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Appendix F 
Advance Notification Responses 
 
Federal 

F-1 United States Coast Guard (USCG) 

F-2 U.S. Department of Health & Human Services – Centers for Disease 
Control (CDC) 

F-3 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) 

F-4 Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 

F-5 U.S. Department of Commerce – National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration (NOAA) 

F-6 Miccosukee Tribe of Indians 

State   

F-7 Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) – Florida State 
Clearinghouse (includes compilation of comments from: 

 East Central Florida Regional Planning Council (ECFRPC) 
 Environmental Policy Unit 
 Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services 

(FDACS) 
 State of Florida Department of Community Affairs (DCA) 
 Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) 
 Florida Department of State 
 Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) 
 St. Johns River Water Management District (SJRWMD) 

F-8 Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (FDACS), Division of 
Forestry (DOF) 

F-9 State of Florida Department of Community Affairs (DCA) 

 

Local 

F-10 City of Lake Mary 

F-11 Seminole County – Public Works Department 

F-12 City of Mount Dora - Public Services Department 

F-13 Orange County Environmental Protection Division (OCEPD)   
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POLICY 
 

Use of Natural Resource Lands by Linear Facilities 
 

As Approved By 
 

Board of Trustees of the Internal Improvement Trust Fund 
 

on January 23, 1996 
 
 

(A)  Purpose and Scope. 
 
(1)  This policy applies only to linear facilities, including electric transmission and distribution facilities, 
telecommunications transmission and distribution facilities, pipeline transmission and distribution facilities, 
public transportation corridors, and related appurtenances. 
 
(2)  While it is appropriate to discourage and prohibit most kinds of intrusions on natural resource lands, 
the Trustees recognize that the expanding ownership of lands by  the state and the need to provide services 
to a growing population through linear facilities and related appurtenances will from time to time require 
crossings and location on such lands.  The goal of this policy is to avoid and minimize conflicts between 
the acquisition and management of natural resource lands for conservation, recreation, and preservation 
and activities necessary for the construction, operation and maintenance of linear facilities and related 
appurtenances. 
 
(B)  Definitions. 
 
(1)  “Natural Resources” include but are not limited to wetlands, lakes, rivers, streams, estuaries and other 
surface and ground water resources, flora, fauna, fish and wildlife, natural communities, historical and 
archaeological resources, scenic vistas and aesthetic values. 
 
(3)  “Natural Resource Lands” are those lands owned by the Trustees and which:  were acquired with funds 
from the P2000 or Save Our Coast Bond Program; or were acquired with funds from the CARL or LATF 
Trust Fund; or are managed for natural resources by the Division of Recreation and Parks, Division of 
Marine Resources, Game and Fresh Water Fish Commission, Division of Forestry, or Secretary of State. 
 
(3)  “Related Appurtenances” include those support facilities necessary to the operation of linear facilities.  
(Examples include but are not limited to substations and pump-stations.) 
 
(4)  “Trustees” means the Board of Trustees of the Internal Improvement Trust Fund. 
 
(C)  Avoidance. 
 
Owners and operators of linear facilities must avoid location on natural resource lands unless no other 
practical and prudent alternative is available and all steps to minimize impacts as set forth below are 
implemented.  The test of practicality and prudence will compare the social, economic, and environmental 
effects of the alternatives. 
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(D)  Minimizing Impacts. 
 
Applicants must minimize adverse impacts to natural resource lands through reasonable measures where 
applicable:  locating the project in areas where less adverse impacts are expected, such as areas which have 
already been impacted and are less sensitive than other areas; avoiding significant wildlife habitats, natural 
aquatic areas, wetlands, or other valuable natural resources; selecting areas to minimize damage to existing 
aesthetically-pleasing features of the lands; employing best management practices in construction and 
operation activities; designing access roads and site preparation to avoid interference with hydrologic 
conditions that benefit natural resources and reduce impacts on other natural resources and public use and 
enjoyment; and; generally selecting areas that will not increase undesirable human activities on the natural 
resource lands; and generally, not adversely impacting the management of such lands.  However, human 
activities may be encouraged where linear facility corridors are designated as part of a greenway or trail. 
 
(E)  Compensation. 
 
(1)  The applicant will pay the Trustees an amount not to exceed the fair market value of the interest 
acquired in the parcel on which the linear facility and related appurtenances will be located. 
 
(2)  In addition to the amount in (E) (1) above, the applicant will provide to the managing agency that 
measure of additional money, land, or services necessary to offset the actual adverse impacts reasonably 
expected to be caused by the construction, operation and maintenance of the linear facility and related 
appurtenances.  Such impact compensation will be calculated from the land managing agency’s timely 
presentation of documented costs which will result from the impacts of the proposed project. 
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Appendix F 
Agency Correspondence Received  

Federal 

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA): 

F-14 FHWA Approved Class of Action Determination Form Cover; Signed  
            September 21, 2007 

F-15    FHWA E-mail to FDOT District Five on Approval of Environmental  
           Assessment for Public Availability; Dated August 20, 2010  

United States Coast Guard (USCG): 

F-16 CH2M HILL Letter to USCG, with completed Bridge Project 
Questionnaire (BPQ); Dated June 28, 2007 

F-17 USCG Letter to CH2MHILL; Dated July 19, 2007 

F-18    USCG E-mail to FDOT District Five; Dated November 15, 2010 

United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA): 

F-19 USEPA Letter to CH2MHILL; Dated September 5, 2008 (Correction to 
Letter F-3) 

United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS):  

F-20     USFWS Letter to FDOT District Five; Dated January 15, 2008 

F-21 FDOT District Five Letter to USFWS; Dated March 31, 2009 

F-22 USFWS Letter to FDOT District Five; Dated April 24, 2009 

F-23 USFWS E-mail to CH2M HILL, FDOT, et al; Dated May 10, 2010 

United States Department of the Interior, National Park Service (NPS): 

F-24 CH2M HILL Letter to NPS; Dated August 20, 2008 

F-25 NPS Letter to CH2MHILL; Dated October 3, 2008  

F-26 FDOT District Five Letter to NPS; Dated October 14, 2008 

F-27 NPS Letter to FDOT District Five; Dated November 26, 2008 

F-28 FDOT District Five Letter to NPS; Dated December 22, 2008 

F-29 NPS Letter to FDOT District Five; Dated February 24, 2009 

F-30    FDOT District Five Letter to NPS; Dated May 5, 2009 

F-31    NPS Letter to FDOT District Five; Dated June 9, 2009 

F-32    FDOT District Five Letter to NPS; Dated June 15, 2009 
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F-33 Information E-mail Provided to NPS by FDOT; Dated February 8, 2010 

F-34 FHWA Letter to NPS; Dated July 16, 2010 

F-35 NPS Letter to Project Information Officer; Dated November 8, 2010 

F-36     FHWA Letter to NPS; Dated August 26, 2011 

F-37     NPS Letter to FHWA; Dated October 7, 2011   

United States Department of the Interior (DOI), Office of Environmental 
Policy and Compliance: 

F-37a   DOI Letter to FHWA; Dated February 22, 2012  

National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS): 

F-38 NMFS Letter to FDOT District Five; Dated August 12, 2010 

State    

Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (FDACS), Division 
of Forestry (DOF): 

F-39 FDACS, DOF Letter to FDOT District Five; Dated July 9, 2007, with 
clarification email dated July 24, 2007 

F-40 FDACS, DOF Letter to FDOT District Five; Dated September 23, 2007 

F-41     FDACS, DOF Letter to FDOT District Five; Dated May 30, 2008 

F-42 FDOT District Five Letter to FDACS, DOF; Dated April 21, 2009 

F-43 FDACS, DOF Letter to FDOT District Five; Dated May 27, 2009 

F-44 FDOT District Five Letter to FDACS, DOF; Dated May 29, 2009 

F-45  Information E-mail Provided to FDACS, DOF by FDOT District Five; 
Dated February 8, 2010 

F-46 FDOT District Five Letter to FDACS, DOF; Dated March 25, 2010 

F-47 FDACS, DOF Letter to FDOT District Five; Dated April 9, 2010 

Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP): 

F-48 FDEP, Division of Recreation and Parks Letter to Orlando-Orange County 
Expressway Authority (OOCEA); Dated December 13, 2005 

F-49 FDEP, Division of Recreation and Parks Letter to FDOT District Five; 
Dated September 6, 2007 

F-50 FDEP, Division of Recreation and Parks Letter to FDOT District Five; 
Dated March 20, 2008 

F-51 FDOT District Five Letter to FDEP, Office of Coastal and Aquatic 
Managed Areas; Dated September 12, 2008 
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F-52 FDOT District Five Letter to FDEP, Division of Recreation and Parks; 
Dated April 21, 2009 

F-53 Information E-mail Provided to FDEP, Division of Recreation and Parks 
by FDOT District Five; Dated February 8, 2010 

F-54 FDEP, Land and Recreation Letter to FDOT District Five; Dated March 30, 
2010 

Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC): 

F-55 CH2M HILL Letter to FWC; Dated February 4, 2008 

F-56 FDOT District Five Letter to FWC; Dated March 4, 2008 

F-57 FWC Letter to FDOT District Five; Dated May 5, 2008 

F-58 FWC E-mail to CH2M HILL, FDOT, et al; Dated May 19, 2010 

F-59 FWC Letter to FDOT District Five; Dated July 1, 2010 

Florida Department of State, Division of Historical Resources (State Historic  
Preservation Officer - SHPO): 

F-60 SHPO Letter to FHWA; Dated June 27, 2007 

F-61 SHPO Letter to FHWA; Dated October 10, 2007 

F-62 SHPO Letter to FHWA; Dated March 6, 2008 

F-63 SHPO Letter to FHWA; Dated May 19, 2008 

F-64 SHPO Letter to FHWA; Dated September 10, 2008 

F-65 FHWA Letter to SHPO; Dated October 29, 2008 

F-66     SHPO letter to FHWA; Dated July 6, 2010 

F-67     SHPO Letter to FHWA; Dated July 12, 2011 

F-68     SHPO Sufficiency/Concurrence Form; Signed October 18, 2011  

Local 

Orange County 

F-69 Orange County Environmental Protection Division (OCEPD) Letter to 
CH2MHILL; Dated December 28, 2005 

F-70 OCEPD Letter to CH2MHILL; Dated October 30, 2008 

Lake County 

F-71 City of Mount Dora Letter to OOCEA; Dated December 16, 2005 with 
Attached City of Mount Dora Resolution, Approved December 6, 2005 

F-72 Lake County Water Authority Letter to CH2MHILL; Dated May 2, 2006 
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F-73 City of Mount Dora Letter to CH2MHILL; Dated June 11, 2007 

F-74 Lake County Board of County Commissioners Letter to FDOT District 
Five; Dated October 24, 2007 

F-75 FDOT District Five Letter to Chairman of Lake County Board of County 
Commissioners; Dated November 27, 2007 

F-76    City of Mount Dora Letter to FDOT District Five; Dated February 1, 2011 

F-77    FDOT District Five Letter to City of Mount Dora; Dated March 15, 2011 

Seminole County 

F-78 Seminole County Public Works Department Letter to CH2MHILL; Dated 
August 16, 2005 

F-79 Seminole Soil and Water Conservation District Letter to FDOT District 
Five; Dated December 5, 2005  

F-80 Seminole Soil and Water Conservation District Letter to OOCEA; Dated 
August 1, 2006 

Miscellaneous Correspondence 

F-81 The Wekiva Coalition Letter; Dated July 18, 2005 

F-82 The Nature Conservancy Letter; Dated October 20, 2005 

F-83 Lake-Sumter Metropolitan Planning Organization Resolution; Dated 
November 2007 

F-84 FDOT District Five Letter to METROPLAN Orlando; Dated December 5, 
2008 

F-85    The Nature Conservancy, Audubon of Florida, Friends of the Wekiva 
River, and Seminole Audubon Society Letter to FHWA; Dated May 18, 
2010 
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F-15_FHWA_EA Approved for Public Avail_8 20 10.txt
From: Stanger, Brian 
[Brian.Stanger@dot.state.fl.us]
Sent:  Monday, August 23, 2010 1:25 PM
To:  Downs, Noranne; Snyder, Mike; 
Callahan, Mark/ORL; Lewis, David/ORL
Subject:   FW: Your Scanned Document Is 
Attached
Attachments:  0726_001.pdf
 
 
 
Brian M. Stanger, P.E.
District Environmental Management Engineer
District Five
Florida Department of Transportation
386-943-5391
 
 
From: Hadley, George (FHWA) [mailto:George.Hadley@dot.gov] 
Sent: Friday, August 20, 2010 3:24 PM
To: Stanger, Brian
Cc: Brunelle, Karen (FHWA); Knopp, Martin (FHWA); Hawk, David (FHWA); Anderson, 
Linda (FHWA); Kendall, Cathy (FHWA); Bello, Phillip (FHWA); Mikyska, Carl (FHWA)
Subject: FW: Your Scanned Document Is Attached
 
Brian, the EA is approved for public availability.  I’ll get a hard copy in the 
mail to you next week.
 
 
George Hadley, Environmental Coordinator
FHWA Florida Division Office 
545 John Knox Road, Suite 200
Tallahassee, Florida 32303
Phone:  (850) 942-9650 ext 3011
george.hadley@dot.gov
From: IR6570@DOT.GOV [mailto:IR6570@DOT.GOV] 
Sent: Friday, August 20, 2010 3:25 PM
To: Hadley, George (FHWA)
Subject: Your Scanned Document Is Attached
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F-18_USCG_email_to D5_Nov 15 2010.txt
 From: Stanger, Brian [Brian.Stanger@dot.state.fl.us]
 Sent: Tuesday, November 16, 2010 1:21 PM

 To: Lewis, David/ORL
 Subject: FW: Wekiva Parkway (S.R. 429)/S.R. 46 Across the Wekiva River

Brian M. Stanger, P.E.
District Environmental Management Engineer District Five Florida Department of 
Transportation
386-943-5391

-----Original Message-----
From: Evelyn.Smart@uscg.mil [mailto:Evelyn.Smart@uscg.mil]
Sent: Monday, November 15, 2010 12:35 PM
To: Stanger, Brian
Cc: Fowler, Richard; Lieberum, Michael
Subject: RE: Wekiva Parkway (S.R. 429)/S.R. 46 Across the Wekiva River

Correction, Michael Lieberum can be reached at 305-415-6744.

EVELYN SMART
Environmental Protection Specialist
Seventh Coast Guard District
Bridge Administration Branch

Tel:  (305) 415-6989

-----Original Message-----
From: Smart, Evelyn
Sent: Monday, November 15, 2010 11:12 AM
To: 'Brian.Stanger@dot.state.fl.us'
Cc: 'richard.fowler@dot.state.fl.us'; Lieberum, Michael
Subject: Wekiva Parkway (S.R. 429)/S.R. 46 Across the Wekiva River

Good morning Brian, on July 19, 2007 W. Gwin Tate III of this office forwarded 
a letter to your consultants CH2MHILL regarding the subject project and stated 
that the proposed project is a candidate for the Advance Approval category.  
This was sent in error.  Advance Approval applies to tidal waterways used only 
by small motor boats, rowboats and canoes.

Our examination indicates that there is sufficient factual support for 
concluding that the Wekiva River is navigable waters of the United States for 
purposes of general Coast Guard jurisdiction.  However, we have found that the 
waterway at the proposed project location falls under the Coast Guard 
Authorization Act of 1982.  A formal Coast Guard bridge permit will not be 
required for the proposed bridge across the Wekiva River.

Although the proposed project will not require a bridge permit, other areas of 
Coast Guard jurisdiction apply.  The following stipulation must be met:

  a. Upon completion of design and finalization of the location, 
Michael Lieberum at the Seventh Coast Guard District Bridge Office shall be 
contacted regarding construction, approval of lights and other signals that 
may be required under 33 CFR 118.  Approval of said lighting or waiver of it 
shall be obtained prior to construction. He can be reached at 305-415-6766 or 
by email Michael.B.Lieberum@uscg.mil  

Thank you,

EVELYN SMART
Page 1
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F-18_USCG_email_to D5_Nov 15 2010.txt
Environmental Protection Specialist
Seventh Coast Guard District
Bridge Administration Branch

Tel:  (305) 415-6989
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (USEPA) 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
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From:                              Todd_Mecklenborg@fws.gov 
Sent:                               Monday, May 10, 2010 12:04 PM 
To:                                   Lewis, David/ORL 
Cc:                                   Brad.Gruver@myfwc.com; Brian.Stanger@dot.state.fl.us; Callahan, Mark/ORL; 

Prager, Rosanne/GNV 
Subject:                          Re: Wekiva Pkwy ‐ T&E Species Coordination 
  
 
Hello Dave,  
 
Our letters generally require reintiation if:  
 
.... Reinitiating consultation is required if new information reveals effects of the agency action that may 
affect listed species or critical habitat in a manner or to an extent not considered in this consultation; the 
agency action is subsequently modified in a manner that causes an effect to a listed species or critical 
habitat not considered in this consultation.  
 
This doesn't seem to be the case for this project modification.  I will add the new information to the project file and 
no further action is required from our office.  
 
Todd Mecklenborg, Fish & Wildlife Biologist 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
600 Fourth Street South 
Saint Petersburg, Florida 33701 
(727) 820-3705 
www.fws.gov/northfllorida/ 
 
 

 
 
 
To:  Mr. Todd Mecklenborg, USFWS and Dr. Brad Gruver, FWC:  
   
We are providing the following to you on behalf of the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT).  There has been a 
revision to the recommended Preferred Alternative for the proposed Wekiva Parkway (SR 429) in east Lake County to 
incorporate a service road for local trips.  This revision has resulted in reduced impacts to state park and conservation lands 
compared to the previous alternative. We are seeking your respective opinions on the need for and/or approach to an 
updated USFWS concurrence letter and an updated comment letter from FWC (copies of the Jan. 15, 2008 USFWS letter 
and the May 5, 2008 FWC letter are attached).  I spoke to Dr. Gruver about this recently, and explained the new concept 
and that there are reduced impacts to public lands, wildlife bridges are proposed for the service road at the same locations 
as the Wekiva Parkway mainline, etc. He indicated that he would like to know USFWS's opinion on the approach to 
updating the letters. I told Dr. Gruver we would provide graphics and data tables to allow a comparison to the previous 
alternative.  Nothing else has changed on the recommended Preferred Alternative from what you have seen previously.  
   
