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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

The Federal navigation project is on the Suwannee River bordering Dixie and Levy counties 
in Florida.  Until 1999, the designated entrance channels for Suwannee River were Alligator 
Pass and East Pass.  The Water Resources Development Act of 1999 added Wadley Pass 
to the Federal channel designation for the Suwannee River. 
 
Maintenance dredging of the Suwannee River would provide an additional harbor of refuge 
for northwestern Florida.  The project is also needed to improve access to the Federal 
channel through the elimination of shoals, which would improve navigation safety, facilitate 
expansion of recreation and tourism, and contribute to maintaining the economy of the 
community of Suwannee.  
 
The proposed project consists of a channel 75 feet (ft) wide and 6 ft deep in the lower 
2.5 miles of the Suwannee River, including Wadley Pass.  Approximately 160,000 cubic 
yards of material are to be initially dredged.  The project contains provisions for 
maintenance of the Federal channel over a 20-year period.  Subsequent dredging events 
are anticipated to occur on 7-year cycles and would likely involve the dredging of 
approximately 42,000 cubic yards/event. 
 
The Suwannee River does not currently have a Dredged Material Management Plan 
(DMMP) or a previously existing environmentally acceptable placement site for 
maintenance.  A C.R. Postlewate (CESAD) Memorandum of 30 October 1996 
recommended preparation of the Suwannee River DMMP be deferred until the potential 
relocation of the entrance channel and budgetary priorities were established.  The purpose 
of this DMMP is to ensure warranted and environmentally acceptable maintenance of the 
Suwannee River Navigational Project.  The plan includes sufficient detail to ensure 
unimpeded maintenance, with respect to dredging, for a 20-year period. 
 
The local sponsor for the project, Dixie County, has identified one upland site as a potential 
disposal site for the dredged material.  The preferred plan consists of disposal at Upland 
Disposal Site 5 with an option for placement along the eastern shoreline of Little Bradford 
Island.  Dredged material would be pumped to Upland Disposal Site 5 through a pipeline 
following the existing channel of Salt Creek, through a tributary to CR 349 where it would 
proceed to the Town of Suwannee Water Treatment Plant.  From this location, the pipeline 
would proceed along CR 349 within the right-of-way to Upland Disposal Site 5.  Booster 
pumps would be placed along the pipeline, as needed.  A sump at the disposal site would 
collect salt water from the dewatering, which would be moved by pump through a return line 
to the roadside canal adjacent to CR 349 near the water treatment plant.  The effluent 
discharge pipeline would discharge in Salt Creek near the water treatment plant.   
 
The initial cost of construction of the project is $7,691,000.  The average annual equivalent 
cost is $584,600 (rounded), the average annual benefits are $1,558,600, yielding a positive 
net benefit of $974,000 annually and a benefit to cost ratio of 2.67 to 1.  The positive net 
benefits demonstrate the continued economic viability of this project.  Additional benefits 
from the project include creation and protection of wetland and coastal habitat, improvement 
to commercial and recreational navigation, and provision of an additional harbor of refuge 
for northwestern Florida. 
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DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PLAN 
WITH ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

SUWANEE RIVER 
DIXIE COUNTY, FLORIDA 

 
 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
The purpose of this Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) with Environmental 
Assessment (EA) is to ensure warranted and environmentally acceptable maintenance 
of the Suwannee River Navigational Project.  The plan includes sufficient detail to 
ensure unimpeded maintenance, with respect to dredging, for a period of 20 years.  A 
C.R. Postlewate (CESAD) Memorandum of 30 October 1996 recommended preparation 
of the Suwannee River DMMP be deferred until the potential relocation of the entrance 
channel and budgetary priorities were established.  Until 1999, the designated entrance 
channels for Suwannee River were Alligator Pass and East Pass.  The Water Resource 
Development Act of 1999 changed the Federal channel designation for the Suwannee 
River to include Wadley Pass (also known as McGriff Channel and McGriff Pass). 
 
1.1 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
1.1.1 Project Location 
 
The project area is located at the mouth of the Suwannee River in Dixie County, Florida, 
in Wadley Pass (Figure 1). The project area contains a portion of the Suwannee River 
Federal Navigation Project.  The Federal navigation project is on the Suwannee River, 
which borders Levy and Dixie counties in Florida.  The headwaters of the Suwannee 
River reach into Georgia and drain about 800 square miles of the Okefenokee Swamp.  
The river flows southwesterly approximately 200 miles from the Florida-Georgia state 
line and forms a boundary line for Columbia, Hamilton, Madison, Suwannee, Lafayette, 
Gilchrist, Dixie, and Levy counties before emptying into the Gulf of Mexico.  The mouth 
of the river is about 115 miles north of Tampa Bay and 12 miles north of Cedar Key. 
 
1.1.2 Authorized Project Description 
 
The project authorized in 1880 for the Suwannee River provided for: 
 

1. A channel 6 feet (ft) deep through Derrick Island Gap at the south end of 
Suwannee Sound; 

 
2. A channel 5 ft deep over a bottom width of 150 ft through the shoals at the 

river mouth and upstream to Branford, a distance of 68 miles; 
 

3. A channel 4 ft deep and 60 ft wide upstream about 60 miles to Ellaville; 
and 
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4. Maintenance of the authorized channel for a total project length of 

139 miles. 
 
The 1977 Annual Report of the Chief of Engineers indicated that the existing project for 
Suwannee River was about 25 percent complete.  Section 12 of Public Law 93-251, 
dated August 5, 1977, deauthorized the remaining work.  The deauthorized work 
included dredging through several rock shoals below Ellaville and widening the channel 
through Derrick Island Gap and at a number of localities on the river.  Based on 
deauthorization, the project is now complete as constructed.  The location of the project 
is provided in Figure 1 above. 
 
Until 1999, the designated entrance channels for Suwannee River were Alligator Pass 
and East Pass.  East Pass (designated in the 1880s) was an important channel in the 
days of commercial boat traffic travelling from Cedar Key upriver, making maintenance 
acceptable in spite of its length.  The channel, now infrequently used, has shallowed 
because of a lack of maintenance.  Today, fishermen do not consider East Pass to give 
the best access to fishing grounds. 
 
Alligator Pass, generally accepted to be the most natural channel from the river, has 
environmental concerns because of manatee activity in the area.  In 1985, an attempt 
was made to permit the dredging of Alligator Pass, but it failed due to continued 
environmental concerns.  The Water Resource Development Act of 1999 changed the 
Federal channel designation for the Suwannee River to include Wadley Pass. 
 
The proposed project layout follows deep water to minimize dredging and maintenance.  
Only the lower 2.5 miles of the Suwannee River at its mouth are included in the study 
area.  The proposed channel would be 75 ft wide and 6 ft deep.  It is not expected that 
upstream areas will require dredging over the 20-year period of the study based on 
historical shoaling rates.  For this DMMP, the dimensions are assumed 75 ft wide and 
6 ft deep.  For operation and maintenance dredging calculations, the total depth to be 
dredged will include the authorized depth plus one foot of advanced maintenance 
dredging, plus one foot of overdepth dredging for a total pay depth of 8 ft. 
 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) has examined one upland site for potential 
use as an upland disposal area for dredged material (see Figure 1).   
 
1.2 PURPOSE AND SCOPE 
 
The purpose of the project is to restore the channel depth and width for safe and 
efficient navigation through Wadley Pass, to dispose of dredged material consistent with 
sound engineering practice, and to present a management plan that identifies the 
specific measures necessary to manage the volume of material likely to be dredged 
over a 20-year period. 
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It is the USACE’s policy to prepare DMMPs for all Federal navigation projects to assess 
the continued viability of the project with available dredged material placement capacity 
sufficient to accommodate 20 years of maintenance dredging.  The Suwannee River 
Federal Project does not have a dredged material management plan or a placement site 
for maintenance.  Therefore, there is a need to prepare a DMMP to comply with USACE 
requirements.  A Preliminary Assessment (PA) of the Suwannee River, dated November 
1995, identified significant problems to the continued maintenance of this project and 
the need to perform detailed dredged material management studies.  The scope of this 
study is to conduct technical studies and analyses to establish project features and 
elements that will form the basis for the preparation and implementation of a DMMP. 
 
This project includes the single Federal navigation channel project. 
 
The USACE’s policy, as stated in Engineer Circular (EC) 1165-2-200 (July 1994) 
requires each of its Districts to prepare a DMMP to maintain Federal navigation 
channels for at least 20 years.  The goal is to accomplish the placement of dredged 
material from navigation projects in the least costly manner consistent with sound 
engineering practice and in a manner that meets all Federal environmental standards 
including those established by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and Section 103 of 
the Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act of 1972, as amended.  A DMMP 
should identify the amount of material that needs to be dredged to maintain the Federal 
channel and how that dredged material will be managed in a cost effective and 
environmentally acceptable manner.  The management plan identifies specific 
measures necessary to manage the volume of material likely to be dredged over a five-
year period from both construction and maintenance dredging. 
 
The development of the DMMP will plan with a 20-year period.  This foresight ensures 
that the dredging of the navigation channel is completed in a timely yet efficient manner.  
The efficiency is measured by not only the precision and accuracy of the dredging, but 
also by ensuring that the environment is protected.  The management of the dredged 
material serves a dual purpose.  The evident improvement would be to navigation with 
accessibility to and from the Gulf throughout the tidal cycle.  The second purpose is the 
potential utilization of dredged material for beneficial uses.  The National Dredging 
Policy (1995) considers dredged material as a resource.  The policy encourages 
environmentally sound beneficial use of dredged material such as wetland creations 
and beach nourishment.   
 
The scope of work for this project is to evaluate the use of nearshore, upland, and 
offshore placement of dredged material.  Only the lower 2.5 miles of the Suwannee 
River are to be the focus of the management study.   
 
1.3 AUTHORIZATION AND DEVELOPMENT HISTORY 
 
This Federal project was authorized by the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1960 and was 
modified by the Water Resources Development Act of 1999, which designated Wadley 



 6 

Pass (sometimes called McGriff Pass or Channel) as the Federal navigation channel. 
The authorizing documents are as follows: 
 

Acts Work Authorized Documents 

14 June 1880 
Channel 5 x 150 ft through entrance to Rolands Bluff, 
thence 4 x 60 ft to Ellaville 

A.R. for 1879, p 
857 

19 September 
1880 

Channel 6 ft deep through Derrick Island Gap Specified in Act 

5 August 1977 
Dredging through rock shoals below Ellaville and 
widening of channel through Derrick Island and other 
locations deauthorized. 

Section 12, Public 
Law 93-251 

29 April 1999 
Changed designation of Federal channel to include 
McGriff Channel (also known as Wadley Pass) 

HR 1480, WRDA 

 
Wadley Pass was first dredged in 1957 by the Suwannee River Authority.  Wadley Pass 
was dredged again in 1962 when 48,576 cubic yards (cy) of material were removed 
from the project area to provide a channel with a depth of 5 to 7 ft. The Suwannee River 
Authority last performed maintenance dredging of Wadley Pass in 1986, shortly before 
the agency disbanded.  The USACE has not participated in dredging of Wadley Pass 
since it was authorized. 
 
Spoil from the Suwannee River Authority dredging operations was mounded at the 
southeastern point of Little Bradford Island.  The “No-Name Storm” of March 1993 
produced a storm surge reported by residents of the community of Suwannee to have 
reached a height of 10 to 12 ft.  Much of the spoil at Little Bradford Island (reportedly, as 
much as half) was eroded, and it reentered the channel, resulting in channel depths as 
shallow as 3.0 ft at mean low tide. 
 
The 1995 PA prepared by the Jacksonville District made a comparison between the 
authorized channel widths and what was actually the constructed project as 
summarized below: 

 
Widths in Feet 

Location 
Authorized Existing 

Depths in 
Feet 

Gulf to Branford 150 50-100 5 
Derrick Island Gap 150 70 6 
Branford to Ellaville 60 30-60 4 

 
A map of the project segments summarized above is presented in Figure 2.  Surveys 
conducted in January 2006 indicated two problem areas from about Mile 0.50 near the 
river entrance to Mile 1.20.   
 



Dredged Material Management Plan with Environmental Assessment
Suwannee River

Dixie County, Florida
Source: USCOE

Scale: N/A

Date: August 2006

SUWANNEE RIVER AUTHORIZED CHANNEL SEGMENT
Figure: 2

Map Author: C. Perez

Legend

Federal Project
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1.4 PROJECT PARTNERS 
 
The local sponsor for this project is Dixie County.  The Dixie County government has 
agreed to cooperate with the USACE, Jacksonville District to find an acceptable 
placement site.   
 
1.5 PROJECT NEED OR OPPORTUNITY 
 
Shoaling of the channel has restricted vessel movement in the channel, particularly 
during low tides.  During spring tides, it is necessary for many boats to pass the 
shallows “on plane.”  At particularly low tides, as when tides are wind-driven, the 
channel is impassable by a majority of boats of the area.  This has created a potential 
safety hazard by preventing boats from reaching safe harbor during adverse weather. 
The small community of Suwannee, located at the mouth of the Suwannee River, is 
dependent on water access to the lower reaches of the river and the Gulf of Mexico.  
There are three marinas in the community that provide berthing and storage of boats for 
residents and visitors.  Recreational and commercial fishing, light tourism, and boating  
are the mainstays of the community economy.  Shoaling of the channel has adversely 
affected the economic development of the community.   
 
The purpose of the project is to restore the channel depth and width for safe and 
efficient navigation throughout the length of the Federal navigation project. 
 
The project is needed to improve access through the elimination of shoals, which would 
improve navigation safety, facilitate expansion of recreation and tourism, and contribute 
to maintaining the economy of the community.  
 
Opportunities exist for beneficial uses of the dredged material.  Little Bradford Island, 
considered for placement of dredged material, has experienced considerable shoreline 
erosion.  Unique biological communities and prehistoric Native American relics on both 
the island have been affected by the erosion.  There is an opportunity to use the 
dredged material to restore the historic shoreline and prevent further loss of natural and 
cultural resources. 
 
1.6 POLICY REQUIREMENTS 
 
The following acts and regulations contain applicable policy requirements for the 
project:  
 

• National Environmental Policy Act Requirements 
 

• Section 404 of the Clean Water Act of 1972 
 

• Section 401 of the Clean Water Act of 1972 
 

• Section 103 of the Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act 
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• Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958 
 

• Endangered Species Act of 1973 
 

• ER 1165-2-132, Water Resources Policies and Authorities Guidance for Civil 
Works Projects 

 
• National Historic Preservation Act 

 
• Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act 

 
1.7 DECISIONS TO BE MADE 
 
The USACE, in consultation with state and local government agencies, other Federal 
agencies, and the public, will decide whether or not to participate in the dredging of the 
Federal project at Wadley Pass, and if so, to select a preferred plan to accomplish the 
dredging.  The USACE will also reach a decision on a preferred means of managing 
and disposing dredged material removed from the Federal project. 
 
1.8 PROJECT BACKGROUND AND DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING CONDITIONS 
 
1.8.1 Description of Existing Conditions 
 
The Suwannee River is the second largest discharging river in Florida and the major 
freshwater source for the Suwannee River Estuary.  The discharge pattern of the river is 
more closely correlated with climatological conditions in this region than any of the other 
coastal rivers in Florida (Orlando et al., 1993).  The climate of the study area is typified 
by warm, humid summers and mild winters.  Average air temperatures range from the 
mid-50s in winter to the low-80s during summer.  Relative humidity is high, ranging from 
70 to 83 percent.  In north Florida, the wet season occurs during winter (January-
March).  Average annual rainfall for Lake City, which is considered representative for 
the Suwannee River Basin, is 55.49 inches per year (NOAA, 1995, 1996, 1997). 
 
A “bird’s foot” river delta has formed at the mouth of the Suwannee River as a result of a 
low-slope coastal shelf and freshwater discharge from the river as opposed to an 
arcuate delta and barrier islands (Siegel et al., 1996).  East Pass, which meanders in a 
southerly direction towards the Gulf of Mexico, is about 300 ft wide and typically 20 ft 
deep.  Less than a mile downstream from the town of Suwannee, West Pass subdivides 
into Northern Pass, Alligator Pass, and Wadley Pass.  Alligator Pass is about 600 ft 
wide and is typically 3-6 ft deep at high tide.  Wadley Pass is about 300 ft wide, and is 
typically 7-10 ft deep at high tide (USGS, 99-4268). 
 
The upper estuary is subject to mixed semidiurnal tides, commonly experiencing two 
unequal high and two unequal low tides that occur every 6.2 hours (Siegel et al., 1996). 
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1.8.2 Maintenance Dredging History 
 
Maintenance dredging has occurred on several occasions to maintain the constructed 
project dimensions.  The USACE has performed maintenance dredging in Alligator and 
Eagle Pass during past dredging operations.  Wadley Pass has not undergone 
maintenance dredging by the USACE.  The earliest records found indicate such work 
took place in December 1906 when removal of 39,220 cy of material occurred from the 
Derrick Island Gap area.  In 1907, dredging involved a total of 18,522 cy of material 
from the entrance.  Maintenance dredging in 1911 and 1924 amounted to a combined 
total of 26,151 cy.  The Chief of Engineers recommended curtailment of the project in a 
1926 report, published in House Document No. 467, 69th Congress, 1st Session.  
Snagging operations occurred in 1928 and 1939 at a combined cost of $14,863. 
 
No funds were available for the period between 1940 and 1960 because commercial 
traffic did not justify continued expenditures.  The project was placed on inactive status.  
In May through June 1962, a resumption of maintenance removed 48,576 cy of material 
from the project.  No Federal dredging has occurred since 1962. 
 
Maintenance dredging was performed in 1976 and 1986 by the Suwannee River 
Authority (SRA).  The SRA was authorized in 1976 by the Florida Department of 
Environmental Regulation to dredge 13,726 cy from existing channels in Wadley Pass 
and Salt Creek.  In 1986 the SRA was authorized to dredge 9,600 cy from Wadley Pass 
and Shark Channel. 
 
1.8.3 Dredged Material Disposal Site Capacity and Usage 
 
In the past, disposal of shoal material involved disposal on either side of the channel 
and in areas along the shoreline that had historically experienced erosion.  Islands in 
the river also served as placement areas for dredged material.  These islands have 
become vegetated and provide habitat for a variety of terrestrial and avian species.  The 
last Federal dredging occurred in 1962 and disposal of the material appears to have 
been in a nearshore area.   
 
The 1995 PA for the Suwannee River Federal Navigation Project identifies significant 
problems to the continued maintenance of that project.  The assessment stated that the 
average annual shoaling rate is 1,900 cy.  The current shoaling rate has been estimated 
at approximately 6,000 cy/year by USACE Jacksonville District Construction/Operations 
(CONOPS) personnel.   
 
Historical beneficial uses were considered in the PA.  De-watering and separation by 
hydrocycloning could result in the use of the material for agricultural purposes since it is 
believed to be very fertile.  A second option would entail jet-spraying a portion of the 
material over the nearby marsh areas.  This would further stabilize these areas by 
adding additional sediments in a controlled manner.  Another option consists of locating 
and filling borrow pits that are thought to be in the vicinity.  Dredged material could be 
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transported and used for filling or reducing pit depths to enhance or support aquatic life 
and vegetation. 

 
 
2.0 STUDY PLAN 
 
2.1 QUALITY CONTROL PLAN 
 
Coordination of all the various elements and components of the study is essentially a 
management activity.  The study process must be kept in phase and on schedule to 
ensure timely completion within budget.  Without the proper timing and sequence of 
events, it is difficult to avoid delays in study completion and cost overruns.  
Management must be familiar with planning directives as well as all work element 
requirements and schedules to evaluate progress and measure the accuracy and 
completeness of results.  
 
The draft report is the initial coordination document.  Once the coordination process is 
complete, the comments are evaluated to determine the impact on study findings.  
Attachment 1 contains the Quality Control Plan (QCP) for the Suwannee River DMMP.  
This plan is a dynamic document that is currently being revised to reflect personnel and 
schedule changes. 
 
 

3.0 METHODOLOGY 
 
3.1 PROBLEMS AND OPPORTUNITIES 
 
The small community of Suwannee, located at the mouth of the Suwannee River, is 
dependent on water access to the lower reaches of the river and the Gulf of Mexico.  
Three marinas in the community provide berthing and storage of boats for residents and 
visitors.  Recreational and commercial fishing, light tourism, and boating are the 
mainstays of the community economy.  Shoaling of the channel has caused insufficient 
water depth for small or charter vessel traffic. 
 
The Suwannee River is located in an isolated area of coastline.  The Intracoastal 
Waterway does not service the portion of coastline between St. George Island and 
Anclote.  Consequently, vessels are required to transit over open water for more than 
100 miles with limited ports of safe refuge during poor weather conditions.  Maintenance 
dredging of the Suwannee River would provide an additional harbor of refuge for the 
area. 
 
The project is needed to improve access through the elimination of shoals, which would 
improve navigation safety, facilitate expansion of recreation and tourism, and contribute 
to maintaining the economy of the community.  
 



 12 

The Suwannee River Federal Project does not have a DMMP or a previously existing 
environmentally acceptable site for maintenance.  Therefore, there is a need to prepare 
a DMMP to comply with USACE requirements.  The Water Resources Development Act 
of 1999 designated Wadley Pass for maintenance dredging.  The sponsor has 
performed a maintenance-dredging event of Wadley Pass in 1986.  Over the course of 
the project the sponsor has identified three nearshore island placement sites and five 
potential upland disposal areas for this work.  Viable offshore disposal sites could not be 
identified by the sponsor. 
 
Opportunities exist for beneficial uses of the dredged material.  A 1994 investigation of 
shoal material indicates predominantly beach quality sand.  Therefore, this material is 
likely to be suitable for use as construction or beach fill.  One of the islands in the 
vicinity, Little Bradford Island, has experienced considerable shoreline erosion.  
Prehistoric Native American relics on the island have been affected by the erosion.  
There is an opportunity to use the dredged material to restore the historic shoreline of 
the island and prevent further loss of its cultural resources. 
 
Only the lower 2.5 miles of the Suwannee River are included in this DMMP.  
Approximately 160,000 cy of material are to be initially dredged.  The DMMP includes 
sufficient detail to ensure unimpeded maintenance, with respect to dredging, for a 
period of 20 years.  Subsequent dredging operations are anticipated to occur in seven-
year cycles; each of these operations would likely involve the removal of approximately 
42,000 cy. 
 
3.2 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
 
The public has been involved throughout the evaluation of this project.  The Suwannee 
River Chamber of Commerce in conjunction with the local sponsor, Dixie County, has 
held numerous public meetings prior to the initiation of this study plan, as well as 
throughout the preparation of the DMMP.  Progress of the study has appeared in the 
Chamber of Commerce publication, The Suwannee Connection. 
 
3.2.1 Scoping and Issues 

 
Scoping for the proposed project was initiated by letter in October 2000 and distributed 
to the appropriate Federal, state, and local agencies, city and county officials, and other 
parties known to be interested in the project.  Copies of the scoping letter, the mailing 
list of addresses used for distribution, and letters of response are included in 
Attachment 2.  A public scoping meeting was held in the community of Suwannee at the 
Community Center on October 18, 2000.  Additional public meetings have been held on 
September 6, 2000 and on January 30, 2001, at the Suwannee Community Center.  A 
chronology of articles from The Suwannee Connection, the publication of the Suwannee 
River Chamber of Commerce, is included in the Attachment 2. 
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The following issues were identified during the scoping process and by the preparers of 
this environmental assessment to be relevant to the proposed action and appropriate for 
detailed evaluation:  
 

a. Impacts on reefs and hardbottom benthic communities, 
b. Threatened and endangered species, 
c. Cultural resources, 
d. Aesthetics and recreational resources, 
e. Impacts on water quality, 
f. Energy conservation, and 
g. Socioeconomic issues. 

 
3.2.2 Impact Measurement 
 
The following provides the means and rationale for measurement and comparison of 
impacts of the proposed action and alternatives. 
 
Reef and Hardbottom Impacts.  Based upon extensive experience with dredging 
navigation channels in Florida coastal areas, impacts to reefs and hardbottom benthic 
communities can be predicted by study of proximity, currents, nature of the dredged 
material, buffer zones and other factors.  The objective in selecting an alternative is to 
minimize impacts to these resources to the extent practicable. 

 
Threatened and Endangered Species.  West Indian manatees, Gulf sturgeons and sea 
turtles are known to occur in the proposed project area.  Mitigation protocols and 
preventive measures have been established.  The USACE intends to minimize impacts 
to these species and to comply with the requirements of the Endangered Species Act. 

 
Cultural Resources.  Prehistoric Native American relics and remains have been 
identified on Little Bradford Island, which has undergone considerable shoreline 
erosion.  Human remains have been exposed through the erosion of the shoreline.  The 
opportunity exists for protecting these cultural resources by restoring and stabilizing the 
shoreline of the island, thus effectively re-burying the human remains without disturbing 
them. 
 
Other Impacts.  Bases for impact measurement and comparison are stated more 
specifically in Section 4.0 Environmental Effects and other sections of this document. 
 
3.3 PERMITS, LICENSES, AND ENTITLEMENTS 
 
The proposed navigation-dredging project is subject to the Coastal Zone Management 
Act.  Consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) is also required.  
Because there would be discharges of dredged or fill material into waters of the United 
States, the proposed action is subject to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  A copy of 
the 404(b)(1) certification is included as Attachment 3.  Additionally, the proposed action 
is subject to Section 401 of the Clean Water Act for water quality concurrence by the 



 14 

State of Florida.  The USACE, Jacksonville District, has submitted an application for a 
Section 401 Water Quality Certificate (WQC) from the Florida Department of 
Environmental Protection (FDEP). 
 

 

4.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS/CONDITIONS LIKELY TO  
 PREVAIL WITHOUT A PLAN 
 
Wadley Pass was dredged in 1962 when 48,576 cy of material were removed from the 
project area to provide a channel with a depth of 5-7 ft. The Suwannee Water 
Management District last performed maintenance dredging of Wadley Pass in 1986.  
Material from the dredging operations was mounded at the southeastern point of Little 
Bradford Island.  The “No-Name Storm” of March 1993 produced a storm surge that 
eroded much of the material at Little Bradford Island, which reentered the channel, 
resulting in channel depths as shallow as 3.0 ft at mean low tide.   
 
Shoaling of the channel has restricted vessel movement in the channel, particularly 
during low tides.  During spring tides, it is necessary for many boats to pass the 
shallows “on plane.”  At particularly low tides, as when tides are wind-driven, the 
channel is impassable by a majority of boats of the area.  This has created a potential 
safety hazard by preventing boats from reaching safe harbor during adverse weather. 
 
The small community of Suwannee, located at the mouth of the Suwannee River, is 
dependent on water access to the lower reaches of the river and the Gulf of Mexico.  
There are three marinas in the community that provide berthing and storage of boats for 
residents and visitors.  Recreational and commercial fishing, light tourism, and boating 
are the mainstays of the community economy.  Shoaling of the channel has adversely 
affected the economic development of the community.  The local sponsor is unlikely to 
dredge the channel without Federal support due to financial constraints and a lack of a 
ready disposal area. 
 
Without the project, the existing conditions would continue or worsen.  Additional 
sediment deposition into the channel would result from currents, wave action, and other 
mechanisms of sediment transport, resulting in further decreases in channel depth. 
 

5.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
 
This section attempts to succinctly describe the existing environmental resources of the 
areas that would be affected if any of the alternatives were implemented.  This section 
describes only those environmental resources that are relevant to the decision to be 
made.  It does not describe the entire existing environment.  This section, in conjunction 
with the description of the no-action alternative, forms the base-line conditions for 
determining the environmental impacts of the propose action and reasonable 
alternatives. 
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5.1 GENERAL ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

 
The Central Florida Gulf Coast is an embayed coastline in the area of Dixie and Levy 
counties.  Landforms in Florida are classified under four divisions:  Delta Plain 
Highlands; Tertiary Highlands; River Valley Lowlands; and, Terraced Coastal Lowlands 
(Vernon, 1951).  The area of the proposed action is classed as Terraced Coastal 
Lowland.  These terraces consist of five distinct plains roughly paralleling the present 
coast.  They were formed by sedimentation associated with higher sea levels during the 
Late Miocene and Early Pleistocene and consist of mostly sand sheets overlying 
limestone bedrock (Vernon, 1951).  The terrace lines are formed be relict shorelines at 
5 ft (Silver Bluff Terrace), 25 ft (Pamlico Terrace), 100 ft (Wicomico Terrace), 150 ft 
(Okefenokee Terrace), and 220 ft (Coharie Terrace) above present sea level.  These 
shoreline remnants are the direct result of eustatic changes related to the melting of 
continental ice masses (Scholl, 1964). 
 
The offshore bottoms slope gently with scattered irregularities formed by limestone 
shelves and sand and oyster bars being the only significant bottom features.  This is 
typical of areas formed by marine forces.  Nearshore areas are, typically, sandy mud 
marshes averaging two to three miles in width and extending up to six miles inland in 
Citrus County, to the south of Dixie County.  Inland of the coastal swamps, the terrain is 
typically flat and lowlying.  The only breaks observed are shallow swamps, generally 
roughly circular and associated with solution pits in the underlying limestone, relict sand 
dune or sand ridges, and relatively rare rivers and streams, such as the Suwannee and 
Chassahowitzka rivers.  The gentle slope of the offshore bottom continues inland where 
the land is low and poorly drained.  Inland areas are typically pine flatwoods broken by 
small hardwood stands in wetlands (swamps and natural drainage areas). 
 
The limestone bedrock commonly appears at or near the surface in the coastal area, 
with the exception of the Suwannee River vicinity.  The Suwannee River valley is a 
band of alluvial deposits overlying the limestone bedrock.  The lower section of the 
valley, where the river empties into the Gulf of Mexico, is drowned and the flood plain is 
covered by brackish and saltwater marsh.  Sediments from the Suwannee River have 
created mud banks near the mouth and is responsible for covering the local limestone.  
The coastal flats are broken by scattered hammocks lying between tidal streams. 
 
The mean summer temperature for the region is 81.4 degrees Fahrenheit (° F) and the 
mean winter temperature is 56.6° F.  The average annual rainfall is 54.6 inches falling 
primarily from June through September. 
 
5.2 GEOLOGY 
 
5.2.1 Geologic History of the Florida Panhandle 
 
The history of Florida begins with the separation of the African Plate from the North 
American Plate in the mid-Mesozoic Era (approximately 150 million years ago [Ma]).  A 
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fragment of the African Plate remained attached to the North American Plate following 
the separation.  This fragment would later become known as Florida. 
 
The fragment of the African Plate formed a base upon which a carbonate platform (a 
platform of chemically precipitated calcium carbonate) was built (Florida Platform, 
beginning approximately 145 Ma).  The Florida Peninsula was comprised of this 
platform.  The Florida Panhandle, however, was slightly elevated relative to the 
Peninsula and formed the southern boundary of the Gulf Coastal Plain.  Carbonate 
sediments (calcium carbonate with weathered rock fragments from an inland source) 
dominated the eastern Panhandle beginning in the early Cenozoic Era (approximately 
62 Ma) and continued through the Paleogene (until approximately 24 Ma), with periodic 
deposition of evaporites (halite, gypsum, etc.) due to restricted marine circulation in the 
carbonate platform.  
 
Sediment supply from the Appalachian Mountains decreased in the Cenozoic; the 
mountains had previously provided a significant sediment source for pre-Cenozoic 
Florida.  The small amount of sediment supplied by the Appalachians was removed 
from the Florida Platform by ocean currents, preventing the inclusion of siliciclastic 
sediments (weathered fragments of quartz-rich rock) in the carbonate depositional 
environment.  The Florida Panhandle, which was part of the Gulf Coastal Plain, 
continued to receive siliclastic sediments until the late Eocene (approximately 40 Ma).   
During the late Eocene, the supply of siliciclastic sediment to the Panhandle decreased 
dramatically, and carbonate deposition was prominent through the late Oligocene 
(approximately 28 Ma). 

 
A renewed uplift event occurred in the Appalachians in the late Oligocene, renewing the 
influx of siliclastic sediment to Florida.  Siliciclastic sediment with carbonate matrix 
dominated the depositional environments of Florida.  A decline in siliclastic sediment 
began in the late Pleistocene, resulting in the renewal of carbonate deposition in the 
southern Florida Platform.  Siliciclastic sediments continue to dominate the Florida 
Panhandle, however. 

 
Karst features (dissolution cavities in carbonate rock due to the actions of groundwater, 
Figure 3) have been documented as early as the late Oligocene as determined by fossil 
data, although subsurface imaging and cores indicate that karst features may have 
begun to appear in the Eocene or Paleocene. 
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5.2.2 Lithostratigraphy of the Florida Panhandle 
 
Eocene 
 
The oldest differentiated rocks in the Panhandle are the lower to middle Eocene 
sediments of the Claiborne Group.  The Group is composed of glauconitic sand and 
clay (indicating deposition in a marine setting) and grades to limestone in the south.  
Overlying the Claiborne Group is the upper Eocene Ocala Limestone, composed of 
granular to muddy limestone.  The Ocala Limestone is highly permeable, making it an 
important constituent of the Floridian aquifer system (see Table 1 for stratigraphic 
positions). 
 

Table 1.  Ages and Stratigraphic Relationships of Differential  
Sediments in the Florida Panhandle 

 

PLIOCENE (5-2 Ma) 
Citronelle Formation, Miccosukkee Formation, “Coarse 
Clastics” 

MIOCENE (24-5 Ma) 
Alum Bluff Group, Pensacola Clay, Intracoastal 
Formation, Hawthorn Group, Bruce Creek Limestone, 
St. Marks Formation, Chattahoochee Formation 

OLIGOCENE (37-24 Ma) 
Chickasawhay Limestone, Suwannee Limestone, 
Marianna Limestone, Bucatunna Clay 

EOCENE (58-37 Ma) 
Ocala Limestone, Claiborne Group, Undifferentiated, 
Sediments 

 
Source: Scott, 1992 

Figure 3.  Generalized Cross Section in the Suwannee River 
Basin Showing Karst Features That Facilitates the Exchange of 
Water Between the Surface and Subsurface (from Katz and 
DeHan, 1996) 
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Oligocene 
 
The Bucatunna Clay Member is found intermittently in the western Panhandle and dates 
from the lower Oliogene.  The Bucatunna Clay functions as an important inter-aquifer 
confining unit.  The fossiliferous Marianna Limestone overlies the Bucatunna Clay 
Member, and is overlain by the Suwannee Limestone.  The Suwannee Limestone forms 
much of the upper portion of the Floridian Aquifer System and is composed primarily of 
micritic (muddy) limestone.  The upper Oligocene Chickasawhay Formation overlies the 
Suwannee Limestone and is comprised of highly porous limestone (see Table 1 for 
stratigraphic positions). 
 
Miocene 
 
The lower Miocene Chattahoochee Formation consists of fossiliferous dolostone with 
significant siliciclastic content.  The St. Marks Formation, a fossiliferous limestone, 
overlies the Chattachoochee Formation.  The Bruce Creek Limestone, a middle 
Miocene sandy limestone, is sometimes present above the St. Marks Formation in the 
Panhandle.  The Hawthorne Group, a series of phosphate-bearing sediments from the 
middle Miocene, forms the base of an intermediate confining unit separating the 
Floridian and surficial aquifer systems.  The Intracoastal Formation overlies the 
Hawthorn Group and consists of very sandy fossiliferous limestone.  The upper Miocene 
Pensacola Clay is comprised of silty to sandy clay.  In some areas of the western 
Panhandle, the Pensacola Clay directly overlies the Oligocene limestones, which 
comprise the Floridian aquifer system.  The uppermost Miocene deposit is the Alum 
Bluff Group, composed of clays, sands, and shell beds, with occasional carbonate 
lenses.  The Alum Bluff Group forms the top of the intermediate-confining unit 
separating the tow aquifer systems (see Table 1 for stratigraphic positions). 
 
Pliocene 
 
Lower Miocene Panhandle deposits are represented by the Coarse Clastics, a 
sequence of variable quartz sands and gravels.  The Coarse Clastics form the base of 
the surficial aquifer system.  The Miccosukee Formation, a mixture of cross-bedded 
clay, silt, sand, and gravel, overlies the Coarse Clastics in the eastern Panhandle.  The 
upper Pliocene Citronelle Formation is composed primarily of fine to very coarse 
siliclastics with little carbonate content (see Table 1 for stratigraphic positions). 
 
Pleistocene-Recent 
 
Sediments from the Pleistocene-Recent are generally undifferentiated and unlithified in 
Panhandle Florida.  No distinct stratigraphic divisions have been determined for these 
deposits. 
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5.3 BIOLOGICAL COMMUNITIES 
 

Several biological communities occur within the area in which the project is planned. 
 
