects some of the state’s most outstanding recognized recreation resources in St. Marks NWR.
The project would provide not only permanency, protection, and recreational connectivity for the FNST, but it
would also allow the public to connect to the historic Port Leon and Civil War-era salt works along the coastal
waters of St. Marks NWR. The project would likely foster public support for restoring and conserving habitats
and coastal and marine resources through providing opportunities to explore and educate users about Florida’s
unique natural and cultural resources. Once completed, the St. Marks NWR trail segment would provide over 60
miles of connected, certified trail providing remarkable recreational and educational experience along both the
FNST and the Florida Gulf Coast.

The project would help restore and enhance tourism and recreational opportunities along the FNST by providing
improved connectivity, infrastructure, access, and education. The upgraded structures, interpretive materials,
and enhanced access would improve the FNST system by promoting environmental stewardship, education, and
outreach. Interpretive materials along new routes and construction of side trails would highlight areas of
cultural significance which would enhance the experience of trail users. The project is designed to ensure
minimal impact and adverse impacts to the resources within St. Marks NWR while providing a long-term public
amenity to the Northwest Florida community. The project would benefit public health and safety, conservation
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of wildlife and habitats, and recreational value.

Project Activities and Implementation Details
Project activities include planning, design, construction of amenities, and associated monitoring activities.

The project would be completed in approximately three years. Year 1 would include planning, design, and
permitting of the amenities. Years 2 and 3 would include construction activities.

Maintenance

Inspection and maintenance of amenities in the short- and long-term would include inspection and maintenance
of the constructed features to ensure proper function and safety and in the long-term, could include actions
such as replacement of pilings, boards, and stringers.

Project Monitoring

Project monitoring details are provided in the project MAM plan found in Appendix B.
Costs

The estimated costs are $1,200,000 and include planning, design, construction, monitoring, oversight, and
contingency costs.

Figure 2-35 REC11, St. Marks National Wildlife Refuge Coastal Trail Connection, Spring Creek to
Port Leon: General Project Location
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Chapter 3 OPA Evaluation of Reasonable Range
of Alternatives

The FL TIG developed a reasonable range of restoration alternatives for consideration and evaluation
under OPA and NEPA in this RP/EA. The screening process to identify the reasonable range of
alternatives and project descriptions are described in Chapter 2. The projects are listed in Table 2-2 and
mapped in Figure 1-1.

This chapter provides an OPA analysis of each restoration project in this RP/EA including an evaluation
of the project’s consistency with OPA NRDA regulatory criteria. Sections 3.2-3.5 include the OPA
evaluations for each project by Restoration Type, as follows:

e Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands: six alternatives (Section 3.2);

e Nutrient Reduction: three alternatives (Section 3.3);

e Water Quality: 12 alternatives (Section 3.4); and

e Provide and Enhance Recreational Opportunities: 11 alternatives (Section 3.5).

3.1 Overview of OPA Evaluation of Restoration Alternatives

According to the OPA NRDA regulations, trustees are to identify a reasonable range of alternatives (15
CFR §990.53(a)(2)) that can be evaluated according to OPA NRDA regulatory evaluation criteria (15 CFR
§990.54). Chapter 2 describes the screening process the FL TIG conducted to develop a reasonable range
of alternatives. The OPA NRDA regulations (15 CFR §990.54) provide criteria to be used to evaluate the
reasonable range of alternatives and identify preferred restoration alternatives. This chapter includes
the FL TIG’s evaluation of the alternatives in accordance with the OPA NRDA regulations, which include:

¢ The cost to carry out the alternative (Cost-effectiveness). This criterion considers whether the
cost to carry out the alternative is reasonable, appropriate, and comparable to other similar
restoration alternatives. The FL TIG considered the estimated cost of the alternative, including, if
appropriate, the costs for design, planning, permitting, construction, oversight and
management, and monitoring and maintenance.

¢ Trustee goals and objectives (Goals and objectives). This criterion considers the extent to which
each alternative is expected to meet the Trustees’ goals and objectives in returning the injured
natural resources and services to baseline and/or compensating for interim losses (the ability of
the project to provide comparable resources and services; that is, the nexus between the
project and the injury). This encompasses the PDARP/PEIS programmatic Restoration Goals and
Restoration Types (Section 5.3.1 of the PDARP/PEIS). For example, for recreational use
alternatives, the FL TIG evaluated the nature, magnitude, and distribution of recreational use
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benefits expected to be provided to the public (e.g., nature and scale of anticipated benefits
from the alternative and its location and accessibility to the public).

Likelihood of success. This criterion includes consideration of each project’s likelihood of
success such as whether the alternative proposes approaches or techniques that have been
executed successfully in the past; whether the approach or technique is routinely employed;
and whether there are significant impediments to successful implementation and/or realization
of the project benefits (e.g., local support for a project, willingness of a landowner to
participate, potential regulatory compliance issues).