Attached are PDFs which depict the previous alternative and the current alternative.  You will need to zoom in on them to 
see more detail.  You will note the previous alternative had two interchanges for local access which are not required in the 
current alternative.  Also, most of the proposed service road is within the previously identified 300 foot right‐of‐way for 

<David.Lewis2@CH2M.com>  

05/10/2010 11:36 AM  

  

To <Todd_Mecklenborg@FWS.gov>, <Brad.Gruver@myfwc.com>  
cc <Brian.Stanger@dot.state.fl.us>, <Mark.Callahan@CH2M.com>, 

<Rosanne.Prager@CH2M.com>  
Subject Wekiva Pkwy - T&E Species Coordination

Page 1 of 2
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Wekiva Parkway.  Those are the primary reasons why the impacts to public lands have been reduced.  A spreadsheet is 
attached which provides more information on impact reduction.  Both the Florida Department of Environmental Protection 
(Rock Springs Run State Reserve) and the Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services, Division of Forestry 
(Seminole State Forest) have given their full Section 4(f) concurrence for the current alternative.    
   
After you have had an opportunity to review this information, please let us know how you would like to proceed.  We need 
to include the updated USFWS concurrence letter and the updated FWC comment letter in the Environmental Assessment 
document we are preparing now, so a response at your earliest convenience will be greatly appreciated.  Thank you.  
   
Dave Lewis  
CH2MHILL  
(407)423‐0001 Ext. 281  [attachment "Wekiva Parkway_ USFWS Concurrence Letter.01 15 08.pdf" deleted by Todd 
Mecklenborg/R4/FWS/DOI] [attachment "Wekiva Pkwy_FWC Comment Ltr_05 05 08.pdf" deleted by Todd 
Mecklenborg/R4/FWS/DOI] [attachment "WP_Previous_Alt.pdf" deleted by Todd Mecklenborg/R4/FWS/DOI] [attachment 
"WP_Current_Alt_wServRd.pdf" deleted by Todd Mecklenborg/R4/FWS/DOI] [attachment "Impact Comparison_Prev Alt vs 
Curr Alt w SR.xls" deleted by Todd Mecklenborg/R4/FWS/DOI]  

Page 2 of 2
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United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Rivers, Trails, and Conservation Assistance

Southern Appalachian Field Office
175 Hamm Road, Suite C

Chattanooga, Tennessee 37405
IN REPLY REFER TO:

Electronic transmittal:

October 3, 2008

Kathleen Jorza
CH2M Hill
225 East Robinson Street
Suite 505
Orlando, Florida 32801-4321

Dear Ms. Jorza:

Thank you for your request regarding the PD&E study of the Wekiva Parkway Realignment 
project.  We appreciate the opportunity to provide early coordination comments regarding the 
potential project impacts to the Wekiva Wild and Scenic River, a nationally significant resource, 
over which the National Park Service (NPS) has jurisdictional responsibilities.  

As you know, the Wekiva Wild and Scenic River was established in 2000 under the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act (Act) (PL 90-542) as a “partnership” Wild and Scenic River, meaning that it is 
part of the National Wild and Scenic River System and is managed via partnership between the 
NPS and the Wekiva River Advisory Management Committee.  Together, these entities are 
currently developing a Comprehensive River Management Plan (CRMP) in accordance with the 
Act.  Once completed, the CRMP will serve as a guiding document for all management actions 
associated with the Wild and Scenic River designation.

The purpose for designating the Wekiva was to protect and enhance its free-flowing character, 
water quality, and outstandingly remarkable values (ORVs).  The ORVs for the Wekiva include 
scenic/aesthetic values, recreational, geologic, fish and wildlife, historic (cultural and 
archaeological), and otherwise scientific values.  Section 1, section 7, and section 10 
responsibilities under the Act provide the context for evaluating potential environmental impacts 
to this nationally significant resource.  Section 1(b) states: 

Re:  Early Consultation Regarding the Wekiva Parkway Realignment PD&E 
Study
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“It is hereby declared to be the policy of the United States that certain selected rivers 
of the Nation…shall be preserved in free-flowing condition, and that they and their 
immediate environments shall be protected for the benefit and enjoyment of present 
and future generations.”

Section 10(a) of the Act establishes an anti-degradation and enhancement policy that each 
component of the System: 

“…shall be administered in such manner as to protect and enhance the values which 
caused it to be included in said system without…limiting other uses that do not 
substantially interfere with public use and enjoyment of these values…primary emphasis 
shall be given to protecting its aesthetic, scenic, historic, archaeological and scientific 
features.” 

The draft CRMP provides management objectives for the Wekiva.  In addition to protecting the 
free-flowing nature and those values mentioned above, the plan specifically recommends 
protection of the riparian zone plant communities, particularly the presence of numerous invasive 
exotic species.  It emphasizes the riparian zone’s importance to the diversity of wildlife, the 
maintenance of water quality, and the contribution of vital open space for the use and enjoyment 
of present and future generations in an increasingly urbanizing area. 

To help achieve the above management goals, the Act prohibits, or imposes restrictions on, 
developments and activities that would directly and adversely affect those values.  Pursuant to 
section 7(a) of the Act: 

“no department or agency of the United States shall assist by loan, grant, license, or 
otherwise in the construction of any water resources project that would have a direct and adverse 
effect on the values for which such river was established, as determined by the Secretary charged 
with its administration.”

“Water resources projects” are defined in regulations for implementing section 7 of the Act as 
any dam, water conduit, reservoir, powerhouse, transmission line, or other project works under 
the Federal Power Act, or other construction of developments that would affect the free-flowing 
characteristics of a national wild and scenic river.  Construction means any action carried on with 
Federal assistance affecting the free-flowing characteristics or the scenic or natural values of a 
WSR.  The Act defines free-flowing as:

“…existing or flowing in natural condition without impoundment, diversion, 
straightening, rip-rapping, or other modification of the waterway.”

Most transportation crossings are considered water resource projects and could require 
evaluation under section 7(a) of the Act.  Projects that would have a “direct and adverse” effect 
on the values for which a river was added to the System are prohibited.  The NPS is responsible 
for evaluating projects and their effects on designated rivers.  After such an evaluation, the 
Secretary of the Interior would exercise his authority to approve or deny permitting of the 
proposed Federal water resources project.  

As a partnership Wild and Scenic River, the DOI relies on the Wekiva River Advisory 
Management Committee to assist in managing the Wekiva to meet the requirements of the Act, 
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including ensuring its ORVs are protected and enhanced, as currently being proposed in the Draft 
Wekiva Wild and Scenic River Management Plan.  Although the NPS owns no lands or waters 
with the designated corridor of the Wekiva Wild and Scenic River, the NPS retains permitting 
responsibilities pursuant to section 7(a) of the Act. 

Additionally, as a federally designated WSR, the Wekiva is a section 4(f) resource, pursuant to 
section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966.  In accordance with this Act, NPS 
is responsible for reviewing federally funded road projects.  Direct and indirect effects, including 
constructive use impacts to designated rivers are evaluated within the context of the Act, the 
river’s designated ORVs, and efforts to avoid and/or mitigate harm to these resource values.  

Generally, bridge replacements within an existing corridor crossing and of a similar size/capacity 
of the bridge which is to be removed would be more likely to be approved provided certain 
mitigation measures are in place.  Conversely, a new bridge crossing outside of the existing 
corridor would likely be found to have a “direct and adverse effect” to the river’s ORVs.  In the 
case of the proposed Wekiva Parkway bridge crossing, the proposed structure lies within the 
existing corridor but is of substantially largely size and capacity.  Constructive use impacts 
associated with the use of this 4(f) resource would also likely arise.  As such, we believe all 
transportation alternatives, including the minimizing the proposed footprint, spanning the entire 
corridor without bridge supports being placed within the bed and banks of the river, and mass 
transportation should be carried forward in the planning process and fully evaluated in an 
appropriate environmental analysis document.   Further, aesthetics of the structure should also be 
evaluated.  Bridge crossings from other Wild and Scenic Rivers have employed various design 
techniques (e.g., weathered metal, color tinting, etc.) to minimize the visual intrusion created by 
the span.  The ability to see the river while crossing the bridge should also be a component of the 
aesthetic assessment.  Other design issues worthy of consideration include the angle of the bridge 
to the extent it can minimize visual intrusiveness, footing design to minimize scour, and other 
factors.

Our office is available for assistance to ensure any recommendations with the PD&E Study and 
subsequent Environmental Assessment are compatible with the Act, the draft management plan, 
and Section 4(f) of the Transportation Act.  NPS personnel will potentially be available for 
meeting attendance and associated coordination and document review activities.  While we may 
not be able to participate in all aspects of the project planning, the NPS would like to be involved 
in key decisions affecting the Wekiva, including conclusions related to the degree, magnitude, 
and intensity of impacts to the river and selection of alternatives that will be carried forward into 
future planning efforts.  

I look forward to working cooperatively with you and the study sponsors to protect the Wekiva 
Wild and Scenic River.     

Sincerely,

________/s/______________
Jeffrey R. Duncan, Ph.D.
Southeastern Rivers Program Manager
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Cc: David Vela, NPS Southeast Regional Director
Jaime Doubek-Racine, NPS RTCA Sarasota
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United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Rivers, Trails, and Conservation Assistance

Southern Appalachian Field Office
175 Hamm Road, Suite C

Chattanooga, Tennessee 37405
IN REPLY REFER TO:

Via electronic mail:

February 24, 2009

Bob Gleason
Environmental Administrator
District 5, MS 501
Florida Department of Transportation
719 South Woodland Blvd.
Deland, FL 32720-6834

Dear Mr. Gleason:

Thank you for the opportunity to tour the proposed Wekiva Parkway crossing of the Wekiva 
Wild and Scenic River in the existing Highway 46 corridor.  In addition to touring the site with 
you and your team on the morning of February 5, 2009, I also had the opportunity to view the 
existing bridge from the water the previous day thanks to our partners with the Florida 
Department of Environmental Protection.  Based on these preliminary observations combined 
with the materials you’ve provided to date, it appears that the project will offer many advantages 
to the river compared to the existing structure.  However, as we discussed, our formal review 
process pursuant to section 7 of the Wild and Scenic River Act will not begin until an 
environmental impact state or other NEPA document is released for public comment.  Nothing in 
this preliminary review should be considered binding.

My preliminary observations indicate any potential direct and adverse impacts associated with 
the project will likely be limited to construction related activities and the specific design of the 
bridge, specifically aesthetics that could affect the scenic “outstandingly remarkable value”
(ORV) described in the Act.  NPS is committed to continue to work closely with you, your 
project team, and other stakeholders to avoid any potential impacts to the ORVs that may arise 
from project.  Specifically, as mentioned in our October 3, 2008 letter to Kathleen Jorza of 
CH2MHill, bridge designs that include measures to minimize visual intrusion (e.g., weathered or 
tinted metal) have been used in similar settings and would appear to be appropriate for your 
proposed project.

Please consider this letter a preliminary Section 7 review based on the information received to 

Re:  Site tour of Wekiva Parkway Wekiva Wild and Scenic River Crossing
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date and after conducting a site visit.  This preliminary assessment is non-binding and pending a 
final determination based on information and environmental analysis contained within the EIS.  
This preliminary assessment is provided to facilitate proactive communication and aid in 
identifying potential issues that could otherwise slow the process.

Thank you again for hosting the site visit, and I look forward to working with you as the project 
progresses.  In the meantime, please feel free to contact me if you have questions or need 
additional information.

Sincerely,

_________/s/_____________________
Jeffrey R. Duncan, Ph.D.
Southeastern Rivers Program Manager

Cc: David Vela, NPS Southeast Regional Director
Jaime Doubek-Racine, NPS RTCA Sarasota
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United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Rivers, Trails, and Conservation Assistance

Southern Appalachian Field Office
175 Hamm Road, Suite C

Chattanooga, Tennessee 37405
IN REPLY REFER TO:

Via electronic and US Mail:

June 9, 2009

Bob Gleason
Environmental Administrator
District 5, MS 501
Florida Department of Transportation
719 South Woodland Blvd.
Deland, FL 32720-6834

Dear Mr. Gleason:

Thank you for your letter dated May 5, 2009 seeking concurrence from the National Park Service 
(NPS) regarding the subject of 4(f) recreational resources as they relate to the Wekiva Wild and 
Scenic River. As you know, the Wekiva River was designated as part of the National Wild and 
Scenic River System in 2000 pursuant to the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (PL 90-542; 16 U.S.C. 
1271 et seq).  As such, the Wekiva is considered a 4(f) resource under the US Department of 
Transportation Act (Title 49 U.S.C Section 303 and Title 23 U.S.C. Section 138).  Specifically, 
your letter requests concurrence in three areas related to Section 4(f): 1) that the amount and 
location of land does not impair the use of the remaining Section 4(f) lands; 2) that the proximity 
impacts of the project shall not impair the use of such land for its intended purpose; and 3) 
agreement, in writing, with the assessment of impacts of the proposed project and the proposed 
mitigation.

Regarding the amount and location of land, we concur that the proposed project is not likely to 
impair the use of remaining Section 4(f) lands.  The proposed project lies within the corridor of 
the existing highway crossing, and although the project, as proposed, will have a larger footprint 
than the existing structure, the fact that the new structure will span more of the river channel and 
floodplain is of benefit to the protection of free flow as specified by the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act.

Regarding the notion that proximity impacts of the project on remaining 4(f) lands shall not 
impair the use of such lands for its intended purpose, we are not able to concur at this time.  The 

Re:  Wekiva Parkway, Wekiva Wild and Scenic River Crossing Request for 
Concurrence regarding 4(f) lands
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information provided to date by FDOT and CH2MHill provides no thorough evaluation of the 
potential project-related impacts associated with visual or auditory intrusions within the river 
corridor.  The noise study conducted as a component of the PD&E study does not consider the 
proposed Wekiva River crossing as a sensitive site.  Instead, your letter states that “Measures to 
reduce any noise impacts and visual intrusion are design phase activities that are to be 
coordinated with the National Park Service.”  Although we welcome the opportunity to 
coordinate on this matter, it must be understood that these conditions represent important 
protected features and attributes that contribute to the Wekiva being a resource of national 
significance.  Pursuant to Section 7(a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, “no department or 
agency of the United States shall assist by loan, grant, licenses, or otherwise in the construction 
of any water resources project that would have a direct and adverse effect of the values for which 
such river was established.”  Further, aesthetics and auditory intrusions are listed as factors within 
the Draft Wekiva Wild and Scenic River Management Plan that may affect the “Outstandingly 
Remarkable Values” (ORVs) for which the river was designated by Congress.  The aesthetics of 
the bridge as experienced from within the river corridor, an increase in noise and/or vibrations 
associated with the proposed project, and the increased traffic flow volume has the potential pose
substantial impairment to one or more ORVs.  Until such time as the proposed project is 
evaluated with respect to these potential impacts, we are unable to determine whether the project 
will “impair the use of such lands for its intended purpose.” 

Finally, your letter requests agreement, in writing, with “the assessment of impacts” and 
“proposed mitigation” for impacts associated with the project.  Again, for the reasons stated 
above, we cannot concur at this time.  Until the potential for impacts to the Wekiva’s ORVs have 
been thoroughly evaluated and environmental commitments and mitigation with respect to these 
impacts have been clearly stated, we are unable to determine whether concurrence is warranted.  

As stated in our February 24, 2009 letter, our comments to date with respect to project impacts 
are preliminary and based on information received to date.  We look forward to continuing to 
work with FDOT and your consultants toward a final determination of impacts and adequacy of 
environmental commitments based on information and environmental analysis, typically
contained within the EIS, pursuant to Section 7 of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and in 
accordance with procedures set forth by the Interagency Wild and Scenic Rivers Council.  

Thank you again for consulting with the National Park Service.  Please feel free to contact me if 
you have questions or need additional information.

Sincerely,

_________/s/_____________________
Jeffrey R. Duncan, Ph.D.
Southeastern Rivers Program Manager

Cc: David Vela, NPS Southeast Regional Director
Jaime Doubek-Racine, NPS RTCA Sarasota
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Information on Revision of the Wekiva Parkway Alternative in East Lake County 
The Wekiva Parkway & Protection Act (Florida Statutes, 2004) required that SR 46 in east Lake 
County west of the Wekiva River not be a continuous roadway for environmental reasons.  As 
recommended by the Lake County Commission, the Wekiva River Basin Commission, and the 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection (in keeping with the mandates of the Act), the plans 
for Wekiva Parkway in east Lake County eliminated SR 46 as a through road from the Neighborhood 
Lakes area eastward to the Wekiva River.  Those are the Wekiva Parkway plans that the National 
Park Service (NPS) has seen previously in our Section 4(f) coordination.  At the time the Act was 
passed, it was assumed the Wekiva Parkway would not be a tolled roadway.  However, after an 
extensive financial analysis estimated the total cost of construction of the project at $1.8 billion, and 
with declining transportation dollars available to the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT), 
it became evident that the Wekiva Parkway from SR 429 near Apopka in northwest Orange County 
through east Lake County to I-4 near Sanford in west Seminole County would not be financially 
feasible without tolls.   
Citizens in the east Lake County area who live and work along existing SR 46 expressed concerns 
over having to pay a toll for a local trip.  Local and state elected officials also expressed those 
concerns on behalf of their constituents.  In mid 2009, the Orlando-Orange County Expressway 
Authority (OOCEA) and FDOT began analyzing options to provide a non-tolled service road in east 
Lake County along the Wekiva Parkway route. In response to those citizen and elected official 
concerns, a service road concept has been developed.  The service road, which would be parallel to 
and on the north side of the Wekiva Parkway in east Lake County, is within the 300 foot right-of-way 
previously identified for the Wekiva Parkway (attached are two graphics which depict the alignment 
and the typical section; please zoom in on the PDF of the alignment for greater detail).  The alignment 
of the Wekiva Parkway has not been changed.  The previous Wekiva Parkway alternative had two 
local access interchanges west of the Wekiva River in east Lake County due to the elimination of SR 
46.  With the service road, those interchanges are no longer needed.  However, a service road bridge 
over the Wekiva River will be needed for a non-tolled connection between Lake and Seminole 
Counties.  The width of this 2 lane service road bridge would also accommodate a regional trail 
crossing of the river.  The total area of bridge deck over the river, which may be viewed as a potential 
Wild & Scenic River impact, would increase slightly by approximately 0.31 acre, as shown below. 