5.3.1 Suwannee Sound 
 

Suwannee Sound is bordered by a discontinuous oyster reef system known as the 
Great Suwannee Reef that extends approximately 20 miles from Cedar Key in the south 
to Horseshoe Beach in the north.  The reef, which may be considered to be the outer 
limit of the Suwannee River estuary, is submerged at high tide, but exposed at low tide.  
Suwannee Sound is characterized by shallow coastal sand/mud/shell flats interspersed 
with oyster bars and reefs.  The sound is shallow, one to two meters deep, but with 
occasional holes several meters deep.  Benthic invertebrates include a variety of 
estuarine crustaceans, annelids, and mollusks (Mason et al., 1994).  The area is 
commercially important for aquaculture; bottoms are leased to individuals for the 
commercial culture of clams. 
  
In September 2001 to March 2002 portions of the study area were surveyed for oyster 
beds and submerged aquatic vegetation.  The results of this survey indicated small 
pockets of ephemeral submerged aquatic vegetation along the edge of the Federal 
navigation channel.  
 
5.3.2 Tidal Marsh 
 
The tidal marsh vegetation of the Suwannee River has been studied in detail.  This 
characterization of the marsh is from Clewell et al., 1999.  The most important species 
in the Suwannee River tidal marshes is needlerush (Juncus roemerianus), which is 
abundant in all marsh communities except freshwater marsh, and sawgrass (Cladium 
jamaicense), which is also abundant.  The marshes can be divided into shoreline and 
interior marshes.  Interior marshes are further divided into three communities: 
 

• Needlerush community, which covers most of the interior marshlands from 
the Gulf coast to near the river swamps, is heterogeneous and species rich.  
It consists of species composition ranging from near pure stands of 
needlerush to needlerush interspersed with a variety of others species, 
including Lugwidia spp., bulrush, cord grass, and others. 

 
• Sawgrass community is an almost pure stand of sawgrass between the 

needlerush community and the river swamp. 
 
• Levee community, which is generally a continuation of the needlerush 

community onto higher ground, is characterized by a diversity of site 
conditions and vegetation, including leather fern, pigweed, sawgrass, morning 
glory, and others. 
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The shoreline marshes are divided into three communities: 
 

• Freshwater tidal marsh community is found on submerged bars and the 
shallows between these bars and the riverbank where currents are weak.  
Common species include spatterdock, water hemlock, pickerelweed, bulrush, 
cattails, etc. 

 
• Oligohaline shoreline community, which occurs in the oligohaline reaches of 

the Suwannee River, is dominated by needlerush and sawgrass, but with 
other species including cordgrass, cattails, and bulrush. 

 
• Mesohaline shoreline community occurs within mesohaline areas and on 

beaches facing the Gulf of Mexico.  Plant dominance is shared by one or 
more of smooth cordgrass, saltmarsh bulrush, and needlerush. 

 
5.3.3 Tidal River Swamp 
 
The tidal river swamps along the lower Suwannee River occur inland of tidal marshes.  
These swamps are dominated by cypress and hardwoods, including swamp tupelo, 
pumpkin ash, sweetbay, swamp bay, and cabbage palm.  A variety of shrubs and vines 
are present, but relatively little grassy vegetation occurs in the herbaceous layer.  
Ecotones, which may be formed with tidal marsh, are characterized by shorter trees and 
fewer tree species.  Occasional fires may discourage tree encroachment into the 
ecotonal area (Clewell et al., 1999). 
 
5.3.4 Maritime Hammocks 
 
Maritime hammocks are mesic sites with sandy soils and better internal drainage than 
marshes or swamps.  Dominant species generally include live oak, cabbage palm, and 
red cedar.  While some hammocks are located on elevated land surrounded by tidal 
marsh, others are on islands just offshore.  A portion of Little Bradford Island in the 
project area is a maritime hammock. 
 
5.3.5 Mixed Wetland Forest 
 

Mixed wetland forest is the transitional bottomland hardwoods between the tidal swamp 
and upland pine forests.  Vegetation in the lower, wetter areas includes cypress, red 
maple sweetbay, and Florida willow in the overstory and cabbage palm, water iris, 
lizard’s tail, and pickerelweed in the understory.  Farther inland this community 
transitions to dominance by more typical bottomland hardwood species such as oaks 
maples, sweetgum, persimmon, dogwood, hickory, gallberry, saw palmetto, and 
blackberry. 



 21 

5.3.6 Pine Plantation  
 
Much of the area considered for wetland mitigation consists of tree plantations that have 
been recently harvested, site-prepared, and planted in pine.  Forestry management in 
the area involves the planting of southern yellow pines, predominately slash and 
loblolly. 
 
5.3.7 Cypress Swamp Forest 
 
Isolated cypress swamps occur in depressions interspersed throughout the area.  
These depressions are normally ponded for more than six months of the year and have 
an overstory of cypress, red maple, sweetbay, and Florida willow.  
   
5.4 THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 
 
On August 21, 1985, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) issued a Biological 
Opinion for a proposed dredging of Alligator Pass at the mouth of the Suwannee River 
(Attachment 4).  The USFWS did not concur with a USACE conclusion that the dredging 
would have no effect on listed threatened or endangered species or critical habitats.  
Rather, the USFWS stated that its primary concern was the potential destruction of 
Ruppia beds, which are summer feeding areas for a population of manatees.  An 
additional concern was the potential for boat-manatee injuries or fatalities.   
 
It was noted in the Biological Opinion that aerial surveys between 1982 and 1985 
showed 43 manatees in Alligator Pass, 21 in East Pass, and six in Wadley Pass.  A 
similar distribution of manatees was found from satellite tracking.  The USFWS 
concluded that the greater utilization of Alligator Pass and East Pass was a result of 
fewer boats and widespread Ruppia beds at Alligator Pass and East Pass.  
 
As a result of the Biological Opinion, plans to dredge Alligator Pass were cancelled.  
Wadley Pass was selected to be the main channel and subsequently dredged in 1986. 
 
5.4.1 Listed Species 
 

Threatened and endangered species identified as occurring in Dixie and Levy counties 
by the USFWS are presented in Table 2. 
 
Of these species, those known or likely to be found at or near the project site are: 
 
West Indian Manatee.  Manatees are relatively common in the project area during 
warmer periods of the year.  No mapping of manatee habitat has been located 
specifically for the project area, however.  The Suwannee River, its tributaries, estuary, 
and tidal streams provide a relatively undeveloped and protected environment with an 
abundant and extensive supply of aquatic plants for an estimated summer population 
25-75 manatees.  It is probably the single-most important habitat for the southern Big 
Bend population of manatees (USFWS, 1985). 
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Table 2. Threatened and Endangered Species Occurring in  
Dixie and Levy Counties, Florida 

 
 

Common Name 
 

Scientific Name 
Dixie 
Co. 

Levy 
Co. 

 
Status 

West Indian manatee Trichechus manatus latirostris X X E-CH 

Florida salt marsh vole 
Microtus pennsylvanicus 
dukecampbelli 

 X E 

Bald eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus X X T 
Florida scrub jay Aphelocoma coerulescens X X T 
Wood stork Mycteria Americana X X E 
Red-cockaded 
woodpecker 

Picoides borealis X X E 

Gulf sturgeon Acipenser oxyrhynchus desotoi X X T 
Eastern indigo snake Dymarchon corais couperi X X T 
Green sea turtle Chelonia mydas X X E 
Leatherback sea turtle Dermochelys coriacea X X E 
Loggerhead sea turtle Caretta caretta X X T 
Kemp’s ridley sea turtle Lepidochelys kempii  X X E 

 

 Notes:   E – Endangered; CH – Critical Habitat; T – Threatened  
 
 Source:  USFWS, 2005. 
 
 
Florida Salt Marsh Vole.  The Florida salt marsh vole is known from only one location in 
Waccasassa Bay near Cedar Key in Levy County, approximately five miles south of the 
project site.  This species occurs in a salt marsh habitat dominated by salt grass, 
smooth cordgrass, and glasswort.  Searches for additional populations in Taylor, Dixie, 
and Levy counties have been unsuccessful (USFWS, 1997). 
 
Bald Eagle.  The bald eagle is a common inhabitant of the area during spring and 
summer.  It is generally uncommon in the autumn and absent in winter (USFWS, 1998). 
 
Florida Scrub Jay.  Scrub jays are restricted to scattered, isolated patches of scrub in 
peninsular Florida.  The scrub type most commonly occupied by scrub jays is an oak 
scrub usually dominated by myrtle oak, sand live oak, and Chapman oak along with 
rosemary, palmettos, and scattered sand pine.  Scrub jay habitat consists of dense 
thickets of scrub oaks less than three meters in height interspersed with bare sand for 
foraging and storing acorns.  Scrub jays generally avoid forests, prairies, and marshes 
(USFWS 1990).  Habitat such as this does not occur within the vicinity of the proposed 
project. 
 
While scrub jays have been reported from Dixie County, there is a relatively stable 
population in Levy County.  The Cedar Keys National Wildlife Refuge reported the bird 
to be “uncommon.”   
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Wood Stork.  Breeding populations of wood storks are found from South America, 
through Central America, Hispaniola, Cuba, and the United States.  Historically, the 
wood stork was found from Texas to South Carolina, but breeding stocks are now 
restricted to Florida and coastal Georgia and South Carolina.  Wood storks are primarily 
associated with freshwater and estuarine habitats for nesting, roosting, and foraging.  In 
the Lower Suwannee and Cedar Keys National Wildlife Refuges, the wood stork is listed 
as “unusual” in spring, summer, and fall, and “occasional” in winter (USFWS, 1998).  
There are no reported nesting sites in Dixie or Levy counties (USFWS, 2004).   
 
Gulf Sturgeon.  The Gulf sturgeon is an anadromous fish that migrates from salt water 
into large coastal rivers to spawn and spend the warm months.  The majority of its life is 
spent in fresh water.  Historically, the Gulf sturgeon occurred in most major rivers from 
the Mississippi River to the Suwannee River and marine waters of the central and 
eastern Gulf of Mexico to Florida Bay.  The Suwannee River appears to support the 
most viable Gulf sturgeon population among the coastal rivers of the Gulf.  Long-term 
and ongoing studies have estimated the Suwannee River population at 2,250 to 3,300 
individuals.  Feeding occurs during that part of the year when the fish are in marine and 
estuarine waters.  Stomach analyses of Gulf sturgeon from the Suwannee and 
Apalachicola rivers indicated that mud and sand bottoms and seagrass communities 
appear to be important marine habitats.  Adults collected in East Pass contained plant 
matter and crab parts (USFWS and GSMFC, 1995).   
 
Eastern Indigo Snake.  The range of the eastern indigo snake historically extended from 
South Carolina through Georgia and Florida to the Keys, and west to southern Alabama 
and Mississippi.  The snake is now known to occur only in Florida and the Coastal Plain 
of southern Georgia.  Overall indigo snake populations are declining in abundance and 
distribution primarily as a result of habitat loss, conversion, and degradation.  In 
southern Florida the snake can be found in a variety of habitats, including wet prairies 
and mangrove swamps.  In the more northern latitudes in winter it is found almost 
exclusively in sandy habitats typical of the Florida scrub communities, typically in 
association with gopher tortoises.  From spring to fall they can also be found in pine-
hardwood forest, mixed hardwood forest, creek bottoms, and agricultural fields 
(USFWS, 1999; Hallam et al, 1998). 
 
Sea Turtles.  Sea turtles are large, air-breathing reptiles that inhabit oceans worldwide, 
but frequent land, primarily beaches, to lay their eggs.  Once the eggs are laid, the 
female sea turtle returns to the open waters of the ocean.  In the U.S., nesting occurs 
from April through October.  According to the USFWS, Division of Endangered Species, 
four species of threatened and endangered sea turtles are known to inhabit Dixie 
County, Florida.  Among these are the green sea turtle, Kemp’s ridley sea turtle, 
leatherback sea turtle, and loggerhead sea turtle. 
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In Florida, green sea turtles nest mainly on the Atlantic, or southeastern, coast.  
Approximately 100 to 1,000 green turtles nest along Florida beaches from June through 
late September every year (FFWCC, 2000).  The largest nesting site is at Tortuguero, 
Costa Rica. 
 
Kemp’s ridley sea turtles nest during April to June and are found off the Tamaulipas and 
Veracruz coasts of Mexico.  A very small number utilize the Padre Island National 
Seashore of Texas for nesting (USFWS, 2005). 
 
Leatherbacks approach coastal waters of the U.S. only during breeding season, with 
nesting occurring throughout the Caribbean, the northern coast of South America, the 
Pacific Coast of Central America, and on the east coast of Florida.  Only a small number 
of leatherback nests (30 to 60) are found annually (April through July) in Florida. 
 
The Loggerhead sea turtle concentrates its nesting efforts in two main areas of the 
world: at Masirah Island, Oman, and on the coast of the southeastern U.S.  The 
Loggerhead sea turtle is the most common sea turtle in Florida.  The majority of the 
nesting in the U.S. occurs between Cape Canaveral and the Sebastian Inlet (FFWCC, 
2000).  Approximately 80 percent of nesting in the southeastern US occurs in Brevard, 
Indian River, St. Lucie, Martin, Palm Beach, and Broward counties (USFWS, 2005). 
 
Green sea turtles are found in all temperate and tropical waters and mainly stay near 
the coastline and around islands.  Green sea turtles are found in shallow flats and 
seagrass meadows during the day and return to scattered rock ledges, oysters beds, 
and coral reefs during the evening (FFWCC, 2000). 
 
During the non-nesting season, Kemp’s ridley sea turtles rely heavily upon the 
nearshore and inshore waters of the northern Gulf of Mexico.  Their habitat ranges from 
the Gulf coasts of Mexico and the U.S. to the Atlantic coast of North America as far 
north as Nova Scotia and Newfoundland. 
 
Leatherbacks are found throughout the Atlantic, Pacific, and Indian oceans, including 
areas near Alaska and Labrador.  Leatherbacks are the most widely distributed sea 
turtle.  Leatherbacks can be found at depths more than 3,000 ft and can be active in 
water below 40°F. 
 
Loggerhead sea turtles are found in temperate and subtropical waters of the world.  
They feed in coastal bays, estuaries, and in shallow water along the continental shelves 
of the Atlantic, Pacific and Indian Oceans (Estero Bay Marine Laboratory, Inc. and 
Ostego Bay Foundation, 1998). 
 
According to the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission’s (FFWCC) Florida 
Statewide Nesting Beach Survey Data for the 2005 season, there are no sea turtle 
nesting sites in Dixie or Levy counties. 
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Listed Species Within the Project Area 
 
The Florida Natural Areas Inventory (FNAI) was contacted in 2003 regarding specific 
occurrences of listed species within the proposed project area.  The FNAI indicated that 
they had one Element Occurrence Record mapped within one mile of the project area 
and the locations of breeding bird colonies identified by the Florida Game and 
Freshwater Fish Commission were noted within the general area.   
 
The gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus) is listed by the state of Florida as a 
Species of Special Concern by the FFWCC.  Additionally, the burrow created by these 
reptiles provides habitat and shelter for a wide variety of other wildlife species such as 
the eastern indigo snake (Drymarchon corais couperi) and the gopher frog (Rana capito 
aesopus).   
 
During a submerged aquatic vegetation survey conducted in 2000 for the SRWMD, 
threatened and endangered species observed were also recorded.  A total of 62 
manatees were observed in 17 locations in the study area.  The manatees were 
primarily observed in the vicinity of Gopher River, behind Lock Island, and in tributaries 
along the East Pass.  In June, 32 manatees were observed in a 300 meter area along 
the northern mouth of Lock Island Pass.  Bald Eagles and ospreys were observed in the 
lower West Pass area near the Gulf of Mexico.  
 
A threatened and endangered species survey was completed in 2005 for Upland 
Disposal Site 5, including the pipeline route along CR 349.  The only evidence of 
protected species observed was burrows of the gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus) 
within the proposed disposal site.  Approximately 21 active, 8 inactive, and 13 old 
burrows were recorded within the proposed disposal site (Figure 4).  There were no 
tortoises observed during the survey, but recent activity near the active burrows 
confirmed that tortoises were present. 
 
5.5 ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT 
 
The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act, PL 104-208, 
delegates authority and responsibilities for the protection of essential fishery habitat to 
the Secretary of Commerce and Fishery Management Council.  The act specifies that 
each Federal agency shall consult with the Secretary with respect to any action 
authorized, funded, or undertaken, or proposed to be authorized funded, or undertaken, 
by such agency that may adversely affect any essential fish habitat (EFH) identified 
under this act.  On December 19, 1997, an interim final rule was published in the 
Federal Register to implement the EFH provisions of the Magnuson-Stevens Act.  This 
rule established guidelines to assist the Regional Fishery Management Councils and 
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 the Secretary in the description and identification of EFH in fishery management plans 
(FMPs), including identification of adverse impacts from both fishing and non-fishing 
activities on EFH, and identification of actions required to conserve and enhance EFH.  
The intended effect of the rule is to promote the protection, conservation, and 
enhancement of EFH. 
 
EFH is defined in the Act as “those waters and substrate necessary to fish for spawning, 
breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity.”  The definition of EFH may include habitat for 
individual species or an assemblage of species; whichever is appropriate within each 
FMP. 
 
The proposed project is within the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council 
(GMFMC) area of jurisdiction, which extends from south Texas to Florida Bay.  In 
October 1998, the GMFMC released the Generic Amendment of Addressing Essential 
Fish Habitat Requirements in the Following Fishery Management Plans of the Gulf of 
Mexico: Shrimp Fishery of the Gulf of Mexico, United States Waters; Red Drum Fishery  
of the Gulf of Mexico; Reef Fish Fishery of the Gulf of Mexico; Coastal Migratory Pelagic 
Resources (Mackerels) in the Gulf of Mexico and South Atlantic; Stone Crab Fishery of 
the Gulf of Mexico; Spiny Lobster in the Gulf of Mexico and South Atlantic; Coral and 
Coral Reefs of the Gulf of Mexico.  Information was developed for seven managed 
species of the Gulf of Mexico.  These species represent only approximately one-third of 
the managed species but were selected by the GMFMC because they are considered 
ecologically representative of the remaining species.  Maps indicating abundance of 
these species were developed for estuaries throughout the Gulf.  Abundance of the 
various species in the Suwannee River estuary is presented in Table 3. 
 
The three most frequently encountered of the seven managed species in the Suwannee 
estuary are the gray snapper, pink shrimp and red drum.  Gray snapper adults are 
found in demersal and mid-water regions of marine, estuarine, and riverine habitats.  
They may be found among sandy grassbeds and over sandy, muddy and rocky 
bottoms.  Postlarvae are found in estuaries, especially over dense grassbeds.  
Juveniles are often found in estuaries and channels.  Juvenile pink shrimp are abundant 
in seagrass areas. Postlarvae, juveniles and subadults may prefer sand/shell/mud 
mixtures, but densities are highest near seagrasses.   Red drum juveniles have been 
reported around the perimeter of marshes and estuaries in quiet, shallow protected 
areas with grassy or slightly muddy substrates.  Shallow bay bottoms or oyster reefs are 
preferred by subadult and adults (GMFMC, 1998). 
 
Two habitats considered essential by GMFMC are at the site of the proposed project.  
Sand/mud/shell habitat constitutes the substrate of much of the Suwannee Sound, 
including the existing channel.   Open water estuarine habitat is also present.  Adjacent 
to the channel is Little Bradford Island, which is proposed for potential shoreline 
restoration.  Its erosion and land loss have led to the conversion of an upland maritime 
hammock to an open water estuarine area with a sand/mud/shell habitat. 
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Table 3.  Abundance of EFH Species in Project Area 
 

 
Species 

Low Salinity 
Season 

(Feb-Apr) 

Increasing 
Salinity Season 

(May-Sep) 

High Salinity 
Season 

(Oct-Dec) 

Decreasing 
Salinity Season 

(Jan) 
Brown shrimp (Adults) N N N N 
Brown shrimp (Juveniles) N N N N 
Gray snapper (Adults) C C C C 
Gray snapper (Juveniles) C C C C 
Gulf stone crab (Adults) R R R R 
Gulf stone crab (Juveniles) R R R R 
Pink shrimp (Adults) N N N N 
Pink shrimp (Juveniles) H H C C 
Red drum (Adults) C C C C 
Red drum (Juveniles) C C C C 
Spanish mackerel (Adults) N – R N - R N - R N - R 
Spanish mackerel 
(Juveniles) 

R R R R 

Spiny lobster (Adults) N N N N 
Spiny lobster (Juveniles) N N N N 
Stone crab (Adults) N – R N - R R R 
Stone crab (Juveniles) N – R N - R R R 
White shrimp (Adults) R R R R 
White shrimp (Juveniles) R R R R 

 
Legend: N = not present; R = rare; C = common; A = abundant; H = highly abundant 
 
Source: GMFMC, 1998. 
 
 
5.6 BIG BEND SEAGRASSES AQUATIC PRESERVE 
 

The State of Florida has established the Aquatic Preserve Program that includes 41 
designated marine, estuarine and freshwater areas mainly along the coastal areas of 
the state.  The goal of the program is to preserve these areas in essentially natural or 
existing condition so that their aesthetic, biologic and scientific values might be enjoyed 
by future generations. 
 
The Big Bend Seagrasses Aquatic Preserve is the largest aquatic preserve in the 
program (Figure 5) and is located adjacent to the proposed project area.  Designated an 
aquatic preserve on June 25, 1985, the preserve encompasses approximately 450,000 
acres of sovereign submerged lands located from the mouth of the St. Marks River in 
Wakulla County to the mouth of the Withlacoochee River in Levy County, a distance of 
approximately 150 miles.  The preserve boundary encompasses “all tidal lands, islands, 
seagrass beds, shallow banks, submerged bottom and all submerged lands located 
waterward of mean high water (MHW), or in the riverine portions of the preserve, the 
ordinary high water (OHW), to which the State holds title.  The boundary extends across 
the mouth of all artificial waterways, but includes all natural waterways tidally connected 
to the preserve to the extent of state jurisdiction.  The aquatic preserve also extends 
seaward nine miles into the Gulf of Mexico.” 
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This preserve represents the largest span of pristine seagrass beds and salt marshes in 
the state, and is unique in that it is the only aquatic preserve that extends across the 
state’s transitional zone between temperate and tropical climates. 
 
A management plan for the preserve was prepared in October 1988 by the Bureau of 
Aquatic Preserves, Division of State Lands.  The plan outlines four management 
strategies to attain the goal of the Aquatic Preserves program:  (1) resource 
management; (2) environmental impact review; (3) education; and (4) research.  The 
environmental impact review program develops and implements procedure to assess 
proposed activities that may threaten the natural and cultural resources of the preserve. 
 
The management plan contains 22 major program policy directives, most of which set 
forth commitments and steps to maintain or improve the natural environment within the 
preserve and to ensure access by the public to enjoy this pristine area. Biologists of the 
Big Bend Seagrasses Aquatic Preserve and the Suwannee River Water Management 
District (SRWMD) familiar with the area have expressed the opinion that, other than 
possibly small pockets, no extensive seagrass beds exist in the project area (personal 
communication, S. Blitch and R. Mattson, May 2001).  This was generally confirmed by 
surveys of a portion of the study are from September 2001 through March 2002. 
 
Between May and October 2000, contractors for the SRWMD conducted limited field 
mapping and digital map production of freshwater submerged aquatic vegetation beds 
in the lower Suwannee River of Florida, including the upper portion of Wadley Pass.  A 
total of 27.071 acres of low-salinity submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) was mapped in 
the area.  Of this total, 0.005 acre of SAV was located in Wadley Pass.  The primary 
species of SAV observed in the area are tape grass (Vallisneria americana) and 
Eurasian water milfoil (Myriophyllum spicatum), with minor occurrences of strap leaf 
Sagittaria (Sagittaria kurziana).  The project team also mapped potential SAV acreage 
in the area.  Potential SAV acreage is defined as bare substrate with characteristics 
likely to support SAV.  A total of 4.422 acres of potential SAV habitat was mapped in the 
area.  A total of 1.181 acres of potential SAV habitat was mapped in the upper portion of 
Wadley Pass.  These areas were mapped on the inside edge or adjacent to the edge of 
the proposed channel. 
 
5.7 WATER QUALITY 
 
5.7.1 Groundwater 
 
Three different aquifers are present in the Suwannee River basin: the surficial water 
table aquifer, the intermediate artesian aquifer, and the Floridian aquifer.  In the Lower 
Suwannee River Basin the Floridian aquifer is characterized as Class I aquifer, an 
unconfined aquifer that is a sole source for groundwater supplies.  The unconfined 
portions of Floridian aquifer are more susceptible to groundwater contamination than 
confined portions.  
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The Floridian Aquifer supplies drinking water to the majority of the inhabitants of this 
sparsely populated area of Florida and can be tapped from 0-150 ft below the surface.  
Groundwater quality is good throughout most of the Suwannee basin.  Water of the 
Floridian aquifer system is slightly alkaline, has high relative values for specific 
conductivity, pH, magnesium, and calcium, which is typical for groundwater in a 
limestone aquifer where the limestone has undergone dissolution.  Total sulfate in 
groundwater results from natural and human-induced activities.   Acid rain, natural rock 
weathering, seawater, agriculture, waste disposal, and industrial activities can all 
increase total sulfate.  High sulfate concentrations were detected along the coast and in 
the confined sluggish portion of Northern Highlands.  Chloride concentrations are 
generally low except for a narrow band along the coast.  Water quality in the Floridian 
aquifer system generally declines with depth because the deeper water has usually 
been there longer and is more mineralized than the upper level water.  The potable 
portion of the aquifer increases in thickness from 250 ft near the coast to 1,500 ft 
beneath the Northern Highlands (Klein, 1975).  Recharge to the Floridian aquifer comes 
primarily from precipitation via unconfined areas of the aquifer.   
 
The Floridian aquifer system in Dixie County has had several primary drinking water 
standards exceedances for lead, nitrate-nitrogen, and sodium since 1985.  The 
condition for lead may be natural or due to human activities.  Increased nitrate-nitrogen 
is mainly due to human activities.  Sodium exceedance is mostly due to marine 
influences in the Gulf Coastal Lowlands.  In the project area, the Floridian aquifer is 
unconfined where limestone is at or near the land surface. The aquifer is recharged 
directly from percolating rainfall, since the only sediment overlying the aquifer is 
saturated sand.  The majority of the flow occurs in the upper few hundred feet of the 
aquifer. 
 
A thin sandy, clayey unconfined surficial aquifer allows recharge through percolation of 
rainwater yielding fresh water to a smaller percentage of dwellings. Surficial aquifer 
water is acidic and has high relative values for sodium, chloride, and nitrate.  
 
5.7.2 Surface Water 
 
Surface water quality is rated good-medium to good-high in the Lower Suwannee River 
Basin (2000 Florida Water Quality Assessment 305(b) Report). The Suwannee River is 
classified as Class III waters, the designated uses of which are recreation and the 
propagation and maintenance of a healthy, well-balanced population of fish and wildlife.  
 
The SRWMD Surface Water Quality Annual Report (2000) rated the waters of Lower 
Suwannee River Reaches as fair. Currently, the parameters of concern are dissolved 
oxygen, nutrients and mercury (based on fish consumption advisory) in the Lower 
Suwannee River. The middle reaches of Suwannee River are also increasingly 
impacted by nutrients. The Middle Suwannee River watershed has elevated nitrate-
nitrogen concentrations due to croplands, dairies, and poultry operations. The highest 
concentrations were observed in the Branford area. Groundwater is suspected to be the 
most likely source of higher nitrate-nitrogen concentrations because there are no 
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significant surficial stream inputs to the Suwannee River between Luraville and 
Branford.  Whereas the median nitrate-nitrogen concentration for the state is 0.1 
milligrams per liter (mg/l), in the project area the mean nitrate-nitrogen concentration is 
0.05 mg/l and lower (Water Resources Atlas of Florida, 1998).  Elevated nitrate 
concentrations were observed at several springs including Troy, Royal, Convict, 
Running, Telford, Owens, and Blue Spring. The estuary of the Suwannee River is also 
rated as fair due to nitrate-nitrogen being transported by the Suwannee River to the 
estuary. 
  
Turbidity is the major limiting factor in coastal water quality in South Florida. Turbidity is 
measured in nephelometric turbidity units (NTU), which quantifies light-scattering 
characteristics of the water. This measurement does not address the characteristics of 
the suspended material that creates turbid conditions. The main sources of turbidity in 
coastal areas are fine organic particulate matter and sediments that become suspended 
due to waves and currents.  State guidelines set the turbidity level at less than 29 NTU 
above ambient levels outside the turbidity-mixing zone for Class III waters. Higher 
turbidity levels are expected around inlet and estuary areas where nutrient and 
entrained sediment levels are higher.  
 
5.7.3 Sediment 
 
Sediment quality is a useful indicator of aquatic environmental conditions. Sediments 
are major repository of contaminants in surface water systems and play an important 
role in the fate and effect of potentially toxic substances. FDEP prepared the Florida 
Coastal Sediment Contaminants Atlas with the data provided by FDEP and National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administrations (NOAA) in 1994.  According to this atlas, no 
metal contamination was detected in the FDEP or NOAA sites in Suwannee River 
estuary. NOAA surveys detected PAHs, PCBs, and pesticides at sites in the West Pass 
of the Suwannee River. According to a 1994 investigation of shoal material, the dredged 
material itself is predominantly beach quality sand. 
 
5.7.4 Outstanding Florida Water 
 
The Suwannee River has been designated a Special Outstanding Florida Water (OFW) 
and is also included in the Surface Water Improvement and Management (SWIM) 
Program.  An OFW is a water body deemed worthy of special protection due to its 
natural attributes.  The designation OFW is given to certain water bodies in the interest 
of maintaining the ambient (extant) water quality. 
 
The majority of OFWs are found in parks managed by the state or Federal government.  
Examples of OFWs include wildlife refuges, marine sanctuaries, estuarine research 
reserves, aquatic preserves, scenic and wild rivers, and certain waters within state or 
national forests.  Water bodies are generally classified as OFWs because the managing 
agency has requested special protection to protect ambient water quality.  Water bodies 
not within a state or Federally managed area may be designated as “special water” 
OFWs if certain requirements are met, including a public process of designation. 
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An OFW designation affects activities that require a FDEP permit and have the potential 
to lower ambient water quality.  Activities such as fishing, boating, diving, and river 
setback ordinances are not affected by this designation.  The OFW designation affects 
the criteria used in permitting decisions.  It is not a new or separate permit process; 
consequently, no additional application is needed to obtain a permit for an activity in an 
OFW.  The jurisdiction of DEP is not broadened or narrowed by an OFW designation.  
The DEP does, however, apply more stringent standards for the issuing of permits 
following a designation. 
 
The DEP does not generally issue permits for direct or indirect pollutant discharges to 
OFWs that would adversely impact ambient water quality.  Permits for new dredging 
and filling activities must be clearly in the public interest.  Activities that allow for or 
enhance public use, or maintain pre-existing activities (such as an authorized Federal 
project), may be exempted, provided certain safeguards are observed.  The activities 
allowed in existing maintenance dredging and spoil disposal permits are “grandfathered” 
in following an OFW designation.  
 
The SWIM Program was enacted by the Florida Legislature in 1987 to create a program 
that focused on preservation of Florida’s water bodies that were in good condition and 
restoration of some of its significant water bodies.  SWIM was also enacted to address 
the problem of non-point pollution sources (pollutants that enter water bodies in an 
indirect manner).  Florida’s five management districts were delegated the responsibility 
for implementing the SWIM act.  SWIM develops plans for at-risk water bodies and 
directs efforts to restore damaged ecosystems, prevent pollution from runoff and other 
sources, and educate the public.  The SRWMD has designated the Suwannee River as 
a SWIM priority water body. 
 
5.8 HAZARDOUS, TOXIC AND RADIOACTIVE WASTE 

 
The following hazardous, toxic and radioactive waste (HTRW) investigation focuses on 
that portion of the river authorized as the Federal channel.  The HTRW investigation for 
the upland disposal site and the area to be used as a mitigation site for project wetland 
impacts is included as Attachment 5. 
 
5.8.1 Methodology 
 
This information was prepared in accordance with the applicable requirements 
contained in the following references: 
 

USACE Regulation ER 1165-2-132, Water Resources Policies and Authorities for 
Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste Guidance for Civil Works Projects, 26 
June 1992; and 

 
American Society for Testing and Materials Standard (ASTM) E1527-00, 
Standard Practice for Environmental Site Assessments: Phase I Environmental 
Site Assessments. 
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5.8.2 Federal, State, and Local Records 
 
An environmental database search was conducted for the project area in order to obtain 
and review any records that would aid in identifying known or potential environmental 
concerns at, or in the vicinity of, the project area.  The effort ensured all applicable and 
reasonably ascertainable Federal, state, and local government environmental records 
specified by ASTM E1527-00 were reviewed. 
 
5.8.3 Interviews 
 

In accordance with ASTM E1527-00 Section 9, property owners and state and local 
environmental regulatory personnel were interviewed regarding project area history and 
current conditions, and whether or not environmental concerns are present.  Anderson 
Columbia Co., Inc., Dixie County Emergency Services, FDEP’s Northeast District Office, 
and FDEP Headquarters, respectively, are the landowner, offices, and agencies 
contacted during the interview process. 
 
5.8.4 Site Reconnaissance 
 

A site reconnaissance to the proposed project and disposal sites area was conducted 
30-31 January 2001 and 19–20 February 2001 to assess the likelihood of contamination 
by HTRW.  The visual inspections were conducted in accordance with the requirements 
of ER 1165-2-132 and found no evidence of the following signs of contamination: 
surface or partially buried containers; discolored soil; seeping liquids; films on water; 
abnormal quantities of dead vegetation or animals; suspect odors; dead end pipes; or 
abnormal grading fills or depressions. 
 
5.8.5 Historical Use Information 
 

In accordance with ASTM E1527-00 Section 7, and prior to performing project area 
reconnaissance, a thorough historical record review of the project area was conducted.  
Land use maps, U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) topographic quadrangle maps, and 
historical aerial photographs were researched for past structures, mines, quarries, 
clearings, wells, and land use in order to (1) ascertain development of the project area 
since the 1940s, and (2) identify indications of possible HTRW items of concern. 
 
Historic city directories, usually reviewed when conducting such research, do not exist 
for the project area.  The nation’s largest collection of Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps, 
which provide a chronological record of commercial activity in an area, was reviewed 
and it was determined that no coverage exists for the project area.  
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5.8.6 Findings 
 
Sites Identified During Records Review 
 
Table 4 presents a summary of potential sites contained in U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) and FDEP environmental databases identified by G.E.C., Inc. 
and Vista during the environmental database review.  In addition to the plottable sites, 
Vista generated an orphan site list. 
 

Table 4. Potential HTRW Sites Identified in 
EPA and FDEP Environmental Databases 

 
Search Distance 

Database <1/8 
mile 

1/8-1/4 
mile 

1/4-1/2 
mile 

1/2-1 
mile 

Orphan Total 

Federal 

NPL --- --- --- --- --- --- 
RCRA 
CORR 

--- --- --- --- --- --- 

RCRA TSD --- --- ---  --- --- 
CERCLIS/ 
NFRAP 

--- --- ---  --- --- 

GNRTR ---    --- --- 
ERNS ---    5 5 
State 
SCL --- --- --- --- --- --- 
LUST --- --- ---  3 3 
SWLF --- --- ---    
UST --- ---   5 5 
SPILLS ---      
AST --- ---   7 7 
Totals --- --- --- --- 20 20 
Notes: 
   Lack of a value indicates no sites/items were found 
   LUST and UST represent facilities, some of which contain multiple tanks. 
   Shading indicates search not required per ASTM E1527-97 

 
 Source:  Vista, March 2001 
 
 
Orphan sites are those with insufficient location information and can only be identified 
as being within the same zip codes as the project area.   
 
Every effort was made to locate these sites and assess their relevance to the project. 
 
5.8.7 Federal Environmental Databases Searched 
 

ASTM E1527-00 Section 7.2.1.1 Standard Environmental Record Sources: Federal and 
State requires a review of the following Federal databases and proscribes various 
search radii: 
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 Federal NPL Site List        1.0 mile 
 Federal RCRA CORRACTS TSD Site List 1.0 mile 
 Federal RCRA non-CORRACTS TSD Site List  0.5 mile 
 Federal CERCLIS/NFRAP Site List  0.5 mile 
 Federal RCRA Generators List                 project and adjoining properties 
 Federal ERNS List          project only 
 
National Priorities List (NPL) Database 
 
The NPL is the EPA’s database of uncontrolled or abandoned hazardous waste sites 
identified for priority remedial actions under the Superfund program.  A site must meet 
or surpass a predetermined hazard ranking system score, be chosen as a state’s top 
priority site, or meet three specific criteria set jointly by the U.S. Department of Health 
and Human Services (HHS) and the EPA in order to become an NPL site. 
 
Research of the EPA’s NPL database, last updated in August 2000, indicates no such 
sites are located in, or within one mile of, the project area. 
 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) CORRACTS Database 
 
The EPA maintains this database of RCRA facilities that are undergoing corrective 
action.  A corrective action order is issued pursuant to RCRA Section 3008(h) when 
there has been a release of hazardous waste or constituents into the environment from 
a RCRA facility.  Corrective actions may be required beyond a facility’s boundary and 
can be required regardless of when the release occurred, even if the release predates 
RCRA. 
 
