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Executive Summary 
The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) is evaluating alternatives to improve the 
interchange at Interstate 95 (I-95) and U.S. 1 (State Road (SR) 5), located at I-95 Exit 273 in 

the City of Ormond Beach in northern Volusia County, Florida. The interchange is located 
between the I-95 at SR 40 / Granada Boulevard interchange to the south (Exit 268) and the 

I-95 at County Road (CR) 2002 / Old Dixie Highway interchange to the north (Exit 278). 

Currently, the I-95 at U.S. 1 interchange is a partial cloverleaf with loop ramps in the 
northern quadrants, a configuration which is in part due to the proximity of the Florida East 

Coast (FEC) Railroad located approximately 650 feet south of U.S. 1. 
 

The Preferred Alternative DDI configuration removes both existing loop ramps and places 
typical diamond ramps in each quadrant. The DDI improves capacity with two-phase signals 

and has fewer intersection conflict points, a configuration which generally results in fewer 

crashes. DDIs are effective at increasing left turn capacity without the need for additional 
lanes. 

 
Protected Species and Habitat 

The project study area was evaluated for the presence of federal and/or state protected species 

and their suitable habitat in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) 
and Part 2, Chapter 16 of the PD&E Manual. The following list summarize the effect 

determinations that have been made for each federal- and state-managed/protected species 
based upon their probability ranking and the implementation measures and/or commitments 

to offset any potential impacts to each species and potential impacts to wetlands and other 

surface waters.  Section 3 includes details of the effect determinations summarized below. 
 

The project will have no effect the following federally listed species: 

• Everglade snail kite; 

• Rugel’s pawpaw 

• Eastern black rail 

• Florida scrub-jay 

 



Natural Resources Evaluation 
 

 I-95 at State Road 5 (U.S. 1) Interchange Modification PD&E Study 
FM #: 419772-2-22-02/ ETDM #: 14442       v 

The project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect the following federally listed 

species: 

• Eastern indigo snake; 

• Wood stork. 

 

The project will have no adverse effect anticipated on the following state listed species: 

• Florida burrowing owl;  

• Wading birds including little blue heron, tricolored heron, and roseate spoonbill; 

• Florida sandhill crane; 

• Gopher tortoise; 

• Florida pine snake; 

• Many-flowered grass-pink; 

• Chapman’s sedge; 

• Piedmont jointgrass; 

• Hartwrightia; 

• Star anise; 

• Pondspice; 

• Celestial lily; 

• Cutthroat grass; and 

• Florida willow. 

 
The project will have no effect anticipated on the following state listed species: 

• Southeastern American kestrel;  

• Florida spiny-pod; and 

• Florida beargrass. 

 

The project will have no adverse effect anticipated on the following managed/protected 
species: 

• Bald eagle; and  

• Florida black bear. 
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The project will have no effect anticipated on the following managed/protected species: 

• Osprey; and 

• Bat species. 

 

Wetlands 

The preferred alternative is anticipated to impact 1.52 acres of wetlands and three acres of 
impacts to upland-cut surface waters within the project limits.  Wetland impacts which will 

result from the construction of this project will be mitigated pursuant to Section 373.4137, 
F.S., to satisfy all mitigation requirements of Part IV of Chapter 373, F.S., and 33 U.S.C. 

§1344.  Section 4 includes additional detail of anticipated wetland impacts. 
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1.0 Introduction 
1.1 Project Description 
The FDOT is evaluating alternatives to improve the interchange at Interstate 95 (I-95) and 

U.S. 1 (State Road (SR) 5), located at I-95 Exit 273 in the City of Ormond Beach in northern 
Volusia County, Florida. The interchange is located between the I-95 at SR 40 / Granada 

Boulevard interchange to the south (Exit 268) and the I-95 at County Road (CR) 2002 / Old 
Dixie Highway interchange to the north (Exit 278). The project limits on U.S. 1 span from 

Destination Daytona Lane to Plantation Oaks Boulevard / Broadway Boulevard, 

approximately one mile long. The proposed improvements on I-95 span approximately two 
miles, one mile to the north and one mile to the south of U.S. 1. A project location map is 

provided on Figure 1-1 Currently, the I-95 at U.S. 1 interchange is a partial cloverleaf with 
loop ramps in the northern quadrants, a configuration which is in part due to the proximity 

of the Florida East Coast (FEC) Railroad located approximately 650 feet south of U.S. 1. 

Improvement alternatives for the existing interchange will be evaluated and compared to the 
No-Build Alternative to address safety and operational needs.  

 

1.2 Purpose and Need 
The purpose for the project is to enhance the operational and safety characteristics of the 
interchange to reduce congestion and improve mobility. The primary goals for the 

interchange improvements are to better serve local and regional trips and improve overall 
safety. 

 

The need for the project is to improve current and future peak period traffic operations and 
safety characteristics. For example, the two loop ramps contain compound curves with tight 

radii which necessitate a low design speed. The low design speed causes issues northbound 
when exiting from the interstate onto U.S. 1, and southbound when merging onto the 

interstate from U.S. 1. The tight radii of the compound curves, paired with drivers exceeding 

safe operating speeds, cause a high volume of rollover and off-road crashes on the loop ramps 
within the existing interchange configuration. 
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Figure 1-1 – Project Location Map 
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 Project Status 
The project is listed in the River to Sea Transportation Planning Organization (R2CTPO) 

2045 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) Strategic Intermodal System (SIS) Cost 

Feasible Project List with funding for a PD&E Study in 2025 to 2029 and Preliminary 
Engineering / Construction in 2029 to 2045. The project is also listed in the R2CTPO 

Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) for the fiscal years 2022 / 2023 to 2026 / 2027 
with funding for right-of-way in 2026 / 2027 and more than $6 million in funding for previous 

fiscal years which covered PD&E and Preliminary Engineering. The project is listed in the 

FDOT’s State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) with funding for PD&E prior to 
2022 to 2023, Preliminary Engineering in 2022 / 2023, and right-of-way is funded in the year 

2025. 
 

 Capacity 
The I-95 mainline and northbound ramps operate at an acceptable level of service (LOS) in 
the existing condition, as does U.S. 1. However, in the No-Build condition, the southbound 

ramp terminal intersection is projected to fail by design year 2050. The I-95 and U.S. 1 

southbound ramp intersection currently operates at a LOS of E in the AM and PM peak 
hours, which does not meet the target of LOS D. 

 
 Economic Development 

This interchange is located in Volusia County and provides access to major regional tourist 
destinations. Destination Daytona, one of the world’s largest Harley Davidson dealerships 

and adjacent businesses, is a major destination for year-round travel and special events 

related to Biketoberfest, Bike Week, Daytona International Speedway events, and other 
outdoor entertainment activities. Additionally, planned mixed-use developments adjacent to 

the interchange is projected to place increased demands on the transportation network along 
U.S. 1 and on the interchange. A total of 4,870,000 square feet of non-residential land uses 

and 2,950 residential dwellings units are proposed in the Ormond Crossings Master 

Development Plan. The Ormond Crossings development is proposed to be located just south 
of the FEC railroad and extend both east and west of the project limits. Plantation Oaks is 

also a planned development encompassing a total of 1,044 acres with 1,500 residential lots 
which is located in the northeast quadrant of the interchange. 
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 Safety 
The preliminary crash analysis shows that 329 crashes resulting in two fatalities were 

reported within the study area between 2015 and 2019. The existing loop ramps consist of 

compound curves with tight radii, necessitating a low design and operating speed, which 
causes problems northbound when exiting from the interstate, and southbound when 

merging onto the interstate. Four rollover crashes were reported on the I-95 northbound exit 
in the center of the first radius and five off-road crashes reported between both loop ramps 

which is consistent with the design concerns associated with the existing interchange 

configuration. The intersections at U.S. 1 / Destination Daytona Lane and U.S. 1 / I-95 
southbound ramps, along with the segment of U.S. 1 from the I-95 ramps to Destination 

Daytona Lane have crash rates higher than both the statewide and districtwide average.  
 

 Roadway Deficiencies 
The loop ramps in the northern quadrants, consisting of compound curves do not satisfy the 

2022 FDOT Design Manual (FDM) Part 2, Chapter 210, Section 210.8.2.2 or the 2018 
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) Greenbook 

criteria of a 1.5:1 ratio for the radii. The existing sag and crest vertical curves on I-95 do not 

satisfy the Existing Conditions 
 

1.3 Transportation Systems Management and Operational Alternative  
The Transportation System Management and Operations (TSM&O) Alternative includes 

strategies with the operational objective of preserving the capacity and improving the 
security, safety, and reliability of the transportation system, while minimizing all 

environmental impacts. These strategies may include upgrades or additions to the existing 

facility, such as: 

• Ramp signals; 

• Arterial traffic management systems; 

• Traffic incident management; 

• Work zone traffic management; 

• Road weather management; 

• Traveler information services; 

• Congestion pricing; 

• Parking management; 
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• Traffic control; 

• Commercial vehicle operations; 

• Transit priority signals systems; and 

• Freight management. 

 

TSM&O improvements alone do not sufficiently address the purpose and need, and the 

disadvantages of the No-Build Alternative will remain. The TSM&O Alternative, by itself, is 
not considered a viable option, and no further evaluation of only the TSM&O Alternative is 

conducted in this study. 
 

1.4 Alternatives Analysis Summary 
Preliminary traffic forecasts indicate no additional capacity is needed along I-95 through the 

project design year 2050. Therefore, the existing six travel lanes will be maintained, however, 
some reconstruction on I-95 will be required to accommodate the proposed typical section and 

interchange improvements, as well as correct the vertical curvature of I-95. One proposed 

I-95 typical section was considered for this PD&E Study. The proposed typical section for I-95 
from 2,000 feet south of the FEC railroad to 3,000 feet north of U.S. 1 proposes a six-lane 

divided interstate located within the existing 300 feet of right-of-way. This typical section 
includes double-faced guardrail along the east side of the 50-foot median, 12-foot inside 

shoulders (10-foot paved), three 12-foot travel lanes in both directions, and 12-foot outside 

shoulders (10-foot paved). This typical section provides the opportunity for inside widening 
in the future. Figure 1-2 shows the proposed I-95 typical section. 
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Figure 1-2 - Proposed I-95 Typical Section 

 

Preliminary traffic forecasts indicate that additional capacity is necessary along U.S. 1 to 
meet an acceptable LOS in the design year of 2050. Currently, the U.S. 1 typical section from 

the intersection at Broadway Avenue / Plantation Oaks Boulevard to Destination Daytona 

Lane is a four-lane divided highway located within approximately 160 feet of right-of-way. 
The proposed typical section for U.S. 1 is a six-lane divided highway that fits within the 

existing right-of-way. This typical section includes curb and gutter, three 12-foot travel lanes, 
and a 22-foot median. The roadside treatments include a 14-foot shared use path on both 

sides of U.S. 1. This typical section, shown in Figure 1-3, is consistent for the two Build 

Alternatives considered for this PD&E study: the DDI Alternative and the Offset Intersection 
Alternative.  However, the Offset Intersection Alternative was dropped from further 

consideration, and the DDI Alternative is the Preferred Alternative that is carried forward 
along with the No Build Alternative to the Public Hearing 
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Figure 1-3 - Proposed U.S. 1 Typical Section 

 

Diverging Diamond Interchange (DDI) Alternative: The DDI Alternative removes both 
existing loop ramps and places typical diamond ramps in each quadrant. The ramp in the 

northeast quadrant follows the existing diamond ramp to optimize maintenance of traffic 

during construction and to avoid an existing cellular tower in the infield area of the loop 
ramp. The DDI improves capacity with two-phase signals and has fewer intersection conflict 

points, a configuration which generally results in fewer crashes. DDIs are effective at 
increasing left turn capacity without the need for additional lanes. A distinguishing 

characteristic of the DDI is the design speed, typically ranging from 25 miles per hour (mph) 

to 35 mph, governing the reverse curvature at the crossover intersections. Figure 1-4 shows 
the preferred DDI Alternative. 
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Figure 1-4 – Preferred DDI Interchange Alternative
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2.0 Existing Environmental Conditions 
This section presents a description of existing conditions within the project study area, 
including soils and land use cover types. Section 3.0 presents a description of the potential 

impacts to federal- and state-protected species and habitats. Section 4.0 presents a 
description of wetland and other surface water impacts that would result from the 

construction of the preferred alternative and a discussion of the mitigation options to offset 

these impacts. 
 

 Methodology 
In addition to review of the ETDM Summary Report comments, a literature search of agency 

records was conducted, focusing on known occurrences of listed species near the project area. 
Literature reviews were used to determine the current federal and state listed status of all 

protected flora and fauna species having the potential to occur in the vicinity of the project. 
Field investigations were conducted by environmental scientists familiar with central Florida 

natural communities in September 2022. These pedestrian surveys focused on the remaining 

natural communities within 500 feet of the existing right of way; in particular, on natural 
communities known to support listed plant and wildlife species. 

 
Project biologists researched publicly accessible databases of the federal, state, and local 

government agencies to gather information on known sightings of listed species and 

important habitats in Volusia County. These agencies included the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS), Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC), Florida 

Natural Areas Inventory (FNAI), St. Johns River Water Management District (SJRWMD), 
and Volusia County. Other sources of area-specific information included the Environmental 

Screen Tool (EST), and the Florida Native Plant Society. 

 
In order to assess the approximate locations and boundaries of existing wetland and upland 

communities within the project area, the following site-specific data was collected and 
reviewed: 

• Aerial photographs, (scale 1” = 200’) ESRI 2020 and Volusia County Property 

Appraiser 2021; 
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• Florida Association of Environmental Soil Scientists, Hydric Soils of Florida 

Handbook, 4th ed., (Hurt et al. 2007); 

• FDOT, Florida Land Use Cover, and Forms Classification System (FLUCFCS) 

Handbook, 3rd ed., January 1999. 

• SJRWMD, Florida Land Use, Cover and Forms Classification System GIS Database, 

(SJRWMD 2014) 

• U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), Natural Resource Conservation Service 

(NRCS), Soil Survey of Volusia County, Florida, 1989; 

• USDA, NRCS Web Soil Survey, (August 2022); 

• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), National Wetlands Inventory (NWI), 

Wetlands Online Mapper (August 2022); and 

• USFWS, Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the United States 

(Cowardin et al. 1979). 

• USFWS Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC) (IPaC: Getting Started - 

Draw on Map (fws.gov)); 

• FNAI Biodiversity Matrix Report (http://www.fnai.org/biointro.cfm); 

• FNAI Standard Data Report (November 2021). 

• FWC  

o Bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) nest locator (1998-2022) nesting season 
data;  

o Wading bird rookeries locator (2017); 

o  Florida scrub-jay habitat and observations (2017-2022); 
o Cooperative Land Cover, Version 3.5 (2021); 

• Audubon Florida Eagle Watch public nest application (2021 nesting data);  

• USFWS – https://www.fws.gov/northflorida/ 

o Critical Habitat for threatened and endangered species;  

o Wood stork active colonies (2010-2019) (USFWS, 2020);  
o Central Florida wood stork (Mycteria americana) core foraging areas (CFA) 

(15-mile radius);  
o Consultation Areas for federally listed species; and 

o U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Effect Determination Keys for the 
wood stork and eastern indigo snake.  
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For the purposes of this document, wetlands are defined in accordance with Chapter 62-340 
F.A.C., Section 373.019(27), F.S., and Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual (1987) 

with Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual: Atlantic 
and Gulf Coastal Plain Region (2010).  