                                                                                         Estimated Potential Impact on Wekiva River   

   Wekiva Parkway Alternative with Service Road                               0.96 acre 
   Previous Wekiva Parkway Alternative                                              0.65 acre 
   Estimated Increase in Potential Impact                                              0.31 acre 

A Public Workshop on the service road alternative was held in Sorrento, Florida on December 17, 
2009.  FDOT and OOCEA are now moving ahead to revise the previous recommended Preferred 
Alternative for Wekiva Parkway in east Lake County to include the service road.  We have been 
coordinating with Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) on the programmatic Section 4(f) 
evaluation for the Wekiva Wild & Scenic River, including our previous interaction with NPS.  After 
you have had an opportunity to review this information on the service road and the resultant increased 
area of bridge deck over the Wekiva River, FHWA has indicated they would like to meet or 
teleconference with NPS, FDOT and OOCEA to discuss resolving the outstanding NPS concerns so 
we may reach agreement on Section 4(f) concurrence for potential proximity impacts and mitigation.  
I will contact you about the scheduling of and arrangements for that meeting/teleconference with 
FHWA.  In the meantime, if NPS has any questions about the service road concept, please contact 
Mr. Dave Lewis of CH2M HILL at (407)423-0001 Ext. 281.   
Information sent by Bob Gleason, FDOT D5 on February 8, 2010 to Jeff Duncan, NPS  
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United States Department of the Interior 

 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

Southeast Region 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Program 
535 Chestnut Street, Suite 207 
Chattanooga, Tennessee 37402 

  

IN REPLY REFER TO: 
 

Via electronic and US Mail: 

 

November 8, 2010 

 

Mr. Brian Hutchings 

Public Information Officer 

4974 ORL Tower Road 

Orlando, FL 32807 

 

Re:  Wekiva Parkway (S.R. 429)/S.R. 46 Realignment Project Development & 

Environment Study 
 

Dear Mr. Hutchings: 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the environmental assessment  associated with the Wekiva 

Parkway PD&E Study.  As you know, the Wekiva River was designated by Congress in 2000 as 

part of the National Wild and Scenic River System in 2000 in accordance with the Wild and Scenic 

Rivers Act (PL 90-542; 16 U.S.C. 1271 et seq).  Specifically, the Section 7(a) of the Wild and 

Scenic Rivers Act requires that “no department or agency of the United States shall assist by loan, 

grant, license, or otherwise in the construction of any water resources project that would have a 

direct and adverse effect of the values for which such river was established.”  Further, the Act 

requires that any federally-assisted water resources project will not adversely affect the river’s free 

flowing characteristics, water quality, or its “outstandingly remarkable values (ORVs).   

 

In carrying out the Act, the National Park Service (NPS) is responsible for ensuring that these 

requirements are met.  To this end, the NPS has been in ongoing informal consultation with the 

Florida Department of Transportation, the Orlando-Orange County Expressway Authority, the 

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and others for more than two years.  On April 7, 2010, 

these parties met at the Florida Department of Transportation District 5 offices in Deland, FL to 

discuss interagency coordination as the project planning moves forward.  A key outcome of that 

meeting was that FDOT and OOCEA will convene a design charette involving the Wekiva Wild 

and Scenic River System Advisory Management Committee, FHWA, Florida Department of 

Environmental Protection, NPS, and other interested stakeholders. 

 

As noted in previous correspondence, the NPS is particularly concerned with various design aspects 

of the span as they relate to aesthetics and scenic, auditory intrusion within the Wekiva River 

corridor, night skies, and instream flow characteristics associated with the bridge supports.  The 
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proposal for a secondary non-tolled span, while modestly increasing the overall footprint of the 

project, does not by itself create any additional design concerns; however design commitments will 

be needed for both spans collectively before NPS can issue a Section 7(a) Determination. 

 

Following the design charette, it was agreed that FDOT and OOCEA will provide NPS with a 

tentative design upon which the Section 7(a) will be based.  Only upon completion of the Section 

7(a) Determination with a finding of no direct and adverse effect will NPS be able to provide a 

Section 4(f) concurrence letter to the FHWA allowing the project to proceed.  

 

Thank you again for consulting with the National Park Service.  Please feel free to contact me if 

you have questions or need additional information. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

_________/s/_____________________ 

Jeffrey R. Duncan, Ph.D. 

Southeastern Wild and Scenic River Coordinator 

 

Cc: D. Vela, NPS Southeast Regional Director 

J. Doubek-Racine, NPS ,Wekiva Wild and Scenic River System, DFO 

G. Hadley, FHWA 

B. FDOT 

D. Shelley, FDEP, Wekiva Aquatic Preserve 
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United States Department of the Interior 

 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

Science and Natural Resources Division 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Program 
535 Chestnut Street, Suite 207 
Chattanooga, Tennessee 37405 

  

 

 

October 7, 2011 

 

Martin Knopp 

Division Administrator 

US Department of Transportation 

Federal Highway Administration 

545 John Know Rd. Suite 200 

Tallahassee, FL 32303 

 

Re: Request for NPS Concurrence for Section 4(f) Impacts to Wekiva Wild and Scenic 

River 

 

Dear Mr. Knopp, 

 

Thank you for your letter dated August 26, 2011 regarding National Park Service (NPS) 

concurrence on Section 4(f) impacts associated with the proposed Wekiva Parkway crossing of 

the Wekiva Wild and Scenic River.  Based on the conditions proposed within your letter, 

particularly that NPS obligations and authorities under Section 7(a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Act will continue to be recognized as the project moves forward, the NPS does concur with all 

three Section 4(f) criteria as articulated in your letter, subject to an ultimate Section 7(a) 

Evaluation and Determination by the NPS. 

 

To further clarify the process moving forward with respect to Section 7(a), the NPS would like to 

acknowledge and commend the efforts of the Orlando-Orange County Expressway Authority 

(OOCEA) in hosting the recent series of design charettes for the proposed Wekiva Parkway 

crossing of the Wekiva Wild and Scenic River.  We believe the charette process succeeded in 

identifying a suite of issues important to stakeholders surrounding the project as well as some 

potential solutions.  Although the charette stopped short of creating a set of design alternatives 

with the specificity needed for the NPS to conduct a formal Section 7(a) Determination, the 

process did move the project substantially in that direction. 

 

As per verbal agreement during July’s final charette meeting between me, Linda Anderson of 

FHWA, and Mike Snyder of OOCEA, we look forward to continuing the bridge design 

discussions within the forum of regularly scheduled Wekiva River Advisory Management 

Committee (WRAMC) meetings.  Alternatively, it may be more efficient for OOCEA and their 

consultants to consider working with the WRAMC to identify a subcommittee that could work 

directly with them to further refine the conceptual designs.  I believe such a forum can be highly 
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advantageous to further refining the designs such that the final design does not adversely affect 

the river’s free flow characteristics, water quality, or outstandingly remarkable values (ORVs).  

As previous stated, such an arrangement does not and cannot defer the authority of the Secretary, 

as delegated to the NPS, for making a final determination.  Rather, it simply offers a means of 

continued stakeholder input and dialogue toward a suitable design outcome sufficient for the NPS 

to conduct a formal Section 7(a) Review and Determination.  To that end, the NPS remains eager 

to continue informal consultation with FWHA and OOCEA to develop a design suitable for 

Section 7 analysis.  

 

Specifically, we would encourage the OOCEA team and the WRAMC to consider addressing the 

issues as outlined on our decision support document distributed at the last charette meeting.  To 

reiterate the essence of that document, the replacement bridge should clearly demonstrate how 

conceptual design options address scenery and preserve or enhance that ORV. Effects on scenic 

values will be determined based on a visual contrast rating process that will evaluate how well the 

design and associated modifications repeat the surrounding landscape’s fundamental visual 

elements of form, line, color, and texture as well as incorporate appropriate design principles and 

strategies to minimize visual contrasts between the proposed action and the characteristic with the 

surrounding environment.  Bridge designs should provide specific provisions that describe how 

the recreational experience is enhanced by not adversely disrupting river users and by providing 

safe and appropriate multimodal transportation options on the structure itself.  They should 

describe how wildlife passage both beneath the bridge and within the general vicinity is optimized 

without creating potentially adverse or hazardous conditions for wildlife and humans.   Sound and 

light intrusions can adversely affect both humans and wildlife, and these features should also be 

explicitly addressed in the design.  Finally, designs moving forward should document how free 

flow and water quality are optimized through the application of innovative stormwater capture, 

retention and treatment designs that meet state and federal regulations while improving water 

quality, free flow, wildlife, and recreational values. 

 

The NPS is committed to further coordination with FHWA as we seek a mutually beneficial 

design that ultimately meets or exceeds the requirements of Section 7(a).  In the meantime, please 

do not hesitate to contact me if I can be of assistance.  I can be reached at (423) 987-6127, or by 

email at jeff_duncan@nps.gov.  We look forward to continuing to work with you toward the 

ultimate goal of protecting and enhancing the Wekiva Wild and Scenic River. 

 

Respectfully,  

 

    /s/ 

 

Jeffrey R. Duncan 

Wild and Scenic Rivers Coordinator 

Southeast Region 

 

CC:  David Vela, Regional Director, NPS 

Gayle Hazelwood, Deputy Regional Director, NPS 

Linda Anderson, FHWA 

Mike Snyder, OOCEA 

Brian Stanger, FDOT 

Deborah Shelley, FDEP 

Wekiva River Advisory Management Committee 

mailto:jeff_duncan@nps.gov
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR (DOI), 

OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY AND COMPLIANCE 

CORRESPONDENCE 



United States Department of the Interior
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

Washington, DC 20240

~
~~/~,

TAKE PRIDE-
'NA,MERICA

ER08/0819
FEB 2 2 2012

Linda Anderson
Environmental Protection Specialist
Federal Highway Administration
545 John Knox Rd., Ste. 200
Tallahassee, FL 32303

Dear Ms. Anderson:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the final Section 4(f) evaluation for the Wekiva
Parkway (SR 429)/SR 46 Realignment, Orange, Lake, and Seminole Counties, Florida. The
Department ofthe Interior (Department) responded, through the National Park Service, in an
October 7, 2011, letter regarding your request for concurrence for Section 4(f) impacts to the
Wekiva Wild and Scenic River. Remaining at issue were two Section 4(f) properties consisting
of the Bock House and Strite House.

The Department concurs that there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of Section
4(f) properties, which consist ofthe Bock House and Strite House, and that all possible planning
has been done to minimize harm to those properties, as described in the Memorandum of
Agreement executed by the Federal Highway Administration and Florida State Historic
Preservation Officer on July 12,2011.

Sincerely,

IU~-;:
Willie R. Taylor
Director, Office of Environmental
Policy and Compliance
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NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION (NOAA) 

NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE (NMFS) 

CORRESPONDENCE 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(Sent via Electronic Mail) 
 
Mr. Brian Stanger, P.E. 
Florida Department of Transportation, District Five 
719 South Woodland Boulevard, MS-501 
DeLand, FL 32720-6834 
  
Dear Mr. Stanger:  
 
NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) reviewed your electronic mail dated August 10, 
2010, and supporting documentation regarding the proposed construction of Wekiva Parkway and 
potential impacts to Essential Fish Habitat (EFH).  The project includes the construction and expansion of 
a four lane highway beginning near Apopka in Orange County, Florida and ending near Sanford in 
Seminole County, Florida.  The project would directly impact 97.56 acres of high to moderate quality 
freshwater wetlands.  The Federal Highway Administration requires a letter of concurrence from NMFS 
to be included in the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) federal funding application.  Acting 
on behalf of FDOT, CH2M Hill has determined that the project would not have a substantial adverse 
effect on EFH.  As the nation’s federal trustee for the conservation and management of marine, estuarine, 
and anadromous fishery resources, the following comments and recommendations are provided pursuant 
to authorities of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA). 
 
Project History 
On April 8, 2005, NMFS participated in an interagency site inspection at the project site.  On April 10, 
2005, NMFS provided a letter to FDOT requesting information regarding avoidance and minimization of 
wetland impacts and compensatory mitigation to offset unavoidable impacts.  Additionally, NMFS 
requested that FDOT provide an analysis of potential impacts to water quality, a summary of wetland 
impacts, wetland characterizations, and other potential impacts to NOAA trust fishery resources.  At the 
time NMFS provided these comments, we believed the wetlands at the site were EFH.  Further 
examination by NMFS indicates that these wetlands are not influenced by tide and are therefore 
inaccessible to federally managed fishery species. 
 
Discussion and Conclusion 
The project proposes impacts to 97.56 acres of high and moderate quality wetlands.  These wetlands 
provide water quality functions, such as removal of sediments, excess nutrients, and contaminants, that 
benefit and support these aquatic ecosystems.  Through hydrological connections, these wetlands also 
contribute plant material and other useable nutrients (both dissolved and particulate organic matter) into 
aquatic food webs that include recreationally, commercially, and ecologically important species within 
the St. Johns River and its estuaries. 
 
The information provided states that the project would be mitigated at mitigation banks within the 

 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 
 

Southeast Regional Office 
263 13th Avenue South 
St. Petersburg, Florida  33701-5505 
(727) 824-5317; FAX (727) 824-5300 
http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/ 
 
August 12, 2010 F/SER4:BH/jk 
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affected watershed, by purchase of private lands adjacent to the roadway, and through the St. Johns River 
Water Management District’s FDOT Mitigation Plan in accordance with 373.4137, Florida Statute.  
NMFS believes this is a viable approach for offsetting the loss of the ecological services provided by the 
wetlands at the project site.  This approach will also ensure that the lost function and values will be 
replaced within the same watershed.  Ultimately, the Jacksonville District Army Corps of Engineers will 
determine the appropriate amount of credits to be purchased and functions to be offset based on a 
functional assessment.   
 
The wetlands that would be impacted by the project are freshwater in nature and are not influenced by the 
tide, including the site of the proposed crossing.  Based on this information, NMFS concludes that the 
proposed work would not directly impact areas that support EFH or NOAA trust fishery resources and 
this project will not require an EFH Assessment.  Therefore, NMFS is not providing comments or 
recommendations pursuant to the EFH requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act (P.L. 104-297).  Further consultation on this matter is not necessary unless future 
modifications are proposed and FDOT determines that the proposed action may result in adverse impacts 
to EFH. 
 
Endangered Species Act   
We are not aware of any threatened or endangered species or critical habitat under the purview of NMFS 
that occur within the project area.  However, it should be noted that a “no effect” determination must be 
made by the action agency and the reasoning underlying the determination should be documented in a 
project file.  Please coordinate closely with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for other species listed 
under the Endangered Species Act that may require consultation. 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments.  Questions should be directed to the attention 
of Mr. Brandon Howard in our West Palm Beach Field Office, which is co-located with the US 
Environmental Protection Agency at USEPA, 400 North Congress Avenue, Suite 120, West Palm Beach, 
FL 33401.  He also may be reached by telephone at (561) 616-8880 extension 210, or by email at 
Brandon.Howard@noaa.gov. 
 
        Sincerely, 

 

       / for  
Miles M. Croom 
Assistant Regional Administrator 

        Habitat Conservation Division 
 
cc: 
 
COE, (Andrew.W.Phillips@usace.army.mil) 
FWS, (Todd_Mecklenborg@fws.gov)  
FDOT, (Brian.Stanger@dot.state.fl.us) 
FDOT, (Hannah.Hernandez@dot.state.fl.us)  
CH2M Hill, (Rosanne.Prager@CH2M.com) 
F/SER47, Howard, Getsinger 
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From: Callahan, Mark/ORL 
Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 2007 6:17 PM 
To: Stewart, Linda 
Cc: Stivender, Jim - Lake County; brian.stanger@dot.state.fl.us; Lewis, David/ORL 
Subject: FW: CR 46A 
 
Attachments: C-5 CR46A All Align Graphic.pdf; M Long Ltr 7-9-07.pdf 
Clarification from Division of Forestry. 
 

From: Lewis, David/ORL  
Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 2007 6:12 PM 
To: Callahan, Mark/ORL 
Subject: FW: CR 46A 
 
For your response to Comm. Stewart. 
  

From: Bishop, Joe [mailto:bishopj@doacs.state.fl.us]  
Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 2007 6:07 PM 
To: Lewis, David/ORL 
Cc: Long, Mike; Hardin, Dennis; Schreiber, Winnie; Mousel, Keith; Lovett, Ray 
Subject: RE: CR 46A 
  
Dave, 
  
The reference to CR46A Realignment Alternative 2 in Mike Long’s letter should have indicated Alternative 1A.  
The reference to Alternative 2 was from the older concept.  The desire of the Division is to have the CR46A 
realignment are far to the west of the forest as possible and for the south widening of SR46. 
  
Joe Bishop 
Forestry Supervisor II 
Seminole State Forest 
Division of Forestry 
9610 CR44 
Leesburg, FL  34788 
Office) 352-360-6677 
Suncom) 668-6677 
Fax) 352-315-4488 
  

-----Original Message----- 
From: David.Lewis2@CH2M.com [mailto:David.Lewis2@CH2M.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 2007 5:27 PM 
To: Bishop, Joe 
Cc: mark.callahan@ch2m.com 
Subject: CR 46A 
  
Joe: 

In Mike Long’s July 9, 2007 letter to George Lovett, his reference to CR 46A Realignment Alternative 2 
(highlighted in the attachment) has created some confusion among other stakeholders.  That is an older 
alternative concept which would widen SR 46 to the south in the area of the CR 46A intersection.  With 
the acquisition of Neighborhood Lakes, all concepts for some time now have shown the south widening of 
SR 46 under Alternative 1; you will recall as you review the attached graphic that we have been 
evaluating and discussing options for the realignment of Alternative 1 over the past months.  Indeed, Mr. 
Long’s letter indicates the Division of Forestry opposes Alternatives 1C and 1D, so I think what he meant 
to say is Alternative 1A or other similar alignment further to the west away from the Seminole State Forest
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would be preferable.  See the excerpt below from the March 20, 2007 meeting with you and FDEP*.  

Please confirm, at your earliest convenience, that the reference in the letter to the older Alternative 2 was 
actually meant to indicate the Division of Forestry’s preference for a CR 46A realignment alternative 
further to the west, such as Alternative 1A, with SR 46 widening to the south. 