Research of the EPA’s RCRA CORRACTS database, last updated in June 2000, 
indicates no such sites are located in, or within one mile of, the project area. 
 
RCRA Treatment, Storage, and Disposal (TSD) non-CORRACTS Database 
 
The EPA’s RCRA Program identifies and tracks hazardous waste from the point of 
generation to the point of disposal.  This database is compiled of facilities that report 
generation, storage, transportation, treatment, or disposal of such waste. 
Research of the RCRA TSD non-CORRACTS database, last updated in June 2000, 
indicates no such sites are located in, or within one mile of, the project area. 
 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Information 
System (CERCLIS)/No Further Remedial Action Planned (NFRAP) Database 
 
The CERCLIS List contains sites that are either proposed for, or already on, the NPL 
and sites that are in the screening and assessment phase for possible inclusion on the 
NPL.  Database information for such sites includes a history of all pre-remedial, 
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remedial, removal, and community-relations activities or events, financial funding 
information for the events, and unrestricted enforcement activities. 
 
NFRAP sites are sites where, following an initial investigation, no contamination was 
found, contamination was removed quickly, or contamination was not serious enough to 
require Superfund action or NPL consideration. 
 
Research of the CERCLIS/NFRAP databases, last updated in August 2000, indicates 
no such sites are located in, or within one-half mile of, the project area. 
 
RCRA Generator Database 
 
The EPA’s RCRA Generator Database consists of facilities identified as Large Quantity 
Generators and Small Quantity Generators.  Large Quantity Generators are defined as 
those that generate at least 1,000 kilograms per month (kg/mo) of non-acutely 
hazardous waste or one kg/mo of acutely hazardous waste.  Small Quantity Generators 
are those that generate less than 1,000 kg/mo of non-acutely hazardous waste. 
 
Research of the EPA’s Generator database, last updated in June 2000, indicates no 
such sites located in, or within one-eighth mile of, the project area. 
 
The Emergency Response Notification System (ERNS) Database 
 
ERNS is a national database containing records from October 1986 to December 1999, 
is used to collect information for reported releases of oil and hazardous substances.  
The database contains information from spill reports made to Federal authorities 
including the EPA, the U.S. Coast Guard, the National Response Center, and the 
Department of Transportation. 
 
Initial research of the EPA’s ERNS database, last updated in December 1999, indicated 
five such releases located in, or within one-eighth mile of, the project area.  
Supplemental research indicated that two of the releases were each reported twice and 
that the actual number of such releases is three.  “Orphan” under Distance/Direction 
indicates no specific information available for this parameter. 
 

Facility Name:  McKinney Dr. on Demory Creek 
 Facility Location:  Suwannee, FL 32696 
 Distance / Direction:  orphan 
 
 Facility Name:  Near Norris Street, Big Bradford Island 
 Facility Location:  Suwannee, FL 32696 
 Distance/Direction:  orphan 
 

Facility Name:  North Street, Big Bradford Island 
 Facility Location:  Suwannee, FL 32696 
 Distance / Direction:  orphan 
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An unknown amount, apparently small, of gasoline was released into Demory Creek 
near McKinney Drive in May 1993.  Due to the small amount of the release and in light 
almost eight years of attenuation of the material, the event is unlikely to have negatively 
impacted the proposed project. 
 
An unknown amount of an unknown material was spilled near Norris Street on Big 
Bradford Island into the Suwannee River in June 1993.  Based on a lack of any 
evidence to the contrary, and because none of the other records reviewed indicate an 
ongoing concern, it is unlikely that the spill has impacted environmental conditions in the 
project area. 
   
An unknown amount of an unknown material was spilled near North Street on Big 
Bradford Island in the Suwannee River in October 1992.  Based on a lack of any 
evidence to the contrary, and because no other records reviewed indicate an ongoing 
concern, it is unlikely that the spill has impacted environmental conditions in the project 
area. 
 
5.8.8 State Environmental Databases 
 
ASTM E1527-00 Section 7.2.1.1 Standard Environmental Record Sources: Federal and 
State requires a review of the following state databases and proscribes various search 
radii for each: 
 
 State Equivalent NPL (SCL)  1.0 mile 
 LUST Site List    0.5 mile 
 SWLF Site List    0.5 mile 
 UST Site List     0.5 mile 
 AST Site List     0.25 mile 
 SPILLS List     project and adjoining properties 
 
State Equivalent NPL (SCL) Database 
 
This database is maintained by FDEP’s Bureau of Information Systems.  Research of 
the SCL database, last updated October 1991, indicates no such sites located in, or 
within one-half mile of, the project area. 
 
Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) Database 
 
Initial queries of this FDEP database, last updated August 2000, resulted in a list of 
three orphan LUST sites possibly located in, or within one-half mile of, the overall 
project area. 
 

Facility Name:  Jon’s Marine, Inc. 
Facility Location:  173 Canal Street Suwannee, 32692 

 Distance / Direction: orphan 
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Facility Name:  Salt Creek Seafood 
Facility Location:  Hwy 349 Suwannee, 32692 
Distance / Direction: orphan 

 
Facility Name:  Starlings Suwannee Marine 
Facility Location:  219 Canal Street Suwannee, 32692 

 Distance / Direction: orphan 
 

Jon’s Marine is located approximately 1.25 miles southwest of the upland disposal sites. 
The facility is reported to have discharged 300 gallons of unleaded gas, to surrounding 
soil, in March 1993.  According to the FDEP Bureau of Petroleum and Storage Systems 
(BPSS), the site’s cleanup work status is considered complete.   Another tank at this 
facility has recently been reported to have leaked approximately 200 gallons of 
unleaded gasoline to surrounding soils.  This was initially reported in September 2000 
and a full site assessment is scheduled to be completed by June 2001. 

  
Salt Creek Seafood appears to be located approximately one-mile southwest of the 
upland disposal sites.  The facility is reported to have discharged a non-regulated 
material in March 1993.  Several attempts were made to contact the Salt Creek 
Seafood, but the facility appears to be closed.  The site’s cleanup status at FDEP is 
ongoing, however it has been given a priority of 7,898 out of almost 30,000 sites slated 
for assessment.  Based on its relatively low priority, and because it is located down 
gradient from the upland disposal sites, the discharge is unlikely to have impacted 
conditions at the disposal sites.  
 
Starlings Suwannee Marine appears to be located approximately 1.25 miles southwest 
of the upland disposal sites.  The facility is reported to have discharged 2,000 gallons of 
unleaded gasoline into the Suwannee River in March 1993.  The tank has been 
removed, and the cleanup status is considered ongoing.  It has been given a priority of 
7,083 on FDEP’s priority list.  Based on the relatively low priority, and because it is 
located down gradient from the upland disposal sites, the discharge is unlikely to have 
impacted conditions at the disposal sites. 
 
Additional research through FDEP’s Northeast District office and Dixie County 
Emergency Services indicates an additional LUST at Jon’s Marina, Inc.  The tank, which 
is not the same tank addressed previously, is reported to have leaked 200 gallons of 
unleaded gasoline to surrounding soils in September 2000.  According to FDEP, a full 
site assessment is scheduled to be completed prior to June 2001.  A report should be 
available at sometime following the completion of that effort. 
 
Solid Waste Landfill Facilities (SWLF) Database 
 
Research of this database, maintained by the FDEP and last updated November 2000, 
indicates no such facilities located in, or within one-half mile of, the project area. 
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Underground Storage Tank (UST) Database 
 
Initial queries of this FDEP database, last updated November 2000, resulted in a list of 
five orphan UST sites possibly located in, or within one-quarter mile of, the overall 
project area. 
 

Facility Name:  Angler’s Resort 
Facility Location:  Hwy 349 Suwannee, 32692 

 Distance/Direction: orphan 
 

Facility Name:  Jon’s Marina 
Facility Location:  173 Canal Street Suwannee, 32692 

 Distance/Direction: orphan 
 

Facility Name:  Miller’s Marine 
Facility Location:  McKinney Drive Suwannee, 32692 

 Distance/Direction: orphan 
 

Facility Name:  Salt Creek Seafood 
Facility Location:  Hwy 349 Suwannee, 32692 

 Distance/Direction: orphan 
 

Facility Name:  Suwannee Water Association, Inc. 
Facility Location:  Holly Street Suwannee, 32692 

 Distance/Direction: orphan 
 
Information provided by the FDEP BPSS revealed that of the two registered USTs 
originally in service at Jon’s Marina, one, a 500-gallon tank, was removed in June 1991.  
The second, a 1,000-gallon tank, is still in service.  Salt Creek Seafood had two 2,000-
gallon gasoline USTs (in addition to the LUST described previously) that were removed 
sometime in 1992.  Efforts to obtain information regarding the other sites were unfruitful 
but, based on a lack of any evidence to the contrary; it is unlikely that any of the USTs 
has had a negative impact on environmental conditions in the project area. 

 
Aboveground Storage Tank (AST) Database 
 
Initial queries of this FDEP database, last updated November 2000, resulted in a list of 
seven orphan AST sites possibly located in, or within one-quarter mile of, the overall 
project area. 
 

Facility Name:  Angler’s Resort 
Facility Location:  Hwy 349 Suwannee, 32692 

 Distance / Direction: orphan 
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Facility Name:  DL Contracting 
Facility Location:  Suwannee, 32692 

 Distance / Direction: orphan 
 

Facility Name:  Jon’s Marina 
Facility Location:  173 Canal Street Suwannee, 32692 

 Distance / Direction: orphan 
 

Facility Name:  Jon’s Marina 
Facility Location:  171-8 Canal Street Suwannee, 32692 

 Distance / Direction: orphan 
 

Facility Name:  Miller’s Marine 
Facility Location:  McKinney Drive Suwannee, 32692 

 Distance / Direction: orphan 
 
Facility Name:  Starling’s Suwanee Marine 
Facility Location:  219 Canal Street Suwannee, 32692 

 Distance / Direction: orphan 
 

Facility Name:  Suwannee Water Association, Inc. 
Facility Location:  Holly Street Suwannee, 32692 

 Distance / Direction: orphan 
 

Facility Name:  Salt Creek Seafood 
Facility Location:  Hwy 349 Suwannee, 32692 
Distance / Direction: orphan 

 
Facility Name:  Suwannee Water Association, Inc. 
Facility Location:  Holly Street Suwannee, 32692 

 Distance / Direction: orphan 
 
Based on a lack of any evidence to the contrary, it is unlikely that any of the ASTs has 
had a negative impact on environmental conditions in the project area. 
 
SPILLS Database 
 
This database is maintained by the Department of Community Affairs.  Research of the 
database, last updated January 1999, indicates no such sites located in, or within one-
eight mile of, the project area. 
 
Additional research conducted at FDEP’s Northeast District Office and Dixie County 
Emergency Services confirmed that there are currently no known sites in the project 
area. 
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5.8.9 Conclusion and Recommendations 
 
Based on the field investigation, historical research, interviews, and environmental 
database searches, conditions in the project area are unlikely to present a potential for 
special actions associated with state or Federal environmental regulations regarding the 
handling, storage, or disposal of hazardous materials.  Accordingly, no further 
investigation of the area is warranted, at this time. 
 
5.9 AIR QUALITY 
 
Air quality within the proposed project area is good due to the absence of significant air 
emissions sources in the area and the prevalence of either on- or offshore breezes.  
Both Dixie and Levy counties are classified as attainment areas for all National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). 
 
5.10 NOISE 
 
Noise is defined as "unwanted sound" and in the context of protecting public health and 
welfare, implies potential effects on people and, in general, the environment. Noise is 
one of the major concerns associated with dredging-related activities. Ambient noise 
levels in the project area and near the proposed upland disposal sites are low.  Noise 
associated with agricultural, residential, and other human activity may be sufficient to 
disturb certain wildlife in the area. 
 
5.11 ECONOMICS 
 
5.11.1 Economic Analysis 
 
An economic assessment is required to determine the feasibility of continuing the 
maintenance dredging of the overall project.  The gathering of data used in this analysis 
was a cooperative effort involving information from local sources, state agencies, 
Federal agencies and USACE in-house sources.   
 
National Economic Development (NED) benefits evaluation procedures for inland 
navigation, deep-draft navigation, recreation and commercial fishing as spelled out in 
the Principles and Guidelines (P&G) and were followed in this analysis.  In considering 
funding for studies and project implementation, commercial navigation benefits are 
considered a priority benefit while recreation navigation benefits are not.  Act 10 
February 1932 (47 Statute 42, 33 U.S.C. 541), by Congress expanded the definition of 
waterborne commerce to “include the use of waterways by seasonal passenger craft, 
yachts, house boats, fishing boats motor boats and other similar watercraft, whether or 
not operated for hire.”  However, “waterborne commerce” is not exactly the same thing 
as “commercial navigation” for primary output purposes.  Both commercial and 
recreation navigation benefits would accrue as a result of maintenance dredging at 
Suwannee, Florida. 
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5.11.2 Commercial Navigation 
 
Data on the economic indicators commodity types, tonnage and growth rates of 
waterborne commerce are published by the USACE Navigation Data Center (NDC).  
Review of this database revealed that no waterborne commerce had been reported at 
Suwannee since three tons of fresh fish and two tons of ice was transported in 1971. 
According to these records waterborne commerce averaged 875 tons per year during 
the 1960s.  Of the 875 tons, 167 were fresh fish, 702 were shellfish and five were ice.  
Waterborne commerce peaked in 1967 when total tons reached 1,891, comprised of 
219 tons of fresh fish, 1,669 tons of shell fish and three tons of ice. 
 
Since commercial tonnage has not been transported on the waterway since 1971, 
present users of marinas, restaurants, fish houses and other facilities on the Suwannee 
River were interviewed to determine if there was sufficient economic activity that 
warranted continued maintenance of the channel.  Users and facility owners were 
contacted to assess the extent of economic problems associated with the lack of 
maintenance of authorized channel dimensions. 
 
The information gathered indicated that annual net income of owners/operators of the 
charter fishing fleet in Suwannee under future with-project conditions would increase by 
$2,625,284.  Increases in net income to owners/operators of charter fishing vessels that 
would result from under future without-project conditions are considered NED benefits 
since charter fishing is recognized as commercial fishing under USACE Guidelines. 
 
5.11.3 Recreational Resources 
 
The Lower Suwannee River area provides a number of diverse recreation opportunities.  
The Lower Suwannee National Wildlife Refuge features both non-consumptive and 
consumptive wildlife based recreation such as wildlife photography, birdwatching, 
hunting and fishing.  Additionally, there are hiking, biking and canoe trails.  The Refuge 
is located on both banks of the Suwannee River and extends along the shores of the 
Gulf of Mexico.  The town of Suwannee is located off the west bank of the river about 
two miles upstream from the Gulf at the end of CR 349.  Suwannee is made up of about 
800 residential and commercial structures.  About 200 are occupied full time and 600 
are summer/vacation/second homes.  Almost all of the properties have waterfront 
access on either natural streams or dug canals.  Primary access to the Gulf waters is 
through Wadley Pass.  Dredging of a deeper channel through this Pass and the 
disposal of the dredge spoil are the focus of this study. 
 
The town of Suwannee has four boat ramps and three marinas to serve those boaters 
who do not have private docks.  Both fresh and saltwater fishing are popular.  The 
project would have no effect on the fresh water fishing/boating opportunities.  However, 
a more adequate and reliable channel would have a beneficial effect on the recreational 
boating/fishing experience of persons using the Pass to access the Gulf waters.  There 
are several outlets to the Gulf available to boaters.  The East Pass distributary branches 
from the Suwannee River approximately one mile north of the town of Suwannee.  It 
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empties into the Gulf approximately three miles east of Alligator Pass.  The Suwannee 
River splits into Wadley Pass and Alligator Pass about one-half mile downstream of the 
town.  Wadley Pass empties into the Gulf approximately one mile west of Alligator Pass. 
 
5.12 AESTHETIC RESOURCES 
 
Aesthetic resources are defined as “those natural resources, landform, vegetation, and 
man-made structures in the environment that generate one or more sensory reactions 
and evaluations by the observer, particularly in regard to pleasurable response.”  
 
Because of the limited commercial and industrial activity approximate to the Lower 
Suwannee River, there are limited inputs that affect its clarity.  Although the river has 
become saturated with tannins from leaves, the aesthetic quality of the water appears to 
be very good.  There are no National Scenic or Florida Scenic Highways in the project 
vicinity.  However, there are thousands of acres of river frontage, wildlife management 
areas (WMAs), a State forest, and a national wildlife refuge.  Upland Disposal Site 5, 
which is located within a cleared sewage spray field, is considered to be of low aesthetic 
quality. 
 
5.13 HISTORIC PROPERTIES 
 
5.13.1   Desktop Analysis of Potential Disposal Sites 
 

Upland Disposal Site 5  
 
A search of the Florida Master Site Files (FMSF) revealed that two archaeological sites 
were situated within the property boundary.  Those sites were identified as North Big 
Oaks (8DI157) and South Big Oaks (8DI158).  Five of 30 shovel tests excavated at 
North Big Oaks in a 1995 survey unearthed artifacts; however, these artifacts were all 
located within the upper disturbed zone of each test.  It was determined that much, if not 
all, of the intact deposits at the North Big Oaks site were destroyed by previous 
timbering activities and therefore the site was ineligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP).  Two of the nine shovel tests excavated at South 
Big Oaks were positive for artifacts; however, they too were found in the upper 
disturbed portions of the tests.  South Big Oaks was determined to be ineligible for 
listing on the NRHP as well.  Additional field surveys were conducted in May 2005 by 
Coastal Environments, Inc.  The surveys produced minimal artifacts or middens in the 
disposal site area (Attachment 6). 
 
Little Bradford Island 
 
Significant archeological resources have been found on the southwestern shoreline of 
Little Bradford Island.  Human burial sites are located in this area and are exposed due 
to extensive erosion and degradation of shoreline conditions.  Some of the artifacts and 
cultural materials have since migrated into the channel near the shore thus increasing 
the need to enforce the shoreline and protect the cultural resources present. 
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6.0 FORMULATION OF ALTERNATIVE PLANS 
 
6.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
The planning process consists of a series of steps that identifies or responds to 
problems and opportunities associated with the Federal objective in the selection of a 
recommended plan.  The process involves an orderly and systematic approach to 
making determinations and decisions at each step so that the public can be fully aware 
of the basic assumptions employed, the data and information analyzed, the areas of risk 
and uncertainty, the reasons and rationales used, and the significant implications of 
each alternative plan.  Steps in this process are: 
 

• The identification of problems and opportunities associated with the Federal 
objective; 

 
• The inventory, forecast, and analysis of resource conditions within the 

planning area relevant to the identified problems and opportunities; 
 

• The formulation of alternative plans through the establishment of goals and 
objectives, and the identification of planning requirements; 

 
• The evaluation of the effects of the alternative plans; 

 
• The comparison of alternative plans; and 

 
• The selection of a recommended plan based on the comparison. 

 
The final recommended plan must meet the original project goal:  to present a 
management plan that identifies the specific measures necessary to manage the 
volume of material likely to be dredged over a twenty year period. 
 
In achieving this goal, each of the alternatives was evaluated according to criteria 
specified in Section 3.2.1 of this document.  These criteria include impacts on reefs and 
hardbottom benthic communities, threatened and endangered species, cultural 
resources, aesthetics and recreational resources, impacts on water quality, energy 
conservation, and socioeconomic issues.  The alternatives and the criteria were 
developed from meetings, discussions, and coordination with representatives of 
affected or interested agencies, organizations, and the public. 
 
6.2 FEDERAL OBJECTIVE 
 
The objective of this project is to identify a technical solution in developing a DMMP for 
the Suwannee River Federal Navigation Project that identifies specific measures 
necessary to manage the volume of material likely to be dredged over a 20-year period, 
from maintenance dredging. 
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6.3 PLANNING GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 
 

In order to develop the DMMP, it was necessary to first identify the objectives of the 
project.  The following planning objectives were established to address the problems 
and realize the opportunities identified, and to serve as guidelines for the formulation 
and evaluation of alternative plans. 
 

• Consider cost and effectiveness.  Evaluation of the cost of the project 
includes taking into account initial dredging costs and future dredge 
management costs.  Additionally, this evaluation must determine if the 
alternative will satisfy the Federal timeline for implementation and completion 
of the project. 

 
• Minimize adverse socioeconomic impacts.  Socioeconomic impacts 

include impacts to local businesses, residents, and recreation. 
 

• Minimize adverse environmental impacts.  Environmental impacts include 
impacts to fish habitat, water quality, wetlands, and air and noise quality. 

 
The final recommended plan must provide a management plan that identifies specific 
measures necessary to manage the volume of material likely to be dredged over a 
20-year period pursuant to the Federal project.   
 
Each of the alternatives was evaluated according to the above objectives.  The goals 
and objectives were developed from meetings, discussions, and coordination with 
representatives of affected or interested agencies, organizations, and the public. 

 
6.4 PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
 
Performance measures are quantitative or qualitative indicators of how well (or poorly) 
an alternative meets a specific objective.  A set of performance measures was 
developed for use as the basis for evaluation of the various alternatives for this project.  
These performance measures have specific metrics related directly to each of the 
project objectives.   

 
Objective 1.  Consider Cost and Effectiveness.  It is the USACE’s policy to 
accomplish the placement of dredged material from navigation projects in the least 
costly manner. 

 
PM1. Construction Cost.  The total cost of dredging for each alternative is 
compared on a quantitative basis. 

 
PM2. Future Dredge Maintenance Costs.  This assessment is made to 
compare future dredge maintenance costs after completion of the initial dredging. 
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PM3. Implementation and Completion Schedule.  A qualitative comparison of 
each alternative’s ability to meet the Federal timeline for implementation and 
completion. 

 
Objective 2.  Minimize Adverse Socioeconomic Impacts.   
 

PM1. Impacts to Businesses.   Alternatives are qualitatively compared to 
assess the likely impacts on existing businesses. 
 
PM2. Impacts to Residents.  Alternatives are qualitatively compared to assess 
likely impacts to local residents. 

 
PM3. Impacts on Recreation.  Alternatives are qualitatively compared to 
assess any possible impacts on recreation as a result of the project. 

 
Objective 3.  Minimize Adverse Environmental Impacts.  

 
PM1. Impacts to Fish Habitat.   Alternatives are qualitatively compared to 
assess the likely impacts on project area fish habitat. 

 
PM2. Impacts to Water Quality.  Alternatives are qualitatively compared to 
assess likely impacts to project area water quality. 

 
PM3. Impacts on Wetlands.  Alternatives are quantitatively compared to 
assess impacts on wetlands. 

 
6.5 PLANNING CONSTRAINTS 

 
Socioeconomic Factors.  There are several residences and businesses in the vicinity 
of the proposed project, as well as the Lower Suwannee National Wildlife Refuge and 
the Perpetual Wildlife Management Area.  As a result, a policy of avoidance and 
minimization of adverse impacts to businesses, residences, and recreation, to the 
greatest extent practicable, is an important constraint in evaluating the alternatives.  

 
Wetlands.  Wetlands present in the vicinity of the proposed placement areas are 
subject to evaluation under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  Additionally, dredge 
pipeline routes are potentially subject to Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act.   
 
Protected Species.  Coordination with the USFWS and FFWCC indicates species 
listed by both Federal and State governments as threatened or endangered are located 
in the vicinity of the proposed project and are subject to the Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act.  Detailed information is presented in Section 5.4 above. 
 
Essential Fish Habitat.  Two habitats considered essential by the Gulf of Mexico 
Fishery Management Council are at the site of the proposed project.  Sand/mud/shell 
habitat constitutes the substrate of much of Suwannee Sound, including the existing 
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channel.  The open water estuarine habitat is also present.  Adjacent to the channel is 
Little Bradford Island, which is a potential site for a shoreline restoration project. 
 
Surface Water.  Surface water quality is rated good-medium to good-high in the Lower 
Suwannee River Basin, and the Suwannee River is classified as Class III waters, 
designated uses of which include recreation and the propagation and maintenance of a 
healthy, well-balanced population of fish and wildlife.  Additionally, a water body may be 
designated as an Outstanding Florida Water (OFW), which FDEP defines as a water 
worthy of special protection because of its natural attributes.  Suwannee River is 
designated as an OFW and as an OFW.  

 
Costs.  It is USACE policy to accomplish the placement of dredged material from 
navigation projects in the least costly manner.  
 
6.6 FORMULATION OF MEASURES 
 
After it was determined by the USACE that there was a need for restoration of the 
Federal navigation channel, a number of measures were considered for dredging 
operations and the placement of dredged material.  These measures were considered 
for feasibility and reasonableness and either eliminated from consideration or retained 
for more detailed evaluations as alternative actions. 
 
6.6.1 Channel Dimensions 
 
Channel widths of 50 ft, 75 ft, and 100 ft were initially considered.  It was concluded that 
with a 50-ft-wide channel there was a potential for collisions of larger vessels, 
particularly during adverse weather and wind conditions.  A 100-ft-wide channel was 
considered excessive, particularly with respect to the small sizes of vessels based in 
Suwannee that would normally be using the channel.  Additionally, it would be difficult to 
dispose the increased amount of dredged material associated with a 100-ft-wide 
channel.  Consequently, a channel width of 75 ft was selected.  This width is consistent 
with the expected size of vessels that will utilize the channel. 
 
Channel depths of 5, 6, and 7 ft received initial consideration.  In a manner similar to the 
evaluation of channel widths, it was concluded that a channel depth of 6 ft would meet 
the needs of the recreational and commercial boating in the Suwannee area while 
avoiding excessive dredging and its associated placement.  This depth is consistent 
with the authorized project.  Areas containing seagrass will be avoided during dredging 
operations. 
 
6.6.2 Upland Disposal Sites   
 
The use of upland sites for the disposal of dredged material received initial 
consideration.  The local sponsor initially located four potential upland placement sites 
in a newly harvested pine plantation near the community of Suwannee.  Each of the four 
sites received detailed evaluations for environmental, cultural, engineering, and cost 
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constraints.  Because of excessive adverse impacts on wetlands and cultural resources, 
all four candidate upland placement sites were eliminated from further consideration.  
The local sponsor subsequently identified a fifth upland disposal site, Upland Disposal 
Site 5, for consideration.  The use of Upland Disposal Site 5 would result in no known 
impacts to cultural resources and minimal impacts to wetlands, which would in turn be 
mitigated through the creation of new wetlands at a designated mitigation site.  
Consequently, upland disposal at Upland Disposal Site 5 was carried forward for 
additional consideration. 
 
6.6.3 Nearshore Placement 
 
The high cost of pumping dredged material for upland placement and the potential for 
leakage of salt water to damage sensitive wetlands near the placement area led to the 
need to evaluate sites closer to the channel.   
 
Officials with the USFWS Lower Suwannee National Wildlife Refuge advised the 
USACE that an island within the Refuge, Little Bradford Island, was a site used by 
prehistoric Native Americans.  Shoreline erosion along the island was exposing Native 
American remains.  It was requested that the USACE examine the potential for using 
some of the dredged material to rebury the remains and protect the remaining cultural 
resources, stabilize the shoreline, and restore the historic shoreline of the island.  This 
would provide a beneficial use of dredged material. 
 
In addition to Little Bradford Island, the USACE examined two other islands in the 
project area, Cat Island and No-Name Island.  Cat Island was found to have 
characteristics similar to Little Bradford Island—cultural resources were being lost from 
shoreline erosion.  Using dredged material for shoreline stabilization at Cat Island would 
provide a beneficial use of the dredged material.  No evidence of cultural resources was 
found at No-Name Island; however, the use of No-Name Island as a placement site 
would reduce wetland loss and create Spartina spp. habitat.   
 
Nearshore placement at Cat Island was initially considered for dredged material but was 
subsequently eliminated from consideration because of concerns regarding the use of 
Federal funds for improving private lands.  Although No-Name Island is not privately 
owned, nearshore placement at this site was also eliminated from consideration 
because of the lack of threatened cultural resources at the site.  FDEP also objected to 
nearshore placement because such placement was deemed incompatible with the 
placement sites’ designation as an aquatic preserve.  Nearshore placement at Little 
Bradford Island was carried forward for additional consideration, however, because of 
the presence of threatened cultural resources at the site. 
 
Beach placement of dredged material was not considered because the fine particle 
sizes of sediments in core borings of the project area indicated that the material was not 
suitable for beach placement.  Additionally, no sandy beaches are located in the vicinity 
of the project area to provide a placement area. 
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6.6.4 Offshore Placement   
 
The use of offshore sites for the placement of dredged material also received initial 
consideration, but was rejected because of the excessive pumping distance required 
(approximately 12 miles) and the expense in obtaining information necessary to prepare 
a detailed environmental impact statement in association with the EPA.  No viable 
offshore placement sites could be identified by the local sponsor.  Furthermore, 
obtaining information for the preparation of a detailed environmental impact statement in 
association with the EPA was deemed prohibitively expensive.  Finally, because 
alternative placement sites for the dredged material are available, approval for 
establishing an ocean placement site would likely be unsuccessful.   
 
6.6.5 Measures to Reduce Sedimentation in the Federal Channel   
 
The SRWMD has emplaced a number of upland measures to reduce sediment inflow 
into the Suwannee River Basin.  These measures include BMPs requiring a minimum 
setback of 75 ft from the riverbank for development sites, as well as detention ponds 
and sedimentation ponds for sediment sequestering.  As the SRWMD is already 
pursuing BMPs, no further action is warranted for this measure. 
 
6.7 ALTERNATIVES 
 
Except for the No-Action Alternative, all of the alternatives involve dredging the existing 
Federal project to a width of 75 ft and a depth of 6 ft.  To compensate for sloughing of 
the channel sides and other sources of material that may enter the channel following 
dredging, the USACE will specify that the channel be initially dredged to 6 ft required 
with 1 ft of operation and maintenance dredging and 1 ft of allowable overdepth 
dredging.  The extra 2 ft of depth associated with “advance maintenance” to 8 ft will 
require removal of an additional 79,898 cy of material for a total of 160,641 cy. It is 
anticipated that all dredging would be performed using a suction dredge with a 
cutterhead.  Dredged material would be pumped to its placement site through a 
submerged or pontoon-supported pipeline, as applicable. 
 
Alternatives were developed based on the condition of the surrounding habitat as well 
as the needs of the local community.  Then, based on the information and analysis 
presented in the sections on the Affected Environment and the Probable Impacts, this 
section summarizes the beneficial and adverse environmental effects of all alternatives 
in comparative form, providing a clear basis for the options chosen. 
 
6.7.1 ALTERNATIVES ELIMINATED FROM DETAILED CONSIDERATION 
 

The dredging of the Federal project to the dimensions of 75 ft wide and 6 ft deep will 
require removal of 160,694 cy of dredged material and would likely be performed by a 
suction dredge with a cutterhead.  The dredging operations associated with each 
alternative are the same.  Alternatives differ only by disposal location.   
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Upland Disposal Sites.  The local sponsor initially located four potential upland 
placement sites in a newly harvested pine plantation near the community of Suwannee.  
Each of the four sites received detailed evaluations for environmental, cultural, 
engineering, and cost constraints.  Because of excessive adverse impacts on wetlands 
and cultural resources, all four candidate upland placement sites were eliminated from 
further consideration.  The local sponsor subsequently identified a fifth upland disposal 
Site, Upland Disposal Site 5, for consideration.  The use of Upland Disposal Site 5 
would result in no known impacts to cultural resources and minimal impacts to wetlands, 
which would in turn be mitigated through the creation of new wetlands at a designated 
mitigation site.  Consequently, upland disposal at Upland Disposal Site 5 was carried 
forward for additional consideration and is discussed in Section 6.7.2 below. 
 
Nearshore Placement.  The high cost of pumping dredged material for upland 
placement and the potential for leakage of salt water to damage sensitive wetlands near 
the placement area led to the need to evaluate sites closer to the channel.   
 
Officials with the USFWS Lower Suwannee National Wildlife Refuge advised the 
USACE that an island within the Refuge, Little Bradford Island, was a site used by 
prehistoric Native Americans.  Shoreline erosion along the island was exposing Native 
American remains.  It was requested that the USACE examine the potential for using 
some of the dredged material to rebury the remains and protect the remaining cultural 
resources, stabilize the shoreline, and restore the historic shoreline of the island.  This 
would provide a beneficial use of dredged material. 
 
In addition to Little Bradford Island, the USACE examined two other islands in the 
project area, Cat Island and No-Name Island.  Cat Island was found to have 
characteristics similar to Little Bradford Island—cultural resources were being lost from 
shoreline erosion.  Using dredged material for shoreline stabilization at Cat Island would 
provide a beneficial use of the dredged material.   
 
No evidence of cultural resources was found at No-Name Island; however, the use of 
No-Name Island as a placement site would reduce wetland loss and create Spartina 
spp. habitat.   
 
Nearshore placement at Cat Island was initially considered for dredged material but was 
subsequently eliminated from consideration because of concerns regarding the use of 
Federal funds for improving private lands.  Although No-Name Island is not privately 
owned, nearshore placement at this site was also eliminated from consideration 
because of the lack of threatened cultural resources at the site.  Nearshore placement 
at Little Bradford Island was carried forward for additional consideration, however, 
because of the presence of threatened cultural resources at the site. 
 
Offshore Placement.  The use of offshore sites for the placement of dredged material 
also received initial consideration, but was rejected because of the excessive pumping 
distance required (approximately 12 miles) and the expense in obtaining information 
necessary to prepare a detailed environmental impact statement in association with the 



 52 

EPA.  No viable offshore placement sites could be identified by the local sponsor.  
Furthermore, obtaining information for the preparation of a detailed environmental 
impact statement in association with the EPA was deemed prohibitively expensive.  
Finally, because alternative placement sites for the dredged material are available, 
approval for establishing an ocean placement site would likely be unsuccessful. 
 
6.7.2 Alternative A, Upland Disposal Site 5   
 
Alternative A entails disposal of dredged material at Upland Disposal Site 5 (Figure 6).  
The upland disposal site is located in Section 16 of Township 13 South, Range 12 East 
on the East Pass Quadrangle (1954, PR 1993) in Dixie County, Florida (figures 7 and 
8).  The disposal site area covers 19.05 acres and is situated alongside and 
approximately 50 ft from the CR 349 right-of-way.  Within the disposal area, 10-foot 
dikes would be constructed to contain up to 242,183 cy of dredged material.  The 
disposal area capacity allows for bulking factor of approximately 1.5 over the dredged 
quantity, which is considered adequate for the sandy material to be dredged.  The 
disposal area would be periodically offloaded to provide capacity for the maintenance 
dredging events at seven-year intervals.  The offloaded material would be available for 
beneficial uses in local construction uses. 
 
Dredged material would be pumped to the site through a pipeline.  The pipeline would 
be a floating, pontoon-supported pipeline or a sunken, secured pipeline and would be 
routed through the existing channel of Salt Creek, through a tributary to CR 349 to the 
Town of Suwannee Water Treatment Plant.  From this location, the pipeline would 
proceed along the northern side of CR 349 within the right-of-way approximately six 
miles to Upland Disposal Site 5.  The dredge discharge pipeline route would traverse 
approximately six miles over land from the mouth of Salt Creek to the disposal area.  
Booster pumps would be placed along the pipeline, as needed.  When encountering 
roads along the path of the pipeline, either trenches or ramps would be utilized to 
increase safety, decrease traffic problems, and lessen public nuisance. 
 
A sump at the disposal site would collect salt water from the dewatering of the dredged 
material.  A pump would move the saltwater through a return line to the roadside canal 
adjacent to CR 349 near the Town of Suwannee Water Treatment Plant.  The effluent 
discharge pipeline route would traverse approximately 3.50 miles over land and would 
discharge in Salt Creek near the Suwannee Water Treatment Plant.  The discharge 
would be under pressure; therefore, the pipeline would eject effluent in the channel in a 
way as to avoid and minimize erosion of the shoreline to the maximum extent 
practicable.   
 
The proposed project site, as well as a majority of the surrounding property, is currently 
owned by the Suwannee River Water Management District (SRWMD).  This area 
contains a mixture of habitats, including sandy uplands, swampy open water 
depressions, yellow pine plantations, herbaceous wetlands, and wastewater spray fields 

that appear to have received fill.  Upland Disposal Site 5 would impact approximately 
4.6 acres of wetlands. 
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A survey of Upland Disposal Site 5 was performed in February 2006.  This survey is 
presented as Figure 6.  Topographic data obtained from the survey was also 
incorporated into figures 7 and 8. 
 
6.7.3 Alternative B, No Action (Status Quo) 
 
Under the no-action alternative the status quo would be maintained.  The channel would 
not be dredged.   
 
The inclusion of the no-action alternative in an EA is required by the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) as the basis to which all action alternatives are 
compared. 
 
6.7.4  Alternative Option, Little Bradford Island Shoreline Stabilization 
 
The placement site at Little Bradford Island is located across Northern Pass from 
Bradford Island in Section 36 of Township 13 South, Range 11 East on the Suwannee 
USGS Quadrangle (1954, PR 1993) in Dixie County (Figure 9).  The southeastern 
shoreline of Little Bradford Island has experienced considerable bank erosion.  This 
location has been recommended as an optional dredged material placement site by the 
lower Suwannee National Wildlife Refuge.   
 