 

 Soils 
Based on the Soil Survey of Volusia County, Florida (USDA, 1989), the study area is 

comprised of nine soil types within the 300-foot right of way buffer of the project limits 
(project study area).  A small area of unsurveyed soils (Map ID 78) is located on the south 

end of the project area.  Table 2-1 shows the soil types within the project study area.  Figure 
2-1 provides an aerial map depicting the boundaries of each soil type within the project study 

area. 
Table 2-1 – Soil Types within Project Area 

Map 
Unit 

Symbol 
Map Unit Name Acres within 

Project Area 
Percent of 

Project Area 

8 Basinger fine sand, frequently 
ponded, 0 to 1 percent slopes 52.5 14.5% 

13 Cassia fine sand, 0 to 2 percent 
slopes 38.7 10.7% 

29 Immokalee sand 5.8 1.6% 

32 Myakka-Myakka, wet, fine sands, 0 
to 2 percent slopes 230.1 63.3% 

33 Myakka fine sand, frequently 
ponded, 0 to 1 percent slopes 3 0.8% 

34 Myakka-St. Johns complex 4.1 1.1% 

51 Pomona-St. Johns complex 5 1.4% 

56 Samsula muck, frequently ponded, 
0 to 1 percent slopes 11.2 3.1% 

78 Denied access 12 3.3% 

99 Water 0.9 0.3% 

Total 363.4 100.0% 
 

Seasonal high groundwater level estimates for the majority of the soils in the area of interest 
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range from +2.0 feet of ponding above ground surface to 1.5 feet deep. One soil type, Cassia 

fine sand, has a seasonal high groundwater depth range of 1.5 to 3.5 feet. 
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Figure 2-1 - NRCS Soils Map 
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 Land Use 
Land uses within the project study area were evaluated utilizing GIS data from the SJRWMD 

Land Cover Land Use data.  Each land use type within the project study area have been 

classified using the Florida Land Use, Cover and Forms Classification System (FLUCFCS; 
FDOT 1999).  A total of 14 upland, five wetland and one other surface water land use types 

were mapped within the project study area. Aerial maps depicting existing land uses and 
habitats within the project study area are provided in Figure 2-2.  

 

Table 2-2 provides land use and habitat types, their classifications, total acreage and percent 
coverage within the project study area. Upland land uses comprise 99 percent of the project 

study area. The largest percentage of upland land uses within the project area consist of 
commercial and services.  Additional developed land uses within the project area include 

residential development and institutional facilities. Undeveloped uplands of the project study 
area consist of pine flatwoods, mixed upland forest, an improved pasture.  
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Table 2-2 – Land Use Types within Project Area 

FLUCFCS Land Use Acres Within 
Project Area 

Percentage of Land 
Use Within Project 

Area 

110: Residential, Low Density 1.75 0.5% 
140: Commercial And Services 78.76 21.7% 
170: Institutional 5.66 1.6% 
190: Open Land 7.14 2.0% 
211: Improved Pastures 12.38 3.4% 
320: Shrub And Brushland 1.81 0.5% 
330: Mixed Upland (Non-Forested) 7.08 1.9% 
411: Pine Flatwoods 13.17 3.6% 
434: Upland Mixed Coniferous/Hardwood 10.41 2.9% 
441: Pine Plantation 26.66 7.3% 
443: Forest Regeneration 35.18 9.7% 
530: Reservoirs 12.25 3.4% 
621: Cypress 1.35 0.4% 
625: Hydric Pine Flatwoods 1.46 0.4% 
630: Mixed Forested Wetland 16.20 4.5% 
641: Freshwater Marsh 0.90 0.2% 
646: Mixed Scrub-Shrub Wetland 3.26 0.9% 
741: Rural Land In Transition 9.83 2.7% 
814: Roads 117.55 32.3% 
820: Communications 0.58 0.2% 
Total 363.39 100% 

*FDOT FLUCFCS, January 1999 

 

Wetlands, FLUCFCS land uses 621, 625, 630, 641, and 646, comprise 23.18 acres (0.6 
percent) of the project study area. Other surface waters are defined as open water bodies and 

manmade drainage features.  Other surface waters, FLUCFCS land use 530, comprise 12.25 
acres of the study area.  Figure 2-2 provides maps depicting the land uses within the project 

study area.  
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Figure 2-2 – SJRWMD Land Use Map (Sheet 1 of 2) 
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Figure 2-2 – SJRWMD Land Use Map (Sheet 2 of 2)  
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The project study area was also evaluated using the Florida Cooperative Land Cover Map 

(CLC).  The CLC is produced by a partnership between the FWC and Florida Natural Areas 
Inventory (FNAI) to develop ecologically based statewide land cover from existing sources 

and expert review of aerial photography. The CLC follows the Florida Land Cover 
Classification System. The Florida Land Cover Classification System is a single-statewide 

classification system designed to focus on conserving “Priority Habitats” throughout Florida. 

The classification scheme incorporates classifications used by FNAI, the water management 
districts (WMDs), and the FWC. Aerial maps depicting existing CLC land uses and habitats 

within the project study area are provided in Figure 2-3.  
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Figure 2-3 - CLC Land Use Map (Sheet 1 of 2) 
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Figure 2-3 - CLC Land Use Map (Sheet 2 of 2)  
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3.0 Protected Species and Habitat 
This project was evaluated for impacts to wildlife and habitat resources, including federally 
and state protected species. Species protections are afforded by Section 7 of the Endangered 

Species Act (ESA, 1973), as amended, and Chapter 68A-27, F.A.C. The project was also 
evaluated for plant species designated as endangered, threatened or commercially exploited 

in accordance with the Regulated Plant Index (5B-40.0055, F.A.C.), which is administered by 

the Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (FDACS), Division of Plant 
Industry, pursuant to Chapter 5B-40, F.A.C. Evaluations were conducted in accordance with 

the FDOT PD&E Manual Part 2, Chapter 16 (2019), while using information from the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 

(FWC), FDACS, Florida Natural Areas Inventory (FNAI), Natural Resources Conservation 
Service (NRCS), and other databases.  

 

Initial agency comments were provided through the Efficient Transportation Decision 
Making (ETDM) process. The results of the programming screen review of the project (ETDM 

#14442) were published on April 13, 2020. Reviewing agency comments about potential 
effects to wildlife and habitat range from “Not Applicable/No Involvement” to “Moderate”, 

with most comments summarized as “Minimal” effect on the wildlife and habitats being 

considered.  

• Not Applicable/ No Involvement on Essential Fish Habitat – National Marine 

Fisheries Service (NMFS) 

• Minimal Effect on Wildlife and Habitat – U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

(USFWS), and Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) 

• Minimal / No Effect on Wetlands – USFWS, NMFS, St. Johns River Water 

Management District (SJRWMD), U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA), and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 

 
The project area does not fall within USFWS-designated critical habitat (CH) for any species. 

The project area does fall within the USFWS Consultation Area (CA) of the Florida scrub-jay 

(Aphelocoma coerulescens), Everglade snail kite (Rosthhamus sociabilis) Eastern black rail 
(Laterallus jamaicensis) and Rugel’s pawpaw (Deeringothamnus rugelii). The Volusia 

County Soil Survey, recent aerial imagery (2019), CLC, SFWMD and SJRWMD land use/land 
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cover mapping have been reviewed to determine habitat types occurring within and adjacent 

to the project corridor.  
 

The following sections discuss the existing habitat types and potentially occurring state and 
federal listed and otherwise protected species that may be affected by the proposed 

improvements. The evaluated study area includes the existing right of way and 300 feet 

beyond any new improvement alternatives. 
 

 Existing Conditions 
Existing land uses adjacent to SR 5 (US 1) are primarily Commercial and Services.  Based 

on desktop research and field reviews, tables of potentially occurring protected fauna and 
flora were developed. Further research for protected flora was conducted to determine the 

flowering season and form, in order to effectively schedule field efforts. Field reviews 

consisted of vehicular surveys and detailed pedestrian surveys through natural areas and 
altered habitats with the potential to support protected species. In the absence of physical 

evidence of a protected species, evaluation of the appropriate habitat was conducted to 
determine the likelihood of a species being present. Appropriate habitat within 300 feet of 

the project area was visually scanned for evidence of listed species as well as general wildlife.  
 

 Conservation Lands 
Within the study area, no publicly owned conservation lands, special aquatic sites, Wild and 

Scenic Rivers, aquatic preserves, or Outstanding Florida Waters have been identified within 

available GIS data sources. 
 

 Wildlife 
State and federally protected species with the potential to occur along the corridor includes 

13 protected animals and 10 protected plants. Species status in Tables 3-1 and 3-3 below 
include the following USFWS and FWC abbreviations: “E” for endangered, “T” for threatened, 

or “N” for species that are not listed as endangered, threatened, or species of special concern, 

but are protected by various regulations. To summarize the results of desktop and field data 
collection efforts, each potentially occurring species was assigned a likelihood for occurrence 

of “none”, “low”, “moderate”, or “high” within habitats found on or immediately adjacent to 
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the project corridor and an indicator of suitable habitat proximity to the project area of 

“distant”, “near R/W (right of way)”, or “within R/W”. Definitions of probability of species 
presence/habitat proximity are provided below.  

 
Likelihood of Species Presence Within the Project Corridor  

None – Species has the potential to occur in Volusia County, but due to complete 

absence of suitable habitat, could not be naturally present within the project corridor. 
Low – Species with a low likelihood of occurrence within the project corridor are 

defined as those species that are known to occur in Volusia County or the bio-region, 
but preferred habitat is limited on the project corridor, or the species is rare. 

Moderate - Species with a moderate likelihood for occurrence are those species known 
to occur in Volusia or nearby counties, and for which suitable habitat is well 

represented on the project corridor, but no observations or positive indications exist 

to verify presence. 
High - Species with a high likelihood for occurrence are suspected within the project 

corridor based on known ranges and existence of sufficient preferred habitat on the 
corridor; are known to occur adjacent to the corridor; or have been previously and 

recently observed or documented in the vicinity. 

 
Habitat Proximity 

Distant - Appropriate habitat is more than 500 feet from the project footprint when 
accounting for the species’ home range size and level of mobility. 

Near R/W - Appropriate habitat is within 500 feet of the project footprint when 

accounting for the species’ home range size and level of mobility. 
Within R/W - Appropriate habitat occurs within the project footprint. 

 

  



Natural Resources Evaluation 
 

 I-95 at State Road 5 (U.S. 1) Interchange Modification PD&E Study 
FM #: 419772-2-22-02/ ETDM #: 14442    3-4 

 Federally Listed Species 
The project was screened by the USFWS Information, Planning, and Conservation (IPaC) 

decision support system at http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/ (Appendix A). The following federally 

listed species are documented to potentially occur within the project limits:   
 

Florida Scrub-jay (Aphelocoma coerulescens) 
The project falls within the CA of the federally listed Threatened Florida scrub-jay.  The ideal 

habitat conditions for scrub-jays consist of xeric areas dominated by scrub oaks growing on 

excessively well-drained sandy soils. In these habitats, bare sand patches are dominant, with 
sparse groundcover consisting of various short grasses and shrubs. Sand pines are typically 

scattered with less than 10% cover and high-intensity fires maintain the habitat. Florida 
scrub-jays may also live in less desirable areas like pine flatwoods, oak-dominated 

communities, or orange groves that are not well maintained.  No suitable habitat is 
documented within the study area.  The nearest documented scrub jay families are located 

in Tomoka State Park, located approximately 2.7 miles east of the project area, and Bulow 

Creek State Park, located approximately three miles north of the project area (Species Status 
Assessment, USFWS 2019).  These managed lands are more than one mile east of the project 

limits.   
 

Field reviews conducted in September 2022 noted no observed scrub-jay activity within the 

project limits, and no suitable habitat within the project limits. Since there is no likelihood 
of scrub-jay presence within the study area, it has been determined that the project will have 

no effect on the Florida scrub-jay.   
 

Everglade Snail Kite 

The everglade snail kite (Rosthhamus sociabilis) is listed as endangered by USFWS. Suitable 
habitat for this species consists of lake perimeters and freshwater marshes due to the species 

diet consisting largely of apple snails. The project area is located within the consultation area 
for the Everglade snail kite; however, the project is not within designated critical habitat for 

this species.  The nearest Critical Habitat for the everglade snail kite is the St. Johns 

Reservoir in Indian River County.  
 

http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/
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Suitable foraging habitat for the snail kite is typically a combination of low marsh with an 

interdigitated matrix of shallow open water, which is relatively clear and calm. Snail kites 
require foraging areas that are relatively clear and open in order to visually search for apple 

snails. Therefore, dense growth of herbaceous or woody vegetation is not conducive to efficient 
foraging.  No snail kites, evidence of snail kites, or typical suitable habitat was observed 

within the project area during field visits.  As there is no suitable habitat within the project 

limits, it has been determined that the project will have no effect on the everglade snail kite. 
 

Eastern Indigo Snake (Drymarchon couperi) 
The Eastern indigo snake, federally listed as Threatened, inhabits pine flatwoods, hardwood 

forests, moist hammocks, and areas that surround cypress swamps. This species could occur 
in many habitat types throughout the corridor but is commonly found in habitats containing 

gopher tortoises. Therefore, it is more likely to be found in the upland locations.  During field 

reviews in September 2022, no Eastern indigo snake or gopher tortoise burrows were 
observed. Marginally suitable habitat for these species was located within and adjacent to 

the existing right of way. The DEPARTMENT will implement the Standard Protection 
Measures for the Eastern Indigo Snake and based on the Eastern Indigo Snake 

Determination of Effect Key (A>B>C>D>E “MANLAA”), it has been determined that the 

project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect this species (Appendix B).  
 

Wood Stork (Mycteria americana) 
The USFWS has defined core foraging area (CFA) for the wood stork in central Florida 

population as a 15 miles buffer surrounding wood stork nesting colonies. The USFWS wood 

stork colony database was searched for active wood stork colonies located within 15-miles of 
the project area. According to the USFWS wood stork colony website, the closest wood stork 

nesting colony is over 15 miles to the west (Lake Disston in Flagler County). As such, the 
project study area does not occur within the core foraging radius of any wood stork rookery. 

Wood storks were not observed during field surveys. 

 
Typical foraging sites for the wood stork include freshwater marshes and ponds, shallow, 

seasonally flooded roadside or agricultural ditches, narrow tidal creeks or shallow tidal pools, 
managed impoundments, and depressions in cypress heads and swamp sloughs. Because of 

their specialized feeding behavior, wood storks forage most effectively in shallow-water areas 
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(2-15 inches of water).  Based on the Wood Stork Determination of Effect Key in Appendix B, 

(A>B>C>D “MANLAA”), it has been determined that the project may affect, but is not likely 
to adversely affect the wood stork (Appendix B).  

 
Eastern Black Rail (Laterallus jamaicensis ssp. Jamaicensis) 

The federally threatened eastern black rail is a member of the family Rallidae that includes 

rails, coots and gallinules.  The eastern black rail is a sparrow-sized, secretive marsh bird, 
and the smallest rail in North America.  An adult eastern black rail is gray-black in 

coloration, with white speckled upperparts, and has a grayish crown, a chestnut-colored nape 
of the neck, and a short tail, as described by Cornell University in 2019. These secretive birds 

have red eyes, black bills and dusty pink or wine-colored legs. The eastern black rail is a 
wetland-dependent bird requiring dense emergent cover (i.e., vegetation) and extremely 

shallow water depths (typically ≤3 cm) over a portion of the wetland-upland interface to 

support its resource needs.  In Florida, eastern black rail habitat includes impounded and 
unimpounded salt and brackish marshes. 

 
Field reviews conducted in September 2022 noted no observed eastern black rail activity 

within the project limits, and no suitable habitat within the project limits.  No natural marsh 

areas are located within the project limits. Due to the lack of suitable habitat, it has been 
determined that the project is anticipated to have no effect on the eastern black rail.  