Thank you, 

Dave 

  

*Lake County:  CR 46A Realignment  

Mr. Callahan, referring to aerial based concept display boards, discussed the CR 46A Realignment 
alternatives.  He said the west right-of-way line for Alternative 1 is on the property line of Scott Taylor’s 
land and the Heathrow County Estates development.  Other alternatives developed at the request of the 
Heathrow Country Estates Homeowners Association include:  Alternative 1A - 50 feet  east of the 
property line; Alternative 1B – 800 feet east of the property line; Alternative 1C – 2,700 feet east of the 
property line and into the Seminole State Forest; and Alternative 1D – along the existing CR 46A 
alignment through the Seminole State Forest.  Mr. Callahan indicated he had told the Homeowners 
Association that Alternatives 1C and 1D are inconsistent with the Wekiva Parkway and Protection Act 
and he could not recommend either of them.  Otherwise, Alternatives 1, 1A and 1B are acceptable and the 
landowners will be asked to decide which one is mutually agreeable.  Someone on the phone from 
Tallahassee indicated FDEP would prefer Alternative 1 in light of acquisition discussions with 
landowner Scott Taylor for property to the north.  The FDEP representatives and Joe Bishop indicated a 
letter would be prepared strongly objecting to Alternatives 1C and 1D. 
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Information on Revision of the Wekiva Parkway Alternative in East Lake County* 

The Wekiva Parkway & Protection Act (Florida Statutes, 2004) required that SR 46 in east Lake 
County west of the Wekiva River not be a continuous roadway for environmental reasons.  As 
recommended by the Lake County Commission, the Wekiva River Basin Commission, and the 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection (in keeping with the mandates of the Act), the plans 
for Wekiva Parkway in east Lake County eliminated SR 46 as a through road from the Neighborhood 
Lakes area eastward to the Wekiva River.  Those are the Wekiva Parkway plans that Wekiva River 
Basin State Parks management has seen previously in our Section 4(f) coordination.  At the time the 
Act was passed, it was assumed the Wekiva Parkway would not be a tolled roadway.  However, after 
an extensive financial analysis estimated the total cost of construction of the project at $1.8 billion, 
and with declining transportation dollars available to the Florida Department of Transportation 
(FDOT), it became evident that the Wekiva Parkway from SR 429 near Apopka in northwest Orange 
County through east Lake County to I-4 near Sanford in west Seminole County would not be 
financially feasible without tolls.   

Citizens in the east Lake County area who live and work along existing SR 46 expressed concerns 
over having to pay a toll for a local trip.  Local and state elected officials also expressed those 
concerns on behalf of their constituents.  In mid 2009, the Orlando-Orange County Expressway 
Authority (OOCEA) and FDOT began analyzing options to provide a non-tolled service road in east 
Lake County along the Wekiva Parkway route. In response to those citizen and elected official 
concerns, a service road concept has been developed.  The service road, which would be parallel to 
and on the north side of the Wekiva Parkway in east Lake County, is within the 300 foot right-of-way 
previously identified for the Wekiva Parkway (attached are two graphics which depict the alignment 
and the typical section; please zoom in on the PDF of the alignment for greater detail).  The alignment 
of the Wekiva Parkway has not been changed.  The previous Wekiva Parkway alternative had two 
local access interchanges west of the Wekiva River in east Lake County due to the elimination of SR 
46.  With the service road, those interchanges are no longer needed and impacts to Rock Springs Run 
State Reserve (RSRSR) lands have been reduced by approximately 29 acres, as shown below. 

                                                                                            Estimated Impact on RSRSR Land   

   Previous Wekiva Parkway Alternative                                              124.8 acres 

   Wekiva Parkway Alternative with Service Road                                95.8 acres 

   Estimated Impact Reduction                                                               29.0 acres 

A Public Workshop on the service road alternative was held in Sorrento, Florida on December 17, 
2009.  FDOT and OOCEA are now moving ahead to revise the previous recommended Preferred 
Alternative for Wekiva Parkway in east Lake County to include the service road.  With regard to this 
revision, FDOT and OOCEA have been coordinating with the Federal Highway Administration on 
the programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation for public lands, which includes RSRSR. There has been 
recent coordination in Tallahassee between FDOT, OOCEA and FDEP Deputy Secretary Ballard on 
the service road concept and the resultant reduced impacts to RSRSR.  Also, FDOT and OOCEA 
have been discussing with Deputy Secretary Ballard and FDEP legal counsel a letter agreement on 
Section 4(f) concurrence for potential proximity impacts and mitigation.  

This information is meant to provide an update on activities to the Wekiva River Basin State Parks 
management team.  If you have any questions about the service road concept, please contact Mr. 
Dave Lewis of CH2M HILL at (407)423-0001 Ext. 281 or by email at David.Lewis2@ch2m.com.    

*Information provided to FDEP, Division of Recreation and Parks (Wekiva River Basin State 
Parks Manager Warren Poplin) on February 8, 2010.   
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From:                                         Lewis, David/ORL 
Sent:                                           Wednesday, May 19, 2010 8:21 AM 
To:                                               'Gruver, Brad' 
Cc:                                               Brian.Stanger@dot.state.fl.us; Callahan, Mark/ORL 
Subject:                                     RE: Wekiva Pkwy ‐ T&E Species Coordination 
  
We certainly understand.  FDOT is submitting project documentation to the Federal Highway Administration 
now for their review and approval, so the results of the FWC review would be appreciated at your earliest 
convenience.  Thank you. 
  

From: Gruver, Brad [mailto:Brad.Gruver@MyFWC.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, May 19, 2010 8:15 AM 
To: Lewis, David/ORL 
Subject: RE: Wekiva Pkwy - T&E Species Coordination 
  
No, I think I have what I need.  The oil spill has changed priorities and I have not been able to review this yet.  Do 
you have a date by which you have to have my review? 
  
/brad/ 
Bradley J. Gruver, Ph.D. 
Species Conservation Planning Section 
Division of Habitat and Species Conservation 
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 
850-488-3831 
  
From: David.Lewis2@CH2M.com [mailto:David.Lewis2@CH2M.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, May 19, 2010 8:13 AM 
To: Gruver, Brad 
Cc: Brian.Stanger@dot.state.fl.us; Mark.Callahan@CH2M.com 
Subject: FW: Wekiva Pkwy - T&E Species Coordination 
  
Hi Dr. Gruver: 
  
Is there anything else we can provide to FWC to assist in your evaluation?  If so, please let us know.  Thank you. 
  
Dave 
  

From: Lewis, David/ORL  
Sent: Monday, May 10, 2010 3:26 PM 
To: 'Gruver, Brad' 
Cc: Brian.Stanger@dot.state.fl.us; Callahan, Mark/ORL 
Subject: RE: Wekiva Pkwy - T&E Species Coordination 
  
Dr. Gruver: 
  
Thank you for getting back to us so quickly.  In response to your question:  the proposed rural two‐lane, two‐way 
service road is within the previously identified 300 foot right‐of‐way for the Wekiva Parkway (SR 429) 
expressway.  The service road is on the north side of, and parallel to, the expressway.  Therefore, there is no 
additional right‐of‐way needed for the service road.  The reduction in land impact is because, with the service 
road providing local access, there would no need for the two local access interchanges and ramps that were part 
of the previous alternative.  That means less right‐of‐way is required for the current alternative.  Looking at the 
spreadsheet and zooming in on the two PDFs sent previously will show that the previous alternative with those 
two interchanges and related ramps required quite a bit more land (i.e., +63.6 acres) compared to the current 
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alternative with the service road.  Most (58%) of those acreage reductions were on public lands (i.e., ‐37.2 
acres): FDEP (Rock Springs Run State Reserve, ‐29 acres) and Division of Forestry (Seminole State Forest,  ‐8.2 
acres).   I hope this adequately responds to your question.  Please let me know if you need further information.  
Thank you. 
  
Dave 
  

From: Gruver, Brad [mailto:Brad.Gruver@MyFWC.com]  
Sent: Monday, May 10, 2010 2:44 PM 
To: Lewis, David/ORL 
Subject: RE: Wekiva Pkwy - T&E Species Coordination 
  
Mr. Lewis: 
  
I’m reviewing the changes, and will likely need to have a couple of other folks do so as well.  One question I’m 
sure to get asked, and you likely explained this to me on the phone and I don’t recall, is “how do you add a 
service road that was not in the original plan and have that addition reduce the lands impacted?”  A quick answer 
to that may speed things up a little. 
  
/brad/ 
Bradley J. Gruver, Ph.D. 
Species Conservation Planning Section 
Division of Habitat and Species Conservation 
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 
850-488-3831 
  
From: David.Lewis2@CH2M.com [mailto:David.Lewis2@CH2M.com]  
Sent: Monday, May 10, 2010 11:36 AM 
To: Todd_Mecklenborg@FWS.gov; Gruver, Brad 
Cc: Brian.Stanger@dot.state.fl.us; Mark.Callahan@CH2M.com; Rosanne.Prager@CH2M.com 
Subject: Wekiva Pkwy - T&E Species Coordination 
  
To:  Mr. Todd Mecklenborg, USFWS and Dr. Brad Gruver, FWC: 
  
We are providing the following to you on behalf of the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT).  There has 
been a revision to the recommended Preferred Alternative for the proposed Wekiva Parkway (SR 429) in east 
Lake County to incorporate a service road for local trips.  This revision has resulted in reduced impacts to state 
park and conservation lands compared to the previous alternative. We are seeking your respective opinions on 
the need for and/or approach to an updated USFWS concurrence letter and an updated comment letter from 
FWC (copies of the Jan. 15, 2008 USFWS letter and the May 5, 2008 FWC letter are attached).  I spoke to Dr. 
Gruver about this recently, and explained the new concept and that there are reduced impacts to public 
lands, wildlife bridges are proposed for the service road at the same locations as the Wekiva Parkway mainline, 
etc. He indicated that he would like to know USFWS's opinion on the approach to updating the letters. I told Dr. 
Gruver we would provide graphics and data tables to allow a comparison to the previous alternative.  Nothing else 
has changed on the recommended Preferred Alternative from what you have seen previously. 
  
Attached are PDFs which depict the previous alternative and the current alternative.  You will need to zoom in on 
them to see more detail.  You will note the previous alternative had two interchanges for local access which are 
not required in the current alternative.  Also, most of the proposed service road is within the previously identified 
300 foot right-of-way for Wekiva Parkway.  Those are the primary reasons why the impacts to public lands have 
been reduced.  A spreadsheet is attached which provides more information on impact reduction.  Both the Florida 
Department of Environmental Protection (Rock Springs Run State Reserve) and the Florida Department of 
Agriculture and Consumer Services, Division of Forestry (Seminole State Forest) have given their full Section 4(f) 
concurrence for the current alternative.    
  
After you have had an opportunity to review this information, please let us know how you would like to proceed.  
We need to include the updated USFWS concurrence letter and the updated FWC comment letter in the 
Environmental Assessment document we are preparing now, so a response at your earliest convenience will be 
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greatly appreciated.  Thank you. 
  
Dave Lewis 
CH2MHILL 
(407)423-0001 Ext. 281   
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FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF STATE
Kurt S. Browning

Secretary of State
DIVISION OF HISTORICAL RESOURCES

Mr. David C. Gibbs October 10,2007
Federal Highway Administration
545 John Knox Road, Suite 200
Tallahassee,FL 32303

RE: DHRProjectFile Number: 2007-5191 (b)
Received by DHR: May 6, 2007; additional information received September I1,2007
Project: Cultural Resource Assessment Survey, Wekiva Parkway (SR 429)/SR 46 Realignment
PD&E Study
County: Orange, Lake, and Seminole

Dear Mr. Gibbs:

We have received and thank you for the additional information regarding the Seaboard Coast Line
Railway (8LA3414), 2424 Boch Road (8OR6198), and the Gravestone of Anthony Frazier (8OR9251).

Our office concurs that 8OR6198 and 8OR925l are ineligible for listing in the National Register of
Historic Places. It appears that there are enough intact portions of the Seaboard Coast Line Railway,both
inside and outside the area of potential effect, to convey its significance in the areas of community
planning and development and transportation. Based on the minimum criteria for listing under "Florida's
Hirtoric Ruilroad Resources" Multiple Property cover nomination, this resource appears to be potentially
eligible.

Although surveyors could not access 6229 Plymouth-Sorrento Road, this properly will need to be
evaluated if it is going to be affected by the project. We look forward to further consultation with your

office regarding this project. Ifyou have any questions, please contact Sherry Anderson, Architectural
Historian, Transportation Compliance Review Program, by email sanderson@dos.state.Jl.u.s, or at 850-
24s-6!32:

Sincerely,

\"".- P G-$.-
Frederick P. Gaske, Director, and
State Historic Preservation Offi cer

XC: Bob Gleason, FDOT, District Five
Mark Callahan, CH2MHill
Amy Streelman, Janus Research

500 S. Bronough Street . Tallahassee, X'L 32399-0250 . http:/iwww.flheritage.com

El Directols Office d Archaeological Research
(850)245-6300'FAX:2454436 (850) 245-&44'FAX:2456452

O Southeast Regional Office Et Northeast Regional Office d Central Florida Regional Office

(561) 41.6-2115 . F AX 4L6-nq9 p04) 8?5-5045 . FAX: 825-5044 (813) 2j723843 ' F AJj 2722340

El Historic Preservation El Historical Museurns
(850) 245-6333 ' F AX: 2454437 (850) 245-&00 ' F AX: 2454433
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09/24/2008 WED 10:51 FAX 8509428308 Fed. Hwy. Admin. ~ 001/002 

u.s. Department of Transportation 545 John Knox Road, Suite 200 
Federal Highway Administration Tallahassee, Florida 32303 

FLORIDA DIVISION 

FLDIV Facsimile Numbers: (850) 942-9691 or (850) 942-8308 

Date: September 24, 2008 

To: Phone: 386-943-5390 
Rob Gleason Fax: 386-736-5059 

"F rom: Phone: (850) 942-9650, Ext. 3012 
Cathy Kendall Fax: (850) 942-9691 

MESSAGE Cover Page Plus 1 Pages 

Bob, 

It looks like you were not copied on this letter from SHPO on the Wekiva Parkway project. 
Please see their comments following their concurrence of"adverse effect". 

I believe we will need to have a consultation meeting with them regarding the effects and 
avoidance/minimization possibilities. Please let us know when you would like to do this and 
who all would need to come to this meeting. 

Thanks, 
Cathy 

Confidentiality Note 

This facsimile transmission contains confidential information intended only for the use by the 
addressee identified above. If you are not the addressee, any copying, distribution or disclosure 
of the contents hereof is prohibited. If you have received this transmission by mistake, kindly 
notify us by telephone immediately so that "we can make arrangements for the return or 
destruction of the transmission; Thank you. 

OC::I?lO/l':)071?l(~~P-?<-?~~~ ,<:~~ 
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FAX 8509428308 Fed. Hwy. Admin .	 ~002/002 

FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF STATE
 
Kurt S. Browning
 

Secretary of State
 
DIVISION OF ffiSTORl~L RESOURCES
 

Mr. David C. Gibbs	 September 10,2008 
Federal Highway Administration 
545 JohnKnoxRoad, Suite 200 
Tallahassee, FL 32303 

RE:	 DI-IRProject File Number: 2008-5789 
Project: Section 106 Determination ofEfJr!cts. Wekiva Parkway (SR 4Z9)/SR 46 Realignment Project 
Counties: Orange, Lake, Seminole 

DearMr. Gibbs: 

Our office reviewed the above referenced project in accordance with Section 106 of theNational Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966 as amended, 36 CFR Part 800: Protection of Historic Properties, and Chapter 267 , 
Florida Statutes. It is the responsibility of the State Historic Preservation Officer to advise and assist, as 
appropriate, Federal and State agencies in carrying out their historic preservation responsibilities; to 
cooperate with agencies to ensure that historic properties are tal-en into consideration at all levels of planning 
and development; and to consult with the appropriate agencies in accordance with the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966 as amended, on undertakings that may affect historic properties and the content and 
sufficiency of any plans developed to protect, manage, or to reduce or mitigate harm to such properties. 

W,e concur that the Preferred Alternative (Alternative 1) would have an adverse effect on the Paul Bock 
House (80R7946) and the Strite House (80R9844). Please note that the Strite Housewas not identified until 
2008 but the Preferred Alternative was chosen in 2007 indicating that this property was not taken into 
consideration during the decision making process. Alternative 2, which would effectively avoid both houses, 
appears to be a prudent and feasible alternative when comparing the overall impacts and costs (Exhibit B-3). 
Furthermore, two Section 106 alternatives, A & B, were developed but excluded because adverse effects 
couldnot be eliminated. Minimization efforts combined with mitigation can lessen the severity of such 
impacts and we would like to discuss these options further. Due to the potential impacts to two Section 4(1) 
properties, our office requests a meeting between the parties. If you have any questions, please contact 
Sherry Anderson, Architectural Historian, by email sandersoll@dos.staleJl.us or at 850-245-6432. 

Sincerely, 

~..o:-Q. P. G.Jl.._____ 
Frederick P.Gaske, Director, and 
State Historic Preservation Officer 

xc. Roy Jackson, CEMO, FDOT 

SOD S. Bronough Street .. Tallahassee, FL 32399-0250 .. http;flwww.Oheritnge.eom 

o Director's Office 0 Archaeological Research l:11iistocicPrcscI:"ation 
(850) :lAS·6300· FAX: 24~":\6 (850) 245-6444' FAX: 245-6452 (850) 245-6.~1.1 • FAX: 245.(>4..~7 

~l n ~7 ~nnn 17·~~ n~ nn.A'Jn"'7nn	 07·/ '" "'..., 

mailto:sandersoll@dos.staleJl.us
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FHWA Comments on Section 106 Case Study and FDOT/OOCEA Responses 
Page 1  

FHWA Review of Section 106 Case Study of Effects for Wekiva Parkway 
(SR 429)/SR46 Realignment, Orange, lake and Seminole Counties, Florida, 
Financial Project #’s: 238275 1 22 01 and 240200 1 22 01 
Reviewer:  Linda Anderson, Environmental Protection Specialist, FHWA 
Date:  September 7, 2011 

FDOT and OOCEA Responses to 
FHWA Review Comments on the 
Section 106 Case Study prepared 
for Wekiva Parkway PD&E Study 
Date:  September 29, 2011  

Comment 
# 

Comment 
location/reviewer 

Comment Response 

 General Comment Why was the MOA signed and circulated 
prior to the conclusion of the Section 106 
Case Study when it is based on the Case 
Study? 

