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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 rightsof-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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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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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

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
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The Wekiva Coalition
Mike Snyder, Executive Director
Orlando-Orange County Expressway Authority
525 South Magnolia Avenue
Orlando, Florida 32801

Denver Stutler, Secretary
Florida Department of Transportation
605 Suwannee Street
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)

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

MISCELLANEOUS
CORRESPONDENCE

F-67 (Sheet 1 of 1)

F-66 (Sheet 1 of 1)

F-65 (Sheet 1 of 1)

SEMINOLE COUNTY
CORRESPONDENCE

F-64 (Sheet 1 of 1)

F-63 (Sheet 1 of 1)

F-62 (Sheet 2 of 2)

F-62 (Sheet 1 of 2)

F-61 (Sheet 1 of 1)

F-60 (Sheet 3 of 3)

F-60 (Sheet 2 of 3)

F-60 (Sheet 1 of 3)

LAKE COUNTY
CORRESPONDENCE

F-59 (Sheet 2 of 2)

F-59 (Sheet 1 of 2)

F-58 (Sheet 1 of 1)

ORANGE COUNTY
CORRESPONDENCE

LOCAL GOVERNMENT/AGENCY
CORRESPONDENCE

F-57 (Sheet 2 of 2)

F-57 (Sheet 1 of 2)

~002/002

09/24/2008 WED 10:51 FAX 8509428308 Fed. Hwy. Admin .
......

1"'1

"

F-56 (Sheet 2 of 2)

'"'J

c>l

(X)

,,,"
::0

:<:

FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF STATE
Kurt S. Browning
Secretary of State
DIVISION OF ffiSTORl~L RESOURCES
Mr. David C. Gibbs
Federal Highway Administration
545 John Knox Road, Suite 200
Tallahassee, FL 32303

RE:

September 10,2008

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

Dear Mr. Gibbs:
Our office reviewed the above referenced project in accordance with Section 106 of the National 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 House was 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
could not 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
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u.s. Department of Transportation

545 John Knox Road, Suite 200
Tallahassee, Florida 32303

Federal Highway Administration

FLORIDA DIVISION
FLDIV Facsimile Numbers: (850) 942-9691 or (850) 942-8308
Date: September 24, 2008
To:

Phone: 386-943-5390
Fax:
386-736-5059

Rob Gleason

Phone: (850) 942-9650, Ext. 3012
Fax:
(850) 942-9691

"F r om :
Cathy Kendall

Cover Page Plus 1 Pages

MESSAGE

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.

~~P-?<-?~~~

,<:~~

OC::I?lO/l':)071?l(

we-za, xvJ . €'8€-ZU(e$)
orgy6 puofa6

xvd ' oat+sfz (o6s)
€€rg-gnz
surnasnl lIg lrorslHg

1e4ual El

gt+Svz:)OCd.
S?tggtz (o98)
--'
-r"-to
qsoN tr
i;5ag

l€F+9rzl/.yJ' €e€9*'z(o€1])
uo$P,uitsitJd t:rol6lll,

urolaEqgaqg;,wrln7pdpq

6v1Zafi:XY{ ' gttzglt (tgg)
arggg puolteg qlnos Et
ggtqgtz:xv{ ' m€9€tz (o98)
at!#O sFl)e4(l O

z9?*9?ZXVt. }'tqste (ms)
qrl:asag prfo1oarrpry g

. 0520-66€Z€ 1f,{ 6€sslrle1"I'