 
Rugel's Pawpaw (Deeringothamnus rugelii) 
Rugel’s pawpaw is endemic to Volusia County and occurs within open slash pine or longleaf 

pine flatwoods with wiregrass and saw palmetto in the understory and is federally listed as 
endangered. Its only known occurrences are in eastern Volusia County within Immokalee 

soils. Most populations occur on publicly owned and managed lands including Tiger Bay State 
Forest and several Volusia County owned and/or managed properties.  Rugel’s pawpaw has 

never been found outside a narrow corridor in eastern Volusia County between Lake Ashby 

and Tiger Bay State Forest, which is approximately 12 miles southwest of the project area. 
 

This project does include a small area (5.8 acres) of Immokalee soils.  This soil type is located 
on the northeastern quadrant of the project area and is located between the I-95 right of way 

and a housing development.  
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Table 3-1 shows the public conservation lands where Rugel’s pawpaw has been identified and 
the approximate distance from the project area.   

Table 3-1 Public Conservation Lands with Documented Rugel’s Pawpaw 
Location Distance from project area Direction 

Deep Creek Preserve 26 Miles South 

Longleaf Pine Preserve 19 Miles South 

Port Orange City Forest 14 Miles South 

Tiger Bay State Forest 12 Miles Southeast 

Wiregrass Prairie Preserve 29 Miles South 

Lake Monroe Conservation 
Area – Beck Ranch 

35 Miles Southeast 

Lake Monroe Conservation 

Area - Kratzert Tract 

35.5 Miles Southeast 

 
During field reviews conducted September 2022, no pawpaw species were observed within 

the project corridor.  Areas of slash pine habitat, within the northeastern quadrant of the 

project area, were noted as exhibiting dense understory which would commonly be associated 
with lands which are not managed by fire.  Since Rugel’s pawpaw presence within the study 

area is low, and it has not been previously documented near the project area, it has been 
determined that this project will have no effect on Rugel’s pawpaw.  

 
Table 3-2 lists the federally listed wildlife and plant species known to occur within Volusia 

County that could potentially occur near the project area based on potential availability of 

suitable habitat and known ranges.  
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Table 3-2 Federally Listed Species with the Potential to Occur 

Species Common 
Name 

USFWS 
Status 

Habitat 
Proximity 

Potential for 
Occurrence Comments 

Birds 

Aphelocoma 
coerulescens 

Florida 
scrub-jay T Distant None 

Nearest documented occupied 
habitat is more than one mile 
east of project area.  

Mycteria 
americana 

Wood 
stork T Within 

R/W Mod 
Suitable foraging habitat 
consists of shallowly inundated 
stormwater treatment areas. 

Rosthhamus 
sociabilis 

Everglade 
snail kite E Distant None No suitable foraging habitat 

within project area. 
Laterallus 
jamaicensis ssp. 
Jamaicensis 

Eastern 
Black Rail T Distant None No natural marsh areas 

existing within project area. 

Reptiles 

Drymarchon 
couperi 

Eastern 
indigo 
snake 

T Within 
R/W Low Could occur in undeveloped 

areas.  

Plants 
Deeringothamnus 
rugelii 

Rugel's 
Pawpaw E Distant Low No documented occurrence 

within project area  
Ranking: E - endangered, T – threatened  
Sources:  
(1) USFWS - U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service status, Official lists of Threatened and Endangered species, 50 CFR 
17.11 
(2) Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC) USFWS.  https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/ 
(3) USFWS: http://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/reports/species-by-current-range-county?fips=12105 accessed 
September 2022 
Note: In accordance with Florida Administrative Code (FAC) Title 68A-27.0012, Procedures for Listing and 
Removing Species from Florida’s Endangered and Threatened Species List, federally endangered or threatened 
species under the Endangered Species Act will be listed by the FWC by their federal designation. 

 
Section 7 of this report summarizes the effect determinations that have been made for each 

federal- and state-managed/protected species.   
 

 State Listed Species 
Florida Burrowing Owl 

The Florida burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia floridana) is state-listed as Threatened and 
is known to inhabit open upland prairies in Florida that have very little understory 

vegetation. Burrowing owls may also use golf courses, airports, pastures, agriculture fields, 

https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/
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and vacant lots. No burrows were observed that appeared to be indicative of burrowing owl 

presence, minimal potentially suitable habitat exists within the study area.  
 

Prior to construction, an additional survey for burrowing owls will occur and any necessary 
coordination with FWC will be conducted.  With the implementation of these measures and 

the likelihood of this presence within the study area being low, it has been determined that 

the project will have no adverse effect anticipated on the Florida burrowing owl. 
 

Wading Birds 
State-protected wading birds with potential to occur in the project area include the little blue 

heron (Egretta caerulea), tricolored heron (Egretta tricolor), and roseate spoonbill (Platalea 
ajaja). These birds are state-listed as Threatened and prefer shallow wet areas for foraging. 

A review of the FWC Wading Bird Rookery GIS database was conducted. The nearest 

documented wading bird rookery is the Lake Disston wood stork rookery.  The next nearest 
documented rookery is located at Lake Daughtery, approximately 18 miles southwest of the 

project area.  No wading bird rookeries have been documented or observed within the study 
area, but there are several areas that could provide suitable foraging habitat; these areas 

primarily include the shallow edges of surface waters and stormwater ditches.  

 
All wetland impacts will be mitigated to prevent a net loss of wetland functions and values. 

Based on the implementation of these measures, it has been determined that the proposed 
project will have no adverse effect anticipated on the little blue heron, tricolored heron, and 

roseate spoonbill. 

 
Southeastern American Kestrel 

The southeastern American kestrel (Falco sparverius paulus), a state-listed Threatened non-
migratory subspecies of kestrel, favors open pine savannahs, sandhills, dry flatwoods, 

prairies, fields, and pastures.  This species typically nests in cavities created by woodpeckers 

in large dead trees. These habitat types are not present within the project area.  No 
individuals were observed during field reviews, and there are no records of occurrences near 

the project limits.  It has been determined that the proposed project will have no effect on the 
southeastern American kestrel. 
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Florida Sandhill Crane 

The Florida sandhill crane (Grus canadensis pratensis) is a state-listed Threatened non-
migratory bird that prefers freshwater marshes, prairies, and pastures for breeding but can 

be found foraging in almost any habitat type. The corridor offers foraging habitat for this 
species. Potential nesting habitat is present beyond the existing right of way in freshwater 

marshes. 

 
The DEPARTMENT will survey areas of suitable nesting habitat prior to construction if 

construction activities take place during the nesting season (January through July), and will 
initiate technical assistance with the FWC if active nests are identified within 400 feet of the 

project’s construction limits. With the implementation of these measures, it has been 
determined that the proposed project will have no adverse effect anticipated on the Florida 

sandhill crane. 

 
Gopher Tortoise 

The gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus) is a state-listed Threatened species. On October 
12, 2022, the USFWS published 87 FR 61834 removing the gopher tortoise from the list of 

candidate species. Gopher tortoises prefer well-drained, sandy soils found in habitats such as 

longleaf pine sandhills, xeric oak hammocks, scrub, pine flatwoods, dry prairies, and coastal 
dunes. They are also found in a variety of disturbed habitats including pastures and urban 

areas. During field reviews in September 2022, no burrows were found but marginally 
suitable habitat was located within and adjacent to the existing right of way.  This indicates 

that the species has the potential to occur in areas within the project area.  

 
Prior to construction a gopher tortoise survey will be performed in accordance the current 

guidelines and if any burrows are located a permit will be obtained from the FWC. With the 
implementation of these measures, it has been determined that the proposed project will have 

no adverse effect anticipated on the gopher tortoise. 

 
Florida Pine Snake 

The Florida pine snake (Pituophis melanoleucus mugitus) is a state-listed Threatened species 
that inhabits areas that feature well-drained sandy soils with a moderate to open canopy. 

https://myfwc.com/media/1830/gt-urban-areas.pdf
https://myfwc.com/media/1830/gt-urban-areas.pdf
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This species commonly uses gopher tortoise burrows as refugia.  Such habitats exist within 

the project area.   
 

The DEPARTMENT will survey the area for gopher tortoise burrows prior to construction 
and if any burrows are located, a relocation permit for gopher tortoise from the FWC will be 

obtained.  Any relocation of associated commensal species (such as the Florida pine snake) 

will be conducted in accordance with the most updated FWC requirements. With the 
implementation of these measures and the likelihood of this species presence within the 

study area being low, it has been determined that the proposed project will have no adverse 
effect anticipated on the Florida pine snake. 

 
State Protected Plants 

The plants listed in Table 3-3 are classified below according to preferred habitat type. No 

state-protected plants have been documented within the study area. Some appropriate 
habitat exists within and adjacent to the right of way for all of these species. However, the 

existing right of way is generally not conducive to supporting these listed plants given regular 
maintenance activities including mowing and nuisance/exotic species management. Per 

Florida Statutes Title 35 Section 581.185, the FDACS is to be notified prior to highway 

construction that may affect state-listed species, to allow for the coordination and 
preservation of any plants on the regulated plant index, such as via seed harvesting or 

relocation.  
 

Wetland Plants – 

State-listed plants that favor wetland habitat types include the following species:  

• Many-flowered grass-pink (Calopogon multiflorus) 

• Chapman’s sedge (Carex chapmanii) 
• Piedmont jointgrass (Coelorachis tuberculosa) 

• Hartwrightia (Hartwrightia floridana) 

• Star anise (Illicium parviflorum) 

• Pondspice (Litsea aestivalis) 

• Celestial lily (Nemastylis floridana) 

• Cutthroat grass (Panicum abscissum) 
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• Florida willow (Salix floridana) 

 

These plants have the potential to occur in wetlands and the edges of surface waters. These 
habitat types include FLUCFCS codes 617 (mixed wetland hardwood), 630 (wetland forested 

mixed), 631 (wetland shrub), 641 (freshwater marsh), 643 (wet prairies), 644 (emergent 
aquatic vegetation), 520 (lakes), and 530 (reservoirs); these wetlands and surface waters can 

be found scattered throughout the project area. However, no individuals were observed 

during field reviews. Given that wetland communities are protected by state and federal 
regulations, land management activities in wetlands tend to be of more limited scope as 

compared to upland areas. Therefore, the potential for these wetland-dependent state-listed 
species to occur in the project corridor was deemed to be higher than that of the following 

state-listed species that depend on upland conditions.  

 
Upland Plants – 

State-listed plants that favor other upland habitat types, specifically mesic flatwoods and 
upland hardwood forests, include the following species:  

• Florida spiny-pod (Matelea floridana) 

• Florida beargrass (Nolina atopocarpa) 

 

These plants could be found in grassy areas of mesic flatwoods or hardwood forests, especially 
where there has been a recent, canopy-opening disturbance. Although these habitat types 

exist within the study area (FLUCFCS codes 420, 434, 436, and 441), no individuals were 
observed during field reviews. Upland areas are subject to routine maintenance including 

mowing, nuisance/exotic vegetation control, and other land management activities that can 

preclude establishment of native plant communities. 
 

To summarize potential involvement with state-listed plant species, there are some areas 
within the project area that could provide habitat. However, these habitats have been 

disturbed by right of way maintenance activities including mowing and nuisance/exotic 

species control, adjacent development, and other land management activities. As needed, 
during the design and permitting phases of this project, the DEPARTMENT will conduct a 

general plant survey and if any protected plant species are found within 25 feet of 
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construction limits, coordination will occur with the FDACS to secure any necessary permits. 

In an effort to mitigate impacts to protected plant species within the project area, if any 
protected plants are located, the DEPARTMENT will coordinate with the FDACS prior to 

construction for possible relocation of protected plants. Therefore, it has been determined 
that the project will have no adverse effect anticipated on state listed plant species that occur 

in uplands and no adverse effect anticipated on state listed plant species that occur in 

wetlands. 
 

Table 3-3 lists the state protected wildlife and plant species known to occur within Volusia 
County that could potentially occur near the project area based on potential availability of 

suitable habitat and known ranges. 
 

Table 3-3: State Listed Species with the Potential to Occur 

Species Common 
Name 

FWC 
Status 

Habitat 
Proximity 

Potential for 
Occurrence Comments 

Birds 
Athene 
cunicularia 
floridana 

Florida 
burrowing 
owl 

T Distant Low 
No known presence nearby but 
could occur in open upland 
areas.  

Egretta 
caerulea 

Little Blue 
Heron T Within 

R/W Moderate Prefers wetlands/surface waters. 

Egretta tricolor Tricolored 
Heron T Within 

R/W Moderate Prefers wetlands/surface waters. 

Platalea ajaja Roseate 
Spoonbill T Within 

R/W Moderate Prefers wetlands/surface waters. 

Falco 
sparverius 
paulus 

Southeastern 
American 
kestrel 

T Distant Low 
Several disturbed uplands and 
open areas present that could 
provide habitat. 

Grus 
canadensis 
pratensis 

Florida 
sandhill 
crane 

T Within 
R/W Moderate 

Foraging habitat varies among 
many habitat types; prefers 
sparse canopy or open land.  

Reptiles 
Gopherus 
poluphemus* 

Gopher 
tortoise T Within 

R/W Moderate No burrows observed within or 
adjacent to R/W.  

Pituophis 
melanoleucus 
mugitus 

Florida pine 
snake T Within 

R/W Low 
Prefers pine-dominated uplands 
(such as FLUCFCS codes 411 
and 441) 
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Species Common 
Name 

FWC 
Status 

Habitat 
Proximity 

Potential for 
Occurrence Comments 

      
Plants 

Calopogon 
multiflorus 

Many-
flowered 
grass-pink 

E Within 
R/W Low Potential habitat includes 

wetlands.  

Carex 
chapmanii 

Chapman’s 
sedge T Within 

R/W Low Potential habitat includes 
wetlands.  

Hartwrightia 
floridana Hartwrightia  T Within 

R/W Low Potential habitat includes 
wetlands.  

Illicium 
parviflorum Star anise E Within 

R/W Low Potential habitat includes 
wetlands.  

Litsea 
aestivalis Pondspice  E Within 

R/W Low Potential habitat includes 
wetlands.  

Matelea 
flordana 

Florida 
spiny-pod E Within 

R/W Low Potential habitat includes 
uplands.  

Nolina 
atopocarpa 

Florida 
beargrass T Within 

R/W Low Potential habitat includes 
uplands.  

Panicum 
abscissum 

Cutthroat 
grass E Within 

R/W Low Potential habitat includes 
wetlands.  

Salix floridana Florida 
willow E Within 

R/W Low Potential habitat includes 
wetlands.  

Ranking: E - endangered, T – threatened,  
Sources:  

(1) FWC – Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission, Florida’s Threatened and Endangered Species 
List, Updated June 2021 

 (2) FWC – Florida’s Imperiled Species Management Plan, 2016 
(3) FNAI http://www.fnai.org/bioticssearch.cfm accessed February 2022 

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

 
 Managed and Protected Species 

Bald Eagle 
The bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) is protected by the Bald and Golden Eagle 

Protection Act (BGEPA) and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). Habitat for this species 

includes estuaries, lakes, and reservoirs, near which they build nests in tall trees or other 
structures.  
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No bald eagle nests were noted during field reviews within 660 feet of the existing right of 

way.  The nearest documented bald eagle nests (VO099 and VO991) are located on Tomoka 
State Park, approximately 2.5 miles east of the project area. 

 
An updated survey will be completed during the final design and permitting phase of the 

project to evaluate the status of the currently documented nests and to identify potential new 

nests within 660 feet of the project area. Work within 660 feet of nests will require adherence 
to criteria outlined by the USFWS, and the Department will coordinate with USFWS should 

active nests be identified within 330 feet of proposed work. Therefore, it has been determined 
that the project will have no adverse effect anticipated on the bald eagle.  