The placement site is approximately 400 ft long and 15-25 ft east of the existing 
shoreline of Little Bradford Island.  It has an area of approximately 0.3 acres.  Capacity 
at Little Bradford Island would depend upon design, but the total capacity would be less 
than 10 percent of the total volume of material produced from dredging the Federal 
project.  Because of the small capacity of the site, its use is considered as an option that 
could only be used in conjunction with upland disposal.   
 
Dredged material would likely be excavated from the nearby channel and transported by 
barge to the east side of Little Bradford Island.   
 
Geotubes or sheet-pile cells would be placed at mean low water to protect shoreline 
areas along Northern Pass for initial placement operations.  These structures would 
have a standoff distance of approximately 15 ft from all upland areas on the island and 
would extend into the wetlands north and south on Little Bradford Island.  Subsequent 
operations may employ other stabilization measures. 
 
The Little Bradford Island Shoreline Stabilization Option represents a beneficial use of 
dredged material. 
 
6.8 ENGINEERING  
 
This DMMP is focused on material management from maintenance of the Federal 
project in the lower 2.5 miles of the Suwannee River at its mouth, particularly McGriff 
(Wadley Pass) Channel. 
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Surveys from August 1999 were used to define the new Federal channel; a preliminary 
layout was defined based on existing information.  Core borings were taken in the 
project area (river channel) by the Construction/Operations Division of the USACE 
Jacksonville District on February 13-14, 2001 (Attachment 7).  The hydrographic survey, 
proposed new channel layout and core boring locations are shown on the August 1999 
survey in Attachment 8. 
 
In developing the size of the new Federal channel an array of alternative widths and 
depths were considered.  Channel widths considered varied from 50-100 ft in width and 
channel depths varied from 5-7 ft in depth.  Volume computations were made using 
varying widths and depths and are tabulated in Table 5. 
 

 Table 5.  Suwannee River DMMP McGriff Pass 
Volume Computations (2001) 

 
Channel Width  

Channel Depth 50 ft 75 ft 100 ft 
5 ft 25,459 cy 39,665 cy 58,515 cy 
6 ft 48,301 cy 72,194 cy 102,886 cy 
7 ft 77,123 cy 112,143 cy 155,788 cy 

 
 Source:  USACE, 2001. 
 
The Jacksonville District determined that the project would be 75 ft wide and 6 ft deep 
with 2 ft of allowable overdepth.  It was estimated at the time that the project would 
require removal of between 72,194 and 112,143 cy of dredged material. 
 
A bathymetric survey was performed for the project area in January 2006 
(Attachment 9).  The Federal navigation project area was divided into 11 segments, or 
cuts.  The Jacksonville District generated a second set of calculations to determine the 
total volume of material to be dredged.  Volume computations were analyzed for design 
depth (6 ft), design depth plus one (7 ft), and design depth pus two (8 ft) for each cut.  
These computations are presented in Table 6.  
 
6.8.1 Dredging Overview 
 
The use of a hydraulic dredge is recommended for the majority of this project.  The two 
primary types of hydraulic dredges are the cutterhead pipeline dredge and the self-
propelled hopper dredge.  
 
Cutterhead pipeline dredges can pump directly to a disposal site, dredge almost 
continuously, and dredge some types of rock without blasting.  These dredges, 
however, have a limited capability in rough weather, experience difficulty with coarse 
sand in swift currents, and lack a means of self-propulsion.  Additionally, the necessary 
pipeline can be an obstruction to navigation and, when handling debris in sediment, the 
removal efficiency is diminished. 
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Table 6.  Suwannee River DMMP McGriff Pass 
Volume Computations (2006) 

 
Pre-Dredge: Design Depth Design Depth Design Depth 

Available Material  Plus 1 Plus 2 
Cut-1 

Sta. 0+00-48+14.81 
28,309 44,454 62,116  

Cut-2 

Sta. 0+00-22+01.98 
7,453  14,650  23,180 

Cut-3 

Sta. 0+00-8+83.23 
7,099  10,223  13,624  

Cut-4 

Sta. 0+00-16+60.32 
9,055  14,097 19,830 

Cut-5 

Sta. 0+00-8+36.52 
201 1,453 3,949 

Cut-6 

Sta. 0+00-13+40.76 
1 14 68 

Cut-7 

Sta. 0+00-6+29.82 
0 0 6  

Cut-8 

Sta. 0+00-13+95.56 
0 0 37 

Cut-9 

Sta. 0+00-16+52.81 
1,846 4,707 8,951  

Cut-10 

Sta. 0+00-7+99.68 
3,149 5,689 8,440 

Cut-11 

Sta. 0+00-20+00 
7,909 13,935 20,440  

TOTAL AVAILABLE 65,022 109,222 160,641 

 
 Source:  USACE, 2006. 
 
 
Self-propelled hopper dredges can operate in rough water and move quickly to a jobsite 
under their own power.  The dredging operation does not interfere with other traffic.  
Work progresses quickly and is economical for long haul distances.  Hopper dredges 
are limited to work in deep waters and cannot dredge continuously. Excavation is less 
precise than with other dredges, and dredging steep banks and consolidated materials 
is difficult using this method.  
 
While the USACE does not limit free market competition by specifying the type of 
dredge to be used in projects, a hydraulic dredge is best suited for the conditions 
present in the lower Suwannee River. 
 
6.8.2 Sediment Characterization 
 
Thirteen core borings were taken along the lower 2.5 miles of the Suwannee River 
channel alignment (Attachment 8) between 25 August and 26 August, 1999.  These 
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cores penetrated 5 ft into the subsurface and were taken along approximately 2.5 miles 
of Wadley Pass, beginning near the Wadley/Alligator Pass junction and extending 
partially into the Gulf of Mexico. All cores were taken within or immediately adjacent to 
the Federal channel alignment path. 
 
Four cores were collected in upstream portion of Wadley Pass, between the 
Wadley/Alligator Pass junction and Northern Pass.  These cores are uniform in content 
and consist of well-graded, medium-grained brown sand composed of subrounded 
quartz.  The westernmost core in this group displays occasional lenses of organic silt. 
 
The three cores taken from the outflow area of Wadley Pass between Northern Pass 
and the western tip of Little Bradford Island contain sediments of a transitional 
environment, grading from well-graded, medium grained sand with trace silt in the east 
to poorly graded, fine-grained sand with abundant silt in the west.  Sand within all cores 
consists of subrounded brown quartz; trace organics are also present.  Trace amounts 
of shell are present in the westernmost core. 
 
Three cores were collected in the nearshore region of the Gulf of Mexico from the 
mouth of Wadley Pass to the Suwannee Reef.  These cores are primarily comprised of 
brown, poorly graded, fine-grained sand composed of subrounded quartz.  Silt and shell 
content increase to the west.  The upper 0.5 ft of Core 5 consists almost exclusively of 
whole and broken shells. 
 
Three cores were also taken from open marine deposits within the Gulf of Mexico, 
beginning near the Suwannee Reef and extending offshore.  Poorly graded, fine-grain 
sand constitutes the bulk of sediments within these cores.  Silt content increases, while 
shell content decreases, to the west. 
 
The deposits within the cores exhibit a pattern consistent with that of a classic fluvial-
marine transition zone.  Grain size in the deposits generally decreases seaward, 
indicating a drop in current velocity in that direction.  The high silt and organic content 
and the appearance of shells in the deposits of the outflow area are characteristic of a 
deltaic zone.  The relative increase in grain size in the nearshore environment is 
primarily the product of sediment winnowing and longshore transport.  The 
accumulation of shells immediately offshore is a result of the high organic content of 
sediments in this area.  The finer grain size observed in offshore deposits reflects the 
lack of transport of coarser sediment to this region.  The offshore decrease in shell 
content is a product of the decrease in nutrient content in open marine waters relative to 
nearshore environments. 
 
6.8.3 Engineering, Design, and Costs 
 
Surveys.  Hydrographic/topographic surveys were necessary to evaluate the Upland 
Disposal Site 5 and Little Bradford Island options.  Surveys were performed to accuracy 
specifications as described in Engineer Manual (EM) 1110-1-2909 Accuracy Standards 
for Engineering, Construction, and Facility Management Surveying and Mapping (1 July 
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1998); Topographic Surveying (31 August 1994); and EM 1110-2-1003 Hydrographic 
Surveying (31 October 1994).  All positions were tied to the state plane coordinate 
system, zone 0902 FL West, and referenced to NAD 1983.  All elevations were 
referenced to the prescribed NOAA Mean Lower Low Water tidal datum of 2.03 below 
NAVD 1988.  Hydrographic data were used to develop the optional shoreline 
stabilization for Little Bradford Island. 
 
Survey plats for Upland Disposal Site 5 and Little Bradford Island are included in 
Attachment 10. 
 
6.8.4 Subsurface Investigations 
 
Subsurface investigations were conducted to explore and characterize the subsurface 
condition of Upland Disposal Site 5.   
 
Subsurface Conditions. A generalized stratigraphic profile for Upland Disposal Site 5 
is provided hereafter for convenient reference (Table 7). 
 

Table 7.  General Stratigraphic Profiles for Upland Disposal Site 5 
 

Depth, 
Feet 

Below 
Ground 
Surface 

Approximate 
Elevation, 

Feet (NGVD) 
Material Description 

Relative 
Condition 

0.0 – 13.5 +7.5 to -7 
Dark gray to orange mostly fine grained SAND (SP) 
poorly graded, some minor intervals with little brown 
silt (SM) 

Very loose 

13.5 – 18.5 -7 to -11 

Dark gray to orange mostly fine grained SAND (SP) 
or 

White highly weathered LIMESTONE, fine grained, 
vuggy, sand filled vugs 

Loose to 
medium 
dense 

18.5 - 30 -11 to -23 

Tan to white mostly fine grained SAND, (SP) poorly 
graded 

or 
Tan to white mostly fine to medium grained SAND 
(SP) 

or 
White highly weathered LIMESTONE, fine grained, 
vuggy, sand filled vugs 

Soft 
To 

medium 
dense 

 
Source:  USACE, 2006.  
 
 
Detailed graphical profiles of the subsurface conditions are presented in Attachment 11, 
Subsurface Profiles.  Records of the SPT results (N-values) are included with the 
profiles. 
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6.8.5 Geotechnical Engineering Evaluations and Recommendations  
 
Engineering evaluations were made using the results of the field and laboratory work to: 
 

1. Evaluate the suitability of the in situ materials for reuse in dike 
construction. 

 
2. Prepare preliminary design and construction recommendations for earthen 

dikes. 
 

3. Develop preliminary design and construction recommendations for weir 
foundations. 

 
Discussions of the analyses performed and their results are presented hereafter.  
Conclusions and recommendations developed from the analyses are provided in the 
subsequent report sections. 
 
Suitability of In Situ Materials.  Results of the field and laboratory work show the 
in situ materials to be favorable, from a geotechnical viewpoint, for use in construction 
of the dike (embankment) types being considered for this project.  It is envisioned that 
the dikes would be built using the sandy soils within the upper 10 to 15 ft of the profile.  
It is not anticipated that the borrow excavation would extend into the underlying 
limestone formation.  The borrow material would be obtained from the footprint (inside) 
of the dredge disposal (storage) area. 

 
The soils overlying the limestone are generally fine to medium grained sands containing 
between about two percent and nine percent silt and clay-size particles (percent finer 
than the U.S. Standard No. 200 sieve).   
 
In terms of borrow suitability, soil (sands) with a fines content (i.e., percent finer than the 
U.S. Standard No. 200 sieve) of less than about 12 percent are preferred for use as 
embankment material.  Soils with this fine content are assigned a USCS designation of 
SP and SP-SM.  These soil types are generally less moisture sensitive than the more 
silty and clayey soils (i.e., soils with more than 12 percent passing the No. 200 sieve) 
and are therefore easier to place and compact to achieve a strong, minimally 
compressible condition.  Sands with silt and clay (fines) contents in excess of about 
12 percent are typically moisture sensitive and therefore difficult to place and compact if 
their moisture content is greater than about two percent above or below the optimum for 
compaction.  The in-place subsoils are likely nearly saturated and, therefore, following 
excavation would need to be thoroughly dried prior to placement and/or final 
compaction.  It is anticipated that this can be accomplished through both predraining 
(dewatering) during excavation and aeration during the placement operations.  Aeration 
would involve spreading and discing and other methods to dry the material to near 
optimum for compaction. While these methods are not unusual, they do significantly 
increase the time (and therefore the cost) required for earthwork construction. 
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Excavation sideslopes within the borrow area should be stable at 2:1 
(horizontal:vertical), or flatter angles.  This is predicated upon maintaining a phreatic 
surface below the excavation slope.   
 
Site Preparation.  The footprint of the dike, plus a 10-foot margin beyond its outer 
edges, and the interior of the impoundment, should be cleared and grubbed at the 
outset of construction.  The clearing and grubbing should include the complete removal 
and disposal of timber, bushes, stumps, roots, rubbish and debris and all other 
obstructions resting on or protruding through the ground surface.  Organic soils mantling 
these areas should also be stripped.  Within upland areas, it is anticipated that this 
would require the removal of about six to 12 inches of surficial soils.   Shallow probes 
made within the wetland areas shows these areas to be mantled by about six to 24 
inches of unsuitable organic soil which must be removed prior to dike construction, or 
excavation of borrow materials. 
 
Following clearing, grubbing and stripping, the dike footprint (plus lateral margin) should 
be densified in situ in order to develop uniform density and to detect possible signs of 
instability such as pumping, weaving or shoving of the shallow subsoils.  If instability of 
this type occurs, it would likely be an indication of the presence of weak and 
compressible soils within the depth of influence of the roller.  Correction of this condition 
should include excavation of the weak soils followed by replacement with structural fill 
meeting the placement, gradation and compaction requirements described hereafter. 
 
The in situ densification is intended to identify soft or weak, soil areas and to uniformly 
densify the dike foundation soils.  Based on the results of the borings completed for this 
study, the ground surface should be generally firm and unyielding during the in situ 
densification.  If groundwater levels are near existing grades at the time of construction, 
it may be necessary to place an initial two-foot (±) thick lift of fill prior to the densification 
process. 
 
Embankment Construction.  Upon completion of the site preparation activities, 
embankment construction may proceed.  The embankment may be constructed using 
the on-site source materials provided that they contain not more than four percent 
organic mater (by dry weight) and are free of roots, logs, refuse and any other such 
deleterious matter.  Based upon the results of the field exploration, it is not anticipated 
for the need to selectively remove the encountered clayey soils with respect to the dike 
construction.  It is expected that these soil types would be blended with the predominant 
clean sand during excavation and placement thereby resulting in a mixture with less 
than 12 percent fines (passing the U.S. Standard No. 200 sieve).  However, quality 
control measures should be employed to assure the uniformity of the dike fills. 
 
The embankment (structural) fill should generally consist of sands with not more than 
12 percent passing the U.S. Standard No. 200 sieve and have no particle-size larger 
than three inches.  The fill should be placed in loose lifts not exceeding 12 inches in 
uncompacted thickness and should be uniformly densified to at least 100 percent of the 
Standard Proctor maximum dry density.  The embankment fill should be placed and 
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compacted at a moisture content within two percent of the optimum moisture content 
determined by the Standard Proctor test. 
 
Embankment (Dike) Design.  For the preliminary conceptual design used in the 
DMMP, a 10-foot high embankment with its sideslopes inclined at 2:1 
(horizontal:vertical) should have a minimum factor of safety in excess of 2.0 at the 
end-of-construction (i.e., no spoil or water impounded).  This design would produce a 
disposal area with a capacity of up to 242,000 cy, which is sufficient for the projected 
dredging volume of 160,000 cy plus a bulking factor of 1.5. 
 
A slope stability analysis should be made to determine the factor of safety with respect 
to rotational (deep) stability and shallow sloughing-type failures.  If acceptable factors of 
safety are determined, it is not expected that these shallow sloughing failures would 
cause a global stability problem, provided such failures are repaired as they occur. 
 
However, as part of the final design for the project, it is recommended that a seepage 
analysis is made for the embankment to establish the seepage plane and exit gradient 
of the seepage, and determine if it is projected to develop above the toe of the slope.  It 
may be necessary to provide internal drainage within the embankments to prevent the 
piping of soils and lessen the likelihood for sloughing failures on the outside slope of the 
embankment. 
 
In addition to the slope stability analyses, a bearing capacity analysis should be made to 
evaluate the ability to the foundation soils to support the embankment.   
 
The earthen embankments, when constructed at the disposal site, should experience 
tolerable settlements.  The settlement is expected to occur nearly as rapidly as the load 
is applied (dike constructed) given the granular composition of the dike and foundation 
soils. 
 
A typical embankment plan and cross section is presented as Figure 10. 
 
Weir Foundations.  For projects of this type, the weir structure typically includes driven 
piles.  The piles accommodate the flashboards and provide the uplift resistance for the 
weir assembly.  For preliminary design, uplift capacities for the piles should be 
computed, as well as the ultimate pullout (uplift) capacity.  The allowable structural 
capacity of the pile should be checked to verify that it is greater than the calculated pile 
capacity. 
 
It is not anticipated that driven piles can be advanced an appreciable depth below the 
top of the limestone formation.  Therefore, the use of a drilled pile type (i.e., drilled 
shaft) or large mat foundation may be needed for the weir structure.   
 
A typical weir plan view and profile is presented as Figure 11. 
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Additional Considerations.  These geotechnical considerations are preliminary in 
nature and are made with a focus on determining the adequacy of the in situ materials 
for use as dike material.  As such, the design analysis presented herein is preliminary 
and final geotechnical design evaluations should be made after the final siting and dike 
layout (geometry) has been established.  This should include more detailed stability and 
embankment seepage analysis. 
 
The results of this study show the subject site to be underlain by a relatively shallow 
limestone formation that is mantled by sands.  While the landscape does not include 
obvious erosional or sinkhole features, or other karst-type topography, the presence of 
the shallow highly permeable limestone does present a risk for the formation of 
sinkholes.  However, because the limestone formation is fully submerged, this risk is 
lessened.  Nevertheless, the presence of these subsurface conditions and the proposed 
site usage do present a risk for sinkhole development.  The rapid infiltration of large 
quantities of water can trigger sinkhole activity.  To better evaluate the risk of sinkholes 
in the area of the site, additional investigation utilizing both SPT borings and 
geophysical methods (i.e., ground penetrating radar and/or electrical resistivity) should 
be performed. 
 
The hydrogeologic setting of the sites (i.e., permeable sands over highly permeable 
limestone) presents a concern for saltwater intrusion into the potable water of the 
Floridan aquifer from the saline dredge spoils.  Note that relatively shallow groundwater 
extraction wells are present in the area.  It is recommended that a detailed 
hydrogeologic study should be made to evaluate the potential for saltwater intrusion into 
the Floridan aquifer and to develop mitigation methods, if warranted.  The study should 
also address areal groundwater mounding effects that can occur beyond the limits of 
the impoundment. 
 
6.8.6 Cost Estimates   
 
Detailed cost estimates are provided in Attachment 12. 
 
Dredging to restore the original dimensions of Wadley Pass to a width of 75 ft and a 
depth of 6 ft would require removal of 160,000 cy of dredged material (clean sand).  
Dredging would likely be performed by a hydraulic suction dredge (approximately 800 
horsepower [hp]) with a cutterhead. 
 
Dredged material would be pumped to Upland Disposal Site 5 through a pipeline of 
approximately 18-inch ID (inner diameter).  A pontoon-supported pipeline would follow 
the existing channel of Salt Creek, through a tributary to County Road (CR) (or 
Highway) 349, where it would proceed to the Town of Suwannee Water Treatment 
Plant.  From this location, the pipeline would proceed along the northern side of CR 349 
within the right-of-way to the Upland Disposal Site 5.  The dredge discharge (or slurry 
inflow) pipeline route would traverse approximately 6.5 miles, of which approximately 
2.1 miles are over land and approximately 4.4 miles are over Waters of the U.S.  
Approximately four 800-hp booster pumps spaced approximately 6,600 ft apart would
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Back of Figure 10 
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be placed along the pipeline, as needed.  A typical profile view of Upland Disposal Site 
5 is shown in Attachment 12. 
 
A sump at the disposal site would collect saltwater from the dewatering of the dredged 
material.  A pump of approximately 800 hp would move the saltwater through a return 
line to the roadside canal adjacent to CR 349 near the Town of Suwannee Water 
Treatment Plant.  The effluent discharge (or return clean effluent) pipeline route would 
traverse approximately 3.8 miles, of which approximately 2.1 miles are over land and 
approximately 1.7 miles are over Waters of the U.S.  All pipes, booster pumps, and 
associated equipment would be transported via truck.  Assembly and maintenance of 
the influent and effluent pipelines would be from the roadway during dredging 
operations and would stay within CR 349 right-of-way with the use of flagmen for safety 
and traffic control as well as New Jersey concrete barriers.  The width of the roadway 
varies before the Waters of the U.S. but averages approximately 23 ft with a right-of-
way width of approximately 83 ft (approximately 30 ft on either side of county road).  
When encountering roads along the path of the pipeline, either trenches or ramps would 
be utilized to increase safety, decrease traffic problems, and lessen public nuisance.  A 
staging area to coordinate pipeline layout and associated equipment could be place at 
the end of CR 349, near Salt Creek, west of the town of Suwannee.  Another available 
staging area could be adjacent to Upland Disposal Site 5.  Associated equipment might 
include a deck barge for dredge support, truck(s) for transport and storage of pipeline 
and workers, and various other construction equipment (i.e., backhoe, bulldozer, and/or 
compactor) for Upland Disposal Site 5. 
 
Upland Disposal Site 5 is located in Section 16 of Township 13 South, Range 12 East 
on the East Pass Quadrangles (1954, PR 1993) in Dixie County, Florida.  The disposal 
site area covers 19 acres and is situated alongside and adjacent to CR 349 right-of-way 
(Attachment 12).  Within the disposal area, 10-foot dikes would be constructed with a 
2:1 slope and base totaling 50 ft.  A preliminary cost estimate is presented in Table 8. 
 
Opportunities exist for further beneficial uses of the dredged material (clean sand).  
Little Bradford Island has experienced considerable shoreline erosion, and much of the 
unique biological communities and prehistoric Native American relics on this island have 
been lost.  The proposed action contains an option for the placement of dredged 
material to restore the historic shoreline to prevent further losses of natural and cultural 
resources.  Stabilization would be accomplished through the placement of geotubes 
filled with dredge material along the historic shoreline (two cy of dredged material per 
linear foot of geotube).  Dredged material would then be pumped between the geotubes 
and the existing shoreline. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 72 

Table 8.  Preliminary Estimate of Cost for Dredging, Disposal at 
Little Bradford Island, and Disposal at Upland Site 5 

 

 
Item 

 
Unit 

 
Quantity 

Unit 
Price 

 
Amount 

New Jersey Concrete Barrier L.F. 4,300 $34.00 $146,200 
Mobilization/Demobilization    $1,800,000 
Excavation C.Y. 160,000 $17.50 $2,800,000 
Environmental    $30,000 
     
Subtotal    $4,776,200 
Contingencies (20%)    $955,240 
     
Total Estimated Cost    $5,731,440 
     
     
Little Bradford Island     

Geotube
1
 L.F. 500 $200.00 $100,000 

Mobilization/Demobilization    $100,000 
Backfill C.Y. 9,000 $3.00 $27,000 
Environmental    $30,000 
     
Subtotal    $257,000 
Contingencies (20%)    $51,400 
     
Total Estimated Cost    $308,400 
     
     
Upland Site 5     
Clearing, Grubbing, and Stripping Acre 19 $1,500.00 $28,500 
Embankment construction L.F. 3,700 $175.00 $647,500 
Mobilization/Demobilization    $500,000 
Weir Box    $150,000 
Environmental    $50,000 
     
Subtotal    $1,376,000 
Contingencies (20%)    $275,200 
     
Total Estimated Cost    $1,651,200 

 

1Dredge material to fill the tubes is considered in the dredging cost. 
 

Source:  Independent expert sources; Corps Dredge Estimating Program (CDEP). 
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Technical assistance was sought for use and information concerning Suwannee River 
Maintenance Dredging with equipment assumptions and preliminary estimated 
associated costs.  Independent expert sources were as follows: 
 

• Mr. Al Fletcher, Certified Cost Consultant/Engineer, USACE, Jacksonville 
District, Florida 

 
• Mr. Joe Walsh, President, Lake Michigan Contractors, Inc., Stuart, Florida 

(http://www.lakemicontractors.com/) 
 

• Mr. Rick Smith, Weeks Marine Inc., Louisiana   
 

• Ancil Taylor, Bean Environmental, L.L.C., New Orleans, Louisiana 
 

• Wendell Mears, Gahagan & Bryant Associates, Inc., Houston, Texas 
 
 
6.9 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 
 
6.9.1 Issues and Basis for Choice 

The alternatives for the proposed action were evaluated based upon analyses of the 
most beneficial method for removal and area for placement of the dredged material, 
analyses of costs and benefits, and effects on the environment.  The recommended 
alternative is that which most efficiently removes the shoal material from the navigation 
channel and disposes of the dredged material in a cost-effective manner while causing 
the least adverse impact to the environment. 
 
6.9.2 Comparison of Alternatives 
 
Table 9 lists the alternatives considered and shows how the performance measures of 
each alternative meet the objectives of the project.  It summarizes the major features 
and consequences of the proposed action and alternatives.  Table 10 provides a 
summary of direct and indirect impacts to environmental resources resulting from the 
listed alternatives.   
 

6.9.3 Alternatives Considered But Not Selected 
 
Alternative B, No-Action Alternative.  The no-action alternative was initially 
considered but was not selected because of adverse impacts to businesses, residents, 
and recreation in the vicinity of the project area.     
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Table 9.  Comparison of Alternatives 
 

Measure Units 
Upland 

Disposal 
Site 5 

No Action 
Alternative 

Little 
Bradford 

Island 
PM 1. Initial Maintenance Cost $ 1,651,200 NA 308,400 
PM 2. Future Dredge Maintenance 
Costs 

$ 420,814 NA 0 

PM 3. Implementation and Completion 
Schedule 

f,p,n,m f NA p 

Measure Units 
Upland 

Disposal 
Site 5 

No Action 
Alternative 

Little 
Bradford 

Island 
PM 1. Impacts to Businesses f,p,n,m f n f 
PM 2. Impacts to Residents f,p,n,m f n f 
PM 3. Impacts on Recreation f,p,n,m f n f 

Measure Units 
Upland 

Disposal 
Site 5 

No Action 
Alternative 

Little 
Bradford 

Island 
PM 1. Impacts to Fish Habitat f,p,n,m f f f 
PM 2. Impacts to Water Quality f,p,n,m f f f 
PM 3. Impacts on Wetlands Acres 4.6 0 0 
Notes: 
f = Full Compliance 
p = Partial Compliance 
n = Non-compliance 
m = Minimally Satisfies 
NA = Not Applicable 

 
Source: GEC, 2006. 
 
 
6.9.4  Preferred Plan 
 
The Preferred Plan is Alternative A, Upland Disposal Site 5 with the Little Bradford 
Island Shoreline Stabilization Option (Figure 12).  The selection of Upland Disposal Site 
5 would provide the necessary capacity for the dredged material while generating 
minimal adverse environmental impacts.  In order to maximize benefits to the project 
area, the preferred alternative could additionally incorporate the Alternative Option, Little 
Bradford Island Shoreline Stabilization. 
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Table 10. Summary of Direct and Indirect Impacts of 
Existing Alternatives 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
FACTOR 

Alternative A, 
Upland 

Disposal Site 5 

Alternative B, 
No-Action 
Alternative 

Alternative 
Option, Little 

Bradford Island 

 
PROTECTED SPECIES 
 

No Impact No Impact No Impact 

 
ESSENTIAL FISH 
HABITAT 
 

Beneficial No Impact 

Temporary 
Adverse Impact, 
Beneficial in 
Long Term 

 
BIOLOGICAL 
COMMUNITIES 
 

Beneficial No Impact Beneficial 

 
WATER QUALITY 
 

No Impact No Impact Temporary 
Adverse Impact 

 
CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 

No impact 
 
Adverse 
 

Beneficial 

 
RECREATION 
 

Beneficial Adverse Beneficial 

 
AESTHETICS 
 

No Impact No Impact No Impact 

 
NAVIGATION 
 

Beneficial Adverse Beneficial 

 
ECONOMICS 
 

Beneficial Adverse Beneficial 

 
ENERGY 
REQUIREMENTS AND 
CONSERVATION 
 

No Impact No Impact No Impact 

 
 Source: GEC, 2006. 
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7.0 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
 
7.1 SCOPING AND DRAFT DOCUMENT 
 

A scoping letter dated October 20, 2000 was issued for this action.  A public notice 
dated October 19, 2000 was issued for this action.  The draft document and Finding of 
No Significant Impact (FONSI) were made available to the public by notice of availability 
dated _____ (see copy of notice with draft FONSI in Attachment 2). 
 
7.2 AGENCY COORDINATION 
 

This proposed project is being coordinated with the following agencies:  USFWS, 
Florida SHPO, NMFS, EPA, and FDEP.  Agency coordination letters are included in 
Attachment 2. 
 
7.3 COMMENTS RECEIVED AND RESPONSE 
 

Comments on the project will be incorporated into the final document and included in 
the Pertinent Correspondence attachment (Attachment 2). 
 
7.4 PUBLIC COORDINATION OF THE DRAFT REPORT 
 
The completed report will be coordinated through a public notice detailing the selected 
plan. 

 
7.5 WORKING SESSIONS 
 
Working sessions with those having a partnership interest were planned to coordinate 
proposed actions and discuss sponsor assurance issues as well as study status. 
 
7.5.1 First Session 
 
The first study session was held October 18, 2000, at the Suwannee Community 
Center, Suwannee, Florida, for discussion of placement area alternatives and receive 
public comments. 
 
7.5.2 Second Session 
 
The second session will be an informal public meeting to announce the study findings.  
This session will be held near the end of the study period. 
 
7.6 PERIODIC COLLABORATION 
 
Periodic collaboration with public interests to establish a partnership in the study 
process was initiated during the first working session.  Periodic collaboration has 
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occurred with the study status being conveyed to the local Chamber of Commerce 
newsletter, The Suwannee Connection.  A chronology of periodic collaboration 
regarding the Suwannee River Dredging Project is included in Attachment 2. 
 

 
8.0 ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES 
 
This section provides the scientific and analytic basis for the comparisons of the 
alternatives.  See Table 10 above for a summary of impacts.  The following includes 
anticipated changes to the existing environment including direct, indirect, and 
cumulative effects.   
 
8.1 GENERAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 
 
In general, adverse environmental effects of the proposed action will be minimal and 
temporary; and, several environmental factors evaluated in this document will be 
beneficially impacted by the proposed project.   
 
Temporary adverse impacts are anticipated to water quality from increased turbidity and 
suspended solids in the immediate area of the dredging activities and in the area of 
return for the dredged material decant water.  If the Little Bradford Island alternative 
option is implemented, increased turbidity is anticipated in the nearshore areas of the 
dredged material disposal.  However, because high turbidity and sediment loads 
already exist within the system, it is likely that any adverse impacts would be of a minor 
nature.  
 
Impacts to a minor amount of benthic habitat will occur in the channel areas being 
dredged.  Impacts to benthic habitat in nearshore areas is expected if Little Bradford 
Island shoreline is stabilized. 
 
8.2 BIOLOGICAL COMMUNITIES 
 
Of the many biological communities present within the project area, the following 
discussion focuses on the specific habitats that may be impacted by the alternatives 
presented.  Upland site delineations were conducted to determine the type and amount 
of habitat that could be potentially impacted.  A mitigation plan was prepared for the 
preferred alternative, Alternative A – Upland Disposal Site 5, in order to outline 
measures that would be taken to avoid, minimize and mitigate for impacts to biological 
communities (Attachment 13).  A submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) and oyster bed 
survey was also conducted to determine the location and acreage of these habitats that 
may be impacted within Suwannee River, Suwannee Sound, and the possible near 
shore disposal sites.  The results of this survey indicated small pockets of ephemeral 
submerged aquatic vegetation along the edge of the Federal navigation channel.  These 
pockets will be avoided during dredging operations.  
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Cumulative impacts in the project area consist primarily of additional habitat destruction 
associated with development.  While development is expected to continue in the 
immediate vicinity of the community of Suwannee, especially when the dredged channel 
will facilitate increased boat traffic, there are restrictions on the amount of development 
that can take place.  Growth of the community is limited on the north, east, and south by 
the Lower Suwannee National Wildlife Refuge and on the west by the Gulf of Mexico 
and coastal marshes.  It appears doubtful that the existing restrictions on the area would 
enable sufficient development to create significant adverse cumulative impacts. 
 
8.2.1 Pine Plantation and Mixed Wetland Forest 
 
Mixed wetland forest would be impacted by Alternative A – Upland Disposal Site 5.  
Direct impacts would result from the construction of leveed disposal sites.  No pine 
plantations would be affected. 
 
A possibility exists for the leakage of saltwater from either the pipeline or the 
containment area at the disposal site.  For most of its length the pipeline is either within 
water or confined to a drainage ditch; leakage from the pipeline in these areas would 
have no adverse effects.  However, leakage from the containment area could 
contaminate surface and surficial ground waters.  This could create “brine kills” in the 
depressional wetlands found near the disposal area.   
 
A summary of direct impacts caused by the construction of a perimeter access road, 
levee, and dredge material deposition within these areas includes: 
 
 Alternative A – Upland Disposal Site 5 
  Pine Plantation – No Impact 
  Wetland Forest – 4.6 acres lost 
 Alternative B – No Action 
  Pine Plantation – No Impact 
  Wetland Forest – No Impact 
 Alternative Option – Little Bradford Island 
  Pine Plantation – No Impact  
  Wetland Forest – No Impact 
 
8.2.2 Maritime Hammocks 
 
Two areas of maritime hammock were found on the eastern portion and southwestern 
tip of Little Bradford Island.  These areas were 0.41 acres and 0.84 acres, respectively.  
Should the Little Bradford Island placement option be implemented, the maritime 
hammock community on the island would likely spread onto the new, similarly elevated 
stabilization area, thus increasing the size of this biological community, should this 
option be implemented as part of the proposed project.   
 



 81 

A summary of impacts by alternative is as follows: 
 
 Alternative A – Upland Disposal Site 5 
   No Impact 
 Alternative B – No Action 
   Adverse Impact 
 Alternative Option –Little Bradford Island 
   Potential increase in area 
 
8.2.3 Submerged Aquatic Vegetation 
 
The SAV survey conducted showed approximately 5.68 acres of sparse shoots of shoal 
grass (Halodule wrighttii) located on the channel slopes in the central section of Wadley 
Pass.  This area of vegetation is not a contiguous bed and is low in density (<1.0) and 
abundance.  It is assumed that this area of submerged aquatic vegetation has 
recolonized since the last dredging project in 1986.  This area should also recolonize 
after proposed dredging activities are complete. 
 
Summary of Impacts: 
   
  Alternative A – Upland Disposal Site 5 
   Channel – 5.68 Acres of H. wrightii  
   Disposal Area – No Impact  
 Alternative B – No Action 
  Channel – No Impact 
   Disposal Area – No Impact  
 Alternative Option –Little Bradford Island Option 
  Channel – 5.68 Acres of H. wrightii  
   Disposal Area – No Impact 
 
8.2.4  Oysters 
 
Approximately 2.39 acres of tidally exposed oyster beds were found in the central 
section of Wadley Pass.  These beds could possibly be impacted during dredging 
activities. 
 
Approximately 8.59 acres of scattered rubble with oysters found in the central section of 
Wadley Pass may be impacted during proposed dredging activities.  Exposed substrate 
after dredging is complete could lead to the potential of new oyster formation.  Two 
small patches of scattered rubble with oysters were also found near the southern side of 
Little Bradford Island.  These oyster communities could potentially be impacted should 
this placement option be implemented.  Oyster seed placement on new fill areas may 
mitigate losses associated with dredging and dredged material disposal activities. 
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Summarized impacts include: 
 
 Alternative A – Upland Disposal Site 5 
  Channel -   2.39 Acres of Tidally Exposed Oyster Beds 
     8.59 Acres of Scattered Rubble with Oysters 
  Disposal Area - No Impact 
 
 Alternative B – No Action 
  Channel -  No Impact 
  Disposal Area - No Impact 
 
 Alternative C – Little Bradford Island 
  Channel -  2.39 Acres of Tidally Exposed Oyster Beds 
     8.59 Acres of Scattered Rubble with Oysters 
  Disposal Area - 0.53 Acres of Scattered Rubble with Oysters 
 
8.2.5 Cumulative Impacts 
 
Although some additional development in the immediate vicinity of the community of 
Suwannee could result from this project, it appears doubtful that there would be 
sufficient development to create significant cumulative impacts to biological 
communities of the area.   
 