In order to complete Section 6 – 
Conclusions in the Case Study, the 
measures to minimize/mitigate 
harm had to be agreed to by FHWA 
and the SHPO.  Please see attached 
October 29, 2008 letter from FHWA 
to the SHPO.  That agreement on 
minimization/mitigation measures 
was accomplished in the executed 
MOA.  The need to prepare and 
complete the MOA was discussed 
at the Second Section 106 
Consultation meeting in Apopka on 
August 16, 2010, which FHWA and 
SHPO staff attended. Please see the 
highlighted portions of the 
attached summary of that meeting. 
Also attached is a copy of an email 
string between FHWA and the 
SHPO during the period June 8 -15, 
2011 regarding review and 
approval of the MOA.   

  Please add  FMSF for Strite House to 
Section 106 Case Study. 

The Florida Master Site File (FMSF) 
forms for the Strite House are in 
the Cultural Resource Assessment 
Survey (CRAS) report addendum 
which was previously submitted to 
FHWA and the SHPO;  the updated 
forms for the Bock House property 
included in the Case Study were for 
the significance reevaluation of the 
out-buildings requested by the 
landowner, as discussed at the 
Second Section 106 Consultation 
meeting (please see the 
explanation provided on page 5-4 
of the Case Study). 

 p.4-3, par. 3 States that “No Build” alt. did not meet 
P&N, so was not included in alternatives 
analysis.   It needs to be added per PD&E 

The sentence on page 4-3 states 
that the No Build Alternative “was 
not included in the alternatives 
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FHWA Comments on Section 106 Case Study and FDOT/OOCEA Responses 
Page 2  

Manual, Part 2, p. 12-13, par. 2:  “The 
Case Study report also includes a 
description and evaluation of all potential 
alternatives considered to avoid or 
minimize impacts to the property(ies) 
including the ‘no build’ alternative.” 

comparison” (i.e., the comparison 
of Build Alternatives 1, 1A, 1B and 
2).  As discussed in Section 1.5 – 
Development of Alternatives on 
page 1-11 under Section 1.5.1 – No 
Build Alternative, the analysis of 
alternatives did include the No 
Build Alternative. The text in the 
sentence on page 4-3 will be 
revised to clarify this. 

 p.4-5, Table 4-1 Please make the following changes: 
1) Add No Build alternative to this 

table. 
2)  Quantify the Florida Scrub Jay 

habitat Impact for all alternatives. 
3) Replace N/A with data for noise 

categories and distance from 
edge of travel lanes.  N/A appears 
to apply to whether noise 
abatement measures are 
applicable, but the descriptive 
criteria for these columns is 
about noise levels, not 
abatement. 
(should make this change for 
noise chapter as well-not logical 
as is). 

1) 1) Table 4-1 is entitled 
“Comparison of Orange County 
Build Alternatives”. It is meant to 
show a relative comparison of 
impacts for the four Build 
Alternatives. As requested, the No 
Build Alternative will be added to 
the table, and it will show no 
impacts under any of the 
evaluation criteria categories in 
the table.  

2) 2) The acreage will be quantified 
for Florida Scrub Jay habitat 
impact of all alternatives and 
included in the table; as shown on 
Table 4-1, the habitat impacts of 
Alternatives 1, 1A and 1B are 
similar, but Alternative 2 will have 
an additional 24.4 acres of impact 
and will be about 400 ft. closer to 
Scrub Jay sighting/nesting areas 
(please see details and maps 
provided in Appendix B).  
3) Comment 3 appears to be 
referring to Table 4-2.  The N/A in 
the columns under the Strite House 
for Alternatives 1 and 1A does not 
mean whether noise abatement 
measures are applicable. What N/A 
means for the evaluation criteria 
“increase in noise level” and 
“distance from travel lanes” is, 
under both alternatives, the house 
would be displaced; its existing 
location is within the proposed 
right-of-way for Alternatives 1 and 
1A.  A footnote will be added to 
Table 4-2 to clarify this.   
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FHWA Comments on Section 106 Case Study and FDOT/OOCEA Responses 
Page 3  

 Exh. 4-6 Please include realignment of Boch Road 
in Legend. 

The requested addition to the 
Legend in Exhibit 4-6 will be 
incorporated.  

 p.4-10, sect. 
4.3.4, bul. 5 

Please provide some explanation of “high 
community cohesion impacts.”  Seems 
like this would occur regardless of 
alternative. 

As noted in Section 4.3.4 –    
Alternative 2 (Avoidance) on page 
4-10, the impacts are discussed in 
more detail in Appendix B.  As 
indicated in Appendix B, Alternative 
2 (the Avoidance Alternative) 
would result in the displacement of 
seven additional residential 
dwellings, which is about 20% of 
the residences within a relatively 
small cluster of about 35 homes in 
a rural setting.  Alternative 2 would 
also displace three additional 
businesses.  It would also require 
relocation of Boch Road and 
alteration of existing access to it for 
several parcels.  For these reasons, 
Alternative 2 is expected to impact 
community cohesion and, based on 
comments received from area 
residents at public workshops, is 
expected to generate a high degree 
of public controversy.  The text on 
page 4-10 will be revised to 
reference this information.  Also, a 
footnote will be added to Table 4-1 
to clarify “high” impact of 
Alternative 2 under “Community 
Disruption” Evaluation Criteria. 
These impacts would not occur 
with any of the other alternatives 
considered (i.e., Alternatives 1, 1A 
and 1B).   

 p.4-14, par. 1 Please show potential pond location on 
Exh. 4-7.  Where are the four acres of 
contiguous property? 

As requested, the pond location will 
be shown on Exhibit 4-7. The four 
acres contiguous with the Bock 
House are located north of the 
proposed right-of-way line, south 
of Boch Road and east of the 
house, including the area labeled 
“Former Citrus Groves” on Exhibit 
4-7. This information will be added 
to the text on page 4-14 to provide 
clarification. 
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FHWA Comments on Section 106 Case Study and FDOT/OOCEA Responses 
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 p.4-14m par, 4 Is the noise analysis based on the revised 
23CFR772?  It needs to be, for both this 
document and the EA.  I assume that the 
noise data/conclusions are based on the 
old criteria as third draft of EA was 
completed in 2010.  Any project for which 
LDCA is not granted by July 13, 2011 must 
meet new criteria described in revised 
23CFR772.  FDOT has revised PD&E 
Manual, Part 2, Chapter 17 to address 
changes in the CFR.  

The noise analysis will be evaluated 
and revised as necessary to be in 
compliance with amended 23 CFR 
772 and the updated FDOT PD&E 
Manual, Part 2, Chapter 17 (Noise). 
As requested, the updated noise 
information will be incorporated in 
both the Section 106 Case Study 
and the Environmental Assessment 
(EA).   
 

 p.5-2, par. 2 Was Alt. 1 the only alternative presented 
at the Public Hearing?    Were all the 
alternatives discussed in this Case study 
presented to the public?  All alternatives 
studied must be described at Hearing 
(PD&E, Part 1, Chapter 11, Section 11-
2.9.5.1, pp.11-38. 

At the Public Hearing, all of the 
Initial and Viable Alternatives 
analyzed in the PD&E Study were 
addressed and were depicted on 
large display boards for public 
review.  For the two historic 
resources, the Section 106 Case 
Study and the Individual Section 
4(f) Evaluation were specifically 
referenced and both documents, 
which contain the alternatives 
discussed in the Case Study, were 
made available in hard copies and 
on-line before, during and after the 
Public Hearing for public review.  It 
was clearly stated at the Public 
Hearing that the Proposed Build 
Alternative would have adverse 
effects on the Strite House and 
Bock House historic resources.  

 p.5-4, par. 3 Please provide a summary of Public 
Hearing comments regarding Alt. 1, 1a, 
1b, and 2, and effects to the Boch and 
Strite Houses.   

There were no public comments 
received during or after the Public 
Hearing regarding the alternatives 
and/or effects to the Bock House 
and Strite House properties.  
Comments from the affected 
property owners and other 
stakeholders have been addressed 
during the course of the PD&E 
Study public involvement process 
and in the two Section 106 
Consultation meetings held on April 
21, 2008 and August 16, 2010. 
Subsequent to the Public Hearing 
comment period, the affected 
property owners have contacted 
the Study Team to inquire about 
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FHWA Comments on Section 106 Case Study and FDOT/OOCEA Responses 
Page 5  

the status of the project. This 
information will be added to the 
text on page 5-4. 

 p.5-4 Please describe how Alt. 1 was selected 
as the preferred alternative, on which the 
MOA was based.  Please provide 
documentation of consultation (after 
Public Hearing and comment period) with 
FHWA on the selection of the preferred 
alternative. 

Following the Public Hearing and 
comment period, the Preferred 
Alternative was selected at duly 
noticed public meetings/hearings 
held by the Seminole County 
Expressway Authority Board on 
November 9, 2010, the Lake County 
Board of County Commissioners on 
December 7, 2010, and the 
Orlando-Orange County 
Expressway Authority Board on 
December 14, 2010. This 
information will be added to the 
text on page 5-4. FHWA executed 
the MOA, which references the 
Proposed Build Alternative, on June 
27, 2011. It is anticipated that 
FHWA’s acceptance of the updated 
Environmental Assessment 
document, which is now being 
prepared for FHWA review with 
information added on the Public 
Hearing and Section 106/Section 
4(f) matters, will constitute further 
FHWA consultation with approval 
to prepare the FONSI.    

 p.6-1, par. 3 MOA is dated June 2010, not 2011.  
Please revise. 

The date of the MOA will be 
corrected to read June 2011. 
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M E E T I N G  S U M M A R Y   

 

Wekiva Parkway (SR 429)/SR 46 Realignment PD&E Study 

Cultural Resources Consultation Meeting #2 - August 16, 2010 

 
Jerry Holder/ Representing Property Owner “Strite House” 
Beth Arnold/ Representing Property Owner “Strite House” 
Royce Howell/ Representing Property Owner “Bock House” 
Jack Prickett/ Representing Property Owner “Bock House” 
Angela Nicols/Apopka Historical Society 
Tana Porter/Orange County Regional History Center 
Agencies & Consultants: 
George Hadley/FHWA 
Linda Anderson/FHWA 
Jennifer Ross/DHR Architectural Historian, State Historic Preservation 
Roy Jackson/FDOT Central Office (by phone) 
Brian Stanger/FDOT District Five Project Manager 
Mike Snyder/ OOCEA Executive Director  
Michelle Maikisch/OOCEA Public Affairs 
Deborah Keeter/PBS&J for OOCEA 
Mark Callahan/CH2M HILL Project Manager 
Tara Jones/CH2M HILL 
Ken Hardin/Janus Research 
Amy Streelman/Janus Research 

FROM: CH2M HILL 

MEETIING DATE: August 16, 2010, 1:00 P.M to 4:00 P.M. 

LOCATION:  Apopka City Hall, City Council Chambers, 120 East Main Street, Apopka, 
FL 32703  

SUBJECT:   Wekiva Parkway (SR 429)/SR 46 Realignment PD&E Study 
Orange, Lake and Seminole Counties, Florida 
DHR Project File Number: 2007-5191 

 
FDOT, in cooperation with OOCEA, held the second Cultural Resource Section 106 
Consultation meeting on August 16, 2010, at Apopka City Hall in Orange County. This 
meeting was scheduled as part of the Section 106 review process.  The meeting focused on 
the proposed effects to historic resources and potential mitigation measures in order to 
complete a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) and the Section 106 Case Study for the 
subject project.  A PowerPoint presentation was given.  Handouts included a copy of the 
presentation slides, and plan sheets of the proposed build alternative and the avoidance 
alternative. The draft Section 106 Case Study, Section (4) Individual Evaluation, Cultural 
Resource Assessment Survey (CRAS) and engineering documents prepared for this study 
were available at the meeting for reference. 

ATTENDEES: 

mkoffler
Text Box
F-68 (Page 12 of 20)



 

2 

 
Introduction 

Following introductions, Tara Jones/CH2M HILL explained the purpose of today’s meeting 
was to discuss potential effects of the proposed build alternative and mitigation measure as 
it relates to the following two properties and historic resources: 

 Paul “Bock House” at 2626 Boch Road, Apopka, FL 32712, in Orange County 
Property Owner: Adelpha Howell (private) 
Status: Determined potentially eligible for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP) (SHPO Letter dated June 27, 2007; DHR File Number 2007-5191) 

 "Strite House" at 6229 Plymouth-Sorrento Road, Apopka, FL 32712, in Orange County 
Property Owner: Jerry Holder (private) 
Status: Determined potentially eligible for listing in NRHP (SHPO Letter dated May 19, 
2008; DHR File Number 2008-3009) 

 
Adverse effects are anticipated to both properties (per SHPO letter dated September 10, 
2008; DHR File Number 2008-5789), therefore invoking Section 106 and Section 4(f) 
processes. Part of today’s meeting was to discuss solutions to mitigate the adverse effects.  
The first Cultural Resource (CR) Section 106 Consultation meeting was held on April 21, 
2008.  Tara summarized the outcome of that first meeting which included the 
documentation of the cultural resources and alternatives analysis in the Section 106 Case 
Study, and development of avoidance/minimization alternatives to the Bock House.  
 
Project Review 

Mark Callahan/CH2M HILL provided the project background and a brief review of the 
project to date.  Mark explained that the proposed action was part of the Wekiva Beltway 
completion program.  Due to the unique and sensitive environmental resources within the 
study area, the State of Florida formed the Wekiva Basin Area Task Force and a Wekiva 
Basin Coordinating Committee to evaluate the Wekiva Basin Area. As a result, the study 
corridor and project development processes included the protection of Wekiva River, the 
Wekiva Parkway and Protection Act and recommendations of the Wekiva River Basin 
Coordinating Committee.  No changes have been made to the study corridor since the last 
CR Consultation meeting held in April 2008.  Constraints considered within the study area 
during the corridor and alternatives development included public parks and recreations 
areas, wetlands, floodplains, archaeological and historic sites, threatened and endangered 
species habitat, and residences and businesses.  These constraints were considered in the 
evaluation of the proposed build alterative and the avoidance/minimization alternatives. 
The focus of the following discussions would be in the constrained Orange County portion 
of the study area in the vicinity of the Bock and Strite properties. 

Alternatives Development 

Mark reviewed the alternatives development process. Numerous initial and viable 
alignments were assessed and evaluated for potential environmental impacts. The initial 
alternatives were presented at the Public Workshops held in November 2005. The viable 
alternatives were presented at the Public Workshops held in July/August 2006. A draft 
CRAS for the viable alternatives was prepared in April 2007.  Following the Public 
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Workshops and opportunities for public and agency input, the proposed build alternative 
was identified.  After receiving input from the first CR Consultation meeting, the 
avoidance/minimization alternatives were developed/refined and the draft Section 106 
Case Study report was submitted by FDOT to FHWA for review.  
 
Mark provided an overview of the initial and viable alternatives developed in the vicinity of 
the Bock and Strite properties.  Major constraints that influenced the alternatives 
development included: 

 two conservation properties known as the former “Fazio” and former “Strite” 
properties, recently purchased by Orange County Environmental Protection;  

 a seepage spring located on the parcel currently owned by the Strite family which is 
directly north of the former “Strite” property; 

 Rock Springs Run State Reserve in Lake County (avoided by having a more westerly 
alignment through the Neighborhood Lakes property); 

 Residential areas along Bock Road and other residences. 

Viable Alternative “Orange County Alternative 1” (OC Alternative 1) was refined for the 
proposed build alternative.  Viable Alternative “Orange County Alternative 2” (OC 
Alternative 2) was refined for the avoidance build alternative. Handouts were provided 
showing OC Alternatives 1 and 2. 
 
Section 106 Process by Ken Hardin 

Ken Hardin of Janus Research then reviewed the Section 106 process.  Ken explained that 
today’s meeting was part of the Section 106 process which requires consultation with 
affected and interested parties, SHPO and FHWA.  Part of the process involves the 
assessment of effects and determination of adverse effects to resources that are listed on or 
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).  Ken explained that 
the two resources, the Bock House and the Strite House, have both been determined to be 
eligible for listing on the NRHP and that this determination was made by SHPO.  The effects 
to these properties have been assessed as “adverse”, and now measures must be taken, as 
part of the Section 106 and Section 4(f) processes, to avoid/minimize the effects.   

Ken explained that an undertaking is considered to have an “adverse effect” when the effect 
on a historic property may diminish the integrity of the property's location, design, setting, 
materials, workmanship, feeling, or association (FDOT’s PD&E Manual, Part 2 Chapter 12).  

Ken pointed out that today’s meeting was one of the opportunities that allows for input on 
solutions.  Ken went on to explain the mitigation measures would be legally documented in 
a MOA signed by FHWA, SHPO, FDOT and OOCEA.  Ken also pointed out that if there is 
failure to agree on the effects and mitigation of adverse effects to the cultural resources, then 
the issues goes into “dispute” and further consultation is required.   

Special Issues and Effects related to Historic Resources by Amy Streelman 

Amy Streelman of Janus Research reviewed the special characteristics of the resources and 
the effects due to the proposed action.  Amy explained that, as part of the PD&E study, a 
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CRAS was performed. Cultural resources within an area of potential effect were identified, 
evaluated and documented in the CRAS.  According to research performed and collected by 
the local historic societies and museums, Amy stated that 43 pre-1905 structures are left in 
the study area; structures that were 50 years and older are included in the survey; and that 
the Bock House was documented in the CRAS and were provided to FDOT and SHPO for 
concurrence with the findings. Based on the CRAS, SHPO has determined that the Bock and 
Strite properties are eligible for NRHP listing.   

Bock House (8OR7946): Amy discussed the Bock House, contributing characteristics and its 
significance in the area of Architecture as an example of a turn-of-the-century Cracker 
farmstead.  Contributing features include the Bock House facing Boch Road and the 
property.  The other structures on the property were not considered contributing to the 
significance of the property’s NRHP-listing eligibility.  As a result of the proposed build 
alternative, no contributing structures will be directly impacted.  Impacts include 
approximately 10 acres of direct impact on the south end of the property, and visual and 
noise impacts introduced by the traffic on the proposed expressway. These impacts have 
resulted in a determination of adverse effects. 

Strite House (8OR9844): Amy discussed the Strite House, contributing characteristics and its 
significance in the area of Architecture as an example of a turn-of-the-century Cracker 
farmstead.  Contributing structures include the Strite House, the garage, water tower, the 
former swimming pool, and the agricultural fields.  As a result of the proposed build 
alternative, the house, water tower and garage (all contributing structures) will be directly 
impacted and displaced.  Impacts include approximately 20 acres of direct impact, and 
visual and noise impacts introduced by the traffic on the proposed expressway. These 
impacts have resulted in a determination of adverse effects. 