 
Osprey 

The osprey (Pandion haliaetus) is protected by the MBTA. Habitat for this species includes 

estuaries, lakes, and reservoirs, near which they build nests in trees or other structures.  
 

No osprey nests were documented during field reviews. It has been determined that the 
project will have no effect anticipated on the osprey.  

 

Florida Black Bear  
Florida black bear (Ursus americanus floridanus) is no longer listed as a threatened species 

by the FWC. While it was removed from the state list of protected species in August 2012, it 
is still protected through the Florida Administrative Code 68A-4.009 Florida Black Bear 

Conservation. The project occurs within the primary range of the Wekiva Springs population 

within the Central Bear Management Unit, and bears are considered abundant in the project 
area. One documented morality of a black bear was recorded within Tomoka State Park, 

approximately 2.5 miles east of the project area, in 2019.  Although suitable habitat occurs 
surrounding the project area, this project is not anticipated to result in an increase in the 

chance for road-associated mortalities given the existing developed nature of the 

transportation corridor. Therefore, it has been determined that the project will have no 
adverse effect anticipated on the Florida black bear. 
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Bat Species  

All bat species are protected in Florida per chapter 68A of the Florida Administrative Code. 
The following bat species are known to occur in the region: the Mexican free-tail bat 

(Tadarida brasiliensis), tri-colored bat (Perimyotis subflavus), evening bat (Nycticeius 
humeralis), big brown bat (Eptesicus fuscus), northern yellow bat (Dasypterus intermedius), 

and Rafinesque’s big-eared bat (Corynorhinus rafinesquii). Bats utilize structures such as 

bridges as well as cavities in trees for roosting habitat. All bridges within the project area 
were inspected for evidence of bat utilization during field reviews in September 2022, and no 

evidence was found. Stains on bridges 790080 and 790081 were observed.  These stains 
appear to be from water and not bat roosting activity as no guano was documented.   

 
Photo 1 – Bridge 790080 Water Stains 

As no other roosting habitat is anticipated to be disturbed by the project, it has been 

determined that the project is expected to have no effect anticipated on bat species. The 
Consultation Area for the Florida bonneted bat (Eumops floridanus), a federally endangered 

species, does not include the project area.  
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Listed Plants, Peninsular Florida Plant Genera of Concern 

As per the April 2021 FDOT Native Florida Plant Coordination Guidance, peninsular Florida 
non-listed plants of interest or concern were reviewed for this project. Rule 5B-40, Florida 

Administrative Code provides the Florida Regulated Plant List. None of the species on the 
Florida Regulated Plant List were documented in the project area.  As previously described, 

a design-phase survey will be conducted, and any listed plants included in the genera of 

Florida Regulated Plant List can be reported to the FDACS. The agency may choose to 
forward the documentation to the Endangered Plant Advisory Council or similar 

organizations for plant preservation. 
 

Table 3-4 lists the managed and protected species known to occur within Volusia County that 
could potentially occur near the project area based on potential availability of suitable habitat 

and known ranges.  Section 7 of this report summarizes the effect determinations that have 

been made for each federal- and state-managed/protected species. 
 

Table 3-4: Managed and Protected Species with the Potential to Occur 

Species Common 
Name 

USFWS 
Status 

Habitat 
Proximity 

Potential for 
Occurrence Comments 

Birds 

Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus Bald eagle N Within 

R/W Low 

No documented nests within 660 
feet of project area.  New nests 
could occur in tall trees or 
structures.  

Pandion 
haliaetus Osprey N Distant Low No nests observed in project 

area  
Mammals 

Ursus 
americanus 
floridanus* 

Florida 
black bear N Within 

R/W Medium Known to occur within the 
project area. 

Myotis spp. Bat species N Within 
R/W Low 

No evidence under bridges; 
limited other structures to 
provide habitat.  

Ranking: N - none 
Sources:  
(1) USFWS - U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service status, Official lists of Threatened and Endangered species, 50 CFR 17.11 
(2) FWC – Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission, Florida’s Threatened and Endangered Species List,  
Updated June 2021. 
http://ecos.fws.gov/tess_public/reports/species-by-current-range-county?fips=12105 accessed February 2022   
http://www.fnai.org/bioticssearch.cfm accessed February 2022 
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 Wildlife Crossings 
Roads have been documented to create both direct and indirect deleterious effects to wildlife 

by creating a barrier to movement and fragmenting natural habitats. As a result, the FDOT 

has prepared wildlife crossing guidelines (2018) in coordination with the USFWS and FWC 
to evaluate appropriateness of the inclusion of wildlife crossings for proposed projects on the 

State Highway System. Evaluation criteria include: a documented science-based need for a 
crossing supported by the USFWS and/or FWC; wildlife species documented within and using 

the project area; documented roadkills of species with high conservation value or within a 

known area where traversing the roadway creates a potential hazard to motorists and/or 
wildlife; presence within a documented range of the Florida panther and/or Florida black 

bear; project crossing of Critical Habitat, ecological greenway, or other landscape-level 
habitat linkage; presence of public conservation lands or lands under perpetual conservation 

easement necessary to achieve successful use of a crossing feature; compatibility of future 
land use and development patterns; and project location within critical conservation need.  

A wildlife crossing need was not identified for this project within the agency comments as 

part of the ETDM review. While the project area is within a Florida black bear population 

primary range, no documented black bear mortalities have been recorded within the project 
area.  There are no documented Florida panther mortalities in this region and the project 

area is far north of the Florida panther consultation area. There are no locations along the 
corridor where conservation lands are present on both sides of I-95. The wildlife crossing 

criteria to address larger mammals such as bear and panther are not adequately met for this 

project and therefore no crossings are proposed.  
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4.0 Wetland Evaluation 
Approximate wetland boundaries were identified in accordance with the State of Florida 
Wetlands Delineation Manual (Chapter 62-340, Florida Administrative Code [F.A.C.]), the 

criteria found within the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 1987 Corps of Engineers 
Wetland Delineation Manual (Y-87-1) and 2010 Regional Supplement to the Corps of 

Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Atlantic and Gulf Coast Plain Region (Version 2.0) 

(ERDC/EL TR-10-20), EO 11990, and Part 2, Chapter 9 -Wetlands and Other Surface Waters 
of the FDOT PD&E Manual. Figure 4-1 shows the location of the wetlands evaluated within 

the project study area. Formal wetland boundaries were not determined as part of this study 
and will be completed during the design and permitting phases of this project. 

 
Wetland impacts which will result from the construction of this project will be mitigated 

pursuant to Section 373.4137, F.S., to satisfy all mitigation requirements of Part IV of 

Chapter 373, F.S., and 33 U.S.C. §1344. 
 

4.1 Wetland and Surface Water Communities 
 Wetlands 

Wetlands within the project area are classified according to the following FLUCFCS code 
subcategories: 

 

• 621 – Cypress 

This category is composed of dominant trees such as bald cypress (Taxodium distichum).  
Common associated species include; laurel oak (Qurecus lauriolia), sweetbay magnolia 

(Magnolia virginiana), swamp bay (Persea palustris), slash pine (Pinus elliottii) and loblolly 
pine (Pinus taeda) as an associated component at times. Large gallberry (Ilex glabra), 

fetterbush (Lyonia lucida), wax myrtle (Myrica cerifera) and titi (Cyrilla racemiflora) may 
also be included in the understory vegetation. 

 

• 625 – Hydric Pine Flatwoods 

This category is composed of of a forest with sparse to moderate canopy of slash pine.  The 
understory is grasses such as wiregrass, forbs, and occasional saw palmetto.  Common 

vegetation within this wetland type includes; slash pine (Pinus elliottii), cabbage palm (Sabal 
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palmetto), wiregrass (Aristida stricta), soft rush (Juncus effusus), saw palmetto (Serenoa 
repens) 
 

• 630 – Wetland Forested Mixed  

This category includes mixed wetlands forest communities in which neither hardwoods or 
conifers achieve a 66 percent dominance of the crown canopy composition. Common 

vegetation within this wetland type includes; laurel oak, red maple, bald cypress (Taxodium 
distichum), wax myrtle, and Peruvian primrosewillow.   Photo 2 shows Wetland 3. 

 
Photo 2 – FLUCFCS Category 630.  Wetland 3 

 

• 641– Freshwater Marsh 

The communities included in this category are characterized by a dominance of herbaceous 

and shrub vegetation where the dominant species are not structurally supported by water. 
Common vegetation within this wetland type includes Carolina willow (Salix caroliniana), 

buttonbush (Cephalanthus occidentalis), Peruvian primrosewillow (Ludwigia peruviana) and 

Cattail (Typha latifolia).   
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 Surface Waters 
There are several ditches, ponds, and lakes within and adjacent to the project area which are 

discussed in the Wetlands section of this NRE report. All surface waters are freshwater, and 

none are considered Essential Fish Habitat or provide access to any marine or estuarine 
species. These surface waters can provide habitat to aquatic species such as fish, alligators, 

and turtles, as well as birds. Wet areas that are inundated by two to 15 inches of water could 
provide suitable foraging habitat for wood storks and wading birds when surface water is 

present. Surface waters are classified according to the following FLUCFCS code 

subcategories: 
 

• 510 – Streams and Waterways 

This category includes creeks, canals and other linear water bodies.  Common vegetation 
within and adjacent to these systems include Carolina willow, Brazilian pepper (Schinus 
terebinthifolia) Peruvian primrose willow, and arrowhead (Sagittaria Lancifolia).  Photo 3 

shows an example of FLUCFCS Category 510 within the existing interchange. 

  
Photo 3 – FLUCFCS Category 510, Streams and Waterways 
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• 530 – Reservoirs 

Reservoirs are artificial impoundments of water. Other surface waters are defined as open 

water bodies and manmade drainage features. 

 
Photo 4 – FLUCFCS Category 530, Reservoirs 

Within the project area, the surface water categories are generally stormwater conveyance 

or treatment facilities. 
 

4.2 Wetland and Other Surface Water Impacts 
Potential direct impacts to wetlands and other surface waters have been assessed for all 

Build Alternatives within the project corridor using GIS. The wetlands and other surface 
waters within the project study area were overlaid with the preferred alternative to identify 

areas of impacts. Table 4-1 provides anticipated wetland and other surface water impacts for 

the proposed improvements.  
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Table 4-1: Wetland and Other Surface Water Impact 

 

 

The preferred alternative is anticipated to impact 1.52 acres of wetlands and three acres of 
upland-cut surface waters within the project limits, for a total of 4.52 acres.  Figure 4-1 shows 

the locations of wetland and surface waters within the project area, as well as the anticipated 
wetland impacts associated with the preferred alternative. 

  

Preferred Alternative Wetland and 
Surface Waters Impacts 

FLUCFCS USFWS 
Classification 

Wetland Identification 
Impact 
Area 

(Acres) 
Wetland 1 0.09 630 PFO1C 
Wetland 2 0.07 630 PFO1C 
Wetland 3 1.36 630 PFO1C 

Wetland Subtotal 1.52   

Surface Waters 3.00 510 PEM1Cx 

Total 4.52   
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Figure 4-1 – Wetland and Surface Waters Location Map (Sheet 1 of 2) 
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Figure 4-1 – Wetland and Surface Waters Location Map (Sheet 2 of 2) 
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 Proposed Stormwater Treatment Facilities 
Stormwater treatment is an integral feature of all proposed improvements. The proposed 

project will include a stormwater management system, which will be designed in compliance 

with applicable water quality criteria to prevent degradation of water resources and habitat 
quality. Additional information regarding specific impacts to wetlands and other surface 

waters associated with proposed stormwater treatment facilities is included in the Location 
Hydraulics Report, under separate cover. 

 

 Avoidance and Minimization 
Avoidance and minimization measures include utilizing existing roadway fill areas for bridge 

approaches and roadway widening, and siting stormwater treatment facilities outside of 
wetland areas to the greatest extent feasible. Additionally, impacts were minimized by 

adjusting slopes where safely possible to minimize impacts to wetlands when practicable. 
Surficial runoff from additional impervious areas will be treated to prevent increased water 

quality degradation as a result of the proposed transportation improvements. 
 

Due to the incorporation of stormwater treatment facilities, the proposed project will not 

result in the degradation of water quality in the wetlands and other surface waters of the 
project area. Additionally, sedimentation and erosion control measures (i.e., silt fences, 

turbidity barriers) will be implemented during construction to minimize soil exposure and 
siltation into the water column, further reducing adverse impacts to wetlands and other 

surface waters. 

 
Preliminary project limits and alternatives were initially identified and assessed for 

constraints, including environmental concerns, in the PD&E Study.  The selected alternative 
improvements were designed based on multiple contributing factors, including current and 

future expected increases in traffic volume, current roadway conditions, existing 

environmental resources, and land acquisition constraints.  The preferred alternative has 
been selected based on the natural, physical, social, and right of way information. Avoidance 

and minimization, to the greatest extent possible, of impacts to wetlands and other surface 
waters has been considered in the selection of the preferred alternative. A detailed analysis 

of the alternatives is included in a Preliminary Engineering Report under separate cover.  

 



Natural Resources Evaluation 
 

 I-95 at State Road 5 (U.S. 1) Interchange Modification PD&E Study 
FM #: 419772-2-22-02/ ETDM #: 14442    4-9 

The preferred alternative, has been evaluated in accordance with Executive Order 11990 – 

“Protection of Wetlands.”  Based upon the above considerations, it is determined that there 
is no practicable alternative to the proposed construction in wetlands and that the proposed 

action includes all practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands which may result from 
such use.  As the project advances through subsequent phases, avoidance and minimization 

of wetland impacts will continue to be considered to the maximum extent practicable.  

Therefore, through appropriate mitigation during the design and permitting phase, the 
proposed project is expected to result in no significant impacts to wetlands. 

 
 Indirect and Cumulative Effects 

Indirect Effects are reasonably foreseeable effects that occur as a result of an action but occur 
later in time or are removed from the action location. Indirect impacts resulting from 

construction of the preferred alternative include secondary wetland and natural other surface 
water impacts in the proposed project area. These impacts are anticipated to be minor since 

they are already associated with the existing roadway and interchanges. Habitats along the 

edge of the existing roadway and interchanges were disturbed when these areas were 
constructed and have since experienced constant disturbance from right of way maintenance 

and exposure to nuisance/exotic species. This “edge effect” will remain with the construction 
of the proposed project but would migrate to the new transitional area between remaining 

wetlands and new construction. Therefore, these disturbed edges are not expected to increase 

in areas where the roadway and interchanges already exist.  
 

Cumulative Effects result from the incremental impact of the action when added to other 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency or person 

undertakes such other actions. The project area is an existing interstate interchange and will 

not increase access to areas suitable for development, as these areas are currently accessible 
through an existing roadway network. 

 
The Department will minimize direct and indirect impacts to all extent practicable to reduce 

potential contribution to the cumulative effects. Unavoidable impacts to wetland function 

and value will be offset at an approved mitigation bank within the service area and drainage 
basin of the impacts. 
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4.3 Uniform Mitigation Assessment Method Assessment 
The Uniform Mitigation Assessment Method (UMAM) was established to fulfill the mandate 

of subsection 373.414(18), F.S., which requires the establishment of a uniform mitigation 

assessment method to determine the amount of mitigation needed to offset adverse impacts 
to wetlands and other surface waters and to award and deduct mitigation bank credits. 

Functional loss was calculated by wetland and natural other surface water habitat type for 
the preferred alternative using the UMAM.  

 

UMAM datasheets for each habitat type impacted are included in Appendix C. These scores 
are subject to agency review and revisions are anticipated during the permitting process.  