8.3 THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 
 
8.3.1 Alternative A, Upland Disposal Site 5 
 
The primary potential impacts on threatened and endangered species would be 
collisions of manatees from the use of watercraft and negative impacts from dredging 
and dredged material placement activities on Gulf sturgeon migration.  The USACE will 
include standard USFWS manatee protection provisions in the construction 
specifications provided to contractors as a means of minimizing these incidents.  
Mandatory implementation of these specifications will be required by the contractor. 
 
Manatee watches will be required to be posted by the contractor during dredging 
operations.  A log of sightings and notifications of appropriate regulatory agencies is 
required.  Standard manatee protection provisions will be utilized.  In addition to 
manatee watches, qualified personnel will also be watching for sea turtles that may 
occur in the area.  
 
Gulf sturgeon begin to migrate into rivers when water temperatures increase to 16° to 
23° Celsius (C) and continue the migration until early May.  Summer is spent in several 
3 to 15-mile long reaches of the Suwannee River as far as 137 miles inland.  
Downstream migration begins in September and October and continues until mid-
November to early December.  Adults and subadults winter in the Gulf, while young 
sturgeon (less than two years old) remain at the mouth of the river during winter and 
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early spring.  Dredging activities will be limited to between 15 April and 15 October to 
avoid any adverse impacts on the Gulf sturgeon migration. 
 
Approximately 21 active, eight inactive, and 13 old gopher tortoise burrows are present 
within the proposed disposal site.  Based on FFWCC guidelines, the number of gopher 
tortoises at the site is estimated to be 17.  Habitat destruction by ever-increasing land 
development in the state of Florida is the primary reason for the decline of gopher 
tortoise populations.  Available Options to Address the Presence of Gopher Tortoises 
on Lands Slated for Development has been published by the FFWCC to provide 
guidance (Attachment 13).  In order to minimize impacts to the gopher tortoise, 
relocation will be necessary. 
 
8.3.2 Alternative B, No Action 
 
The current rate of manatee-vessel collisions is expected to continue if no major change 
in navigation traffic occurs.  Migration of Gulf sturgeon populations will remain at their 
current rate and pattern. 
 
8.3.3 Alternative Option, Little Bradford Island 
 
Dredging activities are expected to result in potential impacts similar to those described 
for Alternative A above.  No impacts to threatened and endangered species are 
anticipated from placement of material at the site should this option be implemented. 
 
8.3.4 Cumulative Impacts 
 
No direct cumulative impacts are anticipated to threatened or endangered species by 
the proposed action.  However, indirect cumulative impacts to the West Indian manatee 
and sea turtles may come from increased boating activities and the increased potential 
for vessel collisions.   
 
8.4 ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT 
 
8.4.1 Alternative A, Upland Disposal Site 5 
 
EFH affected by the maintenance dredging of the Federal Project would include 
mud/sand/shell substrate of the existing channel and the estuarine water column.   
Dredging of the Federal channel would lower the depth of the water to its authorized 
seven-foot depth at mean low water.  The existing depth of the channel varies from less 
than two feet in areas of shoaling to several feet deep in reaches that have been less 
affected by sedimentation.  The sand/mud/shell substrate currently exists in the 
channel; that substrate will continue to exist at the site, only several feet deeper.  
Dredging will remove the benthic community that has become established in the 
channel; however, following the completion of dredging that community should be 
rapidly reestablished.  Effects of dredging actions on the open water estuarine habitat 
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are anticipated to be minor.  The proposed method of dredging, suction dredging with a 
small cutterhead dredge will minimize potential turbidity.   
 
During the disposal phase of the project, minimal impacts would occur only in the form 
of increased turbidity in the immediate area where dredged material decant water is 
returned to Salt Creek. 
 
8.4.2   Alternative B, No-Action 
 
Under the no-action alternative the channel will continue to fill in with sediments, but no 
additional sand/mud/shell habitat will be created.  As barrier islands continue to erode, 
upland communities will continue to be converted to sand/mud/shell habitat. 
 
8.4.3   Alternative Option, Little Bradford Island 
 
Impacts during the dredging operations under this alternative would be similar to those 
described in Alternative A above.  Should this placement option be implemented, 
dredged material placement actions would result in the elimination of bottom habitat in 
the fill areas and temporary turbidity increases in the immediate surrounding water 
column habitat. 
 
8.4.4   Cumulative Impacts 
 
No direct cumulative impacts are anticipated as a result of the preferred alternative.  
However, with the anticipated increased use of the waters for recreational and 
commercial fishing, overfishing of some protected species may occur. 
 
8.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
8.5.1 Alternative A, Upland Disposal Site 5 
 
Two known archaeological sites exist within the disposal site boundary.  Both sites were 
determined to be ineligible for listing on the NRHP due to lack of intact deposits.   
 
8.5.2  Alternative B, No-Action 
 
Under this alternative, no impacts to archaeological or historic properties would result. 
 
8.5.3  Alternative Option, Little Bradford Island  
 
Under the alternative option of shoreline stabilization of Little Bradford Island, exposed 
human remains (due to erosion) would be re-buried by the disposal dredge material.  
This would be a beneficial impact upon this pre-historic resource. 
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8.5.4 Cumulative Impacts 
 
Although some additional development in the immediate vicinity of the community of 
Suwannee could result from this project, it appears doubtful that there would be 
sufficient development to create significant cumulative impacts to cultural resources of 
the area.   
 
8.6    ECONOMICS 
 
8.6.1   Alternative A, Upland Disposal Site 5 
 
Even though regional benefits that accrue to the regional economy cannot be counted 
towards economic justification at the Federal level, they are very meaningful in terms of 
describing the economic impact that will occur to the local economy.  They may be an 
important factor to the local sponsor of the project in considering the value of the project 
at the local level.  The regional benefits were developed from the information provided 
on the forms used to calculate commercial navigation benefits at the public meeting and 
by mail.  The regional benefits that would accrue to the area under with project 
conditions included increases in property values and increased tax collections. The one 
time regional benefits that would occur due to increased property values following 
completion of the maintenance dredging totaled $4,185,800.  In addition, regional 
benefits of $102,000 in the form of increased tax collections by Dixie County occur 
every year that the channel is maintained. 
 
8.6.2   Alternative B, No-Action 
 
No economic benefits would accrue under this alternative. 
 
8.6.3 Alternative Option, Little Bradford Island 
 
Economic impacts under this alternative would be similar to those under Alternative A. 
 
8.6.4   Cumulative Impacts 
 
No similar projects to the proposed action are planned for the project area; therefore, no 
cumulative economic impacts are expected, as a result. 
 
8.7 AESTHETICS 
 
8.7.1 Alternative A, Upland Disposal Site 5 
 
The presence of construction equipment and its associated activities could detract from 
the views currently experienced—contingent upon the values, interests, and 
preconceived expectations of recreationists and other viewer groups.  However, these 
impacts would only be temporary. 
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Leakage of saltwater from the pipeline along the drainage ditch could create “brine kills,” 
areas of browned, dead vegetation.  This impact would be temporary. 
 
8.7.2 Alternative B, No-Action 
 
Aesthetics would remain as they are at present. 
 
8.7.3 Alternative Option, Little Bradford Island 
 
Impacts similar to those discussed under Alternative A would occur during dredging 
operations should this placement option be implemented.  
 
8.7.4 Cumulative Impacts 
 
There would be no cumulative impacts to aesthetics as a result of the proposed project. 
 
8.8 RECREATION 

 
8.8.1 Alternative A, Upland Disposal Site 5 
 
The proposed project will benefit recreational boating.  Adverse impacts to recreational 
activities on Suwannee River will be limited to work areas and will temporarily disrupt 
navigation of recreational fishing, canoeing, and pleasure vessels.  Land-based 
recreation will only be affected in those areas used for equipment storage and staging.  
These areas are expected to return to normal once the project is complete.  Other 
temporary and minor effects that may also impact recreational activities include 
increased noise and decreased aesthetic value of areas in the vicinity of the dredging 
operations. 
 
Impacts to recreational activities within the disposal area are expected to be minimal.  
Temporary disturbances due to equipment noise and traffic are expected within the 
vicinity of dredge disposal operations. 
 
8.8.2 Alternative B, No-Action 
 
Recreation resources will continue to be adversely impacted by this alternative, with a 
curtailment of recreational fishing and other boating activities due to the shoaling of 
Wadley Pass. 
 
8.8.3 Alternative Option, Little Bradford Island 
 
Should this placement option be implemented, impacts to water related recreation under 
this alternative are anticipated to be similar to those of Alternative A.  Impacts to 
recreational activities within the placement area would be minimal. 
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8.8.4 Cumulative Impacts 
 
No cumulative impacts are anticipated for recreational resources as a result of the 
proposed action. 
 
8.9 COASTAL BARRIER RESOURCES 
 
The purpose of the Coastal Barrier Resources Act is to minimize the loss of human life, 
wasteful expenditure of Federal moneys, and the damage to fish, wildlife, and other 
resources associated with the coastal barriers along the Atlantic coast by restricting 
future Federal expenditures and financial assistance, which have the effect of 
encouraging development of these coastal barriers.  There are no designated Coastal 
Barrier Resource Act Units located within or adjacent to the project area. 
 
8.10 WATER QUALITY 
 
8.10.1 Alternative A, Upland Disposal Site 5 
 
Impacts to water quality would be limited to those occurring during the dredging 
operation and the return of dredged material decant water from the upland disposal site.  
Return water from the dredge material pumped to the upland disposal sites will also be 
turbid and high in suspended solids.  The immediate area where this water is returned 
to Suwannee Sound will be temporarily impacted.   
 
There also exists a potential that dredged material salt decant water may leak from 
either the piping or the confined upland disposal facility and could enter surface or near-
surface ground waters, thereby adversely impacting water quality. 
 
8.10.2 Alternative B, No-Action 
 
Water quality under this alternative would not be impacted. 
 
8.10.3 Alternative Option, Little Bradford Island 
  
Should this placement option be implemented, dredging operations cause temporary 
localized increases in turbidity and suspended solids.  However, the dredged sediments 
are not contaminated with hazardous substances, therefore no significant degradation 
of water quality is expected in the proposed project area.  Additionally, the dredged 
material has been determined to be beach quality; consequently, turbidity is not 
expected to be a significant issue. 
 
8.10.4 Cumulative Impacts 
 
No cumulative impacts to water quality are expected as a result of the proposed project. 
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8.11 HAZARDOUS, TOXIC, AND RADIOACTIVE WASTE 
 
Although numerous sites are registered as handling or storing hazardous materials 
within the project vicinity, hazardous, toxic, or radioactive waste (HTRW) sites, 
conditions, or other issues are not anticipated to affect or be affected by any of the 
alternatives considered in this analysis. 
 
8.12 AIR QUALITY 
 
8.12.1  Alternative A, Upland Disposal Site 5 
 
Emissions from the proposed project would include those from exhausts of transport 
and other construction/dredging equipment.  Open project completion, a slight increase 
in total emissions within the proposed project area may be expected due to increased 
vessel traffic, but it is not expected that any degradation of regional air quality would 
occur. 
 
8.12.2 Alternative B, No Action 
 
The no-action alternative is expected to have no impact on air quality. 
 
8.12.3 Alternative Option, Little Bradford Island 
 
Should this placement option be implemented, impacts under this alternative would be 
similar to those of Alternative A. 
 
8.12.4 Cumulative Impacts 
 
The proposed project is not expected to result in cumulative impacts to air quality. 
 
8.13 NOISE 
 
8.13.1  Alternative A, Upland Disposal Site 5 
 
Recreationalists near the dredged channel site or the disposal site would experience an 
increase in noise levels during the proposed dredging and disposal activities.  This 
noise, which would largely emanate from the operation of dredges, associated pumps, 
generators, and construction and transport systems would be greater than the ambient 
noise at these isolated sites.  However, the noise which would be temporary and 
confined to the operational phase, would be restricted for daytime hours.  
 
While noise would increase, noise levels are not expected to result in any significant 
long-term adverse impacts to residents or wildlife in the project and adjacent areas.  
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Some nearby residents to the upland disposal site may experience temporary minor 
increases in noise during the hours of operation for the construction of the confined 
disposal facility and the disposal activities. 
 
8.13.2 Alternative B, No Action 
 
The no-action alternative would have no affect on the noise environment of the area. 
 
8.13.3 Alternative Option, Little Bradford Island 
 
Should this placement option be implemented, impacts, would likely be similar to those 
of Alternative A. 
 
8.13.4 Cumulative Impacts 
 
The proposed project will not contribute to long-term cumulative noise impacts for the 
project area. 
 
8.14 PUBLIC SAFETY 
 
The risk to public safety is expected to be minimal unless someone accidentally 
ventures into the restricted work zone within project areas.  The proposed project will be 
beneficial in that it will reduce the potential for vessel groundings in extremely shallow 
water and allow more boaters the opportunity to safely travel the Suwannee River. 
 
8.15 ENERGY REQUIREMENTS AND CONSERVATION 
 
The energy requirements for the proposed project would be confined to fuel for dredging 
operations and transportation for construction equipment and laborers.  The no-action 
alternative would eliminate these requirements, but would allow the current issue 
associated with limited navigation to continue. 
 
8.16 NATURAL OR DEPLETABLE RESOURCES 
 
No natural products are planned to be used for this project other than the possibility of 
utilizing some of the dredged material from the Federal channel to stabilize the Little 
Bradford Island shoreline, which is being eroded away.  The gasoline and diesel fuel 
used by the dredge and other construction and transportation equipment would be the 
only depletable resource utilized. 
 
8.17 SCIENTIFIC RESOURCES 
 
The USACE is not aware of any impacts to scientific resources that may be caused by 
the proposed project. 
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8.18 NATIVE AMERICANS 
 

The USACE is not aware of any impacts to Native Americans that may be caused by 
the proposed project. 
 
8.19 REUSE AND CONSERVATION POTENTIAL 
 

Generally, dredged material may be reused providing that the material is in accordance 
with state and Federal regulations.  Should the Little Bradford Island option be 
implemented, dredged material would be placed in areas of sparse vegetation and in 
areas that experience serious erosion problems. 
 
8.20 URBAN QUALITY 
 

No change to urban quality is expected to result from the proposed project. 
 
8.21 SOLID WASTE 
 

Solid waste products generated from the proposed action will be disposed of in 
accordance with local, state and Federal regulations governing such material.  All solid 
waste materials considered recyclable will be recycled only if the option exists within the 
engineering and budgetary confines of the proposed project. 
 
8.22 DRINKING WATER 
 

The Floridian Aquifer supplies drinking water to the majority of the inhabitants of this 
sparsely populated area of Florida.  Smaller private wells may be located closer to the 
project site.  Although erosional processes have exposed the Florida Aquifer in several 
areas -- making it unconfined -- the dredging activity and subsequent disposal are not 
expected to elicit any contamination of the aquifer system.  However, the potential 
exists for saltwater intrusion into porous limestone associated with the aquifer system.  
This intrusion could be mitigated with an impervious liner. 
 
8.23 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS SUMMARY 
 
Cumulative impacts are defined as “the impact on the environment which results from 
the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonable 
foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or 
person undertakes such other actions” (40 CFR 1508.7).  Individually, the proposed 
action would tend to benefit the area economy, recreational resources, cultural 
resources, water quantity and quality, wildlife and other ecosystem values.   
 
Cumulative impacts in the project area consist primarily of habitat destruction 
associated with development.  While development is expected to continue in the 
immediate vicinity of the community of Suwannee, especially when the dredged channel 
will facilitate increase boat traffic, there are restrictions on the amount of development 
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that can take place.  Growth of the community is limited on the north, east, and south by 
the Lower Suwannee National Wildlife Refuge and on the west by the Gulf of Mexico 
and coastal marshes.  It appears doubtful that the existing restrictions on the growth of 
the area would enable sufficient development to create significant adverse cumulative 
impacts.  A complete Cumulative Effects Assessment can be found in Attachment 14. 
 
8.24 IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 
 
8.24.1 Irreversible 
 
An irreversible commitment of resources is one in which the ability to use and/or enjoy 
the resource is lost forever.  One example of such type commitment might be the mining 
of a mineral resource.  Dredging and disposal would involve the irreversible 
commitment of energy and fuel used during construction activities, including the 
movement, transportation, and disposal of sediment. 
 
8.24.2 Irretrievable 
 
An irretrievable commitment of resources is one in which due to decisions to manage 
the resource for another purpose, opportunities to use or enjoy the resource as they 
presently exist are lost for a period of time.  An example of an irretrievable loss might be 
where a type of vegetation is lost due to road construction. The placement of a pipeline 
is expected to affect the use of the marsh because it represents a temporary barrier to 
certain locations for activities such as fishing and recreational boating.  Disposal of the 
dredged material requires the temporary loss of vegetation being smothered during 
activities. 
 
8.25 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 
 
Relatively non-motile infaunal invertebrates inhabiting the dredged areas would 
unavoidably be lost during dredging.  Rapid recolonization by these species following 
construction completion is expected.  There would also be an unavoidable temporary 
reduction in water clarity and increased turbidity during construction.  Tidal and current 
activity would make this a short-term impact. 
 
8.26 LOCAL SHORT-TERM USES AND MAINTENANCE/ENHANCEMENT OF 

LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 
 
Short-term uses of the proposed project include construction resources, monetary 
expenditures, and labor expended during the dredging, transport, and disposal 
operations.  Long-term productivity would be established due to improved navigational 
safety and improved operational efficiency.  Enhanced and increased use of the 
channel associated with the lower Suwannee River would result from implementation of 
the project. 
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8.27 INDIRECT EFFECTS 
 
Indirect effects involve effects linked to the project, but subsequent to the construction 
activities.  A possibility exists for the leakage of saltwater from either the pipelines or the 
containment area at the disposal site.  For most of its length the pipeline is either within 
water or confined to a drainage ditch; leakage from the pipeline in these areas would 
have no adverse effects.  However, leakage from the containment area could 
contaminate surface and surficial ground waters.   
  
8.28 COMPATIBILITY WITH FEDERAL, STATE, AND LOCAL OBJECTIVES 
 
The proposed action is compatible with the State’s Coastal Zone Management Plan 
(Attachment 15).  The action is also expected to be consistent with Federal, State, and 
local plans and objectives and will be assured through the dissemination of this 
document. 
 
8.29 CONFLICTS AND CONTROVERSY 
 
There are currently no known areas or subjects of conflict or controversy related to the 
proposed project. 
 
8.30 UNCERTAIN, UNIQUE, OR UNKNOWN RISKS 
 
Currently, no areas or subjects of uncertainty have been identified. 
 
8.31 PRECEDENT AND PRINCIPLE FOR FUTURE ACTIONS 
 
The proposed action would not set a new precedent for future actions.  Maintenance 
dredging has occurred previously near the project dimensions.  
 
8.32 ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS 
 

Environmental commitments are the mitigation measures or design/operational actions 
incorporated into the project to avoid, minimize, or compensate for significant 
environmental effects.  During project construction, mitigation measures will attempt to 
minimize disruption to sensitive receptors, reduce noise, reduce the quantity of project-
induced emissions, and preserve vegetation and wildlife.  Special Status Species 
Mitigation for affected species and habitat will be done in accordance with biological 
opinions of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Department of Fish and Game 
(Attachment 5).  
 
The USACE and contractors commit to avoiding, minimizing or mitigating for adverse 
effects during construction activities by including the following commitments in the 
contract specifications: 
 

1. Requirement for Water Quality Certification 
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2. Essential Fish Habitat Coordination 
3. Manatee protection measures 
4. Gulf sturgeon protection measures 
5. Fish and Wildlife Coordination 
6. Mitigate for impacts to wetlands 

 
8.33 COMPLIANCE WITH ENVIRONMENTAL REQUIREMENTS 
 
8.33.1 National Environmental Policy Act of 1969   

 
The project is in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as 
amended, 42 U.S.C. 4321, et seq. P.L. 91-190. 
 
8.33.2 Endangered Species Act of 1973   
 
At this stage of planning, this project is in compliance with the Endangered Species Act 
of 1973, as amended, 16 U.S.C. 1531, et seq. P.L. 93-205.  Coordination with Federal 
and state wildlife officials will continue throughout the planning stage of the proposed 
project.  A USFWS Biological Opinion is included as Attachment 4.  A USFWS 
Coordination Act Report (CAR) is currently in preparation with input from the USFWS. 
 
8.33.3 Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958   
 
This project is currently being coordinated with the USFWS.  A USFWS Biological 
Opinion is included as Attachment 4.  A CAR is currently in preparation with input from 
the USFWS. 
 
8.33.4  National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (INTER ALIA)   
 
A study has been conducted in accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act, 
as amended, 16 U.S.C. 470a, et seq. P.L. 89-655; the Archaeological and Historic 
Preservation Act, as amended, and Executive Order 11593. 
 
8.33.5 Clean Water Act of 1972   
 
The project is in compliance with this Act.  An application for Section 401 Water Quality 
Certification has been submitted to FDEP.  All State water quality standards would be 
met.  A Section 404(b) evaluation is included in this report as Attachment 3. 
 
8.33.6 Clean Air Act of 1972   
 
This project is in compliance with Section 309 of the Clean Air Act of 1972, as 
amended, 42 U.S.C. 1857h-7, et seq. P.L. 91-604.  No air quality permits would be 
required for this project.   
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8.33.7 Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972   
 
This project is in compliance with the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, as 
amended, 16 U.S.C. 1451, et seq. P.L. 92-583.  A Federal consistency determination in 
accordance with 15 CFR 930 Subpart C is included in this report as Attachment 15.  
State consistency is requested as part of the Water Quality Certification application.  
Upon receipt of the Water Quality Certification, by definition, the project is determined 
consistent with the Coastal Zone Management Act. 
 
8.33.8 Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981   
 
No prime or unique farmland would be impacted by implementation of this project.   
 
8.33.9 Wild and Scenic River Act of 1968   
 
No designated Wild and Scenic river reaches would be affected by project related 
activities.   
 
8.33.10 Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972   
 
Incorporation of the safeguards used to protect threatened or endangered species 
during dredging and disposal operations would also protect any marine mammal in the 
area, therefore, this project is in compliance with the Marine Mammal Protection Act of 
1968, as amended, 16 U.S.C. 1361, et seq. P.L. 92-522. 
 
8.33.11 Estuary Protection Act of 1968 
 
No designated estuary would be affected by project activities. 
  
8.33.12 Federal Water Project Recreation Act   
 
The principles of the Federal Water Project Recreation Act, as amended, 16 U.S.C. 
460-1 (12), et seq. P.L. 89-72, do not apply to this project. 
 
8.33.13 Fishery Conservation and Management Act of 1976   
 
The project has been coordinated with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) 
and is in compliance with the act (see letter dated 22 December 2000 from NMFS in 
Attachment 2). 
 
8.33.14 Submerged Lands Act of 1953   
 
The project would occur on submerged lands of the State of Florida.  The project has 
been coordinated with the State and is in compliance with the act. 
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8.33.15 Coastal Barrier Resources Act and Coastal Barrier Improvement 
 Act of 1990   
 
There are no designated coastal barrier resources in the project area that would be 
effected by this project.  The Coastal Barrier Resources Act, 16 U.S.C. 3501, et seq. 
P.L. 97-438, and Coastal Barrier Improvement Act of 1990 are not applicable. 
 
8.33.16 Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899   
 
The proposed work would not obstruct navigable waters of the United States.  The 
proposed action has been subject to the public notice, public hearing, and other 
evaluations normally conducted for activities subject to the act.  The project is in full 
compliance. 
 
8.33.17 Anadromous Fish Conservation Act   
 
Anadromous fish species would not be affected.  The project has been coordinated with 
NMFS and is in compliance with the act. 
 
8.33.18 Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Migratory Bird Conservation Act   
 
No migratory birds would be affected by project activities. The project is in compliance 
with these acts. 
 
8.33.19 Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act   
 
The Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries Act does not apply to this project.  
The disposal activities addressed in this document have been evaluated under Section 
404 of the Clean Water Act. 
 
8.33.20 Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act 
 
Coordination with NMFS on EFH has been completed in accordance with this act that 
agency’s concerns have been set forth in a letter dated 22 December 2000 (see 
Attachment 2). 
 
8.33.21 E.O. 11990, Protection of Wetlands 
 
A Section 404(b)(1) of the Clean Water Act evaluation has been completed by the 
USACE Jacksonville District documenting fully all potential impacts of the preferred 
alternative to wetlands.  This evaluation is presented as Attachment 3.  The proposed 
action is in compliance with the goals of this Executive Order. 
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8.33.22 E.O. 11988, Floodplain Management   
 
The project is in the base flood plain (100-year flood) and has been evaluated in 
accordance with this Executive Order.  The proposed project will be operated in a 
manner that would not increase the risk of flooding of private property and is therefore in 
compliance with this Executive Order. 
 
8.33.23 E.O. 12898, Environmental Justice 
 
Environmental Justice.  On February 11, 1994, the President of the United States 
issued Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in 
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations. The Executive Order mandates that 
each Federal agency make environmental justice part of the agency mission and to 
address, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or 
environmental effects of the programs and policies on minority and low-income 
populations. 
 
According to U.S. Census Bureau 2000 census data, Dixie County has a population of 
13,827, and Levy County has a population of 34,450.  Based on this data, minorities 
compose about 12.3 percent of this population, compared to about 34.6 percent for the 
State of Florida and 30.9 percent for the nation.  
 
The low-income household data is composed of median household money income 
statistics from the U.S. Census Bureau 2000 census data.  The average median 
household income for Dixie and Levy Counties was about $26,082 and $26,959, 
respectively, compared to about $38,819 for the State of Florida and $41,994 for the 
nation. 
 
Disparate Risks Involving Children.  On April 21, 1997, the President of the United 
States issued Executive Order 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health 
Risks and Safety Risks.  The Executive Order mandates that each Federal agency 
make it a high priority to identify and assess environmental health risks and safety risks 
that may disproportionately affect children and ensure that its policies, programs, 
activities, and standards address disproportionate risks to children that result from 
environmental health risks or safety risks. 
 
According to U.S. Census Bureau 1999 population estimates, Dixie and Levy Counties 
have an average percent population of 22.1 and 23.6, respectively, for persons under 
the age of 18, compared to 22.8 percent for the State of Florida and 25.7 percent for the 
nation. 
 
The proposed action would not result in adverse human health or environmental effects 
that would be disproportionate towards any minority or low-income population. 
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8.33.24 E.O. 13112, Invasive Species 
 

No action will be undertaken by this project that will remove or destroy any invasive 
species that may be in the area. 
 
This project involves taking dredged material found in the entrance channel and placing 
it around Cat Island below the mean high water mark.  Invasive plants or animals found 
in the dredged material would only be relocated from one site to another nearby site.  
This action will not introduce any new invasive species to the area. 
 
The USACE and its sponsor for this project are not taking any action that might spread 
or introduce invasive species into the project area.   

 
 
9.0 ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 
 
An economic assessment is required to determine the feasibility of continuing the 
maintenance dredging of the overall project.  The gathering of data used in this analysis 
was a cooperative effort involving information from local sources, state agencies, 
Federal agencies, and USACE in-house sources.   
 
National Economic Development (NED) benefit evaluation procedures for inland 
navigation, deep-draft navigation, recreation, and commercial fishing as spelled out in 
the Principles and Guidelines (P&G) were followed in this analysis.  In considering 
funding for studies and project implementation, commercial navigation benefits are 
considered a priority benefit while recreation navigation benefits are not.  Act 10 
February 1932 (47 Statute 42, 33 U.S.C. 541), by Congress expanded the definition of 
waterborne commerce to “include the use of waterways by seasonal passenger craft, 
yachts, house boats, fishing boats, motor boats and other similar watercraft, whether or 
not operated for hire.”  However, “waterborne commerce” is not exactly the same thing 
as “commercial navigation” for primary output purposes.  Both commercial and 
recreation navigation benefits would accrue as a result of maintenance dredging at 
Suwannee, Florida. 
 
As stated in Engineer Pamphlet (EP) 1165-2-1, Digest Water Resources Polices and 
Authorities, USACE, NED benefits are expressed in monetary units. Generally, the 
costs of and return from commercial activities are readily quantifiable.  The benefits 
from commercial navigation projects are (1) reduced cost of transportation through use 
of vessels (modal shift), safer or more efficient operation of vessels, and use of larger 
more efficient vessels (channel or lock improvements), and use of new or alternative 
vessel routes (new channels or port shift); (2) reduced costs or increased net return to 
producers from new sources or markets (shift of origin or destination); and (3) increased 
production through new or induced commodity movements (industrial production) or 
greater production opportunity (commercial fishing and offshore minerals).  The benefits 
of recreation navigation projects are the reduced cost of recreation (usually delay costs 
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or boat damage cost avoidance) and willingness to pay for recreation experiences.  
Both commercial navigation and recreation benefits are calculated in this analysis. 
 
9.1 PREVIOUS STUDIES 
 
In the Preliminary Assessment of the Suwannee River, Florida prepared by the USACE 
Jacksonville District, November 1995, it was reported that in 1959 the USACE assessed 
the volume and value of commercial freight and vessel traffic and compared the 
benefits.  The benefit to cost ratio was reported to have been 0.7.  The PA also reported 
that a study done by an unnamed consulting firm found a benefit to cost ratio of 2.13 to 
support continued dredging of the project from East Pass to the Gulf. 
 
The PA also contained a table entitled Economic Data that identified benefit indicators 
as commodity types, tonnage, growth rates, vessel types, vessel sizes, recreational 
vessel types, recreational vessel sizes, commercial fishing, charter, and commercial 
fishing other.  The benefit indicators were reported in terms of current operations, trend 
(up, down or steady) and Summary/Remarks.  Information on the benefit indicators 
commodity types, tonnage growth rates, vessel types, and vessel sizes was reported as 
“none” or “n.a.”  Benefit indicators for recreational vessel types and sizes were reported 
to be steady.  Commercial fishing, for both charter and other were reported to be 
limited, but footnoted to state that these indicators are subject to change due to 
currently closed oystering and gill net bans.  Some increase in commercial charters for 
sport fishing was expected, and aquaculture (clams and oysters) was expected to 
increase.  The trends for “commercial fishing, charter” was reported to be up and for 
“commercial fishing, other” down.  The only summary/remarks were that recreational 
vessel types included some sailboats and large cruisers and that for “commercial 
fishing, other,” shellfishing has been closed pending net ban.  Finally a table at the end 
of the report indicated that “the ability to maintain this project for the next 20 years was 
limited by economic viability.”  
 
9.2 COMMERCIAL NAVIGATION 
 
The feasibility of continued maintenance is based on an assessment of indicators of 
continued economic justification.  The attempt at this in the PA came up short by its own 
conclusion as stated in the last sentence of the previous paragraph.  Data on the 
economic indicators, commodity types, tonnage and growth rates of waterborne 
commerce are published by the USACE Navigation Data Center (NDC).  Review of this 
database revealed that no waterborne commerce had been reported at Suwannee since 
three tons of fresh fish and two tons of ice were transported in 1971. According to these 
records, waterborne commerce averaged approximately 875 tons per year during the 
1960s.  Of the 875 tons, approximately 167 were fresh fish, 702 were shellfish, and five 
were ice.  Waterborne commerce peaked in 1967 when total tons reached 1,891, 
comprised of 219 tons of fresh fish, 1,669 tons of shellfish, and three tons of ice. 
 
Since commercial tonnage has not been transported on the waterway since 1971, 
present users of marinas, restaurants, fish houses, and other facilities on the Suwannee 
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River were interviewed to determine if there was sufficient economic activity that 
warranted continued maintenance of the channel.  Users and facility owners were 
contacted to assess the extent of economic problems associated with the lack of 
maintenance of authorized channel dimensions.  A one-page form was developed to 
provide a format for users and facility owners to record their support or opposition to 
maintenance dredging and the impact, positive or negative, to their net income or net 
worth under without and with project conditions.  The importance of the economic 
impact of the maintenance dredging was explained in the local newspaper The 
Suwannee Connection and at a public meeting at 6:30 p.m. on Tuesday, January 30, 
2001. 
 
Survey forms were received from 86 recipients.  Of the 86 responses, 51 reported that 
they would experience an increase in their annual net income from the maintenance of 
the channel to authorized depths.  The annual benefits included increase in net income 
of $567,000 to commercial fishing operations, $19,600 in boat repairs that would be 
prevented, $6,000 to refrigerated transport operations, and $699,800 to marinas and 
marine related businesses for a total of $1,292,400. 
 
Maintenance of the Suwannee River navigation channel would greatly improve 
navigation safety, but sufficient information was not available for quantifying the 
benefits. 
 
9.3 RECREATION BENEFITS 
 
In addition to the commercial navigation benefits described above, significant recreation 
benefits would result from continued maintenance dredging.   
 
The Lower Suwannee River area provides a number of diverse recreation opportunities.  
The Lower Suwannee National Wildlife Refuge features both non-consumptive and 
consumptive wildlife based recreation such as wildlife photography, birdwatching, 
hunting, and fishing.  Additionally, there are hiking, biking and canoe trails.  The Refuge 
is located on both banks of the Suwannee River and extends along the shores of the 
Gulf of Mexico.  The town of Suwannee is located off the west bank of the River about 
two miles upstream from the Gulf at the end of CR 349.  Suwannee is made up of about 
800 residential and commercial structures.  About 200 are occupied full time and 600 
are summer/vacation/second homes.  Almost all of the properties have waterfront 
access on either natural streams or dug canals.  Dredging of a deeper channel through 
this Pass and the placement of the dredge material are the focus of this study. 
 
The town of Suwannee has four boat ramps and three marinas to serve those boaters 
who do not have private docks.  Both freshwater and saltwater fishing are popular.  The 
project would have no effect on the freshwater fishing/boating opportunities.  However, 
a more adequate and reliable channel would have a beneficial effect on the recreational 
boating/fishing experience of persons using the Pass to access the Gulf waters.  There 
are several outlets to the Gulf available to boaters. 
  



 100 

Each pass requires local knowledge, as the channels are winding, shallow, and 
generally unmarked.  At low tide, even very small boats (12-15 inches draft) have 
difficulty getting through any of the passes.  Outgoing and incoming trips through the 
pass must be timed to coincide with periods when there is enough water depth to avoid 
grounding.  For larger boats, the window of opportunity can be quite short.  Boats must 
often leave and return at inconvenient times.  In the event of accident, illness or sudden 
bad weather, waiting for the tide to rise may delay treatment for several hours or 
prevent boats from making a safe harbor. 
 
According to local knowledgeables, most of the boats going into the Gulf have fishing as 
their main purpose.  Very little of this boat traffic is purely pleasure boating.  Two main 
groups do salt-water fishing--those with privately owned boats and those who charter 
with a local guide.  Boats engaged in commercial fishing, shrimping, crabbing, and 
oystering also use the pass to access the facilities at Suwannee.  Transient boats, those 
cruising along the coast, also come into port at Suwannee.  Some, unfamiliar with the 
area, attempt to come through Alligator Pass which has channel markers installed and 
is shown as being marked on the nautical charts available for the area.  Unfortunately, 
the channel markers were installed some years ago by a now defunct "river 
commission."  The minimal channel still winding through the pass is at considerable 
variance with the existing markers.  According to local informants, an average of two to 
three boats per month go aground and call for assistance getting off the sand bars on 
which they are stranded. 
 
The benefits of an improved channel to recreational boat use are quite tangible but 
difficult to quantify.  There would be an increase in the absolute amount of usage and in 
the satisfaction derived from the activity.  Certainly, the convenience of being able to 
make passage through the channel at any time instead of having to time one's trip to the 
tides would be a considerable benefit.  The amount of usage would be likely to increase 
for this reason alone.  Additionally, for trailered boats, the daily capacity of the boat 
launches would be increased as usage could be spread out over the entire day instead 
of being concentrated around the high tide period.  For both trailered boats and  
"resident boats," those in private dockage or kept at marinas in Suwannee, being able 
to safely pass to the Gulf at any time would be a boon.  Under existing conditions, boats 
are both exiting and entering through the pass at the same time through a winding 
channel of fairly narrow width.  An adequate channel would reduce the risk of collision 
and relieve some of the anxiety of boaters resulting in increased satisfaction with the 
boating experience. 
 
A number of fishing guides who provide charter boat fishing opportunities were included 
in those who filled out interview forms.  A consistent expectation was that their business 
would expand 20 to 30 percent with an adequate channel.  This would be principally 
from the convenience of being able to schedule trips without regard to tidal conditions.  
Overall safety would be increased.  In addition to the reduced risk of collision in the 
channel, the ability to "run for shelter" in the event of bad weather would increase safety 
margins for both offshore recreational and commercial boats.  An adequate, marked 
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channel would make it less hazardous for transient boaters to access Suwannee and its 
facilities. 
 
Local informants estimated that there were at least 400 boats traversing the pass on 
peak holiday weekends and about 300 on other weekends during the peak season.  
They estimated that the “peak” season was about 25 percent of the year.  Traffic on the 
weekdays was steady but much reduced from the weekends.  Accordingly, an estimate 
of 300 boats on 13 weekends and 100 boats during the rest of the week per each of 13 
weeks is assumed.  Private boats carry an average of three people.  In much of water-
based recreation, 70 percent of the annual visitation occurs during the peak season.  An 
estimate of the volume of existing recreational salt-water fishing is approximately 22,000 
man-days per year [(13*300*3)+13*100*3)/0.70=22,286]. 
 