A discussion followed about the significance of the setting, property and contributing 
structures to the eligibility status of the properties.  Jerry Holder asked about how the 
property contributes to or is associated with the historic status. The study team responded 
that the property does contribute to the significance of the resource, as does the setting, and 
the context of the former farmhouse and buildings related to the land, its former uses and 
the agricultural way of life.  All of these characteristics contribute to the “story” of the 
property, its historic uses and the families that reside there.  Royce Howell stated that the 
storage sheds are currently used for storage, and the uses of them have changed and 
evolved over time.  The team stated that the sheds were not verified in the field, and were 
considered non-contributing to the Bock House properties based on aerial maps and 
available research. For a structure to be considered potentially historic, it would have to be 
50 years or older.  It was noted that the proposed action affects the rural setting and the 
history or “story” of the property and the area. 

Comparative Evaluation of Alternatives 

Tara presented the potential impacts that may result due to the minimization alternatives 
(Alternative 1A and Alternative 1B), the avoidance alternative and refinements (Alternative 
2), in comparison to the proposed build alternative (Alternative 1).  

Alternative 1A (minimization) was developed at the request of the SHPO to minimize direct 
impacts to the Bock property by shifting the alignment further south to avoid impacts to 
existing mature oak trees and former citrus groves. Similar to Alternative 1, Alternative 1A 
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would result in direct use impacts to both the Bock and Strite properties. Similar to 
Alternative 1, this alternative would not directly impact the Bock House. Alternative 1A 
would increase the impacts to land use and contributing structures for the Strite House as 
compared to Alternative 1. Both Alternative 1 and Alternative 1A would require relocation 
or removal of the Strite House. 

Alternative 1B (minimization) was developed at the request of the SHPO to minimize direct 
impacts to the Bock property and reduce impacts to the Strite property by shifting the 
alignment as far south as geometrically possible to avoid directly impacting the Strite 
House. Similar to Alternative 1, Alternative 1B would result in direct use impacts to both the 
Bock and Strite properties. Similar to Alternative 1, this alternative would not directly 
impact the Bock House. Alternative 1B would result in direct use impacts to the Strite 
property and divide the parcel.  

Alternative 2 (avoidance) would not directly impact either the Bock House or Strite House 
properties as the alignment is further west and further north than Alternative 1. It requires 
the realignment of Boch Road. In order to totally avoid impacts to the Bock and Strite 
properties, Boch Road would have to be realigned under the proposed mainline requiring 
additional bridging.  

The comparative evaluation is documented in the Section 106 Case Study.  Alternative 2 
would have more impacts to the environmental comparison to Alternative 1 including 
(additional impacts): 24.4 acres of habitat impacts for the Florida Scrub Jay, 14.1 acres of 
floodplain, 7 residences displaced, 3 businesses displaced, and community cohesion issues. 
Alternative 2 also has higher estimated right-of-way and construction costs (additional $18.4 
million in 2008 dollars, 30% higher compared to Alternative 1). 

Therefore, Alternative 2 (avoidance) is not considered a reasonable alternative for further 
evaluation. 

Discussion of Mitigation Measures 

A discussion followed about the Section 106 process and the need for a preservation 
covenant.   Jerry Holder stated that he understood the purpose of the study but would like a 
better understanding of the next steps, the process and what this means to his family, and 
schedule. As it relates to the relocation of the Strite house and its historic status, Mr. Holder 
wanted more information - about who moves it, and who decides where to move it, and 
what options exist - so he could communicate with his family.  Mr. Holder said that he was 
not opposed to the moving of the house but would like to be involved in the siting of the 
house and have control over the future family homestead and appropriate treatment of the 
house.  Ken Hardin stated that FDOT and OOCEA are constrained to what can be done to 
the historic house and contributing structures; however there are no constraints for the 
property owner.  George Hadley of FHWA further clarified that in the MOA FHWA may 
require the property owner(s) to sign a preservation covenant that requires the property 
owner to keep the characteristics of the house that makes it eligible for NRHP listing.   This 
preservation covenant may be required even if FHWA does not fund this portion of the 
project.  Roy Jackson (by phone) added that there are incidences where a preservation 
covenant is not necessary if agreeable by all parties involved.  The preservation covenant is 
used when tax dollars are involved in funding the relocation of historic structures. Roy 
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indicated that there was room to work with preservation covenant.  The MOA can be 
changed and amended.  Acquisition of land is a separate process. 

Royce Howell was concerned the impacts to the existing landscaping and impacts to 
remaining land due to future screening options – would trees be planted in the right-of-way 
and if so what side of the fence – and would any screening occur prior to construction to 
allow for growth.  Ken indicated that there would be opportunities prior to construction to 
plan for screening options. Mr. Howell was also concerned with long-term effects 10-20 
years from now, tax implications, effects to “Save Our Homes” assessments, and zoning as a 
result of alterations to the historic house should mitigation measures include sound 
proofing or relocation.  Mark said that we would verify with the FDOT right-of-way staff. 

Ken requested input from the local historians, Tana Porter and Angela Nicols.  They noted 
that there are no local restrictions or preservation ordinances in place in Apopka. There is a 
desire to inform and educate the public of the rich history of the area.  Ken indicated that 
research and documentation could be provided to the historical societies.  Ken also 
discussed other useful media such as videos (4th grade level), posters, and exhibits.  They 
noted that the 1995 survey of Orange County is dated and the site files are incomplete, and 
the local historians would like new survey of the area historic resources.  There are concerns 
about impacting resources that cannot be replaced.  It was noted that these houses were a 
part of the Bay Ridge area. Historic American Building Survey (HABS) standard 
photography and documentation as a potential mitigation measure was discussed. 

The local historians were also concerned that the relocation of historic structures would 
affect its eligibility for NRHP listing. Ken clarified that historic structures, if relocated 
correctly, will retain its NRHP-listing eligibility.  Jennifer Ross of SHPO added to the 
discussion that in order to retain historic status, it helps if the house is moved on the same 
parcel.  Jerry Holder indicated there is a 5-acre property south of Haas Rd to which the 
house could be moved which may be his family’s preference as it is further from the 
proposed expressway and is surrounded by conservation lands formerly owned by the 
Strite family.  Jennifer indicated that due to the road dividing the properties, that this 
location may not be ideal and that SHPO may prefer the house to be near the original site.   

The property owners and the local historical society requested copies of the CRAS and 
Section 106 documents.  

In summary, potential measures to minimize and/or mitigate effects to the Bock House 
Property include: 

 HABS standard photography and documentation, 

 Repairs to structures, and 

 Landscape screening between the structures and the proposed roadway. 

Potential measures to minimize and/or mitigate effects to the Strite House Property include: 

 HABS standard photography and documentation, 

 Repairs to structures, 

 Landscape screening between the structures and the proposed roadway, and 

 Relocate house, garage and water tower (the property owner has proposed several 
relocation options). 
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In addition, a historic resources survey may be considered in the rural areas of Orange 
County such as Tangerine, Plymouth, Bay Ridge, and Rock Springs, which includes some of 
the County's earliest agricultural communities. As part of this survey after the boundaries 
are determined, historic resources that are 50 years and older would be documented with 
Florida Master Site File forms and their significance would be evaluated according to 
criteria established by the National Register of Historic Places.  

Next Steps 

Mark discussed the following next steps. OOCEA and FDOT will continue to proceed with 
the next steps in the PD&E and Section 106 processes, which involves the distribution of the 
Draft EA for comment, public hearing and development appropriate and acceptable 
minimization and mitigation measures for the resources that will be adversely affected by 
the project.   George Hadley noted that the public hearing provides public and agency 
opportunity to review the study documents; the public hearing addresses all applicable 
federal and state laws including Section 106 consistent with the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA). He said the MOA cannot be formally submitted until after the Public 
Hearing and a locally preferred alternative is identified.  Signatories on the MOA would 
include FDOT, OOCEA, FHWA and SHPO.  The MOA is a plan and considers what the 
agencies are able to fund.  Changes to the MOA may be made through the design phase and 
can be renegotiated with input from the property owners. It was noted that right-of-way 
acquisition may start in a couple of years. Royce expressed concerns with environmental 
impacts.  Mark acknowledged his concerns and the uniqueness of this project through rural 
communities and the efforts made by the Task Force to address those issues.  The public 
hearing is tentatively scheduled for October 2010. 

ACTION ITEMS: 

 Follow up with FDOT and OOCEA right-of-way on tax and zoning implications on 
improved buildings 

 Send hard copy and cd pdf of draft Case Study to Jerry Holder  

 Send hard copy and cd pdf of draft Case Study  to Royce Howell 

 Scan in sign in sheet  and send to all attendees  

 Revisit “non-contributing” structures on Bock property – Royce Howell indicated 
that the out buildings are contributing to historic use of land 

 After the public hearing and identification of the locally preferred alternative, 
prepare draft MOA for review and comment by FHWA and SHPO. 

 Provide hard copies Final CRAS, Case Study and MOA to Historical Society (after 
Public Hearing) for their library 

 Provide final copies of Final CRAS, Case Study and MOA to property owners. 
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From: George.Hadley@dot.gov [mailto:George.Hadley@dot.gov]  

Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 12:34 PM 
To: Stanger, Brian; Snyder, Mike 

Cc: Karen.Brunelle@dot.gov; Phillip.Bello@dot.gov; Jackson, Roy; Cathy.Kendall@dot.gov; 
Linda.Anderson@dot.gov; Joseph.Sullivan@dot.gov; Ginny.Jones@dos.myflorida.com 

Subject: FW: Wekiva Pkwy -- FHWA/SHPO Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) Concerning Strite/Bock 

Historic Properties 

 
Brian, SHPO has reviewed and their comments are in this email string.  The MOA is okay.  
  
George Hadley, Environmental Coordinator 
FHWA Florida Division Office  
545 John Knox Road, Suite 200 
Tallahassee, Florida 32303 
Phone:  (850) 553-2224 
george.hadley@dot.gov 
 
From: Jones, Ginny L. [mailto:Ginny.Jones@dos.myflorida.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 8:54 AM 

To: Hadley, George (FHWA); Kendall, Cathy (FHWA); Jackson, Roy 
Cc: McManus, Alyssa M.; Kammerer, Laura; McClarnon, Daniel P. 

Subject: RE: Wekiva Pkwy -- FHWA/SHPO Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) Concerning Strite/Bock 

Historic Properties 

 
Good Morning, 
After reviewing the Draft Wekiva Pkwy MOA, SHPO does not have any comments and finds it acceptable. 
We look forward to receiving the final version. 
 
Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions. 
 
Thanks, 
Ginny 
 
Ginny Jones, MA/Architectural Historian/Transportation Compliance Review Program/Division of Historical 
Resources/Florida Department of State  
R.A. Gray Building/500 South Bronough Street/Tallahassee, Florida 32306-0250  
850.245.6333 (main)/850.245.6432 (direct)/1.800.847.7278 (toll free)/gljones@dos.state.fl.us (electronic) 
  
We Need Your Help! The Division of Historical Resources is updating Florida’s Statewide Comprehensive Historic 
Preservation Plan.  Please share your ideas, concerns and suggestions, or take a few moments to complete our 
survey at: www.surveymonkey.com/s/HistoricPreservationCompPlan2011-2015   

Please take a few minutes to provide feedback on the quality of service you received from our staff. The Florida Department of State values 
your feedback as a customer. Kurt Browning, Florida Secretary of State, is committed to continuously assessing and improving the level and 
quality of services provided to you. Simply click on the link to the "DOS Customer Satisfaction Survey." Thank you in advance for your 
participation.  
DOS Customer Satisfaction Survey 

 
From: McManus, Alyssa M.  

Sent: Wednesday, June 08, 2011 9:58 AM 

To: Jones, Ginny L. 
Subject: FW: Wekiva Pkwy -- FHWA/SHPO Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) Concerning Strite/Bock 

Historic Properties 

mailto:George.Hadley@dot.gov
mailto:[mailto:George.Hadley@dot.gov]
mailto:Karen.Brunelle@dot.gov
mailto:Phillip.Bello@dot.gov
mailto:Cathy.Kendall@dot.gov
mailto:Linda.Anderson@dot.gov
mailto:Joseph.Sullivan@dot.gov
mailto:Ginny.Jones@dos.myflorida.com
mailto:george.hadley@dot.gov
mailto:[mailto:Ginny.Jones@dos.myflorida.com]
mailto:gljones@dos.state.fl.us
http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/HistoricPreservationCompPlan2011-2015
http://survey.dos.state.fl.us/index.aspx?email=Ginny.Jones@dos.myflorida.com
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Alyssa McManus 
Compliance Review Architectural Historian 
Division of Historical Resources 
  

Please take a few minutes to provide feedback on the quality of service you received from our staff. The Florida Department of State values 
your feedback as a customer. Kurt Browning, Florida Secretary of State, is committed to continuously assessing and improving the level and 
quality of services provided to you. Simply click on the link to the "DOS Customer Satisfaction Survey." Thank you in advance for your 
participation.  
DOS Customer Satisfaction Survey 

 
From: George.Hadley@dot.gov [mailto:George.Hadley@dot.gov]  
Sent: Wednesday, June 08, 2011 9:51 AM 

To: McManus, Alyssa M. 

Cc: Cathy.Kendall@dot.gov; Karen.Brunelle@dot.gov 
Subject: FW: Wekiva Pkwy -- FHWA/SHPO Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) Concerning Strite/Bock 

Historic Properties 
 
I see that Laura is out until the 20th.  Are you or others able to review and comment?  If so, please 
provide comments. 
 
 George Hadley, Environmental Coordinator 
FHWA Florida Division Office  
545 John Knox Road, Suite 200 
Tallahassee, Florida 32303 
Phone:  (850) 553-2224 
george.hadley@dot.gov 
 
From: Hadley, George (FHWA)  
Sent: Wednesday, June 08, 2011 9:47 AM 

To: Kammerer, Laura 

Cc: Snyder, Mike; 'Stanger, Brian'; Brunelle, Karen (FHWA); Kendall, Cathy (FHWA); Anderson, Linda 
(FHWA); Sullivan, Joseph(FHWA); Jackson, Roy 

Subject: FW: Wekiva Pkwy -- FHWA/SHPO Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) Concerning Strite/Bock 
Historic Properties 

 
Laura, the attached MOA is acceptable to the Division.  Please review and send your comments on the 
MOA.  There have been minor revisions involving removing reference to noise reduction from 
landscaping (landscaping is still to occur) and the other change is to remove 10 years from the 
stipulation for preservation covenants.  The covenant time period would be developed as part of the 
covenant. 
 
 George Hadley, Environmental Coordinator 
FHWA Florida Division Office  
545 John Knox Road, Suite 200 
Tallahassee, Florida 32303 
Phone:  (850) 553-2224 
george.hadley@dot.gov 
 

http://survey.dos.state.fl.us/index.aspx?email=AMMcManus@dos.state.fl.us
mailto:George.Hadley@dot.gov
mailto:[mailto:George.Hadley@dot.gov]
mailto:Cathy.Kendall@dot.gov
mailto:Karen.Brunelle@dot.gov
mailto:george.hadley@dot.gov
mailto:george.hadley@dot.gov
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MISCELLANEOUS 

 CORRESPONDENCE 



The Nature Conservancy • Friends of the Wekiva River • Audubon of Florida • Defenders of Wildlife •  
 Orange Audubon Society • Seminole Audubon Society • Sierra Club • Lake County Conservation Council • 

Alliance to Protect Water Resources • 1000 Friends of Florida 

The Wekiva Coalition 
 
 
Mike Snyder, Executive Director    Denver Stutler, Secretary 
Orlando-Orange County Expressway Authority   Florida Department of Transportation 
525 South Magnolia Avenue     605 Suwannee Street 
Orlando, Florida 32801      Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0450 
 
July 18, 2005 
 
Dear Mr. Snyder and Secretary Stutler: 
 
As you will recall, our Wekiva Coalition of environmental organizations played an important part in the 
development and advocacy of recommendations leading to passage of the Wekiva Parkway and Protection 
Act.  We would like to continue working with the Expressway Authority, the Department of Transportation, 
and their consultants to ensure that the project meets the design and resource protection goals outlined by the 
two task force committees and legislation. To this end, our coalition is developing a specific conceptual 
alignment consistent with the Wekiva Parkway and Protection Act that achieves those objectives and will 
welcome the opportunity to meet with you to discuss our proposal.   
 
The Wekiva Coalition’s principle objective is to establish and strengthen a non-fragmented, substantial and 
contiguous corridor of conservation land secured by public ownership or permanent easement. Recognizing 
that the viability of this corridor depends on the appropriate alignment and design of the Wekiva Parkway, 
we have begun to meet with state land managers and project consultants to discuss how the facility, its 
associated structures, and appurtenant roadway system can facilitate resource protection goals. We believe 
that the following principles are consistent with this purpose and critical to success of the project: 
 
• To provide habitat connectivity and allow for the unimpeded movement of wildlife, bridging of land 

should occur within the basin wherever public lands exist on both sides of the Wekiva Parkway.  
• The Wekiva Parkway should be consolidated with existing roadways including SR46 and CR46A, so 

that all regional through-traffic is carried on a single bridged facility rather than on multiple surface 
roads that cross public conservation land. 

• In order to minimize habitat loss, maximize connectivity and reduce roadway barriers to wildlife 
movement, the major interchange that brings regional traffic from SR46 and CR46A should be located 
outside of the envelope of public lands and west of Rock Springs Run State Reserve. 

• Access to isolated privately-owned parcels and public recreation lands within the corridor may be 
accomplished by minimal slip-ramp structures connecting to the Wekiva Parkway or unimproved 
truncated roads designed for local access only. 

• Anticipated improvements to the Wekiva Parkway should be considered so that necessary environmental 
considerations, such as adequate light penetration for bridged sections and future stormwater needs, are 
addressed in advance. 

• Specific alignment decisions should be governed by that which is in the best interest of the larger 
ecological landscape rather than by a desire to avoid discrete impacts. 

 
If designed to protect the long-term integrity of the Wekiva system as a contiguous landscape, we maintain 
that the Wekiva Parkway will indeed become a premier example of regional leadership and lasting testimony 
to the style of innovation to which the Expressway Authority and Department of Transportation subscribe. 
We look forward to discussing the project with you in the near future. 
 