Table 4-2 summarizes anticipated wetland impacts and UMAM functional loss for each 
wetland type impacted by the build alternative.  Following SJRWMD Applicant’s Handbook 

section 10.2.2.2, mitigation is not proposed for upland-cut surface waters.  
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Table 4-2: Wetland Impacts and UMAM Functional Loss 

 

Wetland Impacts 

FLUCFCS USFWS 
Classification 

Location & 
Landscape 

Support 

Water 
Environment 

Community 
Structure 

Score 
(sum/30) 

Functional 
Loss 

Wetland 
Identification 

Impact 
Area 

(Acres) 
Current With Current With Current With 

Wetland 1 0.09 6300 PFO1C 5 0 6 0 7 0 0.60 0.05 
Wetland 2 0.07 6300 PFO1C 5 0 6 0 6 0 0.57 0.04 
Wetland 3 1.36 6300 PFO1C 5 0 6 0 6 0 0.57 0.87 
Preferred 

Alternative 
Total 

1.52 
  

0.97 
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4.4 Conceptual Mitigation Plan 
There are no practical avoidance alternatives to the construction of the proposed project 

design within wetland areas. Wetland impacts will be further refined during future project 

phases and minimization/avoidance measures will be implemented to the extent practicable 
as discussed above. 

 
Wetland impacts which will result from the construction of this project will be mitigated 

pursuant to Section 373.4137, F.S., to satisfy all mitigation requirements of Part IV of 

Chapter 373, F.S., and 33 U.S.C. §1344. 
 

As shown in Table 4-2, the project roadway improvements are anticipated to impact 1.52 
acres of wetlands.  Preliminary UMAM calculations in Table 4-2 show that the project 

roadway improvements are anticipated to require 0.86 unit of UMAM Functional Gain to 

offset unavoidable impacts.  Preliminary UMAM calculations and wetland boundaries are 
subject to revision and approval by regulatory agencies during the permitting process. The 

exact amount and type of mitigation used to offset wetland impacts from the Department 
mainline widening will be determined through coordination with the FDEP, and SJRWMD, 

based on the final design plans of this project. 
 

In-kind credits will be reserved by the FDOT during the permitting phase.  The FDOT will 

provide bid opportunity to banks for this project that meet all state permitting requirements 
for mitigation and will provide documentation that demonstrates credits are available from 

the contracted bank.  This project is within the Halifax River basin.  The Lake Swamp 
Mitigation Bank and Port Orange Mitigation Bank are approved to provide mitigation credits 

within the Halifax River basin.  Table 4-3 includes a summary of mitigation credit 

availability as of October 2022 from review of existing ledger information from SJRWMD. 
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Table 4-3 – Mitigation Credit Availability 

Basin Mitigation Bank 

Total 
Potential 
Credits 
(UMAM) 

Available UMAM 
Credits - Forested 
(10/2022) 

Halifax River 
Basin 

Lake Swamp 
Mitigation Bank 
SJRWMD Permit 
#104433 -17 

189.44 3.37 

Halifax River 
Basin 

Port Orange 
Mitigation Bank 
SJRWMD Permit 
#64024-3 

1,176.30 127.21 

 

4.5 Special Designations 
This project does not include any areas designated as Outstanding Florida Waters, Aquatic 
preserves, Scenic Highways or Wild and Scenic Rivers.  
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5.0 Essential Fish Habitat 
The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act, as amended through 
October 11, 1996, requires the regional Fishery Management Councils and the Secretary of 

Commerce to describe and identify Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) for species under federal 
Fishery Management Plans. EFH is defined in the Magnuson-Stevens Act as “those waters 

and substrate necessary to fish for spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity.” The 

term “fish” includes finfish, crabs, shrimp, and lobsters in the Gulf of Mexico region. On April 
23, 1997 [62 Federal Register (FR) 19723], the National Marine Fishery Service (NMFS) 

issued proposed regulations containing guidelines for the description and identification of 
EFH in fishery management plans, adverse impacts on EFH, and actions to conserve and 

enhance EFH. These rules were revised and finalized on January 22, 2002 (67 FR 2343). The 
regulations also provide a process for NMFS to coordinate and consult with federal and state 

agencies on activities that may adversely affect EFH. The purpose of the rule is to assist in 

describing and identifying EFH, minimize adverse effects on EFH, and identify other actions 
to conserve and enhance EFH. The purpose of the coordination and consultation provisions 

is to specify procedures for adequate consultation with NMFS on activities that may 
adversely affect EFH. 

 

5.1 EFH Impact Evaluation 
Based on the project location, information provided in the ETDM website, and GIS-based 

analysis of impacts, NOAA's National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has provided 
concurrence that essential fish habitat (EFH) would not be impacted by the proposed 

transportation system modifications.  
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6.0 Anticipated Permits 
The FDEP and SJRWMD regulate impacts to wetlands within the study area. The State 404 
Program, administered by FDEP, is responsible for overseeing permitting for any project 

proposing dredge or fill activities within state assumed waters, or “non-retained waters”. The 
State 404 Program is a separate program from the existing ERP program, and projects within 

state-assumed waters require both an ERP and a State 404 Program authorization.  This 

project is within the jurisdiction of the SJRWMD, which will lead the Environmental 
Resource Permitting for the project. Other agencies, including the USFWS, the U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and the FWC, review and comment on wetland 
permit applications.  

 
40 CFR Part 122 prohibits point source discharges of stormwater to waters of the U.S. 

without a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. Under the 

State of Florida’s delegated authority to administer the NPDES program, construction sites 
that will result in greater than one (1) acre of disturbance must file for and obtain either 

coverage under an appropriate generic permit contained in Chapter 62-621, F.A.C., or an 
individual permit issued pursuant to Chapter 62-620, F.A.C. A major component of the 

NPDES permit is the development of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The 

SWPPP identifies potential sources of pollution that may reasonably be expected to affect the 
quality of stormwater discharges from the site and discusses good engineering practices (i.e., 

best management practices) that will be used to reduce the pollutants. 
 

No gopher tortoise burrows were located during field reviews conducted in September 2022, 

but suitable gopher tortoise habitat is located within the project area.  In accordance with 
the requirements of Rules 68A-25.002 and 68A-27.004 (F.A.C.), a permit for gopher tortoise 

capture/release activities must be secured from the FWC before initiating any relocation 
work. The FWC will require a 100 percent gopher tortoise survey to be conducted within 90 

days of construction commencement to support the permit application. 

 
Table 6-1 shows the anticipated permits which will be required for this project. 
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Table 6-1 – Anticipated Permits 

Permits and Approvals Issuing Agency 
Section 404 Dredge and Fill Permit (State 404 Permit) FDEP 

Environmental Resource Permit SJRWMD  
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System  

Gopher Tortoise Relocation Permit (as necessary) 

FDEP 

FWC 

Burrowing Owl Incidental Take Permit (as necessary) FWC 
  



Natural Resources Evaluation 
 

 I-95 at State Road 5 (U.S. 1) Interchange Modification PD&E Study 
FM #: 419772-2-22-02/ ETDM #: 14442    7-1 

7.0 Conclusion 
The project study area was evaluated for the presence of federal and/or state protected species 
and their suitable habitat in accordance with Section 7 of the ESA and Part 2, Chapter 16 of 

the PD&E Manual.  
 

7.1 Protected Species and Habitat 
The following sections summarize the effect determinations that have been made for each 

federal- and state-managed/protected species based upon their probability ranking and the 

implementation measures and/or commitments to offset any potential impacts to each species 
and potential impacts to wetlands and other surface waters. 

 
The project will have no effect the following federally listed species: 

• Everglade snail kite; 

• Rugel’s pawpaw 

• Eastern black rail 

• Florida scrub-jay 

 

The project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect the following federally listed 
species: 

• Eastern indigo snake; 

• Wood stork. 

 

The project will have no adverse effect anticipated on the following state listed species: 

• Florida burrowing owl;  

• Wading birds including little blue heron, tricolored heron, and roseate spoonbill; 

• Florida sandhill crane; 

• Gopher tortoise; 

• Florida pine snake; 

• Many-flowered grass-pink; 

• Chapman’s sedge; 

• Piedmont jointgrass; 

• Hartwrightia; 
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• Star anise; 

• Pondspice; 

• Celestial lily; 

• Cutthroat grass; and 

• Florida willow. 

 

The project will have no effect anticipated on the following state listed species: 

• Southeastern American kestrel;  

• Florida spiny-pod; and 

• Florida beargrass. 

 
The project will have no adverse effect anticipated on the following managed/protected 

species: 

• Bald eagle; and  

• Florida black bear. 

 
The project will have no effect anticipated on the following managed/protected species: 

• Osprey; and 

• Bat species. 

 

7.2 Wetland Evaluation 
Wetlands and other surface water habitat types to be impacted by the proposed construction 

include natural wetland and manmade waterways, reservoirs and mixed wetland hardwoods. 
The preferred alternative roadway is anticipated to impact 1.52 acres of wetlands and three 

acres of upland-cut surface waters within the project limits.  Wetland impacts which will 

result from the construction of this project will be mitigated pursuant to Section 373.4137, 
F.S., to satisfy all mitigation requirements of Part IV of Chapter 373, F.S., and 33 U.S.C. 

§1344. 
 

7.3 Essential Fish Habitat 
This project will have no effect on Essential Fish Habitat. 
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7.4 Implementation Measures / Design Consideration 
Based on the field and literature reviews outlined in this report, federal- and state-protected 

species have the potential to occur within the project study area. In order to assure that the 

proposed project will not adversely impact these species, the FDOT will adhere to the 
following: 

• During the design permitting phases, updated surveys for the following species will 

be performed:  gopher tortoise, burrowing owl, sandhill crane nests and eagle nests. 

• During the design permitting phases, an updated survey for listed plants will be 

performed. 

• If any gopher tortoise burrows are located, a permit will be obtained from the FWC. 

• During the design and permitting phases of this project, the FDOT will conduct 

surveys to identify any osprey nests within the project area. If nest removal is deemed 

necessary, the Department will remove nest(s) when they are inactive (i.e., without 
eggs or flightless young). 

 

7.5 Commitments 
• The FDOT will complete a wood stork suitable foraging habitat assessment during 

the project’s Design phase to ensure that the proper amount of mitigation is procured 

for impacts to suitable wood stork foraging habitat in accordance with the wood stork 
consultation key. 

• The project will implement the USFWS-approved Standard Protection Measures for 

the Eastern Indigo Snake (most updated version) during the proposed roadway 

improvements.
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IPaC resource list

This report is an automatically generated list of species and other resources such as critical

habitat (collectively referred to as trust resources) under the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's

(USFWS) jurisdiction that are known or expected to be on or near the project area referenced

below. The list may also include trust resources that occur outside of the project area, but

that could potentially be directly or indirectly a�ected by activities in the project area.

However, determining the likelihood and extent of e�ects a project may have on trust

resources typically requires gathering additional site-speci�c (e.g., vegetation/species

surveys) and project-speci�c (e.g., magnitude and timing of proposed activities) information.

Below is a summary of the project information you provided and contact information for the

USFWS o�ce(s) with jurisdiction in the de�ned project area. Please read the introduction to

each section that follows (Endangered Species, Migratory Birds, USFWS Facilities, and NWI

Wetlands) for additional information applicable to the trust resources addressed in that

section.

Location
Volusia County, Florida

Local o�ce

Florida Ecological Services Field O�ce

 fw4�esregs@fws.gov

U.S. Fish & Wildlife ServiceIPaC

mailto:fw4flesregs@fws.gov
https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/
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Endangered species
This resource list is for informational purposes only and does not constitute an analysis

of project level impacts.

The primary information used to generate this list is the known or expected range of each

species. Additional areas of in�uence (AOI) for species are also considered. An AOI includes

areas outside of the species range if the species could be indirectly a�ected by activities in

that area (e.g., placing a dam upstream of a �sh population even if that �sh does not occur at

the dam site, may indirectly impact the species by reducing or eliminating water �ow

downstream). Because species can move, and site conditions can change, the species on this

list are not guaranteed to be found on or near the project area. To fully determine any

potential e�ects to species, additional site-speci�c and project-speci�c information is often

required.

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act requires Federal agencies to "request of the

Secretary information whether any species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be

present in the area of such proposed action" for any project that is conducted, permitted,

funded, or licensed by any Federal agency. A letter from the local o�ce and a species list

which ful�lls this requirement can only be obtained by requesting an o�cial species list from

either the Regulatory Review section in IPaC (see directions below) or from the local �eld

o�ce directly.

For project evaluations that require USFWS concurrence/review, please return to the IPaC

website and request an o�cial species list by doing the following:

1. Draw the project location and click CONTINUE.

2. Click DEFINE PROJECT.

3. Log in (if directed to do so).

4. Provide a name and description for your project.

5. Click REQUEST SPECIES LIST.

Listed species  and their critical habitats are managed by the Ecological Services Program of

the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the �sheries division of the National Oceanic

and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA Fisheries ).

Species and critical habitats under the sole responsibility of NOAA Fisheries are not shown

on this list. Please contact NOAA Fisheries for species under their jurisdiction.

1. Species listed under the Endangered Species Act are threatened or endangered; IPaC also

shows species that are candidates, or proposed, for listing. See the listing status page for

more information. IPaC only shows species that are regulated by USFWS (see FAQ).

1

2

https://www.fws.gov/ecological-services/
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/topic/consultations/endangered-species-act-consultations
https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/species-directory/threatened-endangered
https://www.fws.gov/law/endangered-species-act
https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/status/list
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2. NOAA Fisheries, also known as the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), is an o�ce

of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration within the Department of

Commerce.

The following species are potentially a�ected by activities in this location:

Birds

Reptiles

NAME STATUS

Eastern Black Rail Laterallus jamaicensis ssp. jamaicensis
Wherever found

No critical habitat has been designated for this species.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/10477

Threatened

Florida Scrub-jay Aphelocoma coerulescens

Wherever found

No critical habitat has been designated for this species.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6174

Threatened

NAME STATUS

Eastern Indigo Snake Drymarchon couperi
Wherever found

No critical habitat has been designated for this species.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/646

Threatened

Green Sea Turtle Chelonia mydas

There is �nal critical habitat for this species. Your location does

not overlap the critical habitat.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6199

Threatened

Hawksbill Sea Turtle Eretmochelys imbricata

Wherever found

There is �nal critical habitat for this species. Your location does

not overlap the critical habitat.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3656

Endangered

Leatherback Sea Turtle Dermochelys coriacea

Wherever found

There is �nal critical habitat for this species. Your location does

not overlap the critical habitat.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1493

Endangered

https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/10477
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6174
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/646
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6199
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3656
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1493
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Insects

Flowering Plants

Critical habitats

Potential e�ects to critical habitat(s) in this location must be analyzed along with the

endangered species themselves.

There are no critical habitats at this location.

Migratory birds

Loggerhead Sea Turtle Caretta caretta

There is �nal critical habitat for this species. Your location does

not overlap the critical habitat.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1110

Threatened

NAME STATUS

Monarch Butter�y Danaus plexippus
Wherever found

No critical habitat has been designated for this species.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9743

Candidate

NAME STATUS

Rugel's Pawpaw Deeringothamnus rugelii

No critical habitat has been designated for this species.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/5355

Endangered

Certain birds are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act  and the Bald and Golden

Eagle Protection Act .

Any person or organization who plans or conducts activities that may result in impacts to

migratory birds, eagles, and their habitats should follow appropriate regulations and

consider implementing appropriate conservation measures, as described below.