As noted above, the charter fishermen who responded to the questionnaire estimated 
that an adequate, full-time channel would result in an increase of 30 percent in charter 
business.  This would mean an additional 1,500 man-days of charter fishing annually.  It 
is reasonable to assume a like increase in private boat usage.  This would mean an 
additional 6,600 man-days of private boat recreational fishing per year. 
 
The Economic Guidance Memorandum (EGM) 01-01; Unit Day Values for Recreation, 
Fiscal Year 2001 gives a range of $19.75 to $33.50 per day for the value of a day of 
specialized fishing.  Considering the $100/per day per person cost of a charter trip and 
the aggregated expense of boat depreciation, supplies, travel expenses, etc. associated 
with private recreational saltwater fishing at Suwannee, the apparent willingness-to-pay 
exceeds the high figure.  Several sources underscore the use of the specialized values 
for private recreational saltwater boat fishing. 
 
A June 2001 report, An Economic Analysis of the District’s Waterways in Indian River 
County, written for the Florida Inland Navigation District, found the following: 83 percent 
of all boats were between 16 and 26 ft; contained 2.9 occupants; and expended $79.17 
per trip (including allocated maintenance and insurance costs). 
 
Information from the 1991 National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife Associated 
Recreation indicated a value of $41.40 (1991 dollars) for a day of saltwater, private boat 
recreation. 
 
A 1999 National Marine Fisheries Service report indicated a value of $57.72 per man-
day of private boat saltwater fishing in Florida. 
 
All three sources document values greater than the $33.50 per day for specialized 
fishing; therefore this value was used in the analysis. 
 
Use of the Unit-Day Value requires judging the recreation experience and assigning 
points based on guidelines contained in the EGM.  The points are then converted to 
dollar values for the current fiscal year using a table provided.  With-project and without-
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project point assignments are shown below followed by an explanation for the difference 
between the conditions on each of five criteria. 
 
 

Criteria Value w/o Value with 
Recreation Experience 5 15 
Availability of Opportunity 11 14 
Carrying Capacity 3 8 
Accessibility 7 10 
Environmental 11 11 
Total 28 58 

 
Recreation Experience:  The differential is based on the reduction in crowding 
experienced at launches because of the narrow time window associated with having to 
catch high tide and a reduction in feeling crowded and the risk of boat collisions in the 
channel. 
 
Availability of Opportunity:  This differential is based on the increase in opportunity 
associated with the freedom to schedule trips over the entire day rather than just at 
times dictated by the tides.  The convenience and desirability of Suwannee is increased 
vis-à-vis other locations which may be accessed by users. 
 
Carrying Capacity:  This differential is based on the reduced time constraints caused by 
increased accessibility to boat launches and channel passage with-project. 
 
Accessibility:  This differential is based on the difference in accessibility to the Gulf 
provided by an adequate channel.  All land access factors are the same under both 
conditions. 
 
Environmental:  Aesthetic qualities of the experience are the same under both 
conditions. 
 
A point total of 28 converts to a value of $21.05.  A point total of 58 converts to a value 
of $25.50.  The difference, $4.45, represents the estimated increase in value for a day 
of existing recreational saltwater fishing at Suwannee.  The expected 6,600 man-days 
annually of new visitation would be valued at the $25.50 amount.  Calculation of these 
benefits yields an estimated $266,200 annually [(22,000*$4.45)+(6,600*$25.50) = 
$266,200]. 
 
Total benefits for increases in recreation experience satisfaction and additional man-
days of recreation total $266,200 annually. 
 
No value has been estimated for the increased overall safety to boaters of all types that 
would accrue from an adequate channel available at any time. 
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9.4 REGIONAL BENEFITS 
 
Although regional benefits that accrue to the regional economy cannot be counted 
towards economic justification at the Federal level, such benefits are very meaningful in 
terms of describing the economic impact that will occur to the local economy.  They may 
be an important factor to the local sponsor of the project in considering the value of the 
project at the local level.  Regional benefits would accrue to the area under with project 
conditions from increases in net incomes of the owners of the commercial fishing fleet.  
Quantification of these benefits was not included in the scope of this analysis. 
 
9.5 BENEFITS AND COST ANALYSIS 
 
This DMMP is required to show the continued economic justification of the navigation 
project.  A summary of the costs of the project include dredging costs at $5,731,440, 
development of Upland Disposal Site 5 at $1,651,200, and placement of material at 
Little Bradford Island at $308,400, for a total initial cost of $7,691,040.  The primary 
benefits are $1,292,400 annually and secondary benefits from recreation of $266,200 
annually, for a total annual benefit of $1,558,600.  The economic period of analysis is 20 
years and the FY06 discount rate of 5 1/8% is used.  Also needed for the economic 
analysis are the costs for future dredging events during the 20-year life.  A seven-year 
dredging cycle of approximately 42,000 cy per event was used in the analysis.  The 
Jacksonville District anticipates an increase of approximately 20 percent in total O&M 
costs with each subsequent dredging operation, resulting in estimates of approximately 
$2,136,000 and $2,563,000 in year 7 and year 14, respectively.  Table 11 shows the 
initial construction cost and future costs and final average annual cost. 
 
Table 12 presents amplifying information on the project benefit to cost ratio.  The 
average annual equivalent cost is $584,600 (rounded), the average annual benefits are 
$1,558,600, yielding a positive net benefit of $974,000 annually and a benefit to cost 
ratio of 2.67 to 1.  The positive net benefits demonstrate the continued economic 
viability of this project. 
 
 

10.0 MANAGEMENT OPTIONS 
 
10.1 CONSTRAINTS 
 
10.1.1 Financial 
 
Financial constraints are a concern, whether local funding for securing and preparing an 
upland placement area or whether adequate Federal O&M monies are available to 
perform the maintenance dredging, in determining a continued Federal interest (positive 
benefit/cost ratio) in the project. 
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Table 11.  Averaged Annualized Equivalent Cost Determination 
 

Year Total Expenditure 
Present Worth 
Factor 

Present 
Worth 

0   1.000000 $0 

1 $0 0.951249 $0 

2 $0 0.904874 $0 

3 $0 0.860760 $0 

4 $0 0.818796 $0 

5 $0 0.778879 $0 

6 $0 0.740907 $0 

7 $2,136,000 0.704787 $1,505,425 

8 $0 0.670428 $0 

9 $0 0.637743 $0 

10 $0 0.606652 $0 

11 $0 0.577077 $0 

12 $0 0.548944 $0 

13 $0 0.522182 $0 

14 $2,563,000 0.496725 $1,273,106 

15 $0 0.472509 $0 

16 $0 0.449473 $0 

17 $0 0.427561 $0 

18 $0 0.406717 $0 

19 $0 0.386889 $0 

20 $0 0.368027 $0 

Total Accumulated Present Worth  $2,778,531  

 CRF (i=5.125%, n=50)  0.055838069 

 Average Annual Equivalent (AAEQ) $155,148  

Plus annualized first cost $429,453 

TOTAL AAEQ =  $584,601  

Notes:  

First Cost $7,691,040 

CRF (i=5.125%, n=50) 0.055838069 

Annualized First Cost $429,453 

 
  Source: USACE, 2006. 
 
 

Table 12.  Benefit to Cost Ratio 
 

Annual Benefit Annual Cost Benefit - Cost Benefit to Cost Ratio 

$1,558,600 $584,600 $974,000 2.67 

 
Source: USACE, 2006. 
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10.1.2 Environmental 
 
Constraints associated with environmental aspects of the Suwannee River dredging 
project include wetland impacts associated with Upland Disposal Site 5, threatened and 
endangered species concerns regarding dredging the river and the use of Upland 
Disposal Site 5, essential fish habitat, seagrasses aquatic preserve, saltwater intrusion 
at Upland Disposal Site 5, and water quality. 
 
10.1.3 Technical 
 
The only technical constraints were determined to be potential saltwater leakage from 
the pipelines transmitting to and from the upland disposal site, dike design relating to 
potential sinkhole activity near Upland Disposal Site 5. 
 
10.1.4 Legislative 
 
There are no known legislative constraints at this time. 
 
10.1.5 Administrative 
 
Approval of the DMMP will allow the PCA to be signed by the USACE and Dixie County. 
 
10.1.6 Real Estate 
 
A Real Estate Appendix has been prepared by the USACE and is presented as 
Attachment 16. 
 
Upland Disposal Site 5 is owned in fee by the local sponsor and will be certified for the 
Suwannee River Navigation Project.  The pipeline will be placed in the water and along 
CR 349.  Dixie County has been informed of the proposed pipeline route.  No additional 
real estate interests are required for work associated with the planned DMMP. 
 
10.2 SEDIMENT REDUCTION 
 
Sedimentation within the channel areas of Suwannee River necessitates dredging to 
keep the channel open for safe and efficient navigation.  Sediment reduction focuses on 
reducing the amount of sediment settling within the navigation channel.  The sediment 
reduction strategies can be classified into four main types: Watershed Sediment 
Reduction Controls, Channel Design Optimization, Advanced Maintenance Dredging, 
and Structural Modifications. 
 
10.2.1 Watershed Sediment Reduction Controls 
 
Watershed Sediment Reduction Controls are specific strategies to reduce the amount of 
sediment reaching a waterbody.  Techniques include the implementation of Best 
Management Practices and Total Maximum Daily Loads.  These techniques are 
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designed to reduce the volume of sediment laden runoff from agricultural lands, 
redirecting runoff to collection basins or other pervious surfaces where infiltration to the 
ground water can occur and protecting and reinforcing steep slopes and stream banks. 
 
10.2.2 Channel Design Optimization 
 
Channel Design Optimization involves decreasing the sedimentation rate within the 
channel by re-engineering the channel.  Straightening channels, called channel 
realignment, tends to increase the water velocity within the channel.  The higher water 
velocity entrains a larger percent of material suspended in the water column and 
decreases the amount of material settling out and accumulating in the channel.  
Channel design optimization strategies are examined during initial project design and as 
part of the routine maintenance procedures. 
 
10.2.3 Advanced Maintenance Dredging 
 
Advanced Maintenance Dredging has been used as a short-term means of reducing 
dredging cost and frequency by dredging below the desired channel depth.  Sediment 
settling in the channel will eventually fill the channel to the authorized depth, and the 
time between maintenance and demobilization cycles of dredging equipment and 
reduces the frequency of dredging, which may reduce any short-term, localized 
environmental impacts associated with more frequent dredging. 
 
10.2.4 Structural Modifications 
 
Structural Modifications are physical constructs designed to keep sediment moving 
through (instead of settling in) a channel or berth area or to prevent sediment from 
entering the channel or berth area.  Typical structures include flow training dikes and 
sills, scour jets, gates and curtains, pneumatic barriers, and sedimentation basins. 
 
10.3 BENEFICIAL USES 
 
Historical beneficial uses were considered in the 1995 PA.  De-watering and separation 
by hydrocycloning could result in the use of the material for agricultural purposes since 
it is believed to be very fertile. A second option would entail jet spraying a portion of the 
material over the nearby marsh areas.  Another option consists of filling or reducing the 
depths of borrow pits in the area to enhance or support aquatic life and vegetation.  The 
use of the Little Bradford Island Shoreline Stabilization Option would also constitute a 
beneficial use. 
 
10.4 CONFINED DISPOSAL FACILITIES 
 
A confined disposal facility (CDF) involves the construction of dikes or other retention 
structures lined with impermeable material to contain dredged material isolating it from 
the environment.  Dredged material can be placed within the dikes of the CDF through a 
variety of methods.  Monitoring is typically conducted periodically in areas adjacent to 
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the CDF to ensure safe containment of the dredged material.  Excess surface water is 
clarified by ponding, treated to meet applicable effluent standards, and released.  Active 
or passive consolidation techniques may be employed to maximize the usable capacity 
of the CDF.  Once filled, the CDF is capped with appropriate material, permanently 
isolating the dredged material. The CDF dikes can be built on land, in water adjacent to 
land, and in open waters to create an upland, nearshore or island CDF, respectively. 
 
Upland Disposal Site 5 will function as a CDF for storage of dredged material from the 
Federal navigation channel that exists near the mouth of the Suwannee River.  Upland 
Disposal Site 5 will be reused in a similar fashion over an approximate 20-year period 
as part of the long-term management plan for the lower Suwannee River.  During this 
period, the site will be “loaded” and “off-loaded” to accommodate subsequent dredging 
events. 
 
10.5 ADDITIONAL POTENTIAL SITES 
 
10.5.1 Little Bradford Island Shoreline Stabilization 
 
The southeastern shoreline of Little Bradford Island as an optional dredged material 
placement site has been recommended by the Lower Suwannee National Wildlife 
Refuge, as it has experienced considerable bank erosion.  Dredged material would be 
pumped from the nearby channel to an area approximately 400 ft long and up to 15-
25 ft east of the existing shoreline to compensate for the historic loss of shoreline and 
for the purpose of bank stabilization.  This represents a least cost option.  The Little 
Bradford Island shoreline stabilization project possesses an estimated placement 
capacity of less than 10 percent of the total volume of dredged material. 
 
10.5.2 Ocean Dredged Material Disposal Site 
 
Conditions may occur or situations warrant the development and use of options other 
than previously listed (e.g., ocean dredged material disposal site [ODMDS]). 
 
Once a need has been established, designation of a new ODMDS would be the 
responsibility of the EPA.  The process would encompass a complete assessment of 
the need, expressed by a sponsor, for such a site balanced against a full consideration 
of available alternatives in order for the process to be moved ahead.  In addition, the 
process and extensive agency and public review may take five to eight years before any 
site could actually be used.  There are currently no plans for ODMDS placement of 
Suwannee River sediments. 
 
 

11.0 FORMULATING THE RECOMMENDED PLAN 
 
It is not established that a single option or alternative site will be able to meet all the 
dredged material management needs of the lower Suwannee River.  Uncertainties exist 
regarding actual dredging needs, the future quality of sediment, and the cost 
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effectiveness and efficiency of developing management options.  The challenge is how 
best to combine the various options to meet the short- and long-term needs of the lower 
Suwannee River in an economical and environmentally acceptable manner. The more 
traditional USACE approach of a fixed plan based strictly on proven solutions and 
lowest cost may not fulfill this challenge.  The plan must be flexible enough to respond 
to change.  Since the timeframe agreed to for this DMMP is 20 years, some of the 
decisions in implementing evolving management strategies can be programmed for the 
future. 
 
A number of different factors must be taken into account when combining the various 
options into a comprehensive plan.  These factors provide the rationale for developing 
the recommended plan for the DMMP: 
 

• Environmental Protection/Enhancement 
• Availability 
• Reliability 
• Flexibility 
• Capacity and Project Life 
• Economic Benefits and Costs 

 
Environmental Protection/Enhancement:  The primary concern related to dredged 
material management stems from the potential environmental effects that may be 
caused by the dredging and handling of material to be dredged.  Accordingly, the 
protection and, when possible, the enhancement of the environment is the primary 
consideration in developing the DMMP. 
 
To fully assess the potential impacts of each of the options that have been under 
consideration for the DMMP, an EA has been prepared and has been incorporated into 
this document.  It evaluates, to the extent that is possible given currently available data, 
the potential beneficial and adverse environmental, cultural, and social impacts of the 
options, which may comprise the recommended action. 
 
Several preferable beneficial use options exist to utilize this material.  These options 
include shoreline stabilization, construction aggregate, creation of habitats, etc. 
 
Availability:  This factor addresses the time required to implement the various options 
used in the development of the DMMP.  Implementing options that need long planning, 
engineering, and construction time are less favorable than options that can be 
implemented relatively quickly. 
 
Reliability:  An important consideration in the development and implementation of the 
DMMP is the reliability of the options.  Investments in development, both public and 
private, are generally based on long-term forecasts of cost levels and stability.  
Therefore, for a DMMP to be successful from a business perspective, it must be 
sufficiently reliable to allow for timely and cost effective maintenance as needed. 
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In addition to other factors described in this section such as cost and capacity, reliability 
also relates to other intrinsic factors.  For example, reliability also is dependent upon the 
ability of the region to forecast and actively address future potential dredged material 
management needs so they can be met before crisis conditions are encountered.  The 
management process by which future needs are identified and decisions made to 
accommodate them in a timely manner are fundamental to the successful 
implementation of the DMMP. 
 
Some options or methods of managing dredged material have been in existence in the 
region for several decades while others are at preliminary stages of investigation.  While 
the DMMP may consider and even recommend options with little proven reliability, it 
must also address the risk, uncertainty, and potential contingencies of such options in 
the event they are not implemented as fully as anticipated. 
 
Flexibility:  Similar to availability and reliability, flexibility is a factor desirable in the 
development of the DMMP.  For purposes of this comparison, it is the ability to change 
readily from one option to another, as needed.  Implementation of some options can be 
varied, as needed, during their operation to expand to accept more or less material.  
Other options require considerable capital investment during their construction and 
consequently require a known, typically large, volume of material to be placed or 
processed at the site to be economically feasible. 
 
Capacity and Project Life:  Options that can manage substantial volumes of the 
anticipated future dredging needs for as long as possible are preferable to short period 
or otherwise limited needs.  Under-projecting the yearly dredging need has caused 
substantial disruptions in the ability to maintain and expand port facilities in other areas 
of the county.  According to EC 1165-2-200, a DMMP should allow for unimpeded 
maintenance of a channel for at least 20 years while the maximum planning horizon for 
channel deepening studies is 50 years (EP 1165-2-1).  As no channel deepening 
studies/projects are currently underway for the lower Suwannee River, the 20-year 
project life is preferable. 
 
Economic Benefits and Costs:  Economic benefits and costs are a major consideration 
in the long-term maintenance and viability of the lower Suwannee River.  Historically, 
the placement cost of nearshore or ocean placement of dredged material (the 
predominant management method used in this region prior to the implementation of the 
revised Green Book testing protocols) was essentially $0/CY.  There has been no 
Federal dredging since 1962.  Current dredging costs directly related to Suwannee 
River are not available.  Several factors must be considered in the economic evaluation.  
First, the costs developed for the different plans considered have been for the cost of 
placement, since the dredging and transport costs are different for each project.  For 
purposes of cost sharing, however, the entire dredging, transport and placement of 
different options must be evaluated.  Another consideration that must be factored into 
this evaluation is changing benefits. 
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Long-term budgetary constraints are another concern that needs to be considered.  For 
example, future fiscal constraints may not allow for Federal funds being used to 
maintain a single Federal project.  Further, as relatively high dredging costs continue, 
market forces will force business interests to transfer to other locations, to modify their 
present methods of transportation or to quit altogether.  This is particularly true for the 
smaller port users (e.g., marinas, dry docks, etc.), as their overall budget cannot 
accommodate relatively high dredging costs for long periods. 
 
11.1 FORMULATION OF THE DMMP 
 
This DMMP is the result of a multi-year, multi-disciplinary effort.  It is currently a draft 
document, which must be reviewed by the stakeholders and local, state and Federal 
agencies.   
 
Input is necessary from the Jacksonville District and local sponsor to evaluate the 
alternatives and reach a consensus on those that should be part of the plan. This can 
be accomplished by assigning a preference to each alternative based on its potential to 
beneficially use dredged material, or safely contain it.  The following rankings were used 
to indicate the preference of each option: 
 
Preferred Option:  Options that beneficially use dredged material, often with a positive 
impact on the estuary. 
 
Fall-Back Option:  Options that can safely manage material and not pose an 
unacceptable risk to the estuary when properly sited and utilized. 
 
Uncertain Option:  Options that require more analysis regarding technical or economic 
feasibility but warrant continued consideration because of their potential to beneficially 
use dredged material. 
 
Least Preferred Option:  Options that have either low potential for beneficial use and/or 
a potential for unacceptable risk to the estuary. 
 
Non-Preferred Option:  Options that have potentially unacceptable impacts or are 
technically/economically infeasible. 
 
Using these preference levels as the primary selection criteria, the recommended 
DMMP was developed.  In addition to the DMMP, three other alternative plans were 
developed for evaluation.  These alternative plans are the No-Action Alternative, the 
Environmentally Preferred Plan, and the Base Plan.  The following paragraphs briefly 
describe the key elements of each of these plans. 
 
11.2 NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
 
This scenario is not a comprehensive management plan for dredged material and is not 
regionally supported.  However, analysis of this scenario is procedurally required under 
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NEPA and is useful for comparison purposes.  Without a comprehensive and regionally 
supported DMMP, dredging and placement continue on a project-by-project basis, so 
long as funding and privately developed placement options allow.  This type of 
approach does not take advantage of the economies-of-scale or the reliability inherent 
in any other alternative; hence, the overall cost would likely be high.  This project-by-
project approach would also increase concerns by Suwannee River businesses about 
the long-term reliability of maintaining their channels and berths.  Concerns such as 
these are likely to deter investment in the region, negatively impacting the expected 
increase that is currently projected for Suwannee River’s commerce.  This in turn would 
reduce the dredging required to maintain commerce and for navigational safety, further 
reducing the reliability and economic viability for Suwannee River users.  Eventually 
businesses would likely move out of the region, with a negative long-term effect on the 
economy. 
 
11.3 ENVIRONMENTALLY PREFERRED PLAN 
 
This plan, also procedurally required under NEPA, would be based solely on 
environmental benefits to the estuary, without considering cost, proven reliability, or 
local support.  This plan places primary importance upon selecting options that 
maximize the potential for habitat preservation/restoration and other environmentally 
beneficial uses.  The plans evaluated were of similar environmental benefit or hade 
trade-offs.  There is no plan that is preferred for environmental benefits over the other 
plans. 
 
11.4 BASE PLAN 
 
The Base Plan is the recommended plan.  The Base Plan, a requirement for all DMMPs 
(EC-1165-2-200), identifies the least costly, environmentally acceptable plan.  It 
identifies the base cost for meeting a given objective (in this case, managing dredging 
material to keep the navigation channels in the Suwannee River open). While USACE 
regulations require the development of a Base Plan, some of the options used in the 
plan may never the implemented due to the preference of the region to use more 
beneficial or reliable options. 
 
Currently though, preferred non-traditional options are included in the recommended 
DMMP if they are anticipated to have total costs comparable to those identified in the 
Base Plan.  However, should the cost differential between typical Base Plan options and 
the regionally preferred options become significant, additional separate Federal 
evaluation of the national environmental or other benefits may need to be performed to 
justify cost sharing the difference.  Included in this additional evaluation is the potential 
Federal cost sharing possibilities for beneficial use of dredged material.  If a Federal 
cost sharing of the incremental difference cannot be justified, the local sponsor would 
bear the remaining incremental cost difference. 
 
Generally, the incremental cost difference between the Recommended Plan and the 
Base Plan would be paid in full by the local sponsor that requests an alternate plan be 
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used instead of the Base Plan.  However, as mentioned earlier, when the cost 
differences are comparable between the sponsor-preferred option and the Base Plan 
option, then the Secretary of the Army can waive this requirement.  This is especially 
true if a case can be made for significant environmental outputs resulting from the 
added investment required to implement the Recommended Plan.  Also, under Section 
204 of Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) of 1992, projects for the protection, 
restoration, or creation of aquatic and ecologically related habitats may be undertaken if 
the Secretary finds that the environmental, economic, and social benefits of the project, 
both monetary and nonmonetary, justify the cost thereof and the project would not result 
in environmental degradation.  If this requirement is met, up to 75 percent of the 
incremental costs of carrying out the Recommended Plan can be paid by the USACE, 
within the authorization limits of Section 204 ($15 million annually) and subject to 
congressional appropriation. 
 
11.5 RECOMMENDED PLAN 
 
The recommended plan is for the USACE Jacksonville District to dredge Wadley Pass 
of the Suwannee River and provide placement of dredged material in an 
environmentally acceptable manner, in accordance with county, state, and Federal 
regulations. 
 
The recommended plan consists of a channel 75 ft wide and 6 ft deep in the lower 2.5 
mile of the Suwannee River, including Wadley Pass.  Approximately 160,000 cy of 
material are to be initially dredged.  Subsequent dredging events are anticipated to 
occur on 7-year cycles and would likely involve the dredging of approximately 42,000 cy 
per event.  The recommended dredged material disposal is to construct Upland 
Disposal Site 5, wherein dredged materials would be pumped through a pipeline from 
the dredge.  The disposal site would be periodically offloaded to maintain capacity for 
future events.  An optional disposal site is included at Little Bradford Island.  Although 
this site does not offer enough capacity to satisfy the project, incorporation of this site 
would benefit vulnerable cultural resources at the site at a low cost. 
 
11.6 FEDERAL AND NON-FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS 
 
Section 221 of the Flood Control Act of 1970, as amended, and Section 101 of the 
Water Resources Development Act of 1986, as amended, provide, inter alia, that the 
Secretary of the Army shall not commence construction of any water resources project, 
or separable element thereof, until each local sponsor has entered into a written 
agreement to furnish its required cooperation for the project or separable element. 
 
Section 217(a) of the Water Resources Development Act of 1996 provides that the 
Government (Federal sponsor) may provide additional capacity at a dredged material 
placement site constructed by the government beyond the capacity that would be 
required for project purposes, if the local sponsor agrees to pay, during the period of 
construction, all costs associated with the construction of the additional capacity. 
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The Government, subject to receiving funds appropriated by Congress and using those 
funds and funds provided by the local sponsor, shall expeditiously construct the general 
navigation features (including alteration, lowering, raising, or replacement and attendant 
removal of existing bridges over navigable waters of the United States), applying those 
procedures usually applied to Federal projects, pursuant to Federal laws, regulations, 
and policies. 
 
The government shall afford the local sponsor the opportunity to review and comment 
on the solicitations for all contracts, including relevant plans and specifications, prior to 
the government's issuance of such solicitations.  The government shall consider in good 
faith the comments of the Local sponsor, but the contents of solicitations, award of 
contracts or commencement of construction using its own forces, execution of contract 
modifications, resolution of contract claims, and performance of all work on the general 
navigation features, shall be exclusively within the control of the Government. 
 
Throughout the period of construction and during any subsequent period of 
construction, the District Engineer shall furnish the local sponsor with a copy of the 
Government's Written Notice of Acceptance of Completed Work for each contract for 
the general navigation features. 
 

The local sponsor shall contribute a share of the total cost of construction of the general 
navigation features (including any costs of dredged or excavated material disposal 
facilities during any subsequent period of construction) as follows: 10 percent of that 
portion of the total cost of construction of the general navigation features assigned to 
dredging to a depth not in excess of 20 ft plus associated over-depth and entrance 
channel wave allowances; plus 25 percent of that portion of the total cost of construction 
of the general navigation features assigned to dredging to a depth in excess of 20 ft but 
not in excess of 45 ft plus associated over-depth and entrance channel wave; plus 50 
percent of that portion of the total cost of construction of the general navigation features 
assigned to dredging to a depth in excess of 45 ft.  In addition, the local sponsor, in 
accordance with Article VI.C. of this Agreement, shall contribute 100 percent of the 
costs assigned by the Government to dredging or excavation of material from the 
dimensions, including over-depth and entrance channel wave allowances, of any 
existing non-Federal navigation project. 
 

 
12.0 IMPLEMENTING THE RECOMMENDED PLAN 
 
The local sponsor fully supports the recommended plan and timely implementation.  
The Jacksonville District also supports timely implementation as funding is available.  
Upon approval of the DMMP, the District is ready to move swiftly into Pre-construction, 
Engineering and Design (PED).  During this phase the District will work with the local 
sponsor to prepare the Project Cooperation Agreement (PCA) and obtain real estate 
easements.  Construction of the upland disposal area may be contracted separately or 
in conjunction with the maintenance dredging of the channel, as funding is available.  A 
proposed schedule is presented in Table 13. 
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Table 13.  Proposed Schedule 

 

Activity Completion Date 

Submission of DMMP to SAD Jan 2007 
Approval of DMMP Apr 2007 
Signature of PCA Apr 2007 
Award Disposal Area Contract Sep 2007 
Award Dredging Contract Fall 2007 

      
   Source: USACE, 2006. 
 
 
12.1 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
 
A seven-year dredging cycle is proposed for the base plan, resulting in a total of three 
dredging operations within the 20-year lifespan of the project.  The estimated quantity of 
dredging is 42,000 cy per operation.  The USACE Jacksonville District has provided 
preliminary estimates for the operation and maintenance (O&M) costs of the initial 
dredging operation.   
 
The Jacksonville District anticipates an increase of approximately 20 percent in total 
O&M costs with each subsequent dredging operation, resulting in estimates of 
approximately $2,136,000 for the second operation (year 7) and 2,563,000 for the third 
operation (year 14).  Subsequent modifications to the project may result in an increase 
in O&M costs. 
 
12.2 LOCAL COOPERATION 
 
IN PREPARATION PENDING INPUT/COORDINATION WITH JACKSONVILLE 
DISTRICT AND LOCAL SPONSOR 
 
 

13.0 RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
IN PREPARATION 
 
 

14.0 LIST OF PREPARERS 
 
14.1 PREPARERS 
 
Cade E. Carter, P.E., G.E.C., Inc., Project Manager 
Donald W. Glenn, Ph.D., G.E.C., Inc., Environmental Scientist 
Richard B. McCoy, G.E.C., Inc., Senior Biologist 
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Stephanie B. Murray, G.E.C., Inc., Environmental Scientist 
Joseph C. Wyble, G.E.C., Inc., Environmental Scientist/Geologist 
 
14.2 REVIEWERS 
 
Michael Loden, Ph.D., G.E.C., Inc., Senior Environmental Scientist 
Patrick MacDanel, G.E.C., Inc., Senior Environmental Scientist 
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17.0 GLOSSARY OF TERMS, ACRONYMS, AND ABBREVIATIONS 
 
17.1 GLOSSARY 
 
Critical habitat – specific habitat that is essential for the conservation of a species. 
 
Endangered Species – a species identified and defined in the Federal Registry in 
accordance with the Endangered Species Act of 1976. 
 
Fauna – animal life. 
 
Flora – plant life. 
 
Flow Rate - the number of items per unit of time. 
 
Flowage Easements - easements acquired for the right to manipulate water levels in a 
certain area. 
 
Habitat Fragmentation - the splitting of natural ecosystems into smaller, isolated units. 
 
Home Range – the area covered by the normal annual mobility of a wildlife species. 
 
Hydroperiod – the length of time an area is inundated with water. 
 
Indicator Species - a species that indicates any particular property of a site. 
 
Karst Terrains – a region made up of porous limestone containing deep fissures and 
sinkholes. 
 
Lithologic Units – areas of rock formations. 
 
Lithology – the scientific study of rocks. 
 
Lithostratigraphy – rocky areas beneath the soil surface. 
 
National Ambient Air Quality Standard - standard air pollutant levels set forth by the  
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) under the Clean Air Act. 
 
Nonattainment - describes an area where air pollution levels persistently exceed the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). 
 
Oolitic – composed of calcium carbonate. 
 
Porosity – the amount of pore space. 
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Prime and Unique Farmlands - land that has the best combination of physical and 
chemical characteristics for producing crops and/or specific high-value food (Farmland 
Protection Policy Act of 1991). 
 
Physiographic – describes the features and phenomena of nature. 
 
Reid Vapor Pressure - a type of vapor pressure for petroleum fractions and their blends. 
 
Semivolatile Organic Compounds (SVOCs) – a hydrocarbon that partially vaporizes 
when exposed to air such as DDT and chlordane. 
 
Sequences - layers of deposit beneath the soil surface. 
 
Sensitive Receptors - specific areas within a project area that can be directly affected by 
project activities such as noise levels and air contaminants. 
 
Spatially Variable – not the same in all areas. 
 
Specific Conductance – a measure of the electrical conductivity of dissolved ions in the 
water. 
 
Placement Area – an area where dredged or excavated soil or rock material is 
deposited. 
 
Threatened Species – a species identified and defined in the Federal Registry in 
accordance with the Endangered Species Act of 1976. 
 
Transmissivity – a measure of the amount of radiation propagated through a given 
medium. 

 
Watershed – the area drained by a river or river system. 
 
17.2 ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 
 

ASTM   American Society for Testing and Materials 

CAR   U.S. Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report 

CDF   Combined Disposal Facility 

CONOPS  Construction/Operation 

cy   Cubic Yards 

DEP   Florida Department of Environmental Protection 

DMMP   Dredged Material Management Plan 

EA   Environmental Assessment 

EC   Engineer Circular 



 121 

EFH   Essential Fish Habitat 

EGM   Economic Guidance Memorandum 

EM   Engineer Manual 

EP   Engineer Pamphlet 

EPA   U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

ft   Feet 

FS   Factor of Safety 

GIW   GIW Industries, Inc. 

NDC   Navigational Data Center 

NED   National Economic Development 

NEPA   National Environmental Policy Act 

NMFS   National Marine Fisheries Service 

NOAA   National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

O&M   Operation and Maintenance 

P&G   Principles and Guidelines 

PA   Preliminary Assessment 

QCP   Quality Control Plan 

USACE  United States Army Corps of Engineers 

USCS   Unified Soil Classification System 

USFWS  United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

USGS   United States Geological Survey 

WRDA   Water Resource Development Act 
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QUALITY CONTROL PLAN
DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PLAN
SUWANNEE RIVER, FLORIDA

INTRODUCTION

Purpose

In accordance with U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) regulations, this
Quality Control Plan (QCP) has been prepared pursuant to project preparation
associated with the Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) for the Suwanee
River, Florida. The QCP describes the procedures to ensure delivery of a quality
product that meets customer, schedule, and budget requirements; complies with all
laws, policies, and technical criteria; establishes clear lines of accountability; and
includes provisions for independent technical review. It will updated, as necessary, on a
timely basis if or when significant changes occur that impact the agreed upon QCP
process.

Background

It is Corps policy to accomplish the disposal of dredged material from navigation
projects in the least costly manner, consistent with sound engineering practice, and in
accordance with environmental standards promulgated by Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act of 1972 or Section 103 of the Marine Protection, Research and Sanctuaries
Act of 1972, as amended.

A Preliminary Assessment dated November 1995 was prepared for the
Suwannee River Federal Navigation Project and identified significant problems with
continuing maintenance of that project. The DMMP project will address the problems
and present a management plan that identifies specific measures necessary to manage
the volume of material likely to be dredged over a 20 year period from construction and
maintenance dredging.

Project Description

The Suwannee River Federal Navigation Project has neither a DMMP nor a
disposal site for maintenance dredging. The sponsor has an experienced staff, outside
resources, and funds to successfully secure a site for efficient disposal shoal material in
the channel. The sponsor has currently identified four potential disposal areas for the
work. The Water Resources Development Act of 1999 designated Wadley Pass (also
known as McGriff Channel) for maintenance. Both Alligator and East Pass can not be
maintained due to environmental constraints. The sponsor performed maintenance
dredging in Wadley Pass in 1986. Recent surveys from August 1999 are currently being
used to define the new Federal channel and a layout has been defined based on existing
information. The Suwannee River Water Management District has agreed to cooperate
with the Corps in determining an acceptable disposal site.

MANAGEMENT STRUCTURE

Management Philosophy



G.E.C., Inc. (GEC) has over 20 years of experience in preparing environmental
documents, management plans, and technical designs in accordance with Corps
requirements for a wide range of projects throughout the United States. We take pride in
our efforts, and it is reflected in the quality of our products. Comprised of a full
complement of environmentally oriented professionals including engineers, scientists,
biologists, archaeologists, geologists, and geotechnical and groundwater specialists, our
multidisciplinary staff is ideally suited to environmental impact analysis and evaluation of
economic, social, archaeological, and environmental justice issues, as well as
endangered species, wetlands, and hazardous waste.

Management Approach

Senior G.E.C. management is directly responsible for the work performed at
GEC and ensures that quality services are delivered by: (1) providing qualified
management and staffing for each project, (2) serving as technical review team
members, and (3) resolving any conflicts within a project team through coordination with
the Project Manager and Technical Review Team Manager.

Management Structure

Client Relations 

Charles E. Hinton
	

Client Manager

The most powerful position in the chain-of-command, the Client Manager is
responsible for ensuring total client satisfaction by providing the link for all coordination
and communications between the client and the Project Manager, and for final approval
of all project management decisions relating to contract negotiations, project team
staffing, and utilization of G.E.C. resources.

Project Management Oversight

Cade E. Carter, Jr., P.E.	 Project Manager

The project manager is responsible day-to-day oversight and management of all
project commitments, including its progress and timely completion, and the coordination
of the project team work effort. The project manager is also responsible for overall
coordination with the Technical Review Team Manager. Specific duties related to the
Project Manager's responsibilities to the Technical Review Team Manager include:

1. Scheduling timely and sufficient periods for review of the project;
2. Notification of upcoming review conferences;
3. Managing responses to technical review team memoranda; and
4. Consulting with the client, sponsor, and Client Manager, as necessary.