' ltar1s qinouorg'5

ggr5

r€3gJo uoTleA#tsard3uolslH el4s
prre'Jolc€'xq'a{ssc'd{cIJePeJd

Tsdrt
',tlaracurg
-zEW-SV1'oggl€ -rom-gfawsnp@uosnpuos geura {q tne.€or;,ter,raU ecr$qdtuo3 uoqeudsue{
.113uo$r:{
p?truot aseeld'suogsgnb d.uza,rzq nod3l 'peJJe t?}lue}od
Fgrloe$q3ry'uosrepuv,ftnqg
i{1puuarcds" SVuc Fq€lJo 3tBur pa$nuaPl06I?"(zgzguo8)
ou sr 'e1qra11a
Jo Ba:es.tcetoid aq1* raiool 'S\fl{O
'amop
4tog eq} s€ llaia sz asnoH
poiy {au1og Fe }et{i atou aseeld
leuppo aW uI pagquspr ss*\ qsr-qrY\
'e1q@1au1
a".pr"aoJ uoq"llnsuor rag]mJ ol preitroJ srlool pse fupug ssaql qllYt smcuos aclllo Jno
a#ls
'saoeld
"ql
puoqeN aql ur Eurpq :o1 a1qp11e{gepu+od
ers
seo.mossrEunxeuar eql
",roi"111yot"1.Fag
arsnr (y'936a63
eq ol penprsuoc sl (WSOUO3) aszro4alruts eq;'urnprcpp? sSIlJo yzd u sz paprocar

aug
'€?6tuo8'tgs€-I8sgv1g)s6rqp11nq
aqu pu€(sSswTt) a*sprlSoloeulcre
pve,l:',zygzzguog

{ne;o,("ualcgsns
sueld
o1padole,rap
n* *rJt"ffi;:L:hoiffi3ffif#""fi1"d1
ro'ai?usn
lcaprd

.pepuau? se
qlla eilr"proc3€ ln sapua8u r[*r
sEqr:puaptm uo
9961 Jo ]cv uogslrcsard cuolslH Isuoq?N aql
3uoplq }"W
Ue le uorlgJeplstrot ol1nua{sl 3IB seq:edo:d
llnsuoc o] pup luau1doleaat P"e b""tt*1d;o s1ane1
ut saoua8e eplg
o1seicuegeW* q"raoooc o1:ssrpgqrroodse, uoqe,uasatd cso$rg r{?ql lno 3ut.&rsc
.sreudordde
"*r*
pu?
ssrnpe 01re3WO uoq"arasard cPolstH ap15 iq13o dtlgqrsuodser aqr
se
prr?
lsrsse
l€repoJ
'sarpadold cFolslHJo uoqcolord :008usd U{3 9t ?spueure se 9961
sr }1 .sarrrrts,Dpltql.lgg rerde{J pue
3WJo g0l uolpes qlr,t acsepJocceur paford sItDpa/sal^ar a38Jorno
-;o lov uoqe^reserd ol:rl+srHleuoqsN
:uuqsgqc '44trr?ec

Tuawt*goay gt tsftb,rr4ro{

:s3t1rmo3
elomtues Ptr?3{rI'a6uug
I g-Ze-I{SZ9yZ pue 1VZZ-l- I LZ8tZ :snqurnp 6 lcaior4 lBIcu"u1J
a?ilno/fra[P"twPC unpu"ppY:pefo]4
tua.r.lssassY
o,rrq"A $WC) i*rg
8002'tl 1udY :XHq1r{qPa,qaoag
:!fU
60O€-8mZ :EqtrmN agg 1cafor41a16
'I{'aass?qEllsJ
t0tz'
002 ellns leog xorX uqof S?S
uoqer1stusrpv .&nrP51 Fraped
'JtrAI
rrEllslJt{3 seumf

g00z'6If"n

SI)UNO6TU'IVf, nIOISII{ dO NOISIAIA
4els to {rr4a:rag

Stqnrmo.:g'S+rnx
SIVIS {O INIII^IIWdIIC VCnIO'IJ

dgO: tO BO BZ*treur

7'd

F-55 (Sheet 1 of 1)

F-54 (Sheet 1 of 1)

F-53 (Sheet 1 of 1)

FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF STATE
Kurt S. Browning
Secretaryof State
DIVISION OF HISTORICAL RESOURCES
October10,2007

Mr. DavidC. Gibbs
FederalHighwayAdministration
545JohnKnox Road,Suite200
Tallahassee,FL32303
RE:

(b)
DHRProjectFileNumber:2007-5191
Receivedby DHR: May 6, 2007;additionalinformationreceivedSeptemberI1,2007
Survey,WekivaParkway(SR429)/SR46 Realignment
Project:CulturalResourceAssessment
PD&E Study
County: Orange,Lake,andSeminole