1. The Migratory Birds Treaty Act of 1918.

2. The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940.

Additional information can be found using the following links:

1

2

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1110
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9743
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/5355
https://www.fws.gov/birds/policies-and-regulations/laws-legislations/migratory-bird-treaty-act.php
https://www.fws.gov/birds/policies-and-regulations/laws-legislations/bald-and-golden-eagle-protection-act.php
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The birds listed below are birds of particular concern either because they occur on the

USFWS Birds of Conservation Concern (BCC) list or warrant special attention in your

project location. To learn more about the levels of concern for birds on your list and how

this list is generated, see the FAQ below. This is not a list of every bird you may �nd in this

location, nor a guarantee that every bird on this list will be found in your project area. To see

exact locations of where birders and the general public have sighted birds in and around

your project area, visit the E-bird data mapping tool (Tip: enter your location, desired date

range and a species on your list). For projects that occur o� the Atlantic Coast, additional

maps and models detailing the relative occurrence and abundance of bird species on your

list are available. Links to additional information about Atlantic Coast birds, and other

important information about your migratory bird list, including how to properly interpret and

use your migratory bird report, can be found below.

For guidance on when to schedule activities or implement avoidance and minimization

measures to reduce impacts to migratory birds on your list, click on the PROBABILITY OF

PRESENCE SUMMARY at the top of your list to see when these birds are most likely to be

present and breeding in your project area.

BREEDING SEASON

Birds of Conservation Concern https://www.fws.gov/program/migratory-birds/species

Measures for avoiding and minimizing impacts to birds

https://www.fws.gov/library/collections/avoiding-and-minimizing-incidental-take-

migratory-birds

Nationwide conservation measures for birds

https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/�les/documents/nationwide-standard-conservation-

measures.pdf

NAME

American Kestrel Falco sparverius paulus

This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) only in particular

Bird Conservation Regions (BCRs) in the continental USA

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9587

Breeds Apr 1 to Aug 31

Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus

This is not a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) in this area,

but warrants attention because of the Eagle Act or for potential

susceptibilities in o�shore areas from certain types of

development or activities.

Breeds Sep 1 to Jul 31

Chimney Swift Chaetura pelagica

This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its

range in the continental USA and Alaska.

Breeds Mar 15 to Aug 25

https://www.fws.gov/program/migratory-birds/species
http://ebird.org/ebird/map/
https://www.fws.gov/program/migratory-birds/species
https://www.fws.gov/library/collections/avoiding-and-minimizing-incidental-take-migratory-birds
https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/documents/nationwide-standard-conservation-measures.pdf
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9587


11/3/22, 10:55 PM IPaC: Explore Location resources

https://ipac.ecosphere.fws.gov/location/VL4KUDHNT5ADFCTN5KRA6NVNJ4/resources 6/13

Probability of Presence Summary

Great Blue Heron Ardea herodias occidentalis

This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) only in particular

Bird Conservation Regions (BCRs) in the continental USA

Breeds Jan 1 to Dec 31

King Rail Rallus elegans
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its

range in the continental USA and Alaska.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8936

Breeds May 1 to Sep 5

Lesser Yellowlegs Tringa �avipes

This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its

range in the continental USA and Alaska.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9679

Breeds elsewhere

Magni�cent Frigatebird Fregata magni�cens

This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) only in particular

Bird Conservation Regions (BCRs) in the continental USA

Breeds Oct 1 to Apr 30

Painted Bunting Passerina ciris

This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) only in particular

Bird Conservation Regions (BCRs) in the continental USA

Breeds Apr 25 to Aug 15

Prairie Warbler Dendroica discolor
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its

range in the continental USA and Alaska.

Breeds May 1 to Jul 31

Reddish Egret Egretta rufescens

This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its

range in the continental USA and Alaska.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/7617

Breeds Mar 1 to Sep 15

Short-billed Dowitcher Limnodromus griseus
This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its

range in the continental USA and Alaska.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9480

Breeds elsewhere

Swallow-tailed Kite Elanoides for�catus

This is a Bird of Conservation Concern (BCC) throughout its

range in the continental USA and Alaska.

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8938

Breeds Mar 10 to Jun 30

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8936
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9679
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/7617
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9480
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/8938
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The graphs below provide our best understanding of when birds of concern are most likely

to be present in your project area. This information can be used to tailor and schedule your

project activities to avoid or minimize impacts to birds. Please make sure you read and

understand the FAQ "Proper Interpretation and Use of Your Migratory Bird Report" before

using or attempting to interpret this report.

Probability of Presence ( )

Each green bar represents the bird's relative probability of presence in the 10km grid cell(s)

your project overlaps during a particular week of the year. (A year is represented as 12 4-

week months.) A taller bar indicates a higher probability of species presence. The survey

e�ort (see below) can be used to establish a level of con�dence in the presence score. One

can have higher con�dence in the presence score if the corresponding survey e�ort is also

high.

How is the probability of presence score calculated? The calculation is done in three steps:

1. The probability of presence for each week is calculated as the number of survey events in

the week where the species was detected divided by the total number of survey events

for that week. For example, if in week 12 there were 20 survey events and the Spotted

Towhee was found in 5 of them, the probability of presence of the Spotted Towhee in

week 12 is 0.25.

2. To properly present the pattern of presence across the year, the relative probability of

presence is calculated. This is the probability of presence divided by the maximum

probability of presence across all weeks. For example, imagine the probability of

presence in week 20 for the Spotted Towhee is 0.05, and that the probability of presence

at week 12 (0.25) is the maximum of any week of the year. The relative probability of

presence on week 12 is 0.25/0.25 = 1; at week 20 it is 0.05/0.25 = 0.2.

3. The relative probability of presence calculated in the previous step undergoes a statistical

conversion so that all possible values fall between 0 and 10, inclusive. This is the

probability of presence score.

To see a bar's probability of presence score, simply hover your mouse cursor over the bar.

Breeding Season ( )

Yellow bars denote a very liberal estimate of the time-frame inside which the bird breeds

across its entire range. If there are no yellow bars shown for a bird, it does not breed in your

project area.

Survey E�ort ( )

Vertical black lines superimposed on probability of presence bars indicate the number of

surveys performed for that species in the 10km grid cell(s) your project area overlaps. The

number of surveys is expressed as a range, for example, 33 to 64 surveys.

To see a bar's survey e�ort range, simply hover your mouse cursor over the bar.

No Data ( )
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 no data survey e�ort breeding season probability of presence

A week is marked as having no data if there were no survey events for that week.

Survey Timeframe

Surveys from only the last 10 years are used in order to ensure delivery of currently relevant

information. The exception to this is areas o� the Atlantic coast, where bird returns are

based on all years of available data, since data in these areas is currently much more sparse.

SPECIES JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC

American

Kestrel

BCC - BCR

Bald Eagle

Non-BCC

Vulnerable

Chimney Swift

BCC Rangewide

(CON)

Great Blue

Heron

BCC - BCR

King Rail

BCC Rangewide

(CON)

Lesser

Yellowlegs

BCC Rangewide

(CON)

Magni�cent

Frigatebird

BCC - BCR

Painted

Bunting

BCC - BCR

Prairie Warbler

BCC Rangewide

(CON)

Reddish Egret

BCC Rangewide

(CON)

Short-billed

Dowitcher

BCC Rangewide

(CON)
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Swallow-tailed

Kite

BCC Rangewide

(CON)

Tell me more about conservation measures I can implement to avoid or minimize impacts to migratory

birds.

Nationwide Conservation Measures describes measures that can help avoid and minimize impacts to all

birds at any location year round. Implementation of these measures is particularly important when birds

are most likely to occur in the project area. When birds may be breeding in the area, identifying the

locations of any active nests and avoiding their destruction is a very helpful impact minimization measure.

To see when birds are most likely to occur and be breeding in your project area, view the Probability of

Presence Summary. Additional measures or permits may be advisable depending on the type of activity

you are conducting and the type of infrastructure or bird species present on your project site.

What does IPaC use to generate the list of migratory birds that potentially occur in my speci�ed

location?

The Migratory Bird Resource List is comprised of USFWS Birds of Conservation Concern (BCC) and other

species that may warrant special attention in your project location.

The migratory bird list generated for your project is derived from data provided by the Avian Knowledge

Network (AKN). The AKN data is based on a growing collection of survey, banding, and citizen science

datasets and is queried and �ltered to return a list of those birds reported as occurring in the 10km grid

cell(s) which your project intersects, and that have been identi�ed as warranting special attention because

they are a BCC species in that area, an eagle (Eagle Act requirements may apply), or a species that has a

particular vulnerability to o�shore activities or development.

Again, the Migratory Bird Resource list includes only a subset of birds that may occur in your project area.

It is not representative of all birds that may occur in your project area. To get a list of all birds potentially

present in your project area, please visit the Rapid Avian Information Locator (RAIL) Tool.

What does IPaC use to generate the probability of presence graphs for the migratory birds potentially

occurring in my speci�ed location?

The probability of presence graphs associated with your migratory bird list are based on data provided by

the Avian Knowledge Network (AKN). This data is derived from a growing collection of survey, banding, and

citizen science datasets.

Probability of presence data is continuously being updated as new and better information becomes

available. To learn more about how the probability of presence graphs are produced and how to interpret

them, go the Probability of Presence Summary and then click on the "Tell me about these graphs" link.

How do I know if a bird is breeding, wintering or migrating in my area?

To see what part of a particular bird's range your project area falls within (i.e. breeding, wintering,

migrating or year-round), you may query your location using the RAIL Tool and look at the range maps

provided for birds in your area at the bottom of the pro�les provided for each bird in your results. If a bird

https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/documents/nationwide-standard-conservation-measures.pdf
https://avianknowledge.net/index.php/beneficial-practices/
https://www.fws.gov/birds/policies-and-regulations/permits.php
https://www.fws.gov/program/migratory-birds/species
http://www.avianknowledge.net/
https://data.pointblue.org/api/v3/annual-summaries-about-data-types.html
https://www.fws.gov/program/eagle-management
https://data.pointblue.org/apps/rail/
https://avianknowledge.net/
https://data.pointblue.org/api/v3/annual-summaries-about-data-types.html
https://data.pointblue.org/apps/rail/
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on your migratory bird species list has a breeding season associated with it, if that bird does occur in your

project area, there may be nests present at some point within the timeframe speci�ed. If "Breeds

elsewhere" is indicated, then the bird likely does not breed in your project area.

What are the levels of concern for migratory birds?

Migratory birds delivered through IPaC fall into the following distinct categories of concern:

1. "BCC Rangewide" birds are Birds of Conservation Concern (BCC) that are of concern throughout their

range anywhere within the USA (including Hawaii, the Paci�c Islands, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin

Islands);

2. "BCC - BCR" birds are BCCs that are of concern only in particular Bird Conservation Regions (BCRs) in

the continental USA; and

3. "Non-BCC - Vulnerable" birds are not BCC species in your project area, but appear on your list either

because of the Eagle Act requirements (for eagles) or (for non-eagles) potential susceptibilities in

o�shore areas from certain types of development or activities (e.g. o�shore energy development or

longline �shing).

Although it is important to try to avoid and minimize impacts to all birds, e�orts should be made, in

particular, to avoid and minimize impacts to the birds on this list, especially eagles and BCC species of

rangewide concern. For more information on conservation measures you can implement to help avoid and

minimize migratory bird impacts and requirements for eagles, please see the FAQs for these topics.

Details about birds that are potentially a�ected by o�shore projects

For additional details about the relative occurrence and abundance of both individual bird species and

groups of bird species within your project area o� the Atlantic Coast, please visit the Northeast Ocean Data

Portal. The Portal also o�ers data and information about other taxa besides birds that may be helpful to

you in your project review. Alternately, you may download the bird model results �les underlying the portal

maps through the NOAA NCCOS Integrative Statistical Modeling and Predictive Mapping of Marine Bird

Distributions and Abundance on the Atlantic Outer Continental Shelf project webpage.

Bird tracking data can also provide additional details about occurrence and habitat use throughout the

year, including migration. Models relying on survey data may not include this information. For additional

information on marine bird tracking data, see the Diving Bird Study and the nanotag studies or contact

Caleb Spiegel or Pam Loring.

What if I have eagles on my list?

If your project has the potential to disturb or kill eagles, you may need to obtain a permit to avoid violating

the Eagle Act should such impacts occur.

Proper Interpretation and Use of Your Migratory Bird Report

The migratory bird list generated is not a list of all birds in your project area, only a subset of birds of

priority concern. To learn more about how your list is generated, and see options for identifying what

other birds may be in your project area, please see the FAQ "What does IPaC use to generate the migratory

birds potentially occurring in my speci�ed location". Please be aware this report provides the "probability

of presence" of birds within the 10 km grid cell(s) that overlap your project; not your exact project

footprint. On the graphs provided, please also look carefully at the survey e�ort (indicated by the black

https://www.fws.gov/program/migratory-birds/species
https://www.fws.gov/birds/management/managed-species/bald-and-golden-eagle-information.php
http://www.northeastoceandata.org/data-explorer/?birds
https://coastalscience.noaa.gov/project/statistical-modeling-marine-bird-distributions/
http://www.boem.gov/AT-12-02/
http://www.boem.gov/AT-13-01/
mailto:Caleb_Spiegel@fws.gov
mailto:Pamela_Loring@fws.gov
https://fwsepermits.servicenowservices.com/fws
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vertical bar) and for the existence of the "no data" indicator (a red horizontal bar). A high survey e�ort is

the key component. If the survey e�ort is high, then the probability of presence score can be viewed as

more dependable. In contrast, a low survey e�ort bar or no data bar means a lack of data and, therefore, a

lack of certainty about presence of the species. This list is not perfect; it is simply a starting point for

identifying what birds of concern have the potential to be in your project area, when they might be there,

and if they might be breeding (which means nests might be present). The list helps you know what to look

for to con�rm presence, and helps guide you in knowing when to implement conservation measures to

avoid or minimize potential impacts from your project activities, should presence be con�rmed. To learn

more about conservation measures, visit the FAQ "Tell me about conservation measures I can implement

to avoid or minimize impacts to migratory birds" at the bottom of your migratory bird trust resources

page.

Coastal Barrier Resources System
Projects within the John H. Chafee Coastal Barrier Resources System (CBRS) may be subject

to the restrictions on federal expenditures and �nancial assistance and the consultation

requirements of the Coastal Barrier Resources Act (CBRA) (16 U.S.C. 3501 et seq.). For more

information, please contact the local Ecological Services Field O�ce or visit the CBRA

Consultations website. The CBRA website provides tools such as a �ow chart to help

determine whether consultation is required and a template to facilitate the consultation

process.

There are no known coastal barriers at this location.

Data limitations

The CBRS boundaries used in IPaC are representations of the controlling boundaries, which are depicted

on the o�cial CBRS maps. The boundaries depicted in this layer are not to be considered authoritative for

in/out determinations close to a CBRS boundary (i.e., within the "CBRS Bu�er Zone" that appears as a

hatched area on either side of the boundary). For projects that are very close to a CBRS boundary but do

not clearly intersect a unit, you may contact the Service for an o�cial determination by following the

instructions here: https://www.fws.gov/service/coastal-barrier-resources-system-property-documentation

Data exclusions

CBRS units extend seaward out to either the 20- or 30-foot bathymetric contour (depending on the location

of the unit). The true seaward extent of the units is not shown in the CBRS data, therefore projects in the

o�shore areas of units (e.g., dredging, breakwaters, o�shore wind energy or oil and gas projects) may be

subject to CBRA even if they do not intersect the CBRS data. For additional information, please contact

CBRA@fws.gov.

Facilities

https://www.fws.gov/cbra/
https://www.fws.gov/node/267216
https://www.fws.gov/service/coastal-barrier-resources-act-project-consultation
https://www.fws.gov/cbra/maps-and-data
https://www.fws.gov/service/coastal-barrier-resources-system-property-documentation
mailto:CBRA@fws.gov
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National Wildlife Refuge lands

Any activity proposed on lands managed by the National Wildlife Refuge system must

undergo a 'Compatibility Determination' conducted by the Refuge. Please contact the

individual Refuges to discuss any questions or concerns.