Project Team

Project team members are responsible to the Project Manager for completing all
technical analyses and appendices associated with the project. G.E.C. has designated
the following personnel for the development of the Suwanee River DMMP, Florida.
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 Scott Knaus    Archaeology 
 Richard Barry McCoy   Biology 
 Adam Werth    CADD/GIS 
 James Coerver, P.E., P.L.S.  Civil Engineering/Surveying 
 Daniel S. Maher   Economics 
 Cade E. Carter, Jr., P.E.  Environmental Engineering 
 Jeffrey H. Robinson, P.E.  Geotechnical Engineering 
 Nancy Shaw    Production 
 Robert C. Reed, P.E.   Water Resources 
 
 Technical Review 
 
 Michael S. Loden, Ph.D.  Technical Review Team Manager 
 
 G.E.C. will utilize existing in-house QA/QC technical review processes for the 
Suwannee River, Florida DMMP because of the availability of knowledgeable, skilled, 
and experienced G.E.C. staff.  Such in-house technical reviews have proven 
advantageous on numerous projects with respect to time and cost considerations. 
 
 Technical Review Team 
 
 The technical review team is responsible for performing periodic, as well as the 
final, independent technical review of the Suwannee River, Florida DMMP project.  The 
team will utilize ER 1110-1-12, Quality Management and EC 1165-2-203, Technical and 
Policy Review as references for performing their work.  Duties of the team include: 
 

1. Reviewing report contents for compliance with established principles and 
procedures; 

2. Reviewing methods, procedures, and materials used in order to 
determine the appropriateness of project recommendations; and 

3. Providing the technical review team leader with documentation of 
comments, issues, and decisions arising from the various reviews. 

 
Each member of the technical review team has extensive experience in his 

respective field of expertise, and is highly qualified to review the report in accordance 
with aforementioned references.  The team will consist of the following personnel: 

 
Shelton W. Perry   Economics Department Head 
Cade E. Carter, Jr., P.E.  Environmental Resources Department Head 
Ara Arman, P.E.   Executive Vice President 
Thomas H. Johnson, Jr., P.E.  Senior Civil Engineer/Hydrologist 

 
DESIGN TOOLS 
 
G.E.C. personnel will utilize several computer application programs pursuant to 
performing their work for this project.  The company maintains and operates Microsoft 
Windows 95/98, Windows NT/2000, and Unix platforms.  Microsoft Office 97/2000 is 
used to support these platforms and provide integrated productivity applications. 
 
Computer design applications often used in support of our Geographical Information 
System (GIS) include the latest releases of AutoCAD and Microstation.  G.E.C.'s GIS 



platforms operate software including ArcView, ARC/INFO, MapInfo Professional, MGE, 
GeoMedia, and GeoMedia Web Map. 
 
Finally, relational database and interface screen resources available to G.E.C. personnel 
include Oracle, Informix, and Access. 





Attachment 2 
 

PUBLIC SCOPING 



January 30, 2002 

 

Construction-Operations Division 

Public Notice NO.  PN-CO-SR-255a 

 

 

PUBLIC NOTICE 
 

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:  The District Engineer, Jacksonville District, U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers, has submitted a request for Water Quality Certification (WQC) to the State of Florida, 

Department of Environmental Protection for maintenance dredging at Suwannee River, Florida to 

include environmental enhancement and cultural resource protection.  This Public Notice serves as 

an amendment to PN-CO-SR-255, dated August 9, 2001.  This Federal project is being evaluated 

and coordinated pursuant to 33 CFR 335 through 338. 

 

Comments regarding the project should be submitted either in writing or e-mail to the District 

Engineer at the above address within 60 days from the date of this notice.  Any person who has an 

interest, which may be affected by the construction of this project may request a public hearing.  The 

request must be submitted in writing to the District Engineer within 60 days of the date of this notice 

and must clearly set forth the interest, which may be affected and the manner in which the interest 

may be affected by this activity. 

 

If you have any questions concerning this application, you may contact Mr. Brian Brodehl of this 

office, telephone 904-232-3600; or E-mail: brian.k.brodehl@sajO2.usace.army.mil 

 

WATERWAY & LOCATION:  Suwannee River (McGriff Pass), Dixie County, Florida 

 

WORK & PURPOSE:  The proposed work consists of performing maintenance dredging of the 

Federally authorized navigation channel in Suwannee River.  The dredging will occur through 

McGriff Pass, also known as Wadley Pass, which was authorized as a Federal project by the Water 

Resource Development Act of 1999.  The channel was most recently dredged in the mid 1980's by 

the Suwannee River Authority.  The new authorization allows for restoration of the channel 

previously dredged by the Suwannee River Water Management District, formerly the Suwannee 

River Authority; the dredging template is 75’ wide (toe to toe) by 6' deep (based on a mean lower 

low water datum) and approximately 2.5 miles in length.  As part of the dredging operation, the sand 

that is removed from the channel will be used beneficially in the form of environmental 

enhancement and protection of existing wetlands, uplands, and historic properties in the vicinity of 

the project. 

 

The scope of work for the dredging operations, as described in PN-CO-SR-255, has been changed to 

remove the upland Dredge Material Management Areas (DMMA's) from the list of alternatives for 

final handling of the dredge material.  Construction of DMMA's was decided to have significant 

environmental impacts and to be cost prohibitive.  The dredged sand is currently proposed for 

placement at any of the three beach locations described below.  A final determination has not been 

made regarding the quantities of sand to be placed at each location.  All three locations are proposed 

as long-term alternatives for future dredging and environmental protection. 

 



 

a. Little Bradford Island:  This alternative was in the original scope of work as 

described in the previous public notice.  Little Bradford Island contains pre-historic Native American 

relics that may be affected by continued beach erosion.  The work entails placement of 5,000 to 

10,000 cubic yards of sand on Little Bradford Island along the western edge of Northern Pass.  The 

sand will serve as a shore protection measure against the effects of extreme bank erosion.  Though 

the design is not complete, the shore protection will likely consist of installation of a sheet pile wall, 

which will encompass the failing reach of shoreline.  The resulting coffer will then be filled with 

sand and stabilized with rock for long-term shore protection.  The bank stabilization will also prevent 

sand from entering the channel and causing navigation problems. 

 

b. No-Name Island:  This island is a westerly barrier island that is also threatened by 

erosion.  The island is protecting both Little Bradford Island and a large area of marsh grasses to the 

east.  The proposal is to place a portion of the sand from the channel adjacent to the island as a shore 

protection measure.  The newly constructed sand flat will cover up to twenty acres and should 

provide protection to the island for at least ten years.  No-Name Island is currently under 

investigation to determine if historic properties exist on the island. 

 

c. Cat Island:  This is another of the endangered barrier islands, which suffers from the 

same threat of erosion as Little Bradford and No-Name Islands.  Aerial photographs and on-site 

visual inspections have verified the gradual degrading of the existing uplands, and it is estimated that 

two to three feet of shoreline is lost annually.  Once the uplands are gone there will be no protection 

for the adjacent marsh grasses to the east.  The island also contains a large number of artifact 

remnants once used by Native Americans, and are considered to be significant historic properties.  

The design alternative here is similar that of No-Name Island.  If used, Cat Island will have from 

fifteen to twenty acres of sand flat constructed so as to encompass the island's north, west, and 

southern sides.  The sand will provide long-term protection against the high winds and tides, which 

will decimate the island if left unprotected. 

 

The original plan was to create beaches by placing the dredge material above the mean high water 

line.  However, the State of Florida has recommended that the material be placed below mean high 

water to preclude the creation of state uplands and to increase the potential for expansion of the tidal 

marshes. 

 

Allowing the islands to continue to erode will jeopardize the historic resources present and the 

wetlands and uplands that they now protect.  Using the dredge material as a buffer against the 

detrimental effects of the erosion is a synergistic approach to solving the navigation problems of the 

channel.  Additionally, the National Dredging Policy seeks to utilize dredged material a beneficial 

use when possible.  In this case, beneficial uses would be more cost effective and have less 

environmental impacts than the former proposal to place the sand upland. 

 

The purpose of the maintenance dredging is to restore the channel depth and width for safe and 

efficient navigation throughout the Federal navigation project.  Dredging will eliminate the 

hazardous navigation conditions created by the shoaling in the channel. 

 

PROJECT AUTHORIZATION:  H.R. 1480, Water Resource Development Act of 1999. 

 



APPLICABLE LAWS:  The following laws are, or may be, applicable to the review of the proposed 

disposal sites and to the activities affiliated with this Federal project: 

1. Section 404 of the Clean Water Act of 1977 (PL 95-217) (33 U.S.C. 1344). 

 

2. Section 103 of the Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 1972 (PL 92-532) 

(33 U.S.C. 1413, 86 Stat. 1052). 

 

3. Section 302 of the Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 1972 (PL 92-532, 

86 Stat. 1052). 

 

4. The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (PL 91-190) (42 U.S.C. 4321-4347). 

 

5. Sections 307 (c) (1) and (2) of the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C. 

1456 (c) (1) and (2), 86 Stat. 1280). 

 

6. The Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956 (16 U.S.C. 472a et seq). 

 

7. The Migratory Marine Game-Fish Act of 1959 (16 U.S.C. 760c-760g). 

 

8. The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958 (16 U.S.C. 661-666c). 

 

9. The Endangered Species Act of 1973 (PL 93-205) (16 U.S.C. 668aa-668cc-6, 

87 Stat. 884). 

 

10. The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (16 U.S.C. 470, 80 Stat. 915). 

 

11. Section 313 of the Clean Water Act of 1977 (33 U.S.C. 1323, 85 Stat. 816). 

 

EVALUATION FACTORS:  All factors which may be relevant to the proposal will be considered 

including the cumulative effects thereof.  Among these are conservation, economics, aesthetics, 

general environmental concerns, wetlands, historic resources, fish and wildlife values, flood hazards, 

floodplain values, land use, navigation, shoreline erosion and accretion, recreation, seagrasses, water 

supply and conservation, water quality, energy needs, safety, food and fiber production, mineral 

needs,  consideration of property ownership and, in general, the needs and welfare of the people. 

 

EVALUATION: 

 

a. Environmental Assessment (EA):  A draft EA for the Suwannee River maintenance 

dredging was completed in June 2001, by Government contract to Gulf Engineers & Consultants 

(GEC), Baton Rouge, Louisiana.  The EA is currently being revised to include the proposed sand 

placement at No-Name and Cat Islands.  Little Bradford Island was discussed in the draft EA.  This 

public notice serves to initiate formal public consultation under the National Environmental Policy 

Act and the EA will be finalized following the comment period.  The draft, revised EA will be 

available during the 60 day comment period and may be made available upon request.  As part of the 

effort to prepare the EA, GEC is performing an aquatic resource inventory survey of the project area.  

A description of resources and of impact avoidance or minimization will be included. 

 



 

 

b. Environmental Impact Statement (EIS):  The evaluation of the proposed maintenance 

dredging suggests that the proposed action would not have significant impacts on the quality of the 

human environment and an Environmental Impact Statement, pursuant to the National 

Environmental Policy Act, will not be required. 

 

c. Threatened or Endangered Species:  A U.S. Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 

Report (CAR) was prepared by GEC and is to be finalized as part of the EA.  The CAR will be 

forwarded for review to the National Marine Fisheries Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.  The following are listed as threatened or 

endangered species that could be found in the vicinity of the project, which includes Dixie and Levy 

Counties: Green sea turtle, Leatherback sea turtle, Loggerhead sea turtle, West Indian manatee, Bald 

Eagle, Eastern Indigo Snake, Florida salt marsh vole, Florida scrub jay, Wood stork, Red-cockaded 

woodpecker, and Gulf sturgeon.  The following species are known or are likely to be found in or near 

the project area and require special consideration: 

 

(1) West Indian manatee:  Manatees are common to the area due to the 

undeveloped and protected environment and abundant supply of aquatic vegetation.  Manatee 

protection language is standard in maintenance dredging contracts and will be strictly adhered to 

during construction. 

 

(2) Gulf sturgeon:  The Gulf sturgeon is considered common to the Suwannee 

River system.  The direct impacts from dredging, if any, to the sturgeon are not currently identified.  

Initial recommendations are to limit dredging to the period from May through September. 

 

d. Historical Resources:  This public notice will initiate follow-up consultation with the 

State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) regarding the presence and/or impacts to historic 

properties.  In a letter dated February 20, 2001, SHPO indicated that the project would have no 

adverse impacts to the archaeological resources on Little Bradford Island.  The project may have a 

beneficial effect to Little Bradford Island, which contains a Native American burial site.  If left 

alone, the burial site may be negatively impacted by the natural beach erosion.  Additional 

information is discussed under the Work and Purpose paragraph above.  Separate coordination is 

underway regarding the proposed work at No-Name and Cat islands, and the results will not be 

available until March. 

 

e. Coastal Zone Management:  The WQC application process will evaluate this project 

in accordance with the Florida Coastal Zone Management Act.  As with other maintenance dredging 

projects in coastal waters, the final project will be consistent with the goals and intent of the 

appropriate state statutes.  This preliminary determination is based on the previous environmental 

evaluations, Section 404(b)(1) Evaluation, and Coastal Zone Consistency Determination for 

maintenance dredging projects in this channel (McGriff) and adjacent channels (East, Alligator).  

Full compliance will be achieved by issuance of the WQC from the State of Florida. 

 

f. Water Quality:  It is understood that the project exists within Outstanding Florida 

Waters and Class II waters, and because the dredge material is predominantly beach quality sand, 



maintaining required water quality should not difficult.  Turbidity associated with the project will be 

minimal and short term, and reduction measures will be used as needed. 

 

g. Essential Fish Habitat:  This notice initiates the Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) 

consultation requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.  

Our initial determination is that the proposed action would not have a substantial adverse impact on 

EFH or Federally managed fisheries in the Suwannee River.  Our final determination relative to 

project impacts and the need for mitigation measures is subject to review by and coordination with 

the National Marine Fisheries Service. 

 

DISSEMINATION OF NOTICE:  You are requested to communicate the information contained in 

this notice to any other parties whom you deem likely to have an interest in this matter. 

 

COORDINATION: This notice is being sent to the following agencies: 

 

FEDERAL AGENCIES: 

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 

U.S. COAST GUARD 

U.S. FISH & WILDLIFE SERVICE 

ATLANTIC MARINE CENTER 

NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATIONS 

U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

NATIONAL OCEANOGRAPHIC AND ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION 

FEDERAL MARITIME COMMISSION 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

 

STATE AGENCIES: 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

DIVISION OF SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT 

FLORIDA INLAND NAVIGATION DISTRICT 

FLORIDA GAME & FRESH WATER FISH COMMISSION 

DIVISION OF ARCHIVES, HISTORY & RECORDS 

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 

FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 

PLANNING MANAGER BUREAU OF SUBMERGED LANDS DEPARTMENT 

BUREAU OF SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION 

FLORIDA OFFICE OF ENTOMOLOGY 

ST. JOHN'S RIVER WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

FLORIDA STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 

FLORIDA MARINE PATROL 

BUREAU OF STATE PLANNING 

FLORIDA DIVISION OF RECREATION 

NORTHEAST FLORIDA REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL 



HABITAT CONSERVATION SERVICE 

FLORIDA STATE CONSERVATION SERVICE 

SUWANNEE RIVER WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

ENVIRONMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS: 

FLORIDA AUDUBON SOCIETY 

FLORIDA WILDLIFE FEDERATION 

SIERRA CLUB 

FLORIDA DEFENDERS OF THE ENVIRONMENT 

NATIONAL ESTUARY PROGRAM 

 

LOCAL GOVERNMENTS: 

DIXIE COUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 

CONGRESSMAN ALLEN BOYD 

SUWANNEE RIVER CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 

DIXIE COUNTY ADVOCATE 

 

FOR THE COMMANDER: 

 

       Gordon M. Butler, Jr. 

       Chief, Construction-Operations Division 

 

 

 

Enclosure 

 

bcc: 

CESAJ-DP-I (Fore) 

CESAJ-PD-EG 

 
CESAJ-CO-OM/Brodehl 

CESAJ-CO-OM/Beasley 

CESAJ-CO-O/Adams 

CESAJ-PD-E/Dugger 

CESAJ-CO/Schwartz 

CESAJ-CO/Butler 

 
file name:  1:\cocommon\bkb\2002\pn-co-sr-255a.doc 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 

 

Southeast Regional Office 

9721 Executive Center Drive North 

St. Petersburg, Florida 33702 

 

April 4, 2002 

 

 

Colonel James G. May 

District Engineer, Jacksonville District 

Construction-Operations Division 

Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers 

P.O. Box 4970 

Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019 

 

Dear Colonel May: 

 

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has reviewed Public Notice No. PN-CO-SR-255a 

dated January 3O, 2002, which amended a previous public notice regarding the maintenance 

dredging of the Federally authorized navigation channel in the Suwannee River/Suwannee Sound, 

Dixie County, Florida.  To address additional changes to the project by the Corps of Engineers that 

occurred after the amended public notice, a meeting was held on in Live Oak, Florida, on March 28, 

2002. 

 

The NMFS provided comments to the original proposal by letter dated September 20, 2001, and 

recommended that the upland disposal alternative be utilized, however, for various reasons, the site 

was not acceptable.  The current proposal, as discussed in the meeting, is the maintenance dredging 

of the Federally authorized channel with the placement of the dredged material below the mean high 

water in the area adjacent to Cat Island.  The disposal site will be surrounded with a series of fish 

haven towers designed to reduce wave energy and the intertidal area will be planted with salt marsh.  

Seagrasses are not expected to be impacted by the project.  A Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 

Report (CAR) is being prepared and project details will be addressed. 

 

This project is anticipated to minimize adverse impacts and enhance fishery resources within 

Suwannee Sound.  However, as stated at the meeting, the NMFS will provide formal comments after 

we review the CAR and final project design.  We appreciate the opportunity of working with you in 

this regard.  Mr. Mark Thompson of our Panama City Office will remain to be the point of contact 

for this project.  He may be contacted at 850/234-5061 or at Mark.Thompson@noaa.gov. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Andreas Mager, Jr. 

Assistant Regional Administrator 



Habitat Conservation Division 

 

cc: 

F/SER4 

GMFMC-Tampa 

GSMFC-Ocean Springs 

Suwannee River WMD 

 

email: 

FWS-Jax 

F/SER3 



DIVISIONS OF FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF STATE                       MEMBER OF THE FLORIDA 

CABINET 

Office of the Secretary                                        State Board 

of Education 

Office of International Relations                                    Trustees of the Internal Improvement Trust 

Fund 

Division of Elections                                   Administration 

Commission 

Division of Corporations                                 Florida Land and Water Adjudicatory 

Commission  

Division of Cultural Affairs                                        Sitting 

Board 

Division of Historical Resources                                       Division of Bond 

Finance 

Division of Library and Information Services                                         

Department of Revenue 

Division of Licensing                            Department of Law 

Enforcement 

Division of Administrative Services                               Department of Highway Safety and Motor 

Vehicles 

                              Department of Veterans’ 

Affairs 

  

FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

Katherine Harris 

Secretary of State 

DIVISION OF HISTORICAL RESOURCES 

 

 

Mr. Gordon M. Butler, Jr., Chief                                                                                         April 8, 

2002 

Construction-Operations Division 

Jacksonville District Corps of Engineers 

Post Office Box 4970 

Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019 

 

Re: DHR No. 2002-000769/Received by DHR:  February 5, 2002 

 PN-CO-SR-255a 

 Maintenance Dredging of the Suwannee River Navigation Channel 

 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

 Dixie County 

 

Dear Mr. Butler: 

 

Our office has received and reviewed the above referenced project in accordance with Section 106 of 

the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (Public Law 89-665), as amended in 1992, and 36 

CFR Part 800: Protection Historic Properties, Chapters 267, Florida Statutes, Florida's Coastal 

Management Program, and implementing state regulations, for possible impact to historic properties 

listed, or eligible for listing, in the National Register of Historic Places, or otherwise of historical, 

architectural or archaeological value.  The State Historic Preservation Officer is to advise and assist 

state and federal agencies when identifying historic proper-ties, assessing effects upon them, and 

considering alternatives to avoid or minimize adverse effects 

 

Based on the information provided in the referenced project notification, the Florida Master Site 



File and our project files, It was noted that Cat Island (8DI29) and Little Bradford Island (8DI32) are 

both the location of recorded archaeological sites (see enclosed map) that may affected by this 

project.  Site 8DI32 contains human burials that were reported in an erosion disturbance on the 

eastern side of the island adjacent to Perry McGriff Pass (a.k.a. Wadley Pass) channel in 1998.  We 

are aware that these islands and their associated archaeological features are in jeopardy due to severe 

erosion. 

 

It is the opinion of this office that the proposed project to control erosion is a much-needed project 

that will protect the archaeological resources identified above.  It is the recommendation of this 

office that  

Mr. Gordon M. Butler, Jr., Chief 

April 8, 2002 
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the project spoil disposal areas must be visited by a professional archaeologist prior to the initiation 

of any project activities.  The archaeologist must identify the locations of the two sites, 8DI29 and 

8DI32), define the placement of filter fabric or other geotechnical cloth over the sites before 

placement of spoil, outline appropriate use of heavy machinery on the sites, and a monitoring plan 

for during the project. 

 

Therefore, conditioned upon the concurrence of the recommended treatment of the archaeological 

sites by the Corps during all related project activities, the proposed maintenance dredging and 

subsequent material disposal in the form of environmental enhancement will have no adverse effect 

on historic properties. 

 

If there are any questions concerning our comments, please contact Laura Kammerer, Historic 

Preservationist Supervisor, at 850-245-6333. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Janet Snyder Matthews, Ph.D., Director, and 

State Historic Preservation Officer 

 

Xc:  Richard Kanaski, US Fish and Wildlife Service 

 

Enclosure 



  The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District, 

  Proposes to perform maintenance dredging of the Federally 

  Authorized navigation channel in the Suwannee River, through 

  The McGriff/Wadley Pass in Dixie County, Florida.  To pursue 

  That endeavor along with environmental enhancement and 

 

    SAI# FL200202041477C 

 

 

The above-described project was received by the Florida State Clearinghouse on 2/4/02, and 

has been forwarded to the appropriate reviewing agencies.  The clearance letter and agency 

comments will be forwarded to you no later than 4/5/02, unless you are otherwise notified.  

Please refer to the above State Application Identifier (SAI) number in all written 

correspondence with the Florida State Clearinghouse regarding this project.  If you have any 

questions, please contact Cherie Trainor, Clearinghouse Coordinator at (850) 414-5495.



 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT CORPS OF ENGIMERS 

P. 0. BOX 4970 

JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32232-0019 

 

 

August 9, 2001 

 

 

 

Construction-Operations Division 

Public Notice NO.  PN-CO-SR-255 

 

 

PUBLIC NOTICE 
 

 

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:  The District Engineer, Jacksonville District, U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers, has submitted a request for Water Quality Certification (WQC) to the State of Florida, 

Department of Environmental Protection for maintenance dredging at Suwannee River, Florida.  

This Federal project is being evaluated and coordinated pursuant to 33 CFR 335 through 338. 

 

Comments regarding the project should be submitted either in writing or e-mail to the District 

Engineer at the above address within 30 days from the date of this notice.  Any person who has an 

interest, which may be affected by the construction of this project may request a public hearing.  The 

request must be submitted in writing to the District Engineer within 30 days of the date of this notice 

and must clearly set forth the interest, which may be affected and the manner in which the interest 

may be affected by this activity. 

 

If you have any questions concerning this application, you may contact Mr. Brian Brodehl of this 

office, telephone 904-232-3600; or E-mail: brian.k.brodehl@sajO2.usace.a=y.mil 

 

WATERWAY & LOCATION:   Suwannee River (McGriff Pass), Dixie County, Florida 

 

WORK & PURPOSE:  The proposed work consists of performing maintenance dredging of the 

Federally authorized navigation channel in Suwannee River.  The dredging will occur through 

McGriff Pass, also known as Wadley Pass, which was authorized as a Federal project by the Water 

Resource Development Act of 1999.  The channel was most recently in the mid 1980's by the 

Suwannee River Authority.  The channel dimensions are 75' wide (toe to toe) by 6’ deep (based on a 

mean lower low water datum) and approximately 2.5 miles in length.  Approximately 150,000 cubic 

yards of beach quality sand will be dredged and placed into one or more Dredged Material 

Management Areas (DMMA's) to be constructed.  The DMMA's will be located approximately six 

miles from the dredging location slightly northeast of the township of Suwannee.  Construction of 

the DMMA's will impact wetland resources, and mitigation will be required.  The final delineation 

and value of 

the wetlands is being reevaluated. 



 

Alternatively, this proposal will consider other beneficial placement options for the sand.  Historical 

beneficial uses include creation and expansion of disposal islands, which now serve as habitat to 

numerous terrestrial and avian species.  Sidecasting along the island shorelines was previously done 

to protect against shoreline erosion.  Another option is to fill one or more depressions within the bay 

to enhance their ability to grow aquatic vegetation.  The Fish and Wildlife service has requested the 

placement of approximately 10,000 cubic yards of sand on Little Bradford Island along Northern 

Pass.  Little Bradford Island contains pre-historic Native American remains that may be affected by 

continued beach erosion.  The sand will serve as a shore protection measure against the effects of 

beach erosion.  All of these sand placement options should be considered by the environmental 

groups and agencies as alternatives to upland placement of the dredged material.  National Dredging 

Policy seeks to utilize dredged material as beneficial whenever possible.  In this case, beneficial uses 

would be more cost effective than placement upland within the DMMA'S. 

 

The purpose of the maintenance dredging is to restore adequate navigation depth and width 

throughout the Federal navigation project.  Dredging will serve to eliminate the hazardous navigation 

conditions created by the shoaling. 

 

PROJECT AUTHORIZATION:  H.R. 1480, Water Resource Development Act of 1999. 

 

APPLICABLE LAWS:  The following laws are, or may be, applicable to the review of the proposed 

disposal sites and to the activities affiliated with this Federal project: 

 

1.  Section 404 of the Clean Water Act of 1977 (PL 95-217) (33 U.S.C. 1344). 

 

2.    Section 103 of the Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 1972 (PL 92-532) 

(33 U.S.C. 1413, 86 Stat. 1052). 

 

3.   Section 302 of the Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 1972 (PL 92-532, 

86 Stat. 1052). 

 

4. The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (PL 91-190) (42 U.S.C. 4321-4347). 

 

5. Sections 307 (c) (1) and (2) of the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C. 

1456 (c) (1) and (2), 86 Stat. 1280). 

 

6.    The Fish and Wildlife  Act of 1956 (16 U.S.C. 472a et seq). 

 

7.    The Migratory Marine Game-Fish Act of 1959 (16 U.S.C. 760c-760g). 

 

8. The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958 (16 U.S.C. 661-666c). 

 

9. The Endangered species Act of 1973 (PL 93-205) (16 U.S.C. 668aa-668cc-6, 87 Stat. 

884). 

 

10.    The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (16 U.S.C. 470, 80 Stat. 915). 

 



11.    Section 313 of the Clean Water Act of 1977 (33 U.S.C. 1323, 85 Stat. 816). 

 

EVALUATION FACTORS: All factors which may be relevant to the proposal will be considered 

including the cumulative effects thereof.  Among these are conservation, economics, aesthetics, 

general environmental concerns, wetlands, historic resources, fish and wildlife values, flood hazards, 

floodplain values, land use, navigation, shoreline erosion and accretion, recreation, seagrasses, water 

supply and conservation, water quality, energy needs, safety, food and fiber production, mineral 

needs, consideration of property ownership and, in general, the needs and welfare of the people. 

 

EVALUATION: 

 

a. Environmental Assessment (EA):   A draft EA for the Suwannee River maintenance 

dredging was completed in June 2001, by Government contract to Gulf Engineers & Consultants 

(GEC), Baton Rouge, Louisiana.  This public notice will formalize public consultation under the 

National Environmental Policy Act and the EA will be finalized following the comment period.  The 

Draft EA may be made available upon request. 

 

b. Environmental Impact Statement (EIS):   The evaluation of the proposed work 

suggests that the proposed action would not have significant impacts on the quality of the human 

environment and an Environmental Impact Statement, pursuant to the National Environmental 

Policy Act, will not be required. 

 

c. Threatened or Endangered Species:   A U.S. Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 

Report (CAR) was prepared by GEC.  The CAR will be forwarded for review to the National Marine 

Fisheries Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered 

Species Act.  The following are listed as threatened or endangered species that could be found in the 

vicinity of the project, which includes Dixie and Levy Counties: Green sea turtle, Leatherback sea 

turtle, Loggerhead sea turtle, West Indian manatee, Bald Eagle, Eastern Indigo Snake, Florida salt 

marsh vole, Florida scrub jay, Wood stork, Red-cockaded woodpecker, and Gulf sturgeon.  The 

following species are known or are likely to be found in or near the project area and require special 

consideration: 

 

(1) West Indian manatee:   Manatees are common to the area due to the 

undeveloped and protected environment and abundant supply of aquatic vegetation.  Manatee 

protection language is standard in maintenance dredging contracts and will be strictly adhered to 

during construction. 

 

(2) Gulf sturgeon:   The gulf sturgeon is considered common to the Suwannee 

River system.  The direct impacts from dredging, if any, to the sturgeon are not currently identified.  

Initial recommendations are to limit dredging to the period from May through September. 

 

d. Historical Resources:   This public notice will initiate follow-up consultation with the 

State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) regarding the presence and/or impacts to historic 

properties.  In a letter dated February 20, 2001, SHPO indicated that the project would have no 

adverse impacts to the archaeological resources on Little Bradford Island.  The project may have a 

beneficial effect to Little Bradford Island, which contains a Native American burial site.  If left 



alone, the burial site may be negatively impacted by the natural beach erosion.  Cultural resource 

sites in the vicinity of the upland disposal site will be avoided or mitigated as required by SHPO. 

 

e. Coastal Zone Management:  The WQC application process will evaluate this project 

in accordance with the Florida Coastal Zone Management Act.  As with other maintenance dredging 

projects in coastal waters, the final project will be consistent with the goals and intent of the 

appropriate state statutes.  This preliminary determination is based on the previous environmental 

evaluations, Section 404(b)(1) Evaluation, and Coastal Zone Consistency Determination for 

maintenance dredging projects in this channel (McGriff) and adjacent channels (East, Alligator). Full 

compliance will be achieved by issuance of the WQC from the State of Florida. 

 

f. Essential Fish Habitat:  This notice initiates the Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) 

consultation requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.  

Our initial determination is that the proposed action would not have a substantial adverse impact on 

EFH or Federally managed fisheries in the Suwannee River.  Our final determination relative to 

project impacts and the need for mitigation measures is subject to review by and coordination with 

the National Marine Fisheries Service. 

 

DISSEMINATION OF NOTICE:  You are requested to communicate the information contained in 

this notice to any other parties whom you deem likely to have an interest in this matter. 

 

COORDINATION: This notice is being sent to the following agencies: 

 

FEDERAL AGENCIES: 

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 

U.S. COAST GUARD 

U.S. FISH & WILDLIFE SERVICE 

ATLANTIC MARINE CENTER 

NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATIONS 

U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

NATIONAL OCEANOGRAPHIC AND ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION FEDERAL 

MARITIME COMMISSION 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

 

STATE AGENCIES: 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION OF SOLID WASTE 

MANAGEMENT FLORIDA INLAND NAVIGATION DISTRICT FLORIDA GAME & FRESH 

WATER FISH COMMISSION DIVISION OF ARCHIVES, HISTORY & RECORDS STATE 

HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SOIL 

CONSERVATION SERVICE 

PLANNING MANAGER BUREAU OF SUBMERGED LANDS DEPARTMENT 

BUREAU OF SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION 

FLORIDA OFFICE OF ENTOMOLOGY 

ST. JOHN'S RIVER WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 



FLORIDA STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 

FLORIDA MARINE PATROL 

BUREAU OF STATE PLANNING 

FLORIDA DIVISION OF RECREATION 

NORTHEAST FLORIDA REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL 

HABITAT CONSERVATION SERVICE 

FLORIDA STATE CONSERVATION SERVICE 

SUWANNEE RIVER WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS: 

FLORIDA AUDUBON SOCIETY 

FLORIDA WILDLIFE FEDERATION 

SIERRA CLUB 

FLORIDA DEFENDERS OF THE ENVIRONMENT 

NATIONAL ESTUARY PROGRAM 

 

LOCAL GOVERNMENTS: 

DIXIE COUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 

CONGRESSMAN ALLEN BYOD 

SUWANNEE RIVER CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 

DIXIE COUNTY ADVOCATE 

 

FOR THE COMMANDER: 

 

 

 

 

 

     Gordon M. Butler, Jr. 

     Chief, Construction-Operations Division 

 

Enclosure



STATE OF FLORIDA 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
"Dedicated to making Florida a better place to call home" 

 
JEB BUSH          STEVEN M. SEIBERT 

Governor                  Secretary 

 

 

 

November 28, 2001 

 

Mr. Brian Brodehl 

Department of the Army 

Jacksonville District Corps of Engineers 

Post Office Box 4970 

Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019 

 

RE: Jacksonville District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers - Public Notice Number 

 PN-CO-SR-255 - Maintenance Dredging McGriff Pass and Suwannee River 

 Channel - Dixie County, Florida 

SAI#: FL200108140797C 

 

Dear Mr. Brodehl: 

 

The Florida State Clearinghouse, pursuant to Executive Order 12372, Gubernatorial Executive 

Order 95-359, the Coastal Zone Management Act, 16 U.S.C. §§ 1451-1464, as amended, and the 

National Environmental Policy Act, 14 U.S.C. §§ 4321, 4331-4335, 43414347, as amended, has 

coordinated the review of the above-referenced advance notification. 

 

The Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) requests that information regarding 

environmental resource protection, water quality and protected species be provided to the DEP's 

Northeast District in Jacksonville.  The DEP also notes potential impacts concerning the Town of 

Suwannee's municipal water supply and private wells.  Please refer to the enclosed DEP comments for 

further details. 

 

Based on the information contained in the public notice and the enclosed comments provided by 

our reviewing agencies, we have determined that the referenced project is, at this stage, consistent with 

the Florida Coastal Management Program (FCMP).  All subsequent environmental documents prepared 

for this project must be reviewed to determine the project's continued consistency with the FCMP.  The 

state's continued concurrence with this project will be based, in part, on the adequate resolution of any 

issues identified during this and subsequent reviews. 

 

 

2555 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD • TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-2100 
Phone:  (850) 488-8466/Suncom 278-8466   FAX:  (850) 921-0781/Suncom 291-0781 

Internet address:  http://www.dca.state.fl.us 

 
CRITICAL STATE CONCERN FIELD OFFICE  COMMUNITY PLANNING  EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT  HOUSING & COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

2796 Overseas Highway, Suite 212   2555 Shumard Oak Boulevard  2555 Shumard Oak Boulevard  2555 Shumard Oak Boulevard 

Marathon, FL 33050-2227   Tallahassee, FL 32399-2100  Tallahassee, FL 32399-2100  Tallahassee, FL 32399-2100 

)305) 289-2402    (850) 488-2356   (850) 413-9969   (850) 488-7956 



 

Mr. Brian Brodehl 

November 28, 2001 
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 Thank you for the opportunity to review this project.  If you have any questions regarding this 

letter, please contact Ms. Jasmin Raffington at (850) 922-5438. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Shirley W. Collins, Acting Administrator 

Florida Coastal Management Program 

 

 

SWC/rk 

 

Enclosures 

 

cc:  Lauren P. Milligan, Department of Environmental Protection 



Department of 

Environmental Protection 
 

Jeb Bush 

Governor 

Marjory Stoneman Douglas Building 

3900 Commonwealth Boulevard 

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-3000 

David B. Struhs 

Secretary 

 

 

September 14, 2001 

 

Ms. Jasmin Raffington 

Florida State Clearinghouse 

Department of Community Affairs 

2555 Shumard Oak Boulevard 

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2100 

 

RE: USACOE – Public Notice – Request for Water Quality Certification (WQC) for 

 Maintenance Dredging at Suwannee River, Dixie County 

 SAI# FL200108140797C 

 

Dear Ms. Raffington: 

 

The Department has reviewed the above referenced Public Notice from the U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers (USACOE) regarding the recent submittal of an application to the Department for WQC.  We 

cannot determine the consistency of the Suwannee River Maintenance Dredging project at this time; an 

evaluation of the project will be conducted during the on-going Environmental Resource Permit (ERP) 

application review process.  Future consistency will be based in part on adequate consideration of 

comments offered in this review and on the information provided for the permit application.  Department 

staff offer the following comments and recommendations: 

 

We request that the USACOE and/or local sponsor provide the following water quality and 

environmental resource protection information to the Department’s Northeast District Office in 

Jacksonville to assist processing of ERP application, File No. 15-187373-001-EI: 

 

• Details regarding the delineation of wetland boundaries within all proposed Dredged Material 

Management Areas (DMMAs) and an assessment of the wetland vegetation and physical 

characteristics. [See Rule 62-340, Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.)] 

 

• Identification, demarcation, and protection of all submerged aquatic resource (seagrass beds, 

shellfish, hardbottoms, etc.) located within, and a minimum of 500 feet from, the proposed channel 

footprint, any proposed offshore disposal sites, pipeline corridors, the effluent discharge point, and 

any construction staging/anchorage areas. 