The Wekiva Coalition     Contact: Nancy Prine (407-898-9200)   
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The Nature Conservancy • Friends of the Wekiva River • Audubon of Florida • Defenders of Wildlife •  
 Orange Audubon Society • Seminole Audubon Society • Sierra Club • Lake County Conservation Council • 

Alliance to Protect Water Resources • 1000 Friends of Florida 

 
 
 
 
 
CC: 
 
Governor Jeb Bush 
Senator Lee Constantine 
Orlando-Orange County Expressway Authority Board 
Gary Johnson, Executive Director, Seminole County Expressway Authority 
George Gilhooly, District 5 Secretary, Florida Department of Transportation 
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LAKE~SUMTER METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
 

RESOLUTION 2007 - 
 

RESOLUTION OF THE LAKE~SUMTER METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
(MPO) ESTABLISHING POSITIONS ON KEY COMPONENTS OF THE PROPOSED WEKIVA 

PARKWAY / STATE ROAD 46 PROJECT INCLUDING SUPPORT OF ALTERNATIVE 1 
REGARDING THE US 441 / SR 46 INTERCHANGE; SUPPORTING A NEW ALIGNMENT OF CR 

46-A; SUPPORTING THE WEKIVA TRAIL TO BE INLCUDED IN THE DESIGN OF THE 
WEKIVA PARKWAY; AND AUTHORIZING TRANSMISSION OF POSITIONS TO REGIONAL 

AGENCIES INVOLVED IN THE WEKIVA PARKWAY PROJECT 
 
  WHEREAS, the Lake~Sumter Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) is the duly designated 
and constituted body responsible for carrying out the urban transportation planning and programming 
process for Lake-Sumter Planning Area; and 
           
  WHEREAS, Florida Statutes 339.175; 23 U.S.C. 134; and 49 U.S.C. require that the urbanized 
area, as a condition for the receipt of federal capital or operating assistance, has a continuing, cooperative, 
and comprehensive transportation planning process that results in plans and programs consistent with the 
comprehensively planned development of the urbanized area; and 
       
  WHEREAS, the MPO Area includes all of Lake County making the Lake~Sumter MPO the 
designated regional transportation planning agency for local governments of Lake County; and 
       

WHEREAS, the Wekiva Parkway project, including improvements to State Road 46 east of Mount 
Dora, is a project mandated by the Wekiva Parkway and Protection Act signed into law by Governor Jeb 
Bush on June 29, 2004; and 
       
  WHEREAS, the Florida Department of Transportation has partnered with the Orlando-Orange 
County Expressway Authority (OOCEA) for the completion of a planning, development and environmental 
(PD&E) study to determine the best alignments of roadways included in the project; and 
       

WHEREAS, OOCEA, in conjunction with FDOT, has contracted consulting firm CH2M HILL for 
the two-year study, with said study to conclude in early 2008 with a selection of preferred alternatives; and  
       

WHEREAS, the Lake County Board of County Commissioners and the City Council of Mount 
Dora have taken formal action to establish positions on key issues affecting their jurisdictions; and 
       

WHEREAS, the Lake~Sumter MPO provides a regional context to transportation issues within the 
Lake-Sumter region and therefore, should provide formal comment on the Wekiva Parkway study. 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Lake~Sumter MPO that: 
 

Section 1. The MPO supports “Alternative 1” of the study regarding the proposed interchange 
of US 441 and SR 46, a position also supported by the City of Mount Dora, which 
entails a separated-grade interchange. 

 
Section 2. The MPO, consistent with the Lake County Board of County Commissioners, 

supports an alignment of CR 46-A that would remove the roadway from the 
Seminole State Forest and realign the roadway south to the Wekiva Parkway 
through the property identified in the study as the “Taylor Property,” with the 
following stipulations:   
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(a) a 100-foot buffer is requested between the properties identified as Heathrow 
Estates and the new right-of-way;  

(b) the new right-of-way for this portion of CR 46-A should not exceed 150 feet;  
(c) as the roadway is designed in conjunction with Lake County, FDOT and other 

transportation partners, CR 46-A should be designed as a tree-lined boulevard 
with emphasis on a substantial vegetative buffer of canopy trees to the west to 
lessen the impacts on Heathrow Estates; the design should include bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities, preferably a paved multi-purpose trail that could 
potentially connect to the Wekiva Trail, with such trail or bicycle/pedestrian 
facilities crossing CR 46-A or future CR 46 lighted for safety at the intersection 
of such facilities in a manner consistent with “dark skies” ordinance. 

(d) when the roadway is designed and as right-of-way is constructed, planning 
should address the long-term need of a four-lane facility, however, at the time 
of construction, the roadway should be built only to the capacity that is needed 
at the time of construction. 

 
Section 3. The MPO has established the Wekiva Trail as a top-priority trail project in need of 

study and therefore, supports that design of the Wekiva Parkway and SR 46 include 
the proposed trail per the Lake County Trail Master Plan so that an east-west trail 
connection between Mount Dora and Seminole County can be achieved and so that 
a north-south connection between the West Orange Trail in Apopka and the future 
Wekiva Trail in Sorrento can be achieved, which may require utilization of rights-
of-way acquired as part of the Wekiva Parkway project. 

 
Section 4. The MPO shall transmit this resolution to appropriate regional transportation 

partners including but not limited to: 
 

1. Florida Department of Transportation – Central Office 
2. FDOT – District 5 
3. Orlando-Orange County Expressway Authority 
4. METROPLAN ORLANDO 
5. Orange County 
6. Seminole County 
7. Florida Turnpike Enterprise 
8. CH2M HILL 
9. Wekiva Commission 

 
 DULY PASSED AND ADOPTED this ______ day of ____________________, 2007. 
 
      Lake~Sumter Metropolitan Planning Organization 
 
 
      ______________________________ 
      David Yeager, Chairman 
 
      This _______ day of __________________, 2007. 
Approved as to Form and Legality: 
 
 
______________________________ 
Sanford A. Minkoff, Attorney                                                                                                                              
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May 18, 2010 

 

Martin Knopp 

Division Administrator 

Federal Highway Administration 

545 John Knox Road 

Suite 200 

Tallahassee, Florida 32303 

 

RE: Wekiva Parkway Project, Orlando Orange County Expressway Authority and 

District 5, Florida Department of Transportation. 

 

Dear Mr. Knopp: 

 

The undersigned organizations have been deeply involved in efforts to construct the 

Wekiva Parkway, connecting the Western Beltway (SR 429) to the Eastern Beltway (SR 

417) in Orange, Lake, and Seminole Counties. 

 

Our principal concern has been the impact of this project upon the important 

environmental resources in the Wekiva River basin ecosystem. The Wekiva River has 

been designated an Aquatic Preserve, Outstanding Florida Water, and a National Wild 

and Scenic River.   In addition, hundreds of millions of dollars of state environmental 

land acquisition funding have been spent to acquire lands to establish a manageable 

wildlife corridor connecting Wekiwa Springs State Park and related state land 

preservation holdings with the Ocala National Forest.  The Wekiva Parkway will 

inevitably have to pass through this area.  

 

 

Our organizations have participated in comprehensive efforts to plan for the construction 

of this roadway, which have involved the Florida Legislature (passage of the Wekiva 
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Parkway and Protection Act with unanimous, bipartisan support in 2004), and  

deliberations of the Wekiva Basin Area Task Force and Wekiva River Basin 

Coordinating Committee, two multi-disciplined bodies appointed under Executive Orders 

issued by the Governor to consider regional implications of the Wekiva Parkway from a 

land use, natural resource, and economic perspective. In addition, our organizations have 

engaged in continuing beneficial communication  with OOCEA, Florida DOT District 5, 

and consultants for these agencies during the PD&E study which is nearing completion in 

conjunction with this project. 

 

This prior involvement has resulted in the location of a preferred corridor for highway 

construction which minimizes to the greatest extent practicable the environmental 

impacts of the project.  

 

Further, our conclusions are that the PD&E study as we understand it today has embodied 

outstanding, if not unprecedented efforts to protect the environmental resources of the 

Wekiva basin ecosystem. The elements of roadway design, including proposed 

mitigation, extensive elevated wildlife crossing segments, both for the proposed 

expressway and the new frontage road which will replace the current local traffic 

capacity for SR 46, will substantially reduce the environmental impacts caused by 

roadways in this area and improve ecosystem connectivity within the Wekiva River 

basin. In other words, once the project is built, environmental impacts should be 

substantially less than those resulting from the existence of SR 46 through this area 

today.  

 

The purpose of this letter is to encourage FHWA to promptly take steps to allow 

OOCEA/Florida DOT, District 5 to hold the final PD&E public hearing so that this 

project may move on to the detailed project design and land acquisition phases. Further, 

the purpose of this letter is to endorse what we understand is the preliminary decision of 

FHWA to handle this project in the NEPA process under an “Environmental Assessment” 

leading to a Finding of No Significant Environmental Impact “FONSI” determination.  

 

We believe it is very important for the final PD&E public hearing to occur during the late 

summer or early fall of 2010.  

 

In conclusion, please know that our respective organizations place a high priority on 

seeing the decision timeframe for this project expedited, and knowing that the 

environmental benefits from project construction will be soon forthcoming. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Jay Exum 

President, Friends of the Wekiva River 

P.O. Box 6196, Longwood FL 32791 

 
 

Andy McCloud 

Director of Government Affairs 

The Nature Conservancy, Florida Chapter 

222 South Westmonte Drive,  

Suite 300 

Altamonte Springs, FL 32714 
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Sincerely, 

 
 

Charles Lee 

Director of Advocacy 

Audubon of Florida 

1101 Audubon Way, Maitland, Fl 32751 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Faith Jones, President 

Seminole Audubon Society 

P.O. Box 2977 

Sanford FL 32771-2977 
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APPENDIX G 

Study Area Development  
For the Wekiva Parkway (SR 429)/SR 46 Realignment PD&E Study  

The purpose of the following information is to describe the development of the study area 
for the Wekiva Parkway (SR 429)/SR 46 Realignment PD&E Study being conducted by 
Florida Department of Transportation, District Five and the Orlando-Orange County 
Expressway Authority. 
The alternatives for this project were identified and evaluated in a multi-step process to 
allow opportunity for public and agency input throughout the study.  The multi-step 
process involved the following: define the purpose and need, study area development, and 
alternatives development.  The following discussions summarize the process to identify the 
most reasonable study area for alternatives development. The purpose and need and the 
development of the alternatives within the study area, including the No Build Alternative, 
are summarized in the preceding Sections 2 and 3 of this Environmental Assessment. 

1. Land Suitability Mapping  
A process called land suitability mapping (LSM) was used to develop the project study area.  
The land suitability mapping process involves using Geographic Information System (GIS) 
databases to identify, map, and analyze sensitive environmental features. In addition to GIS 
databases, information was obtained from several other sources including field reviews, 
agency coordination, and previous engineering and planning studies such as the SR 429 
(Western Expressway) Northern Extension Concept Development and Feasibility Study.   

The identification of a study area was preceded by a comprehensive data collection and 
mapping effort to identify social, cultural, natural and physical environmental features.  The 
general aerial base map for the development of the Wekiva Parkway study area showing the 
connection points based on traffic needs and systems connections, consistent with constraint 
concerns, is shown in Exhibit G-1. The following sections discuss the major constraints 
within this region.   

1.1. Social Environment 
The social environment characteristics within the study area include existing residential 
neighborhoods and developments, conservation/recreational lands, foliage nurseries and 
community facilities.  In general, the study area has experienced tremendous growth in 
recent years as the Orlando metropolitan area spreads outward.  Since 2005, several new 
subdivisions were built and developments were approved primarily east of Plymouth 
Sorrento Road in Orange County. These characteristics within the study area are graphically 
illustrated on Exhibit G-2. 

 

 