There are no refuge lands at this location.

Fish hatcheries

There are no �sh hatcheries at this location.

Wetlands in the National Wetlands Inventory

(NWI)
Impacts to NWI wetlands and other aquatic habitats may be subject to regulation under

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, or other State/Federal statutes.

For more information please contact the Regulatory Program of the local U.S. Army Corps of

Engineers District.

Wetland information is not available at this time

This can happen when the National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) map service is unavailable, or

for very large projects that intersect many wetland areas. Try again, or visit the NWI map to

view wetlands at this location.

Data limitations

The Service's objective of mapping wetlands and deepwater habitats is to produce reconnaissance level

information on the location, type and size of these resources. The maps are prepared from the analysis of

high altitude imagery. Wetlands are identi�ed based on vegetation, visible hydrology and geography. A

margin of error is inherent in the use of imagery; thus, detailed on-the-ground inspection of any particular

site may result in revision of the wetland boundaries or classi�cation established through image analysis.

The accuracy of image interpretation depends on the quality of the imagery, the experience of the image

analysts, the amount and quality of the collateral data and the amount of ground truth veri�cation work

conducted. Metadata should be consulted to determine the date of the source imagery used and any

mapping problems.

http://www.fws.gov/refuges/
http://www.fws.gov/wetlands/
http://www.usace.army.mil/Missions/CivilWorks/RegulatoryProgramandPermits.aspx
https://www.fws.gov/wetlands/data/mapper.HTML
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Wetlands or other mapped features may have changed since the date of the imagery or �eld work. There

may be occasional di�erences in polygon boundaries or classi�cations between the information depicted

on the map and the actual conditions on site.

Data exclusions

Certain wetland habitats are excluded from the National mapping program because of the limitations of

aerial imagery as the primary data source used to detect wetlands. These habitats include seagrasses or

submerged aquatic vegetation that are found in the intertidal and subtidal zones of estuaries and

nearshore coastal waters. Some deepwater reef communities (coral or tuber�cid worm reefs) have also

been excluded from the inventory. These habitats, because of their depth, go undetected by aerial

imagery.

Data precautions

Federal, state, and local regulatory agencies with jurisdiction over wetlands may de�ne and describe

wetlands in a di�erent manner than that used in this inventory. There is no attempt, in either the design or

products of this inventory, to de�ne the limits of proprietary jurisdiction of any Federal, state, or local

government or to establish the geographical scope of the regulatory programs of government agencies.

Persons intending to engage in activities involving modi�cations within or adjacent to wetland areas should

seek the advice of appropriate federal, state, or local agencies concerning speci�ed agency regulatory

programs and proprietary jurisdictions that may a�ect such activities.
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Appendix B   Species Determination Keys 
• Eastern indigo snake 
• Wood stork 

  







 

 

 

 
 

 
 

   
 

 
 

 

 

THE CORPS OF ENGINEERS, JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT, U. S. FISH AND 

WILDLIFE SERVICE, JACKSONVILLE ECOLOGICAL SERVICES FIELD 

OFFICE AND STATE OF FLORIDA EFFECT DETERMINATION KEY FOR 

THE WOOD STORK IN CENTRAL AND NORTH PENINSULAR FLORIDA 


September 2008 


Purpose and Background 

The purpose of this document is to provide a tool to improve the timing and consistency 
of review of Federal and State permit applications and Federal civil works projects, for 
potential effects of these projects on the endangered wood stork (Mycteria americana) 
within the Jacksonville Ecological Services Field Office (JAFL) geographic area of 
responsibility (GAR see below). The key is designed primarily for Corps Project 
Managers in the Regulatory and Planning Divisions and the Florida Department of 
Environmental Protection or its authorized designee, or Water Management Districts.  
The tool consists of the following dichotomous key and reference material.  The key is 
intended to be used to evaluate permit applications and Corps’ civil works projects for 
impacts potentially affecting wood storks or their wetland habitats.  At certain steps in the 
key, the user is referred to graphics depicting known wood stork nesting colonies and 
their core foraging areas (CFA), footnotes, and other support documents.  The graphics 
and supporting documents may be downloaded from the Corps’ web page at 
http://www.saj.usace.army.mil/permit or at the JAFL web site at 
http://www.fws.gov/northflorida/WoodStorks. We intend to utilize the most recent 
information for both the graphics and supporting information; so should this information 
be updated, we will modify it accordingly.  Note: This information is provided as an 
aid to project review and analysis, and is not intended to substitute for a 
comprehensive biological assessment of potential project impacts.  Such assessments 
are site-specific and usually generated by the project applicant or, in the case of civil 
works projects, by the Corps or project co-sponsor. 

Explanatory footnotes provided in the key must be closely followed whenever 
encountered. 

Scope of the key 

This key should only be used in the review of permit applications for effects 
determinations on wood storks within the JAFL GAR, and not for other listed species.  
Counties within the JAFL GAR include Alachua, Baker, Bradford, Brevard, Citrus, Clay, 
Columbia, Dixie, Duval, Flagler, Gilchrist, Hamilton, Hernando, Hillsborough, Lafayette, 
Lake, Levy, Madison, Manatee, Marion, Nassau, Orange, Pasco, Pinellas, Putnam, St. 
Johns, Seminole, Sumter, Suwannee, Taylor, Union, and Volusia.   

The final effect determination will be based on project location and description, the 
potential effects to wood storks, and any measures (for example project components, 
special permit conditions) that avoid or minimize direct, indirect, and/or cumulative 
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impacts to wood storks and/or suitable wood stork foraging habitat.  Projects that key to a 
“no effect” determination do not require additional consultation or coordination with the 
JAFL. Projects that key to “NLAA” also do not need further consultation; however, the 
JAFL staff will assist the Corps if requested, to answer questions regarding the 
appropriateness of mitigation options.  Projects that key to a “may affect” determination 
equate to “likely to adversely affect” situations, and those projects should not be 
processed under the SPGP or any other programmatic general permit.  For all “may 
affect” determinations, Corps Project Managers should request the JAFL to initiate 
formal consultation on the Wood stork.   

Summary of General Wood Stork Nesting and Foraging Habitat Information 

The wood stork is primarily associated with freshwater and estuarine habitats that are used 
for nesting, roosting, and foraging.  Wood storks typically nest colonially in medium to tall 
trees that occur in stands located either in swamps or on islands surrounded by relatively 
broad expanses of open water (Ogden 1991; Rodgers et al. 1996).  Successful breeding sites 
are those that have limited human disturbance and low exposure to land based predators.  
Nesting sites protected from land-based predators are characterized as those surrounded by 
large expanses of open water or where the nest trees are inundated at the onset of nesting and 
remain inundated throughout most of the breeding cycle.  These colonies have water depths 
between 0.9 and 1.5 meters (3 and 5 feet) during the breeding season. 

In addition to limited human disturbance and land-based predation, successful nesting 
depends on the availability of suitable foraging habitat. Such habitat generally results from a 
combination of average or above-average rainfall during the summer rainy season, and an 
absence of unusually rainy or cold weather during the winter-spring breeding season (Kahl 
1964; Rodgers et al. 1987).  This pattern produces widespread and prolonged flooding of 
summer marshes that tends to maximize production of freshwater fishes, followed by steady 
drying that concentrate fish during the season when storks nest (Kahl 1964).  Successful 
nesting colonies are those that have a large number of foraging sites. To maintain a wide 
range of foraging opportunities, a variety of wetland habitats exhibiting short and long 
hydroperiods should be present.  In terms of wood stork foraging, the Service (1999) 
describes a short hydroperiod as one where a wetland fluctuates between wet and dry in 1 to 
5-month cycles, and a long hydroperiod where the wet period is greater than five consecutive 
months.  Wood storks during the wet season generally feed in the shallow water of short
hydroperiod wetlands and in coastal habitats during low tide.  During the dry season, 
foraging shifts to longer hydroperiod interior wetlands as they progressively dry down 
(though usually retaining some surface water throughout the dry season). 

Because of their specialized feeding behavior, wood storks forage most effectively in 
shallow-water areas with highly concentrated prey.  Typical foraging sites for the wood stork 
include freshwater marshes, depressions in cypress heads, swamp sloughs, managed 
impoundments, stock ponds, shallow-seasonally flooded roadside or agricultural ditches, and 
narrow tidal creeks or shallow tidal pools.  Good foraging conditions are characterized by 
water that is relatively calm, open, and having water depths between 5 and 15 inches (5 and 
38 cm).  Preferred foraging habitat includes wetlands exhibiting a mosaic of submerged 
and/or emergent aquatic vegetation, and shallow, open-water areas subject to hydrologic 

Wood Stork Key for Central and North Peninsular Florida  
September 2008 

Page 2 of 6 



 

 

 

 

 
 

regimes ranging from dry to wet.  The vegetative component provides nursery habitat for 
small fish, frogs, and other aquatic prey, and the shallow, open-water areas provide sites for 
concentration of the prey during daily or seasonal low water periods. 

Wood Stork Key for Central and North Peninsular Florida  
September 2008 

Page 3 of 6 



 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
  

 
 
 
 

 
  
 

 
 

 

 

  
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

WOOD STORK KEY 


Although designed primarily for use by Corps Project Managers in the Regulatory 
and Planning Divisions, and State Regulatory agencies or their designees, project 
permit applicants and co-sponsors of civil works projects may find this key and its 
supporting documents useful in identifying potential project impacts to wood storks, 
and planning how best to avoid, minimize, or compensate for any identified adverse 
effects.  

A. 	 Project within 2,500 feet of an active colony site¹………………………May affect 

Project more than 2,500 feet from a colony site……………………………go to B 

B. 	 Project does not affect suitable foraging habitat² (SFH)………………….no effect 

Project impacts SFH²………………………………………………………go to C 

C. 	 Project impacts to SFH are less than or equal to 0.5 acre³……….................NLAA4
 

Project impacts to SFH are greater than or equal to 0.5 acre..……………..go to D 

D. 	 Project impacts to SFH not within a Core Foraging Area5 (see attached map) of a 
colony site, and no wood storks have been documented foraging on 
site…………………………………………………………………..............NLAA4 

Project impacts to SFH are within the CFA of a colony site, or wood storks have 
been documented foraging on a project site outside the CFA …………..….go to E 

E. 	 Project provides SFH compensation within the Service Area of a Service-approved 
wetland mitigation bank or wood stork conservation bank preferably within the 
CFA, or consists of SFH compensation within the CFA consisting of enhancement, 
restoration or creation in a project phased approach that provides an amount of 
habitat and foraging function equivalent to that of impacted SFH (see Wood Stork 
Foraging Habitat Assessment Procedure6 for guidance), is not contrary to the 
Service’s Habitat Management Guidelines For The Wood Stork In The Southeast 
Region and in accordance with the CWA section 404(b)(1) guidelines……NLAA4 

Project does not satisfy these elements.…………………….....………...May affect 
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1 An active nesting site is defined as a site currently supporting breeding pairs of wood storks, or has supported 
breeding wood storks at least once during the preceding 10-year period.  

² Suitable foraging habitat (SFH) is described as any area containing patches of relatively open (< 25% aquatic 
vegetation), calm water, and having a permanent or seasonal water depth between 2 and 15 inches (5 to 38 cm). SFH 
supports and concentrates, or is capable of supporting and concentrating small fish, frogs, and other aquatic prey. 
Examples of SFH include, but are not limited to, freshwater marshes and stock ponds, shallow, seasonally flooded 
roadside or agricultural ditches, narrow tidal creeks or shallow tidal pools, managed impoundments, and depressions in 
cypress heads and swamp sloughs.  See above Summary of General Wood Stork Nesting and Foraging Habitat 
Information. 

3 On an individual basis, projects that impact less than 0.5 acre of SFH generally will not have a measurable effect on 
wood storks, although we request the Corps to require mitigation for these losses when appropriate.  Wood Storks are a 
wide ranging species, and individually, habitat change from impacts to less than 0.5 acre of SFH is not likely to 
adversely affect wood storks.  However, collectively they may have an effect and therefore regular monitoring and 
reporting of these effects are important. 

4 Upon Corps receipt of a general concurrence issued by the JAFL through the Programmatic Concurrence on this key, 
“NLAA” determinations for projects made pursuant to this key require no further consultation with the JAFL. 

5 The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has identified core foraging area (CFA) around all known wood stork 
nesting colonies that is important for reproductive success.  In Central Florida, CFAs include suitable foraging habitat 
(SFH) within a 15-mile radius of the nest colony; CFAs in North Florida include SFH within a 13-mile radius of a 
colony.  The referenced map provides locations of known colonies and their CFAs throughout Florida documented as 
active within the last 10 years.  The Service believes loss of suitable foraging wetlands within these CFAs may reduce 
foraging opportunities for the wood stork. 

6This draft document, Wood Stork Foraging Habitat Assessment Procedure, by Passarella and Associates, 
Incorporated, may serve as further guidance in ascertaining wetland foraging value to wood storks and compensating 
for impacts to wood stork foraging habitat.  

Monitoring and Reporting Effects 

For the Service to monitor cumulative effects, it is important for the Corps to monitor the 
number of permits and provide information to the Service regarding the number of 
permits issued that were determined “may affect, not likely to adversely affect.”  It is 
requested that information on date, Corps identification number, project acreage, project 
wetland acreage, and latitude and longitude in decimal degrees be sent to the Service 
quarterly. 
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Site/Project Name Application Number Assessment Area Name or Number

Impact or Mitigation Site? Assessment Area Size

Assessment conducted by: Assessment date(s):

Further classification (optional)

Basin/Watershed Name/Number

630

Form 62-345.900(1), F.A.C.   [ effective date ]

C. Dailey 9/15/2022

Additional relevant factors:

These wetlands receive direct stormwater runoff from the adjacent roadway.

N/A

Anticipated Wildlife Utilization Based on Literature Review (List of species that 
are representative of the assessment area and reasonably expected to be 
found )

Anticipated Utilization by Listed Species (List species, their legal 
classification (E, T, SSC), type of use, and intensity of use of the 
assessment area)

Hawks, owls, woodpeckers, raccoon, rabbit, gray squirrel

Wildlife habitat, flood attenuation

Functions Mitigation for previous permit/other historic use

Special Classification (i.e.OFW, AP, other local/state/federal designation of importance)Affected Waterbody (Class)

N/A

Observed Evidence of Wildlife Utilization (List species directly observed, or other signs such as tracks, droppings, casings, nests, etc.): 

Common

Halifax River Basin

 Uniqueness  (considering the relative rarity in relation to the regional 
landscape.)

Common vegetation within this wetland is slash pine (Pinus elliottii), bald cypress (Taxodium distichum), red maple (Acer ruburm), and 
flat sedge (Cyperus sp.).  Evidence of standing water was evident within wetland.

Wetland 1 is located on the west side of I-95, south of US 1.

Assessment area description

Significant nearby features

Geographic relationship to and hydrologic connection with wetlands, other surface water, uplands

Impact  0.09 Acres

UNIFORM WETLAND MITIGATION ASSESSMENT WORKSHEET - PART I - IMPACT
Form 62-345.900(2), F.A.C. (See Sections 62-345.400 F.A.C.)

I-95 @ US 1 Interchange None Wetland 1

 FLUCCs code

X:\P\FDOT\1070125000_D5_I-95_at_US-1_PDE_22504\EnvironmentalManagement\3-Reports - Environmental\NRE\UMAM_W-1



Impact or Mitigation:

X Vegetation

Benthic

Both

7

I. Appropriate/desirable species

0.09Impact Acres =

j.  Water quality of standing water by observation (I.e., discoloration, turbidity).