Prevents future injury and avoids collateral injury (Avoid collateral injury). This criterion
evaluates the extent to which an alternative would prevent future injury as a result of the
incident, and/or avoid collateral injury as a result of implementing the alternative. None of the
alternatives considered in this RP/EA prevent future injuries from the incident. Instead, for this
OPA evaluation, the FL TIG focused on whether the restoration alternative has the potential to
cause direct or indirect collateral environmental injuries. For projects proposed for full
implementation (not those limited to P&D activities), these considerations are covered in more
detail in the environmental consequences sections of Chapter 4.

Benefits multiple natural resources/services (Benefits). This criterion evaluates the extent to
which an alternative would provide benefits to more than one natural resource and/or service.
This includes whether the project benefits would make the alternative more valuable to the
public (e.g., by providing both recreational and ecological benefits).

Effects on public health and safety (Health and safety). This criterion evaluates whether any
aspect of the alternative could affect public health and/or safety. This evaluation includes
consideration of both positive and negative impacts that cannot be mitigated.



3.2 OPA Evaluation: Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands Alternatives

Table 3-1 provides an evaluation of the consistency with OPA criteria for each of the projects in the reasonable range of alternatives consistent

with the Restore and Conserve Habitat Restoration Goal and underlying Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands Restoration Type.

Additional information on Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands alternatives is provided in section 2.5.1.

Table 3-1 Evaluation of OPA criteria for the Habitat Projects on Federally Managed Lands alternatives

ALTERNATIVES OPA EVALUATION

FM1, Gulf Islands
National
Seashore
(Florida)
Beneficial Use of
Dredged
Materials at
Perdido Pass

Cost-effectiveness: The estimated cost of $4,783,847 includes compliance surveys, implementation of sand placement, monitoring, and
oversight. It is not feasible to fully fund the project with the funds available to the FL TIG. Efficiencies could be achieved by cost
sharing between this project and the dredging portion of the project; however, the dredging portion of the project cannot take place at
this time due to USACE’s schedule.

Goals and objectives: This project would be consistent with the Restore and Conserve Habitat Restoration Goal and underlying Habitat
Projects on Federally Managed Lands Restoration Type. This project would improve and increase beach habitat on the Gulf-side of
Perdido Key. This project would have a clear nexus to injuries as GUIS habitat was directly injured by oiling and/or response activities
associated with the DWH oil spill.

Likelihood of success: A similar project, utilizing the same sand placement methods, was completed at Perdido Key between 2011-2012.
However, the timing for this project is not consistent with USACE’s plans for dredging of Perdido Pass. Therefore, this project is
unlikely to be feasible at this time.

Avoid collateral injury: This project would not likely cause collateral injury to natural resources. During implementation, activities
would be conducted according to conditions outlined in a biological opinion to avoid or minimize impacts to sea turtles, birds, and
marine mammals.

Benefits: The primary benefit of this project would be improvement of beach habitat. This project would address the unnaturally
eroding beach by re-introducing sand into the barrier island system along the southeast shore of Perdido Key. With episodic overwash
events, it should also increase sandy habitat elsewhere on Perdido Key, north of the primary dune line. This project would provide
benefits to a range of wildlife species that utilize the habitat and would also restore popular recreational areas for local visitors and
tourists.

Health and safety: The FL TIG does not anticipate impacts to public health and safety. USACE requires that contractors develop a safety
plan for all project activities.

Summary: Based on the OPA evaluation, specifically the cost-effectiveness and likelihood of success, this project was not identified as a
preferred restoration alternative by the FL TIG at this time.
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FM2, Gulf Islands
National
Seashore
(Florida) Night
Sky Restoration
(P&D; preferred)

Cost-effectiveness: The estimated cost of $432,093 includes P&D, support personnel, equipment, monitoring, coordination, reporting,
and administrative oversight. The costs are based on similar projects, DOI’s experience, and, in the judgment of the FL TIG, are
reasonable and appropriate.

Goals and objectives: This project is consistent with the Restore and Conserve Habitat Restoration Goal and underlying Habitat Projects
on Federally Managed Lands Restoration Type. This project would provide valuable information to the FL TIG on the most effective
approach to reduce artificial lighting on GUIS - see FM3, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Night Sky Restoration
(Implementation). This would allow the FL TIG to plan accordingly to restore habitat for nesting sea turtles and birds on GUIS. This
project has a clear nexus to injuries as the GUIS habitat was directly injured by oiling and/or response activities associated with the
DWH oil spill.

Likelihood of success: This project includes only P&D activities that are highly likely to be successful in helping the FL TIG identify
approaches for a future implementation phase (see FM3). Further, based on similar efforts through two DWH-funded projects, the NRDA
Early Restoration Phase Il project: Improving Habitat Injured by Spill Response: Restoring the Night Sky project and the GEBF project:
Eliminating Light Pollution at Sea Turtle Nesting Beaches (Phase Il) project, the FL TIG anticipates this project would have a high
likelihood of success.