DearMr. Gibbs:
We havereceivedandthankyou for the additionalinformationregardingtheSeaboardCoastLine
of AnthonyFrazier(8OR9251).
andthe Gravestone
Railway(8LA3414),2424BochRoad(8OR6198),
listing
in theNationalRegisterof
for
ineligible
are
8OR925l
and
8OR6198
Our office concursthat
CoastLine Railway,both
portions
the
Seaboard
of
HistoricPlaces.It appearsthatthereareenoughintact
areas
of community
insideandoutsidethe areaof potentialeffect,to conveyits significancein the
andtransportation.Basedon the minimumcriteriafor listing under"Florida's
planninganddevelopment
Hirtoric RuilroadResources"Multiple Propertycovernomination,this resourceappearsto be potentially
eligible.
Road,this properlywill needto be
Althoughsurveyorscouldnot access6229Plymouth-Sorrento
evaluatedif it is goingto be affectedby theproject. We look forwardto furtherconsultationwith your
office regardingthis project. Ifyou haveanyquestions,pleasecontactSherryAnderson,Architectural
or at 850ComplianceReviewProgram,by emailsanderson@dos.state.Jl.u.s,
Historian,Transportation

24s-6!32:
Sincerely,

\"".-

P G-$.-

FrederickP. Gaske,Director,and
Offi cer
StateHistoricPreservation
XC:

FDOT,DistrictFive
Bob Gleason,
Mark Callahan,CH2MHill
Amy Streelman,JanusResearch
500 S. Bronough Street . Tallahassee,X'L 32399-0250. http:/iwww.flheritage.com

El Directols Office
(850)245-6300'FAX:2454436

d Archaeological Research
(850)245-&44'FAX:2456452

O Southeast Regional Office
(561) 41.6-2115. F AX 4L6-nq9

El Historic Preservation
(850) 245-6333' F AX: 2454437

El Historical Museurns
(850) 245-&00 ' F AX: 2454433

d Central Florida Regional Office
Et Northeast Regional Office
(813) 2j723843' F AJj 2722340
p04) 8?5-5045. FAX: 825-5044
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FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF STATE
DIVISION OF HISTORICAL RESOURCES
STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER
(SHPO)
CORRESPONDENCE
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greatly appreciated. Thank you.
Dave Lewis
CH2MHILL
(407)423-0001 Ext. 281

file://P:\Transportation\324126 Wekiva Parkway PD&E\Environmental_COA & EA\Envir... 6/18/2010
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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

file://P:\Transportation\324126 Wekiva Parkway PD&E\Environmental_COA & EA\Envir... 6/18/2010
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Lewis, David/ORL
Wednesday, May 19, 2010 8:21 AM
'Gruver, Brad'
Brian.Stanger@dot.state.fl.us; Callahan, Mark/ORL
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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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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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.

file://\\ORLANDO\Proj\Transportation\324126 Wekiva Parkway PD&E\Environmental_C... 7/11/2008

Page 1 of 2
F-31 (Sheet 4 of 5)
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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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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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

(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

NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION (NOAA)
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE (NMFS)
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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

F-27 (Sheet 2 of 2)

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

Wekiva Parkway Consultation

2009 Feb 24
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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 REP LY 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
Re: Site tour of Wekiva Parkway Wekiva Wild and Scenic River Cross ing
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

F-26 (Sheet 1 of 1)

F-25 (Sheet 2 of 2)

F-25 (Sheet 1 of 2)

F-24 (Sheet 2 of 2)

F-24 (Sheet 1 of 2)

F-23 (Sheet 4 of 4)

Cc: David Vela, NPS Southeast Regional Director
Jaime Doubek-Racine, NPS RTCA Sarasota

Wekiva Parkway Consultation

2008 Oct 03
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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
Wekiva Parkway Consultation

2008 Oct 03
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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,
Wekiva Parkway Consultation

2008 Oct 03
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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 REP LY REFER TO:

Electronic transmittal:

October 3, 2008

Kathleen Jorza
CH2M Hill
225 East Robinson Street
Suite 505
Orlando, Florida 32801-4321
Re: Early Consultation Regarding the Wekiva Parkway Realignment PD&E
Study
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:
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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]
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Todd_Mecklenborg@fws.gov
Monday, May 10, 2010 12:04 PM
Lewis, David/ORL
Brad.Gruver@myfwc.com; Brian.Stanger@dot.state.fl.us; Callahan, Mark/ORL;
Prager, Rosanne/GNV
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/

<David.Lewis2@CH2M.com>

To

<Todd_Mecklenborg@FWS.gov>, <Brad.Gruver@myfwc.com>

cc <Brian.Stanger@dot.state.fl.us>, <Mark.Callahan@CH2M.com>,
05/10/2010 11:36 AM

<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
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F-56

SHPO Letter to FHWA; Dated September 10, 2008

F-57

FHWA Letter to SHPO; Dated October 29, 2008

Local
Orange County
F-58

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

F-59

OCEPD Letter to CH2MHILL; Dated October 30, 2008

Lake County
F-60

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

F-61

Lake County Water Authority Letter to CH2MHILL; Dated May 2, 2006

F-62

City of Mount Dora Letter to CH2MHILL; Dated June 11, 2007

F-63

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

F-64

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

Seminole County
F-65

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

F-66

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

F-67

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

Miscellaneous Correspondence
F-68

The Wekiva Coalition; Dated July 18, 2005

F-69

The Nature Conservancy; Dated October 20, 2005

F-70

Lake-Sumter Metropolitan Planning Organization Resolution; Dated
November 2007

F-71

FDOT District Five Letter to METROPLAN Orlando; Dated December 5,
2008
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F-35

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

F-36

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

F-37

Information provided to FDACS, DOF by email from FDOT; Dated
February 8, 2010

F-38

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

F-39

FDACS, DOF Letter to FDOT District Five: Dated April 9, 2010

Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP):
F-40

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

F-41

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

F-42

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

F-43

FDOT District Five Letter to FDEP, Office of Coastal and Aquatic
Managed Areas; Dated September 12, 2008

F-44

FDOT District Five Letter to FDEP, Division of Recreation and Parks;
Dated April 21, 2009

F-45

Information provided to FDEP, Division of Recreation and Parks by email
from FDOT; Dated February 8, 2010

F-46

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

Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC):
F-47

CH2M HILL Letter to FWC; Dated February 4, 2008

F-48

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

F-49

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

F-50

FWC Email to CH2M HILL, FDOT, et al; Dated May 19, 2010

F-51

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

Florida Department of State, Division of Historical Resources (State Historic
Preservation Officer - SHPO):
F-52

SHPO Letter to FHWA; Dated June 27, 2007

F-53

SHPO Letter to FHWA; Dated October 10, 2007

F-54

SHPO Letter to FHWA; Dated March 6, 2008

F-55

SHPO Letter to FHWA; Dated May 19, 2008
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Appendix F
Agency Correspondence Received Prior to Public Hearing
Federal
F-14

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Approved Class of Action
Determination Form Cover; Signed September 21, 2007

F-15

CH2M HILL Letter to United States Coast Guard (USCG); Dated June 28,
2007, with completed Bridge Project Questionnaire (BPQ)

F-16

USCG Letter to CH2MHILL; Dated July 19, 2007

F-17

United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) Letter to
CH2MHILL; Dated September 5, 2008 (Correction to Letter F-3)

F-18

United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Letter to FDOT District
Five; Dated January 15, 2008

F-19

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

F-20

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

F-21

USFWS Email to CH2M HILL, FDOT, et al; Dated May 10, 2010

F-22

CH2M HILL Letter to National Park Service (NPS); Dated August 20, 2008

F-23

NPS Letter to CH2MHILL; Dated October 3, 2008

F-24

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

F-25

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

F-26

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

F-27

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

F-28

Information provided to NPS by email from FDOT; Dated February 8, 2010

F-29

FHWA Letter to NPS; Dated July 16, 2010

F-30

National Marine Fisheries Service Letter to FDOT; Dated August 12, 2010

State
Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (FDACS), Division
of Forestry (DOF):
F-31

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

F-32

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

F-33 FDACS, DOF Letter to FDOT District Five; Dated May 30, 2008
F-34

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