LAKE COUNTY LINELAKE COUNTY LINELAKE COUNTY LINE
ORANGE COUNTY LINEORANGE COUNTY LINEORANGE COUNTY LINE

LLA
KE

COUNTY LIN
E

LA
KE

COUNTY LIN
E

SSE
M

IN
OLE

COUNTY LIN
E

SE
M

IN
OLE

COUNTY LIN
E

O
R

A
N

G
E

 C
O

U
N

TY
 L

IN
E

O
R

A
N

G
E

 C
O

U
N

T
O

R
A

N
G

E
C

O
U

N
TY

 L
IN

E
LI

N
E

SE
M

IN
O

LE
 C

O
U

N
T

SE
M

IN
O

LE
C

O
U

N
TY

 L
IN

E
LI

N
E

O
R

A
N

G
E

 C
O

U
N

TY
 L

IN
E

SE
M

IN
O

LE
 C

O
U

N
TY

 L
IN

E
SE

M
IN

O
LE

 C
O

U
N

TY
 L

IN
E

SanfordSanfordSanfordSanford
DoraDoraDoraDoraDora

MountMountMount

SorrentoSorrentoSorrento
Mt. PlymouthMt. PlymouthMt. Plymouth

ZellwoodZellwoodZellwood

AltamonteAltamonte
SpringsSprings

Altamonte
Springs CasselberryCasselberryCasselberry

LongwoodLongwoodLongwood

Lake MaryLake MaryLake Mary

ApopkaApopkaApopka
PLANNED JOHN LAND
APOPKA EXPRESSWAY

Lake Ola

SADLER RD

PONKAN RD

R
O

U
N

D
LA

K
E

R
D ONDICH RD

JONES AV

P
LY

M
O

U
TH

-
SO

R
R

EN
TO

R
D

LAKE MARY BLVD

R
IN

EH
A

R
T

R
D

S
RD

P
IE

D
M

O
N

T
W

EK
IV

A
R

D

WELCH RD

Lake
Monroe

LAKE MARY BLVD

R
IN

EH
A

R
T

R
D

LAKE MARY BLVD

R
IN

EH
A

R
T

R
D

R
O

C
K

SP
R

IN
G

S
R

D

KELLY PARK RD

HAAS RDHAAS RD

M
T

PLYM
O

U
TH

RD

Lake
Apopka

V
IC

K
R

D

LA
U

G
H

LI
N

R
D

B
IN

IO
N

R
D

W
EKIVA

SPRING

W
ek

iva
Rive

r

PLANNED JOHN LAND
APOPKA EXPRESSWAY

Lake Ola

SADLER RD

PONKAN RD

R
O

U
N

D
 L

A
K

E 
R

D ONDICH RD

JONES AV

P
LY

M
O

U
TH

 - 
 S

O
R

R
EN

TO
 R

D

LAKE MARY BLVD

R
IN

EH
A

R
T 

R
D

S RD

P
IE

D
M

O
N

T 
W

EK
IV

A
 R

D

WELCH RD

Lake
Monroe

LAKE MARY BLVD

R
IN

EH
A

R
T 

R
D

LAKE MARY BLVD

R
IN

EH
A

R
T 

R
D

R
O

C
K

 S
P

R
IN

G
S 

R
D

KELLY PARK RD

M
T PLYM

O
U

TH
 RD

Lake
Apopka

V
IC

K
 R

D

LA
U

G
H

LI
N

 R
D

B
IN

IO
N

R
D

W
EKIVA

SPRING

W
ek

iva
Rive

r

LAKE APOPKALAKE APOPKA
RESTORATIONRESTORATION

AREAAREA

LAKE APOPKA
RESTORATION

AREA

St. Johns River

St. Johns River

St. Johns River

Wolf LakeWolf LakeWolf Lake

LakeLake
LerlaLerla
Lake
Lerla

LakeLake
LucieLucie
Lake
Lucie

SandSand
LakeLake
Sand
Lake

LakeLake
AmosAmos
Lake
Amos

LakeLake
SylvanSylvan
Lake

Sylvan

YankeeYankee
LakeLake

Yankee
Lake

BLACK BEAR BLACK BEAR
WILDERNESS AREAWILDERNESS AREA

WOLF BRANCHWOLF BRANCH
SINK PRESERVESINK PRESERVE

BLACK BEAR 
WILDERNESS AREA

WOLF BRANCH
SINK PRESERVE

NEIGHBORHOODNEIGHBORHOOD
LAKESLAKES

WEKIVAWEKIVA
RIVERRIVER

MITIGATIONMITIGATION
BANKBANK

PINEPINE
PLANTATIONPLANTATION

NEIGHBORHOOD
LAKES

WEKIVA
RIVER

MITIGATION
BANK

SEMINOLESEMINOLE
WOODSWOODS

SEMINOLE
WOODS

PINE
PLANTATION

528451

528429

528414

Exhibit G-1
Connection Points

Project  Development  and  Environment  Study

Connection Points
City Limits

LEGEND

TB042009001ORL

SEMINOLESEMINOLE
STATESTATE

FORESTFOREST

SEMINOLE
STATE

FOREST

SR 46 REALIGNMENT SR 46 REALIGNMENT
CONNECTION POINTCONNECTION POINT
SR 46 REALIGNMENT 
CONNECTION POINT

WEKIVA PARKWAY WEKIVA PARKWAY
CONNECTION POINTCONNECTION POINT
WEKIVA PARKWAY 

CONNECTION POINT

WEKIVA PARKWAY WEKIVA PARKWAY
CONNECTION POINTCONNECTION POINT
WEKIVA PARKWAY 

CONNECTION POINT

WEKIWA SPRINGSWEKIWA SPRINGS
STATE PARKSTATE PARK

ROCK SPRINGS RUNROCK SPRINGS RUN
STATE RESERVESTATE RESERVE

LOWERLOWER
WEKIVA RIVERWEKIVA RIVER
PRESERVEPRESERVE
STATE PARKSTATE PARK

WEKIWA SPRINGS
STATE PARK

ROCK SPRINGS RUN
STATE RESERVE

LOWER
WEKIVA RIVER
PRESERVE
STATE PARK



LAKE COUNTY LINELAKE COUNTY LINELAKE COUNTY LINE
ORANGE COUNTY LINEORANGE COUNTY LINEORANGE COUNTY LINE

LLA
KE

COUNTY LIN
E

LA
KE

COUNTY LIN
E

SSE
M

IN
OLE

COUNTY LIN
E

SE
M

IN
OLE

COUNTY LIN
E

O
R

A
N

G
E

 C
O

U
N

TY
 L

IN
E

O
R

A
N

G
E

 C
O

U
N

T
O

R
A

N
G

E
C

O
U

N
TY

 L
IN

E
LI

N
E

SE
M

IN
O

LE
 C

O
U

N
T

SE
M

IN
O

LE
C

O
U

N
TY

 L
IN

E
LI

N
E

O
R

A
N

G
E

 C
O

U
N

TY
 L

IN
E

SE
M

IN
O

LE
 C

O
U

N
TY

 L
IN

E
SE

M
IN

O
LE

 C
O

U
N

TY
 L

IN
E

ZELLWOODZELLWOOD
STATIONSTATION

ERROLERROL
ESTATESESTATES

ZELLWOOD
STATION

ERROL
ESTATES

ROOSEVELTROOSEVELT
NICHOLSNICHOLS

PARKPARK

LOWERLOWER
WEKIVA RIVERWEKIVA RIVER
PRESERVEPRESERVE
STATE PARKSTATE PARK

KELLY PARKKELLY PARK

WEKIWA SPRINGSWEKIWA SPRINGS
STATE PARKSTATE PARK

ROCK SPRINGS RUNROCK SPRINGS RUN
STATE RESERVESTATE RESERVE

WILSON’S LANDINGWILSON’S LANDING
PARKPARK

ROOSEVELTROOSEVELT
NICHOLSNICHOLS

PARKPARK

LOWERLOWER
WEKIVA RIVERWEKIVA RIVER
PRESERVEPRESERVE
STATE PARKSTATE PARK

SYLVANSYLVAN
LAKE PARKLAKE PARK

BOOKERTOWNBOOKERTOWN
PARKPARK

NORTHWESTNORTHWEST
RECREATIONRECREATION
COMPLEXCOMPLEX

KELLY PARK

WEKIWA SPRINGS
STATE PARK

ROCK SPRINGS RUN
STATE RESERVE

WILSON’S LANDING
PARK

ROOSEVELT
NICHOLS

PARK

LOWER
WEKIVA RIVER
PRESERVE
STATE PARK

SYLVAN
LAKE PARK

BOOKERTOWN
PARK

NORTHWEST
RECREATION
COMPLEX

SEMINOLE STATESEMINOLE STATE
FORESTFOREST
SEMINOLE STATE
FOREST

SanfordSanfordSanfordSanford
DoraDoraDoraDoraDora

MountMountMount

SorrentoSorrentoSorrento
Mt. PlymouthMt. PlymouthMt. Plymouth

ZellwoodZellwoodZellwood

AltamonteAltamonte
SpringsSprings

Altamonte
Springs CasselberryCasselberryCasselberry

LongwoodLongwoodLongwood

Lake MaryLake MaryLake Mary

ApopkaApopkaApopka
PLANNED JOHN LAND
APOPKA EXPRESSWAY

Lake Ola

SADLER RD

PONKAN RD

R
O

U
N

D
LA

K
E

R
D ONDICH RD

JONES AV

P
LY

M
O

U
TH

-
SO

R
R

EN
TO

R
D

LAKE MARY BLVD

R
IN

EH
A

R
T

R
D

S
RD

P
IE

D
M

O
N

T
W

EK
IV

A
R

D

WELCH RD

Lake
Monroe

LAKE MARY BLVD

R
IN

EH
A

R
T

R
D

LAKE MARY BLVD

R
IN

EH
A

R
T

R
D

R
O

C
K

SP
R

IN
G

S
R

D

KELLY PARK RD

HAAS RDHAAS RD

M
T

PLYM
O

U
TH

RD

Lake
Apopka

V
IC

K
R

D

LA
U

G
H

LI
N

R
D

B
IN

IO
N

R
D

W
EKIVA

SPRING

W
ek

iva
Rive

r

PLANNED JOHN LAND
APOPKA EXPRESSWAY

Lake Ola

SADLER RD

PONKAN RD

R
O

U
N

D
 L

A
K

E 
R

D ONDICH RD

JONES AV

P
LY

M
O

U
TH

 - 
 S

O
R

R
EN

TO
 R

D

LAKE MARY BLVD

R
IN

EH
A

R
T 

R
D

S RD

P
IE

D
M

O
N

T 
W

EK
IV

A
 R

D

WELCH RD

Lake
Monroe

LAKE MARY BLVD

R
IN

EH
A

R
T 

R
D

LAKE MARY BLVD

R
IN

EH
A

R
T 

R
D

R
O

C
K

 S
P

R
IN

G
S 

R
D

KELLY PARK RD

M
T PLYM

O
U

TH
 RD

Lake
Apopka

V
IC

K
 R

D

LA
U

G
H

LI
N

 R
D

B
IN

IO
N

R
D

W
EKIVA

SPRING

W
ek

iva
Rive

r

LAKE APOPKALAKE APOPKA
RESTORATIONRESTORATION

AREAAREA

LAKE APOPKA
RESTORATION

AREA

St. Johns River

St. Johns River

St. Johns River

Wolf LakeWolf LakeWolf Lake

LakeLake
LerlaLerla
Lake
Lerla

LakeLake
LucieLucie
Lake
Lucie

SandSand
LakeLake
Sand
Lake

LakeLake
AmosAmos
Lake
Amos

LakeLake
SylvanSylvan
Lake

Sylvan

YankeeYankee
LakeLake

Yankee
Lake

BLACK BEAR BLACK BEAR
WILDERNESS AREAWILDERNESS AREA

WOLF BRANCHWOLF BRANCH
SINK PRESERVESINK PRESERVE

BLACK BEAR 
WILDERNESS AREA

WOLF BRANCH
SINK PRESERVE

NEIGHBORHOODNEIGHBORHOOD
LAKESLAKES

WEKIVAWEKIVA
RIVERRIVER

MITIGATIONMITIGATION
BANKBANK

PINEPINE
PLANTATIONPLANTATION

NEIGHBORHOOD
LAKES

WEKIVA
RIVER

MITIGATION
BANK

SEMINOLESEMINOLE
WOODSWOODS

SEMINOLE
WOODS

PINE
PLANTATION

APPROXIMATE BOUNDARY OFAPPROXIMATE BOUNDARY OF
MT. PLYMOUTH/SORRENTO COMMUNITIESMT. PLYMOUTH/SORRENTO COMMUNITIES

APPROXIMATE BOUNDARY OF
MT. PLYMOUTH/SORRENTO COMMUNITIES

EASTER SEAL’SEASTER SEAL’S
CAMP CHALLENGECAMP CHALLENGE

EASTER SEAL’S
CAMP CHALLENGE

TANGERINETANGERINETANGERINE

PLYMOUTHPLYMOUTHPLYMOUTH

HEATHROWHEATHROWHEATHROW

LAKELAKE
FORESTFOREST

LAKE
FOREST

HEATHROWHEATHROW
COUNTRYCOUNTRY
ESTATESESTATES

HEATHROW
COUNTRY
ESTATES

STONEYBROOKSTONEYBROOKSTONEYBROOK

FOOTHILLS OF FOOTHILLS OF
MOUNT DORAMOUNT DORA
FOOTHILLS OF 
MOUNT DORA

ROCKROCK
SPRINGSSPRINGS

RIDGERIDGE

ROCK
SPRINGS

RIDGE

528451

528429

528414

Exhibit G-2
Social Environment

Project  Development  and  Environment  Study

Cemeteries
Boat Ramps

Law Enforcement Firestations
Social Services

Culture Centers/Churches Neighborbood Community Parks Residential
Commercial

Foliage & Landscape NurseriesLEGEND

Schools Planned or Developing Communities

TB042009001ORL

Parks & Recreation
ekaL dna egnarO rojaMsesruoC floG

County NeighborhoodsPost Office



 
 PAGE G-4 

The majority of the study area falls within unincorporated portions of Orange, Seminole and 
Lake Counties. The Cities of Apopka, Mount Dora, Lake Mary and Sanford are within or 
adjacent to the study area. Other unincorporated communities and/or major developments 
include:  Plymouth, Tangerine, Sorrento, Mt. Plymouth, Stoneybrook, Foothills of Mount 
Dora, Zellwood Station, Errol Estates, Rock Springs Ridge, Heathrow Country Estates, Lake 
Forest, and Heathrow. In an effort to preserve and protect the historical nature, existing 
development patterns and community cohesiveness of rural communities, Orange County 
has identified several Rural Settlements and Preservation Districts including Zellwood 
Station, Zellwood, Tangerine, Rainbow Ridge, and North Apopka/Wekiva. Much of the 
remaining areas consist of low density residential, agricultural, and State owned 
conservation and recreation lands, including Rock Springs Run State Reserve, Seminole 
State Forest, and Lower Wekiva River Preserve State Park. 

Foliage nurseries collectively define the unique character and identity of the City of Apopka, 
also known as the “Indoor Foliage Capital of the World.”  The majority of the foliage 
nurseries are located along and east of Plymouth Sorrento Road.   

Community facilities are located throughout the study area including Wolf Lake 
Elementary, Wolf Lake Middle School, the Northwest Recreation Complex/Apopka Little 
League Park, Kelly Park/Rock Springs, Wilson’s Landing, Roosevelt Nichols Park, Lake 
Sylvan Park, Bookertown Park, Errol Estates Country Club golf course, and Rock Springs 
Ridge Golf Club.   

1.2. Cultural Environment 
The primary resources include several public conservation lands, proposed conservation 
lands, trails, parks and recreation, and historic and archaeological resources. The cultural 
environment resources within the study area are illustrated on Exhibit G-3.   

The boundaries of the Wekiva River Protection Area (WRPA) extend from CR 435 in Orange 
County to Orange Boulevard in Seminole County. The 1988 Wekiva River Protection Act 
ensures that the rural density and character of the lands within the WRPA is preserved. The 
majority of the publicly held conservation and recreation lands within the study area are 
located within the WRPA including Kelly Park/Rock Springs, Wekiwa Springs State Park, 
Rock Springs Run State Reserve, Seminole State Forest, and Lower Wekiva River Preserve 
State Park. Vast areas of floodplains and wetlands including the Wekiva Swamp south of SR 
46, and Seminole Swamp, north of SR 46 are located within the WRPA, primarily west of the 
Wekiva River. The Lake Apopka Restoration Area was acquired as part of the Lake Apopka 
Restoration Project which includes marsh and floodplain restoration to improve the water 
quality in Lake Apopka.   

A desktop review of historical literature and data was conducted to identify any potential 
historic and archaeological sites within the study area.  This data was updated with the 
examination of the Florida Master Site File and relevant Cultural Resource Assessment 
Survey (CRAS) reports for the study area.  In accordance with the procedures contained in 
36 CFR Part 800, a CRAS was completed for the PD&E Study. 
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Potential Section 4(f) Resources 
Potential Section 4(f) resources are defined as public park and recreation lands, wildlife and 
waterfowl refuges, and historic/archaeological sites of significance protected under Section 
4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act (USDOT) of 1966 [Title 49, USC, Section 
303] and [Title 23, USC, Section 138]; as amended. Impacts to Section 4(f) resources must be 
avoided unless there is no feasible and prudent avoidance alternative to use of land and all 
possible planning to minimize harm is implemented or there is a de minimus impact on the 
property. The applicability of eligible Section 4(f) resources is determined by FHWA.  

Environmental resources such as public parks and recreational facilities, public conservation 
lands and NRHP eligible historic and archaeological resources may be determined to be 
eligible Section 4(f) resources. Potential Section 4(f) resources within the study area include 
the following existing public conservation lands: 

• Kelly Park/Rock Springs 
• Northwest Recreation 

Complex/Apopka Little League 
• Roosevelt Nichols Park 
• Wekiwa Springs State Park 
• Rock Springs Run State Reserve 
• Seminole State Forest 
• Lower Wekiva River Preserve 

State Park 

• Wilson's Landing 
• Lake Sylvan Park 
• Black Bear Wilderness Area 
• Bookertown Park 
• Wekiva Wild & Scenic River 
• Wekiva River Aquatic Preserve 
• St. Johns River Aquatic Preserve 

Planned public park and recreation lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and newly 
identified historic/ archaeological sites may also be determined eligible Section 4(f) 
resources if they are considered significant. Changes in public ownership and land uses for 
these types of planned developments were monitored during the PD&E Study to determine 
potential Section 4(f) applicability.  

1.3. Natural Environment 
The natural environment constraints include numerous lakes, floodplains, wetlands, the 
Wekiva River Basin ecosystem and springshed, public conservation lands, numerous karst 
features including sinkholes and springs, and a natural wildlife area that connects to the 
Ocala National Forest. The natural environment resources within the study area are 
illustrated on Exhibit G-4.  Given the preponderance of springs in the Wekiva basin, special 
considerations were given to the high recharge areas primarily in Northwest Orange 
County recognizing the recharge areas are an integral component to the area springshed 
and the ultimate continued function of the spring systems. The critical area of recharge is 
shown in Exhibit G-4 in red and orange.   

Wekiva River and its tributaries of Rock Springs Run, Seminole Creek, and Black Water 
Creek are included in the designations of the Wekiva River Aquatic Preserve, Outstanding 
Florida Water, and State and National Wild & Scenic River. Several springs and seepage 
springs are located within the study area, particularly along the western boundary of the 
WRPA. Wolf Branch Sink in Lake County is a unique geologic feature known as a “stream 
to sinkhole” system with a direct connection to the Floridan Aquifer.  
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The existing SR 46 area is located within an area of higher ground within the WRPA.  The 
area west of the WRPA is on an upland ridge between several large lakes to the west and 
the WRPA to the east. The sandy soils of this upland area provide critical recharge to the 
Wekiva springshed.    

The 100-year floodplain areas are located mainly within the wetland areas shown in Exhibit 
G-4. The floodplains of the Wekiva River, the St. Johns River, and Yankee Lake north of SR 
46, are interconnected. Natural lands in the region between the rivers include Lower Wekiva 
Preserve State Park, Seminole County’s Yankee Lake Regional Wastewater Treatment 
Facility and Black Bear Wilderness Area, and lands of the St. Johns River Water 
Management District. The historical connection with Sylvan Lake, south of SR 46, is 
maintained by cross drains.  

A desktop review of GIS databases and Strategic Habitat Conservation Areas was 
conducted for potential threatened and endangered species occurrences and species habitat 
within the study area. These sites, as shown on Exhibit G-4, of approximate locations of 
threatened and endangered species occurrences are primarily near the conservation lands.  
An Endangered Species Biological Assessment was prepared as part of the PD&E study. 

1.4. Physical Environment 
The primary physical constraints include utilities, railroads, and potential contamination 
sites. Major utilities within the study area include natural gas transmission lines, overhead 
electric transmission lines, the Plymouth Regional Water Plant, and Seminole County’s 
Yankee Lake Regional Wastewater Treatment Facility.  

Florida Gas Transmission has 24 inch and 26 inch gas transmission lines that generally run 
from northwest to southeast within an easement west of and adjacent to Mt. Plymouth Road 
(CR 435). Overhead electric and cable lines are also located within the easement. 12 inch and 
26 inch gas transmission lines run parallel to SR 46 from Mount Plymouth to west of Orange 
Boulevard in Seminole County. The gas transmission lines then turn to the north within a 
Progress Energy electric transmission line easement and continue across the St. Johns River 
into Volusia County. 

There are two railroad lines within the study area. An inactive railroad line owned by CSX 
and leased by Florida Central Railroad is located in west Lake County. Many sections of the 
former railroad area that extended north of the current terminus have been sold. An active 
railroad line owned and operated by CSX is located in the vicinity of US 17-92 in the 
northeastern portion of the study area. The railroad crosses the St. Johns River west of the I-
4 bridge over the river. 

Many potential contamination sites were identified in the study area, none of which were 
identified as major constraints.  As part of the Contamination Screening Evaluation Report 
prepared for this PD&E study, various agricultural sites were analyzed further to determine 
if any residual pesticide or herbicides in soils are a concern for potential contamination. 
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2. Study Area Guiding Principles 
The recommended study area is intended to meet the purpose and need of the project and 
minimize impacts to the social, cultural, natural and physical environment.   

A study area is a large area that is wide enough to contain several options for transportation 
improvements.  The following “Guiding Principles” were used to identify the general study 
area within which a range of alternatives would be evaluated: 

• Follows, where feasible, existing road alignments through environmentally sensitive 
areas; 

• Minimizes direct impacts to wetlands; 
• Minimizes impacts on springshed and ground water recharge areas; 
• Serves an identified long-term regional transportation need; 
• Attempts to improve the connectivity of existing wildlife areas; 
• Relieves or removes traffic demands on SR 46 and provides a North-South connection 

from SR 46 to US 441 with limited interchanges; 
• Minimizes impacts to habitat and species; 
• Avoids, or mitigates if required, impacts on conservation lands and their proper 

management; 
• Seeks to minimize impacts on existing neighborhoods and residential communities; and, 
• Does not encourage or promote additional development from already approved land 

uses. 

3. Composite Constraint Mapping 
The major features from the social, cultural, and natural environmental constraints were 
layered together to create a composite area map showing the major constraints and areas of 
concern (see Exhibit G-5).  Areas without major constraints represent the most reasonable 
areas for alternatives development.  These areas have fewer environmental constraints 
compared to other locations.   

Exhibit G-5 illustrates the specific areas and resources that are unique to this region and the 
Wekiva River Basin ecosystem: 

• public parks, conservation and recreations areas (potential Section 4(f) involvement), 
• archaeological and historic sites (potential Section 106 and Section 4(f) involvement), 
• threatened and endangered species habitat (potential Section 7 involvement), 
• wetlands,  
• floodplains,  
• neighborhoods and developing communities, and 
• extensive critical recharge areas and springsheds. 

Based on the extensive coordination and evaluations that were performed, the Wekiva 
Parkway study area, as shown in Exhibit G-5, was recommended for further analysis in the 
next step of the alternatives development process.  The Wekiva Parkway study area 
represents the location that best meets the purpose and need of the proposed project while 
minimizing impacts to the environment.   
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4. Study Area Coordination  
The Wekiva Parkway study area was developed through extensive evaluations and analyses 
conducted by the Wekiva Basin Area Task Force, the SR 429 Northwest Extension Working 
Group, and the Wekiva Basin Coordinating Committee.   

The Wekiva Parkway (SR 429)/SR 46 Realignment PD&E Study area is a combination of 
two previous studies: the Western Beltway and the SR 429 Northwest Extension. The 
purpose and need for those studies was previously documented by FDOT and the 
Expressway Authority and were presented to the Wekiva Basin Area Task Force, the 
Wekiva Basin Coordinating Committee, the East Central Florida Planning Council, and the 
Florida Department of Community Affairs. 
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