Avoid collateral injury: This is a P&D project and is not expected to cause collateral injury to natural resources. This project would
include an assessment of artificial lighting, development of a strategy to improve problematic lighting, and a report with
recommendations; these are all activities that pose no direct or indirect risk of injury to the environment.

Benefits: The primary benefit of this project is to provide planning information to the FL TIG for a future implementation phase (see
FM3). Reducing light pollution has the potential to benefit other species on federally managed lands in Florida. In addition to sea
turtles, studies have demonstrated potential benefits of reduced light pollution on beach mice (Bird et al., 2004), sea birds
(Montevecchi, 2006), and a diverse range of other marine and terrestrial species (Longcore and Rich, 2004; Gaston et al., 2013).

Health and safety: This is a P&D project. As such, the FL TIG does not anticipate any impacts to public health and safety.

Summary: Based on the OPA evaluation, this project was identified as a tentative preferred restoration alternative in this RP/EA.
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FM3, Gulf Islands
National
Seashore
(Florida) Night
Sky Restoration
(Implementation)

Cost-effectiveness: The estimated cost of $7,669,834 includes program oversight and management; design and installation of lighting
upgrades, supplies, oversight and management, and contingency costs. The costs would depend greatly on Phase | findings, specifically
the results of the lighting inventory and the sky brightness measurements and the number and location of willing municipalities,
businesses, and private citizens - see the FM2, Gulf Islands National Seashore (Florida) Night Sky Restoration (P&D) project. However,
the costs are consistent with similar projects, DOI’s experience, and, in the judgment of the FL TIG, are reasonable and appropriate.

Goals and objectives: This project is consistent with the Restore and Conserve Habitat Restoration Goal and underlying Habitat Projects
on Federally Managed Lands Restoration Type. As the implementation phase (Phase Il) of the FM2, Gulf Islands National Seashore
(Florida) Night Sky Restoration project, this project would enhance Florida’s coastal habitats and reduce negative impacts of lighting on
wildlife including sea turtles and birds. This project has a clear nexus to injuries as it would address GUIS habitats and species that
were directly injured by oiling and/or response activities associated with the DWH oil spill.

Likelihood of success: This project includes reliable methods to reduce artificial lighting such as lighting upgrades and enhancement of
lighting practices. Similar efforts are ongoing through two DWH-funded projects, the NRDA Early Restoration Phase Il project: Improving
Habitat Injured by Spill Response: Restoring the Night Sky project and the GEBF project: Eliminating Light Pollution at Sea Turtle
Nesting Beaches (Phase 1) project. Further, Phase | of this project (see FM2), which only includes P&D activities to identify priority
locations and develop a strategy for implementation, would be conducted prior to Phase Il. Therefore, the FL TIG anticipates this
project would have a high likelihood of success.

Avoid collateral injury: This project focuses on mitigating the negative impacts of lighting on wildlife and is not expected to cause
collateral injury to natural resources.

Benefits: The primary benefit of this project is to reduce the negative impacts of lighting and sky glow on beach and dune areas in or
near GUIS. This project would focus on eliminating the most damaging sources of light pollution and using alternative lighting solutions
to reduce negative impacts on wildlife including, but not limited to, sea turtles, birds, and beach mice. This project would also
mitigate negative impacts on species migration and impacts on dispersal and settlement of marine invertebrate larvae.

Health and safety: The FL TIG does not anticipate impacts to public health and safety. This project would provide a greater margin of
safety for potential public health effects by improving public night vision performance.

Summary: Based on the OPA evaluation, specifically the cost-effectiveness and likelihood of success (conducting FM2 prior to this
project), this project was not identified as a preferred alternative by the FL TIG at this time.
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FM4, Gulf Islands
National
Seashore
(Florida) Beach
and Dune Habitat
Protection
(preferred)

Cost-effectiveness: The estimated cost of $853,821 includes oversight and management, labor, compliance activities, enforcement,
supplies, vehicles, and contingency costs. The estimated costs are based on similar projects to restore and protect beach and dune
habitat, DOI’s experience, and, in the judgment of the FL TIG, are reasonable and appropriate.

Goals and objectives: This project is consistent with the Restore and Conserve Habitat Restoration Goal and underlying Habitat Projects
on Federally Managed Lands Restoration Type. This project would protect beach habitat and associated wildlife at GUIS. This project
has a clear nexus to injuries as the GUIS habitat was directly injured by oiling and/or response activities associated with the DWH oil
spill.

Likelihood of success: This project utilizes standard approaches to protect beach and dune habitat such as the use of fencing and other
predator management activities, enforcement patrol support, and public outreach materials to successfully protect sensitive habitats
and resources. Based on similar efforts through three DWH-funded projects, the DWH Early Restoration Phase Il project: Enhanced
Management of Avian Breeding Habitat Injured by Response in the Florida Panhandle, Alabama, and Mississippi, the GEBF project:
Comprehensive Panhandle Coastal Bird Conservation, and the GEBF project: Restoring Florida's Shorebird & Seabird Populations - Pha