II. Invasive/exotic plant species

IX.  Submerged vegetation (only score if present).

IV. Age, size distribution.

VI.  Plants' condition.

 .500(6)(c) Community Structure

0

III. Regeneration/recruitment

V.  Snags, dens, cavity, etc.

Wetland exhibits some nuisance vegetation along fringes (Brazilian pepper).  

VIII. Topographic features (refugia, channels, hummocks).

X

VII.  Land management practices.

Current With Impact

Scoring Guidance

The scoring of each indicator is based on 
what would be suitable for the type of 

wetland or surface water assessed

.500(6)(b) Water Environment                                   
(n/a for uplands)

Raw Score =  Sum of above scores/30             
(if uplands, divide by 20)

5

With ImpactCurrent

Current - w/Impact 0.60

0.00

NOTE: If impact is proposed to be mitigated at a mitigation bank
that was assessed using UMAM, then the credits required for
mitigation is equal to Functional Loss (FL). If impact mitigation is
proposed at a mitigation bank that was not assessed using UMAM,
then UMAM cannot be used to assess impacts; use the assessment
method of the mitigaiton bank.

FL = ID x Impact Acres = 0.05

Impact Delta (ID)

Notes:

0.60

g. Dependency of downstream habitats on quantity or quality of discharges.

h. Protection of wetland functions provided by uplands (upland AAs only).

f.  Type of vegetation.
g. Hydrologic stress on vegetation.

Untreated roadway runoff is stored within wetland.

Impact  C. Dailey 09/15/22
Assessment Date:Assessment Conducted by:

f.  Hydrologic connectivity (impediments and flow restrictions).

d. Downstream benefits provided to fish and wildlife.

e. Adverse impacts to wildlife in AA from land uses outside of AA.

Condition is less than optimal, but sufficient to 
maintain most wetland/surface waterfunctions

Notes:

Optimal (10)

k. Water quality data for the type of community.

l. Water depth, wave energy, and currents.

c. Wildlife access to and from AA (proximity and barriers). 

d.  Flow rates/points of discharge.

i. Plant community composition associated with  water quality (i.e., plants tolerant of poor WQ).

e. Fire frequency/severity.

Notes: Location is adjacent to limited access highway.   Limited access fencing restricts location and 
landscape support.

UNIFORM WETLAND MITIGATION ASSESSMENT WORKSHEET - PART II - IMPACT
Form 62-345.900(2), F.A.C. (See Sections 62-345.500 and .600, F.A.C.)

Site/Project Name: Application Number: Assessment Area Name or Number:

Moderate(7) Minimal (4)

I-95 @ US 1 Interchange None Wetland 1

h.  Use by animals with hydrologic requirements.

a. Appropriateness of water levels and flows.
b.  Reliability of water level indicators.

Condition is optimal and fully 
supports wetland/surface water 

functions

c.  Appropriateness of soil moisture.

6

Current

0

With Impact

.500(6)(a) Location and Landscape Support

0

With Impact  Current

Not Present  (0)

Minimal level of support of 
wetland/surface water 

functions

Condition is insufficient to provide 
wetland/surface water functions

X

With ImpactCurrent

X

a. Quality and quantity of habitat support outside of AA.  

b. Invasive plant species.

Place an "X" in the box above next to 
the two (2) most important criteria 

used in scoring this section

X

X

Place an "X" in the box above next to 
the two (2) most important criteria 

used in scoring this section

X

X. Upland assessment area 

Place an "X" in the box above next to 
the two (2) most important criteria 

used in scoring this section

Functional Loss (FL)                                                                                            
[For Impact Assessment Areas]:

X:\P\FDOT\1070125000_D5_I-95_at_US-1_PDE_22504\EnvironmentalManagement\3-Reports - Environmental\NRE\UMAM_W-1



Site/Project Name Application Number Assessment Area Name or Number

Impact or Mitigation Site? Assessment Area Size

Assessment conducted by: Assessment date(s):

 FLUCCs code

Significant nearby features

Geographic relationship to and hydrologic connection with wetlands, other surface water, uplands

Impact  0.07 Acres

UNIFORM WETLAND MITIGATION ASSESSMENT WORKSHEET - PART I - IMPACT
Form 62-345.900(2), F.A.C. (See Sections 62-345.400 F.A.C.)

I-95 @ US 1 Interchange None Wetland 2

Special Classification (i.e.OFW, AP, other local/state/federal designation of importance)Affected Waterbody (Class)

N/A

Observed Evidence of Wildlife Utilization (List species directly observed, or other signs such as tracks, droppings, casings, nests, etc.): 

Common

Halifax River Basin

 Uniqueness  (considering the relative rarity in relation to the regional 
landscape.)

Anticipated Utilization by Listed Species (List species, their legal 
classification (E, T, SSC), type of use, and intensity of use of the 
assessment area)

Hawks, owls, woodpeckers, raccoon, rabbit, gray squirrel

Wildlife habitat, flood attenuation

Functions Mitigation for previous permit/other historic use

Common vegetation within this wetland is slash pine (Pinus elliottii), bald cypress (Taxodium distichum), red maple (Acer ruburm), and 
cabbage palm (Sabal palmetto).  Evidence of standing water was evident within wetland.

Wetland 2 is located on the west side of I-95, south of US 1.

Assessment area description

Further classification (optional)

Basin/Watershed Name/Number

630

Form 62-345.900(1), F.A.C.   [ effective date ]

C. Dailey 9/15/2022

Additional relevant factors:

These wetlands receive direct stormwater runoff from the adjacent roadway.

N/A

Anticipated Wildlife Utilization Based on Literature Review (List of species that 
are representative of the assessment area and reasonably expected to be 
found )

X:\P\FDOT\1070125000_D5_I-95_at_US-1_PDE_22504\EnvironmentalManagement\3-Reports - Environmental\NRE\UMAM_W-2



Impact or Mitigation:

X Vegetation

Benthic

Both

6

X. Upland assessment area 

Place an "X" in the box above next to 
the two (2) most important criteria 

used in scoring this section

Functional Loss (FL)                                                                                            
[For Impact Assessment Areas]:

X

Place an "X" in the box above next to 
the two (2) most important criteria 

used in scoring this section

X

X

Place an "X" in the box above next to 
the two (2) most important criteria 

used in scoring this section

X

a. Quality and quantity of habitat support outside of AA.  

b. Invasive plant species.

0

With Impact  Current

Not Present  (0)

Minimal level of support of 
wetland/surface water 

functions

Condition is insufficient to provide 
wetland/surface water functions

X

With ImpactCurrent

h.  Use by animals with hydrologic requirements.

a. Appropriateness of water levels and flows.
b.  Reliability of water level indicators.

Condition is optimal and fully 
supports wetland/surface water 

functions

c.  Appropriateness of soil moisture.

6

Current

0

With Impact

.500(6)(a) Location and Landscape Support

UNIFORM WETLAND MITIGATION ASSESSMENT WORKSHEET - PART II - IMPACT
Form 62-345.900(2), F.A.C. (See Sections 62-345.500 and .600, F.A.C.)

Site/Project Name: Application Number: Assessment Area Name or Number:

Moderate(7) Minimal (4)

I-95 @ US 1 Interchange None Wetland 2

Notes:

Optimal (10)

k. Water quality data for the type of community.

l. Water depth, wave energy, and currents.

c. Wildlife access to and from AA (proximity and barriers). 

d.  Flow rates/points of discharge.

i. Plant community composition associated with  water quality (i.e., plants tolerant of poor WQ).

e. Fire frequency/severity.

Notes: Location is adjacent to limited access highway and railroad.   Limited access fencing restricts 
location and landscape support.

Impact  C. Dailey 09/15/22
Assessment Date:Assessment Conducted by:

f.  Hydrologic connectivity (impediments and flow restrictions).

d. Downstream benefits provided to fish and wildlife.

e. Adverse impacts to wildlife in AA from land uses outside of AA.

Condition is less than optimal, but sufficient to 
maintain most wetland/surface waterfunctions

g. Dependency of downstream habitats on quantity or quality of discharges.

h. Protection of wetland functions provided by uplands (upland AAs only).

f.  Type of vegetation.
g. Hydrologic stress on vegetation.

Untreated roadway runoff is stored within wetland.

Current - w/Impact 0.57

0.00

NOTE: If impact is proposed to be mitigated at a mitigation bank
that was assessed using UMAM, then the credits required for
mitigation is equal to Functional Loss (FL). If impact mitigation is
proposed at a mitigation bank that was not assessed using UMAM,
then UMAM cannot be used to assess impacts; use the assessment
method of the mitigaiton bank.

FL = ID x Impact Acres = 0.04

Impact Delta (ID)

Notes:

0.57

VII.  Land management practices.

Current With Impact

Scoring Guidance

The scoring of each indicator is based on 
what would be suitable for the type of 

wetland or surface water assessed

.500(6)(b) Water Environment                                   
(n/a for uplands)

Raw Score =  Sum of above scores/30             
(if uplands, divide by 20)

5

With ImpactCurrent

VI.  Plants' condition.

 .500(6)(c) Community Structure

0

III. Regeneration/recruitment

V.  Snags, dens, cavity, etc.

Wetland exhibits some nuisance vegetation along fringes (Brazilian pepper).  

VIII. Topographic features (refugia, channels, hummocks).

X

I. Appropriate/desirable species

0.07Impact Acres =

j.  Water quality of standing water by observation (I.e., discoloration, turbidity).

II. Invasive/exotic plant species

IX.  Submerged vegetation (only score if present).

IV. Age, size distribution.

X:\P\FDOT\1070125000_D5_I-95_at_US-1_PDE_22504\EnvironmentalManagement\3-Reports - Environmental\NRE\UMAM_W-2



Site/Project Name Application Number Assessment Area Name or Number

Impact or Mitigation Site? Assessment Area Size

Assessment conducted by: Assessment date(s):

 Uniqueness  (considering the relative rarity in relation to the regional 
landscape.)

Form 62-345.900(1), F.A.C.   [ effective date ]

C. Dailey 9/15/2022

Additional relevant factors:

These wetlands receive direct stormwater runoff from the adjacent roadway.

N/A

Anticipated Wildlife Utilization Based on Literature Review (List of species 
that are representative of the assessment area and reasonably expected to 
be found )

Observed Evidence of Wildlife Utilization (List species directly observed, or other signs such as tracks, droppings, casings, nests, etc.): 

Further classification (optional)

Functions Mitigation for previous permit/other historic use

Common vegetation within this wetland is slash pine (Pinus elliottii), laurel oak (Quercus laruifolia), red maple (Acer ruburm), and 
cabbage palm (Sabal palmetto).  Evidence of standing water was evident within wetland.

Wetland 3 is located on the west side of I-95, just south of US 1.

Assessment area description

Common

Halifax River Basin N/A

Anticipated Utilization by Listed Species (List species, their legal 
classification (E, T, SSC), type of use, and intensity of use of the 
assessment area)

Hawks, owls, woodpeckers, raccoon, rabbit, gray squirrel

Wildlife habitat, flood attenuation

UNIFORM WETLAND MITIGATION ASSESSMENT WORKSHEET - PART I - IMPACT
Form 62-345.900(2), F.A.C. (See Sections 62-345.400 F.A.C.)

I-95 @ US 1 Interchange None Wetland 3

Basin/Watershed Name/Number

630

 FLUCCs code

Significant nearby features

Geographic relationship to and hydrologic connection with wetlands, other surface water, uplands

Impact  1.36 Acres

Special Classification (i.e.OFW, AP, other local/state/federal designation of importance)Affected Waterbody (Class)

\\rsandh.com\files\Transportation\P\FDOT\1070125000_D5_I-95_at_US-1_PDE_22504\EnvironmentalManagement\3-Reports - 
Environmental\NRE\UMAM_W-3



Impact or Mitigation:

X Vegetation

Benthic

Both

6

I. Appropriate/desirable species

1.36Impact Acres =

j.  Water quality of standing water by observation (I.e., discoloration, turbidity).

II. Invasive/exotic plant species

IX.  Submerged vegetation (only score if present).

IV. Age, size distribution.

VI.  Plants' condition.

 .500(6)(c) Community Structure

0

III. Regeneration/recruitment

V.  Snags, dens, cavity, etc.

Wetland exhibits some nuisance vegetation along fringes (Brazilian pepper).    This wetland has 
extensive trash and debris within it.

VIII. Topographic features (refugia, channels, hummocks).

X

VII.  Land management practices.

Current With Impact

Scoring Guidance

The scoring of each indicator is based on what 
would be suitable for the type of wetland or 

surface water assessed

.500(6)(b) Water Environment               
(n/a for uplands)

Raw Score =  Sum of above scores/30       
(if uplands, divide by 20)

5

With ImpactCurrent

Current - w/Impact 0.57

0.00

NOTE: If impact is proposed to be mitigated at a mitigation bank that
was assessed using UMAM, then the credits required for mitigation is
equal to Functional Loss (FL). If impact mitigation is proposed at a
mitigation bank that was not assessed using UMAM, then UMAM
cannot be used to assess impacts; use the assessment method of
the mitigaiton bank.

FL = ID x Impact Acres = 0.78

Impact Delta (ID)

Notes:

0.57

g. Dependency of downstream habitats on quantity or quality of discharges.

h. Protection of wetland functions provided by uplands (upland AAs only).

f.  Type of vegetation.

g. Hydrologic stress on vegetation.

Untreated roadway runoff is stored within wetland.  Water quality is affected by stormwater runoff.

Impact  C. Dailey 09/15/22

Assessment Date:Assessment Conducted by:

f.  Hydrologic connectivity (impediments and flow restrictions).

d. Downstream benefits provided to fish and wildlife.

e. Adverse impacts to wildlife in AA from land uses outside of AA.

Condition is less than optimal, but sufficient to 
maintain most wetland/surface waterfunctions

Notes:

Optimal (10)

k. Water quality data for the type of community.

l. Water depth, wave energy, and currents.

c. Wildlife access to and from AA (proximity and barriers). 

d.  Flow rates/points of discharge.

i. Plant community composition associated with  water quality (i.e., plants tolerant of poor WQ).

e. Fire frequency/severity.

Notes: Location is adjacent to limited access highway and railroad. 

UNIFORM WETLAND MITIGATION ASSESSMENT WORKSHEET - PART II - IMPACT
Form 62-345.900(2), F.A.C. (See Sections 62-345.500 and .600, F.A.C.)

Site/Project Name: Application Number: Assessment Area Name or Number:

Moderate(7) Minimal (4)

I-95 @ US 1 Interchange None Wetland 3

h.  Use by animals with hydrologic requirements.

a. Appropriateness of water levels and flows.

b.  Reliability of water level indicators.

Condition is optimal and fully 
supports wetland/surface water 

functions

c.  Appropriateness of soil moisture.

6

Current

0

With Impact

.500(6)(a) Location and Landscape Support

0

With Impact  Current

Not Present  (0)

Minimal level of support of 
wetland/surface water 

functions

Condition is insufficient to provide 
wetland/surface water functions

X

With ImpactCurrent

X

a. Quality and quantity of habitat support outside of AA.  

b. Invasive plant species.

Place an "X" in the box above next to 
the two (2) most important criteria used 

in scoring this section

X

X

Place an "X" in the box above next to 
the two (2) most important criteria used 

in scoring this section

X

X. Upland assessment area 

Place an "X" in the box above next to 
the two (2) most important criteria used 

in scoring this section

Functional Loss (FL)                                       
[For Impact Assessment Areas]:
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Natural Resources Evaluation 
 

 I-95 at State Road 5 (U.S. 1) Interchange Modification PD&E Study 
FM #: 419772-2-22-02/ ETDM #: 14442     

Appendix D  Agency Coordination (to be completed following coordination) 
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