 

 

 

 
“More Protection, Less Process” 
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• A detailed wetland resource mitigation plan, provided by the applicant and/or local sponsor.  The 

permit applicant will be required to eliminate or reduce proposed wetland and aquatic resource 
impacts to the greatest extent practicable.  After avoidance and minimization have been 
exhausted, mitigation must be proposed to offset the adverse impacts of DMMA construction, 
dredging, and disposal operations to existing submerged land/wetland functions and values. 

 
• Details regarding the proposed stabilization method(s) for sand placed on the Little Bradford 

Island DMMA to prevent erosion and sedimentation within adjacent saltmarsh/submerged lands. 
 
• Details regarding the potential for saltwater intrusion and its affect on the Town of Suwannee’s 

municipal water supply and private wells in the vicinity of the DMMAs.  The Department is also 
concerned that adjacent freshwater wetlands could become contaminated via high salinity 
effluent seepage from the DMMAs to surface waters or groundwater.  Disposal operations could 
potentially impact groundwater in the surficial aquifer and therefore endanger adjacent drinking 
water wells and freshwater wetlands in the area.  The Department may require the development 
of a groundwater monitoring plan for the site.  [See Rules 62-520 and 62-522, F.A.C.] 

 
• Please be advised that the project area is located within waterbodies and public lands designated 

as Outstanding Florida Waters (OFWs), the Suwannee River (Special Waters), Big Bend 
Seagrasses Aquatic Preserve, and Lower Suwannee River National Wildlife Refuge, which are 
afforded the highest level of protection under sections 62-4.242(2) and 62-302.700, F.A.C.  Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) are required during dredging, disposal, and island restoration 
activities to prevent the water quality degradation of receiving waters in OFWs. 

 
In addition, the project is also located with Class II waters, designed as prohibited and 
conditionally restricted shellfish harvesting areas.  Pursuant to section 12.2.5 of the Suwannee 
River Water Management District ERP applicant’s Handbook, the permit applicant must 
demonstrate that the regulated activity (i.e., dredging, DMMA discharge, and offshore disposal 
of dredged material) will not have a negative effect on the Class II waters and will not result in 
violations of water quality standards in the Class II waters. 

 
• Implementation of West Indian manatee, Gulf sturgeon, marine turtle, and migratory bird 

protection conditions during dredging and disposal operations.  The Department recommends 
continued coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Florida Fish and Wildlife 
Conservation Commission through the interagency Endangered Species Working Group to 
resolve protected species issues (i.e., no-dredge windows, nighttime dredging, sand placement, 
biological monitoring activities, etc.). 

 
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Public Notice.  Please don’t hesitate to call me at 
(850) 487-2231 if you have any questions or need additional information. 
 
      Sincerely, 
 
 
      Lauren P. Milligan 
      Environmental Specialist 
      Office of Intergovernmental Programs 
/lpm 
 
attachment:  DEP Letter dated 01/02/01 
 
cc: Steve Sabia, DEP, Northeast District 
 Seth Blitch, DEP, Big Bend Seagrasses Aquatic Preserve 



Department of 

Environmental Protection 
 

Jeb Bush 

Governor 

Marjory Stoneman Douglas Building 

3900 Commonwealth Boulevard 

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-3000 

David B. Struhs 

Secretary 

 

 
January 2, 2001 

 
Ms. Cherie Trainor 
State Clearinghouse 
Department of Community Affairs 
2555 Shumard Oak Boulevard 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399 
 
RE: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers/Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental 
 Assessment for the Dredging and Disposal of Dredged Material for the 
 Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) for the Suwannee River 
SAI: FL200012010757C 
 
Dear Ms. Trainor: 
 
The Department of Environmental Protection is responding to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ (COE) 
Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Dredging and Disposal of 
Dredged Material for the Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) for the Suwannee River.  The 
COE is proposing to maintenance dredge a navigational channel 2.5 mi. long, 7’ deep, and 100’ wide 
through Wadley Pass/McGriff Channel.  The COE has also identified four proposed disposal sites for the 
dredged material, three of which are located in upland areas north of the dredge site, and one on the east 
shore of Little Bradford Island.  The Department provides the following information and concerns that 
should be addressed in the EA: 
 
The COE is proposing to dredge Wadley Pass/McGriff Channel rather than continue maintenance 
dredging in East Channel.  According to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the new channel is 
preferred over East Channel to reduce impacts to seagrasses and manatees.  However, the EA should 
discuss the rationale for dredging Wadley Pass/McGriff Channel to the proposed 100 ft. width, which 
may exceed limited navigational requirements for this waterway.  Navigational dredging should be 
limited to the minimum necessary on the Suwannee, which is designated a Special Outstanding Florida 
Water (OFW).  Chapter 62.302.700, F.A.C. states that “It shall be Department policy to afford the 
highest protection to Outstanding Florida Waters and Outstanding National Resource Waters.  No 
degradation of water quality . . . is to be permitted in Outstanding Florida Waters and Outstanding 
National Resource Waters . . .”  In addition, “No Department permit or water quality certification shall be 
issued for any proposed activity or discharge within an Outstanding Florida Waters, or which 
significantly degrades, either alone or in combination with other stationary installations, any Outstanding 
Florida Waters . . .” (Chap. 62-4.242, F.A.C.).  The Suwannee River is also considered a SWIM 
Waterbody.  Therefore, the EA should discuss the method by which the COE intends to maintain water 
quality on the River, as well as discuss alternatives to the proposed action. 

 

 
“Protect, Conserve and Manage Florida’s Environment and Natural Resources” 

 
Printed on recycled paper. 

 



The Big Bend Seagrasses Aquatic Preserve adjoins the proposed dredge and one of the fill areas.  The 
State of Florida defines Aquatic Preserves as “state-owned submerged lands in areas which have 
exceptional biological, aesthetic, and scientific value,” to be “set aside forever . . . for the benefit of 
future generations” (Chap. 258.36, F.S.).  The applicant should consult and consider the Preserve’s 
Management Plan (Florida Department of Environmental Protection, 1992) in developing the EA.  
Moreover, the EA should describe how the applicant proposes to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts 
to the Preserve.  As the area also contains extensive seagrass and shellfish bends, the EA should 
map/describe their location, and how the project will avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts to the beds. 
 
Three of the four proposed disposal sites are located a significant distance from the river and are 
separated from the dredge area by the Lower Suwannee River National Wildlife Management Refuge.  In 
a memo dated May 21, 1998, DEP staff indicates that an area north of Suwannee next to the town 
wastewater sprayfield is a good possibility if disposal rights and an open access corridor are obtained.  
However, the Department is uncertain whether the aforementioned site is one of the three sites proposed 
in this notice of intent.  The EA should clarify this point, describe the process by which the dredged 
material is transported to the proposed sites, and how impacts to the management area would be avoided, 
minimized, or mitigated.  The EA should also outline any alternative methods of transportation to avoid 
or minimize environmental impacts. 
 
The remaining dredged material disposal site is proposed for the east shore of Little Bradford Island, 
which is comprised of Spartinal Juncus saltmarsh.  Based on request from the local citizenry, the COE 
also proposes using the fill to create a “beach” recreation area there.  The EA should provide information 
on the site stability, dredged material silt content, saltmarsh impacts, and mitigation, as well as 
alternatives. 
 
The Florida Natural Areas Inventory (FNAI) indicates that ospreys, bald eagles, and swallow-tailed kites 
nest on Bradford Island due east of the proposed Little Bradford Island disposal site (see attachment).  
FNAI always recommends that a site-specific survey be conducted to determine the current presence or 
absence of rare, threatened, or endangered species.  Surveys should be conducted by individuals familiar 
with Florida’s flora and fauna.  The EA should include the results of such surveys and address how 
impacts to listed species will be avoided should this site be selected for disposal, as well as discussing 
alternatives to the proposed action. 
 
In summary, the COE should map all seagrass beds, shellfish beds, nests and rookeries of breeding birds, 
and manatee habitat in the dredge and disposal areas.  The EA should provide the maps, and discuss the 
proposed actions and their alternatives.  Finally, the Department’s Office of Beaches and Coastal 
Systems will be permitting this project and should be contacted regarding permitting requirements. 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments and information.  Should you have any 
questions or require additional information, please contact me at (850) 487-2231. 
 
      Sincerely, 
 
      Kate Muldoon 
      Intergovernmental Programs 
\kam 
Attachments 
 
cc: Jodi Hopkins 
 John Barrow 

 Lauren Milligan 

 Roxane Dow 



 



 



 



 





UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

National Oceanic and Atmospheric  

NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 

Southeast Regional Office 

9721 Executive Center Drive North 

St. Petersburg, Florida 33702 

 

 

     September 20, 2001 

 

 

Colonel James G. May 

District Engineer, Jacksonville District 

Construction-Operations Division 

Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers 

P.O. Box 4970 

Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019 

 

Dear Colonel May: 

 

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has reviewed Public Notice No. PN-CO-SR-255 

dated August 9, 2001, regarding the maintenance dredging of the Federally authorized navigation 

channel in the Suwannee River, Dixie County, Florida.  We had planned to attend a meeting on this 

project on September 12, 2001, and requested that the comment period be extended to 

September 21, 2001.  However, we were unable to attend, but did participate in a follow-up 

conference call. 

 

The current project includes the dredging of approximately 150,000 cubic yards of sand from the 

navigation channel and placing it in a Dredged Material Management Area (DMMA) located six 

miles inland.  From the information available, this DMMA site consists of uplands and isolated 

wetlands.  If this is selected to be the final plan, the NMFS will have no objection to the project.  

However, the Corps of Engineers is considering other options for disposal, such as creating and 

expanding disposal islands, placing material on Little Bradford Island, and filling in deeper 

depressions in the estuary to support seagrass growth.  Further considerations of these and other 

options will require specific information to assess impacts and benefits.  In this regard, the Gulf of 

Mexico and the estuarine area of the Suwannee River are identified as Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) 

for juvenile and subadult pink shrimp, postlarval and juvenile white shrimp, larval, juvenile, and 

adult red drum, larval and juvenile gray, yellowtail and lane snappers, and juvenile gag grouper in 

the 1998 amendment of the Fishery Management Plans for the Gulf of Mexico prepared by the Gulf 

of Mexico Fishery Management Council.  The 1998 generic amendment was prepared as required by 

the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act. 

 

Estuarine emergent marshes, seagrasses, estuarine water column, and non-vegetated bottoms are 

specific categories of EFH that may be impacted by the project if other disposal options are selected.  

Federal agencies which permit, fund, or undertake activities which may adversely impact EFH are 

required to consult with the NMFS and, as a part of the consultation process, an EFH Assessment 

must be prepared to accompany the consultation request.  Regulations require that EFH Assessments 



include: 1) a description of the proposed action; 2) an analysis of the effects (including cumulative 

effects) of the proposed action on EFH, the managed fish species, and major prey species; 3) the 

Federal agency's views regarding the effects of the action on EFH; and 4) proposed mitigation, if 

applicable. 

 

We are available to meet with you to further address these disposal options and to review any 

additional information addressing the project site.  Related comments, questions or correspondence 

should be directed to Mark Thompson of our Panama City Office (850/234-5061) or David Dale of 

our St. Petersburg Office (727/570-5311). 

 

 

      Sincerely, 

 

 

 

      Andreas Mager, Jr. 

      Assistant Regional Administrator 

      Habitat Conservation Division 



September 3, 2001 

 

Brian Brodehl 

Corp of Engineers 

P.O. Box 4970 

Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019 

 

Re:  Public Notice NO-PN-CO-SR255 

 

As spokesperson for the Friends of the Great Suwannee Reef with 433 signatures (attachment A) 

opposing the commercialization of the Suwannee River and dredging McGriff Channel, we looked 

forward to review the 35 study reports outlined in the Scope of Work Management Place Study 

Suwannee River (attachment B). 

 

We are concerned with several assumptions made in the Public Notice. 

 

1.  Paragraph titled Evaluation Factors, last sentence page 3:  "consideration of property ownership 

and in general, the needs and welfare of the people".  What study/studies is this statement based on? 

 

2.  Evaluation A, Environmental Assessment: there are a number of statements in this section. 

A. Birthing area of the manatee at Alligator Pass 

B. Environmental Impact Statement: I or my associates would like to evaluate the 

work that suggests that an Environmental Impact Statement will not be needed. 

 C. Coastal Zone Management: We would like to review the Water Quality 

Certification and its evaluations. 

D. Essential Fish Habitat: The statement "our initial determination is that the proposed action 

would not have a substantial adverse impact on essential fish habitat". 

 

3.  Spoil Site:  In September of 1999 the Dixie County Commissioners agreed to pay to build and 

maintain the spoil site.  Jerry Scarborough said that the Suwannee River Water Management would 

not be allowed to build and maintain the site but they would donate the land.  At a later public 

meeting Mr. Scarborough said he did not want the Dixie County Commissioners to build it.  Now in 

August 2001 the local newspaper reported that the building of the spoil site would not be a cost to 

the county, only the maintenance.  Who will build it, at what cost and who will pay for it? 

 

Therefore as a resident and spokesperson for 433 signatures, I request a public hearing after I or my 

associates review the requested reports. 

 

 

 

 

George Anderson 

P.O. Box 77 

Suwannee, FL 32692 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 





Brian Brodehl 

Corp of Engineers 

P.O. Box 4970 

Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019 

 

 

Re:   Public Notice NO.PN-CO-SR255 

 

As a resident and licensed captain/charter fishing guide out of Suwannee, FL, I am concerned with 

water flow in the entire Suwannee Sound. 

 

In my opinion, enlarging McGriff Channel would alter the flow of  water through East Pass and 

Alligator Pass causing an adverse impact on the Essential Fish Habitat. 

 

Therefore I am requesting a public hearing. 

 

Melvin “Butch” Tharpe 



Suwannee Audubon 
 

P.O. Box 222 Old Town FL 32680-0222 352.542.9542 
 

 

 

August 22, 2001 

 

District Engineer 

Jacksonville District 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

P.O. Box 4970 

Jacksonville FL 32232-0019 

 

 

   Reference: Construction Operations Division 

     Public Notice No. PN-CO-SR-255 

 

Good Morning. 

 

Suwannee Audubon has been involved in the Mouth-of-the-Suwannee dredging controversy for 

many years and we have followed recent developments as closely as we did the Alligator Pass 

proposals of some years back. 

 

More and more manatees are entering the Suwannee River via McGriff and many of them find their 

way to the Santa Fe River appreciably upstream.  If the proposed dredging proceeds, we believe a 

qualified person acting as manatee monitor should be hired to watch dredging activities and watch 

out for manatees.  This person should be paid decently and supplied with accident insurance. (During 

the maintenance dredging back in the 80's, the hired manatee monitor was injured while on board.) 

Most important, the official priority of the dredging parties should be to put the manatee, as an 

endangered and protected species ahead of economics and convenience.  It would be very bad for the 

upper Gulf manatee herd and bad for Suwannee and Army Corps p.r. if even one manatee were 

injured by dredging. 

 

Further, we are concerned over the sudden and unexplained increase of the dredging depth to six 

rather than five feet.  The additional depth is not needed by any craft currently using the Suwannee's 

mouth.  To invite larger and larger craft is not in the best interests of the river or its fish and wildlife. 

 

Please keep us up-dated on this project. 

 

 

Joanne Griffin 

President 

 

cc: Litzenberger, USFWS 



Save Our Suwannee, Inc. 
Post Office Box 669 ● Bell, Florida 32619 

(386) 935-2960        August 20, 2001 

 

District Engineer, Jacksonville District 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

P.0. Box 4970 

Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019 

Re: Construction-Operations Division 

 Public Notice NO.  PN-CO-SR-255 

 

Dear Sir: 

Save Our Suwannee has been following the proposed maintenance dredging of McGriff Pass 

over several years.  We have attended the public meetings at the town of Suwannee, and have 

commented over the course of the development of the plan. 

 

In reviewing public notice of August 9, 2001, several items occur to he Board of Directors to 

which we would appreciate attention: 

1) We appreciate the concern for the Gulf Sturgeon shown by your proscription of dredging during 

the months October through April. 

2) Ditto the concern for the West Indian manatee.  Although the Suwannee River and its tributaries 

are frequently used by numbers of manatees, attention to the hazards to the species seems to be 

focused on other areas of the State. 

3) Early discussions contemplated dredging to five feet.  The current notice indicates to six feet – 

with an additional foot depth authorized where warranted.  We are concerned with too many 

open water, large craft destroying the banks of the rivers upstream; and such a deep channel will 

encourage more destructive and unsafe (high speed) operation by craft not suited for river 

navigation.  The collapsing banks upriver produce a silting in and resultant reduction of water 

depth and disruption of the natural river contours.  This project should not have such destructive 

collateral effects.  Enforcement will be an increasing problem and should be addressed. 

4) We are concerned regarding wetland delineation and further studies and decisions concerning 

spoils that you must make. 

 

 Please continue notifying us of future action. 

 

        Sincerely 

 

 

        Svenn Lindskold, Treasurer 

        For the Board of Directors 

 

 

"People dedicated to seeing the Suwannee River and its tributaries continue in their natural pristine state” 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

September 4, 2001 

 

 

 

Brian Brodehl 

Corp of Engineers 

P.O. Box 4970 

Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019 

 

 

 

Re: Public Notice NO.PN-CO-SR255 

 

I am a resident of Suwannee, FL, and a holder of a salt water products license, #SPP103084-01 for 

the purpose of harvesting oysters. 

 

By dredging McGriff Channel I feel that it would affect the flow of water out East Pass to the state 

approved oyster beds. 

 

I have not heard or read anything that would address this problem. 

 

I am requesting a public hearing after I have received information/study that would concern this. 

 

 

 

Barbara Caison 

P.O. Box 267 

Suwannee, FL 32692 
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Gordon M. Butler, Jr.        October 18, 2001 

Construction Operations Division 

Department of the Army 

Jacksonville District Corps of Engineers 

P.O. Box 4970 

Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019 

 

RE: DHR No. 2001-7769 

 Date Received by DHR: August 10, 2001 

 Public Notice No. PN-CO-SR-255 

 Project Name: Maintenance Dredging, Suwannee River (McGriff Pass), Dixie County, Florida 

 

Dear: Mr. Butler: 

 

Our office has received and reviewed the above referenced project in accordance with Section 106 of the 

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (Public Law 89-665), as amended in 1992, and 36 CF.R., 

Part 800: Protection of Historic Properties, Chapters 267 and 373, Florida Statutes, Florida's Coastal 

Management Program, and implementing state regulations, for possible impact to historic properties 

listed, or eligible for listing, in the National Register of Historic Places, or otherwise of historical, 

architectural or archaeological value. The State Historic Preservation Officer is to advise and assist state 

and federal agencies when identifying historic properties, assessing effects upon them, and considering 

alternatives to avoid or minimize adverse effects. 

 

This office has previously reviewed the above referenced project through the State Clearinghouse, (SAI 

Nos. FL200012010757C and FL200108140797C).  At the time of these reviews it was noted that 

disposal site No. 4, Little Bradford Island, contained a significant archaeological site.  This site is in 

jeopardy due to erosion, and this office has agreed that the disposal of dredge material on this site will 

help to protect it from further erosion. 

 

Concerning the remaining uplands disposal sites, it is noted that the COE has suggested site No. 2 as the 

most likely candidate for disposal.  A review of the Florida Master Site File and our records indicated 

that there is an archaeological site, (8DI165), recorded within the area of potential effect of disposal site  



Butler, COE-Jacksonville 

October 18, 2001 

Page 2 

 

No. 2.  Land disposal site No. 1 also contains an archaeological site, (8DI150) (see attached map).  Thus 

it is the opinion of this office that these two disposal sites should be avoided by all project activity. 

 

If you have any questions concerning our comments, please contact Mary Rowley, Historic Sites 

Specialist, at (850) 245-6333 or SunCom 205-6333 or by email at, mrowley@mail.dos.state.fl.us. Your 

interest in protecting Florida’s historic properties is appreciated. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Janet Snyder Matthews, Ph.D., Director, and 

State Historic Preservation Officer 

 

ENC. (1) 

 

 





 

 
District Engineer, Jacksonville District, U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers.  Public Notice Number PN-CO-SR-255.  Request for 

Water Quality Certification (WQC) for maintenance dredging at 

Suwannee River, Florida, Dixie County, Florida.  

 

 

 

 

SAI# FL200108140797C 

 

 

 

 

The above-described project was received by the Florida State Clearinghouse 

On 8/31/01, and has been forwarded to the appropriate reviewing agencies. 

The clearance letter and agency comments will be forwarded to you no later than 

10/12/01, unless you are otherwise notified.  Please refer to the above  

State Application Identifier (SAI) number in all written correspondence with the 

Florida State Clearinghouse regarding this project.  If you have any questions, 

Please contact Cherie Trainor, Clearinghouse Coordinator at (850) 414-5495.



ANGLER’S 

   RESORT    P.O. Box 77 • SUWANNEE, FLORIDA 32692 

AT SUWANNEE, INC.             TELEPHONE (352) 542-7077 

 

Where the River meets the Gulf 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Don Fore, District Engineer 

Jacksonville District Corp of Engineers 

P.O. Box 4970 

Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019 

 

 

REGARDING PUBLIC NOTICE NO.  PN-CO-SR-255A 

 

 

 

I am a property owner, resident and business owner in Suwannee, Florida.  My wife and I have 

owned Angler's Resort at Suwannee, Inc., a sub-chapter S corporation, for almost ten years.  At the 

Resort we rent rooms, have a small RV park and café. 

 

Our customers come for a day or for several days, purchase items from the marina, rent rooms and/or 

eat at the café.  They come to fish, oyster, bird watch, or just enjoy the estuary. 

 

According to the Lower Suwannee National Wildlife Refuge this is one of the largest undeveloped 

river delta estuarine systems in the United States.  The small fishing village of Suwannee is an ideal 

place to come and enjoy this environment.  People come from throughout Florida, the South and as 

far away as Michigan. 

 

The dredging of the channel (by deepening and widening) will change the outflow of the river and 

the estuary.  It will also allow larger recreational and commercial boats into the river, thereby 

affecting the people that come and those who own property in Suwannee.  This will affect my 

business. 

 

I have over 500 signatures on a petition opposing the dredging for the reason stated. 

 

I have requested by e-mail, personally and by phone, as well as other people, for a copy of the 

reports, such as the two economic reports, the aquatic resource and the revised environment 

assessment, which have never been acknowledged or received. 

 

 

 



 

The US Geological Survey Water Resources Investigation Report 99-4268, page 2, paragraph 3, 

beginning on line 12 states, "Alternations to the natural hydrologic regime by human activities can 

adversely effect the natural systems and their functions." (see enclosed booklet) 

 

Sincerely Yours, 

 

 

 

 

 

George C. Anderson 

 

 

 

Cc: David Ramba, Attorney at Law 



U.S. Department  Commander     909 S.E. 1st Avenue 

of Transportation   Seventh Coast Guard District    Miami, FL 33130-3050  

          Staff Symbol: (oan) 

United States         Phone: (305) 415-6730 

Coast Guard         FAX: (305) 415-6757 

 

 

 

 

          16500 

          SERIAL: 2014 

 

Mr. Richard Bonner 

Deputy District Engineer 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

Jacksonville District 

PO Box 4970 

Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019 

 

Dear Mr. Bonner: 

 

This letter is to give support to the maintenance dredging of the Suwannee River, Florida. 

 

The Suwannee River is in an isolated area of Florida's west coast.  There is no Intracoastal Waterway 

from St. George Island to Anclote.  This requires vessels to transit over open water for well over a 

hundred miles with limited ports of safe refuge during periods of poor weather that often suddenly 

occur in this area.  The maintenance dredging of the Suwannee River would certainly aid in vessel 

safety by providing an additional harbor of refuge. 

 

If you have any questions please, do not hesitate to call me at (305) 415-6750. 

 

 

 

 

 

     J.B. EMBRES 

Chief, Planning and Marine Information/Waterways 

Management Section 

Aids to Navigation Waterways Management Branch 

Seventh Coast Guard District 

By direction of the District Commander 

 

 

Cc: Florida Fish & Wildlife Conservation Commission, Tara Alford 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
6620 Southpoint Drive, South 

Suite 310 

Jacksonville, Florida 32216-0912 
 

 

 

Mr. A. J. Salem 

Chief, Planning Division 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

P.O. Box 4970 

Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019 

 

 

 

Dear Mr. Salem: 

 

This responds to your letter of June 9, 1995, requesting our comments on the proposed maintenance 

dredging of Alligator Pass located at the mouth of the Suwannee River, Dixie County. 

 

On May 5, 1995, the Corps called a meeting with the Service, Florida Department of Environmental 

Protection, Suwannee River Water Management District and representatives from U.S. Senator 

Mack's and U.S. Representative Thurman's offices to discuss this project and identify environmental 

concerns. 

 

There are three passes at the mouth of the Suwannee River, Alligator Pass, East Pass, and Wadley 

Pass.  Alligator Pass and East Pass have been designated as Federal Navigation Channels.  East Pass 

was dredged by the Corps in the 1970's, but Alligator Pass has not been dredged.  Wadley Pass has 

also been dredged, but not by the Corps.  Wadley Pass is currently passable, but shoaling has 

occurred as a result of the "No Name Storm" of 1993. 

 

The sponsor, the Suwannee River Water Management District, is requesting that the Corps dredge 

Alligator Pass because Wadley Pass has shoaled in and it has become difficult for larger boats to 

navigate the channel.  East Pass remains open, but Wadley and Alligator Passes are closer to the 

town of Suwannee, which generates the majority of larger boat traffic (commercial and sports 

fisherman. 

 

At the May 5 meeting, we outlined our concerns with the proposed project.  On August 21, 1988, the 

Service issued a jeopardy Biological Opinion to the Corps with reference to dredging Alligator Pass 

(copy enclosed).  At that time, the Corps was not proposing to dredge the pass; the applicant was the 

Suwannee River Authority.  We believed that dredging the pass would jeopardize the continued 

existence of the manatee.  Data collected from both radio telemetry and aerial surveys showed that 

Alligator Pass was used by manatees more frequently than the other two passes.  We believed that 

dredging the pass would increase boat traffic, in particular larger boats, which would result in 

boat-related manatee mortality.  We agreed that the natural channel in Alligator Pass should be 



clearly marked in order for boats to navigate safely through the pass.  The applicant subsequently 

was authorized to maintenance dredge Wadley Pass to provide unrestricted boating access to the 

Gulf of Mexico. 

 

In 1991, the Service added the Gulf of Mexico sturgeon to the federal list of threatened and 

endangered animals.  This threatened subspecies of Atlantic sturgeon migrates in Spring from 

estuarine and marine waters to spawn in Gulf Coast freshwater river drainages.  As stated at the 

meeting, studies on the sturgeon's rangewide distribution and anecdotal evidence indicate the 

Suwannee River drainage supports by far the largest number of this migratory fish.  Individuals use 

all three major Suwannee distributaries, with most fish passing through East and Alligator Passes.  

We also noted additional research which indicates that juvenile fish (< two years old) remain in the 

vicinity of the river mouth rather than follow adults and subadults into the Gulf during the Fall return 

migration.  Numbers observed suggest that Alligator Pass is an especially important area for these 

congregating juveniles.  This group represents the reproductive efforts of older-aged fish who do not 

spawn every year.  Actions that increase direct and/or indirect mortality would therefore be expected 

to significantly affect the subspecies' recovery and survival.  We believe that dredging Alligator Pass 

would increase potential adverse impacts for juvenile sturgeon and possibly other age classes of 

migrating sturgeon in East Pass. 

 

We suggested at the meeting that the Corps drop Alligator Pass from the Federal project and add 

Wadley Pass.  We do not object to maintenance dredging Wadley Pass provided a suitable disposal 

site is found.  Dredging Wadley Pass will have minimum impact to the manatee and the Gulf 

sturgeon. 

 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide our comments on this proposed project.  If you have 

questions, please contact Don Palmer in this office. 

 

Sincerely yours, 

 

 

Michael M. Bentzien 

Assistant Field Supervisor 

 

 

 

cc 

Suwannee River NWR 

Judy Hancock 

Planning Division 

Environmental Branch 



August 21, 1985 

 

 

 

 

 

Colonel Charles T. Myers, III 

District Engineer 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

P.O. Box 4975 

 

 

 

Dear Colonel Myers: 

 

This letter represents the Biological Opinion of the Fish and Wildlife Service furnished in 

accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, for the proposed 

dredging of Alligator Pass (PN 95IPF-200__) Suwannee River, Levy and Dixie Counties, Florida.  

This Biological Opinion addresses the requirements of the ESA only.  An administrative record of 

this consultation is on file in this office (FNS Log No. 4-1-65-125). 

 

Project Description 

 

The applicant, Suwannee River Authority, proposes to dredge approximately 6,200 cubic yards of 

material from shoaled portions of the natural channel at the mouth of Alligator Pass.  The purpose is 

to improve navigational access between the main channel of the Suwannee River and the Gulf of 

Mexico, through the Ranch Bar Gap (West Gap), a natural channel through the Suwannee Reef.  

Dredge depth is planned for –4 feet mean low water. 

 

 

Consultation History 

 

The COE evaluated the potential impact of this project on the East Indian manatee and in a letter 

dated May 7, 1995, concluded that the proposed dredging would have no effect on listed threatened 

or endangered species, or any identified critical habitat that may occur in the project area.  The FWS 

notified the COE in a letter dated May 24, 1995, that we did not concur with this determination and a 

Biological Opinion would be issued within 90 days. 

 

Biological Opinion 

 

This Biological Opinion is based on information provided by the COE, the applicant, field site visits, 

information available in our files, and consultation with experts. 

 

The Suwannee River, its tributaries, estuary and tidal creeks provide a relatively undeveloped and 

protected environment with an abundant and extensive supply of aquatic plants for an estimated 

summer population of 25-75 manatees.  It is probably the single most important summer habitat for 

the southern Big Bend population of manatees.  One to three manatees have been observed at 



Manatee Springs on the Suwannee River during the winter months (Powell and Rathbun, 1984).  

Sightings are not continuous and manatees may be using Manatee Springs as a temporary refugia.  If 

the southern Big Bend population expands further, however, Manatee Springs’ importance may 

increase.  While no systematic or intensive manatee studies have been conducted in the Suwannee 

River, data from FWS summer aerial surveys of the southern Big Bend area and radio tagged Crystal 

River/Homosassa manatees substantiate the importance of this area to the manatee.  For instance, of 

25 manatees which were ratio tagged at Crystal River between 1980-84, 13 were subsequently 

observed in the Suwannee River (Reid, pers. Comm.).  Unfortunately, these manatees were not 

monitored frequently enough to determine specific travel routes and movement patterns within the 

Suwannee River. 

 

Biweekly or monthly summer aerial surveys of the Suwannee River system between 1979 and 1985 

resulted in 0-33 manatee sightings per survey with an average of 10 sightings per survey.  Observer 

bias and factors influencing visibility such as water clarity, vegetative cover, sun glare, wind, and 

cloud reflections will affect aerial counts (Packard, 1984) and these data must be considered in that 

context.  Packard (1985), using radio tagged manatees as marked animals, determined that aerial 

surveys in the St. Johns River accounted for only 33 to 57 percent of the manatees presumed to be in 

the study area.  Although extreme caution must be used in extrapolating these results to other areas, 

it does demonstrate the conservative nature of aerial survey counts.  Additionally, numerous tidal 

creeks associated with the Suwannee estuary and nearby coastline are known to be frequently used 

by manatees but are extremely difficult to survey.  Hence, an estimate of 25-75 manatees occurring 

within the Suwannee River during the summer months is probably conservative.  No boat killed 

manatees have been recovered from the Suwannee River. 

 

Because the Suwannee River is a major summer feeding area for the southern Big Bend  population 

of manatees, this project must be evaluated in the context of the overall significance of this 

population of manatees to the long-term survival of manatees in Florida.  Since 1977-78 annual 

winter aerial surveys of Crystal River/Kings Bay have documented increasing numbers (Packard, 

1983; Carowan, pers. comm.) which makes it the only major subpopulation of manatees in Florida 

known to be expanding (O’Shea, et al 1985).  The status of the population in the remainder of the 

State is poorly understood; however, the high human-related mortality rate and the ever increasing 

level of manatee boat conflicts points to an increasing level of threat to the manatee statewide. 

 

The importance which the FWS places on the protection of the southern Big Bend population of 

manatees is evidenced by the acquisition of 35 acres within Kings Bay for the establishment of 

Crystal River National Wildlife Refuge and joint efforts with the Florida Department of Natural 

Resources to continue acquisition within the Homosassa and Crystal Rivers.  While Lower 

Suwannee NWR was not initially established for the protection of the manatee, recognition of the 

importance of the area to the manatee has raised its acquisition priority and expedited acquisition 

efforts.  Alligator Pass falls within the proposed boundary for the refuge. 

 

Our primary concerns with the proposed dredging relate to the potential destruction of Ruppia beds, 

which are important manatee feeding areas, and the potential for increasing boat traffic or altering 

boat traffic patterns in a way which would increase the likelihood of boat manatee injuries and 

mortality. 

 



The Suwannee River diverges into East Pass and West Pass approximately 4.5 km from entering the 

Gulf of Mexico (Figure 1).  East Pass then flows due south into the gulf.  West Pass flows west for 

2 km where it then meanders southwesterly splitting 2 km from the gulf into Wadley Pass heading 

westerly and Alligator Pass continuing southwesterly.  Shark Channel in Wadley Pass is the main 

channel for boat traffic to the gulf.  It is scheduled for maintenance dredging to a depth of –5 feet 

mlw this summer.  East Pass is severely shoaled and not open to navigation.  The natural channel of 

Alligator Pass is narrow and winding with depths of 2-6 feet a mlw.  Boat passage is difficult but the 

channel is used by a few local commercial fishermen with low draft boats who are familiar with the 

channel. 

 

Aerial surveys between 1979-85 indicate the area most extensively utilized by manatees within the 

lower Suwannee includes an area from the mouth of Alligator Pass southeast to Barnett Creek 

encompassing the northern portion of Suwannee Sound east of Halfmoon Reef and Lone Cabbage 

Reef (Figure 1).  Manatee movement patterns and the relative importance of the three river passes is 

problematic.  However, summer aerial surveys between 1979-85 do provide a basis for comparing 

manatee use of the three channels (Table 1).  For this purpose, manatee sightings are compared only 

if they were located within the portion of the pass encompassed by both river banks.  Aerial surveys 

from 1979-March 1981 recorded equal to or greater than (≥) 17 manatee sightings in Wadley Pass, ≥ 

19 in East Pass, and ≥ 15 in Alligator Pass (Powell and Rathbun, 1984).  However, surveys between 

1982 and 1985 resulted in only 6 sightings in Wadley Pass, 21 in East Pass, and 31 in Alligator Pass.  

Additional data on the relative manatee use of these channels result from the satellite tracking of a 

manatee, named Beauregard, released at Homosassa Springs in February 1985 after 5 years in 

captivity.  Beauregard had originally been rescued in 1979 in Mississippi in an emaciated condition 

and it is likely that he was part of the southern Big Bend population of manatees.  Within several 

days of his release, he traveled to the Suwannee River and with the exception of one foray south to 

the Withlacoochee River he appears to have spent all of this time within the Suwannee River system.  

Satellite recordings between February 24 and June 15, 1985, indicate 9 sightings within the Alligator 

Pass, 0 at Wadley Pass, and 11 within East Pass.  Field observations of Beauregard frequently found 

him in the company of several other manatees suggesting his movements represent normal 

movement patterns for Suwannee River manatees.  Hence the data available indicate that Alligator 

Pass and East Pass are more extensively utilized by manatees than Wadley Pass.  This probably 

relates to the less disturbed environment (fewer boats) and the abundant and widespread Ruppia beds 

within Alligator Pass and East Pass and at their mouths.  Thus in addition to providing travel 

corridors, these areas provide a more suitable environment for manatees to feed and rest than Wadley 

Pass. 

 

The purpose for dredging Alligator Pass is to provide a southern alternate channel to Shark Channel 

at Wadley Pass, which may eventually become the main channel to the gulf if its maintenance is less 

than that required for Shark Channel.  This partial or total shift in boat traffic to the shallower, 

narrower, winding channel of Alligator Pass would substantially increase the likelihood of manatee 

related boat injuries and deaths.  The proposed dredging of a 3,300-foot by 50-foot channel to –4 feet 

mlw at the mouth of Alligator Pass would also destroy Ruppia beds, important feeding habitat for 

manatees.  Therefore, it is our Biological Opinion that the proposed dredging is likely to jeopardize 

the continued existence of the manatee. 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Reasonable and Prudent Alternatives 

 

 

No reasonable and prudent alternatives can be recommended which would accommodate the desire 

for access to the Gulf of Mexico through an alternate channel without jeopardizing the continued 

existence of the manatee. 

 

         Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

         W. T. Olds, Jr. 

Acting Regional Director 

 

 

Enclosures 

 

cc: 

Suwannee River Authority 

P.O. Box  906 

Live Oak, FL  32060 

 

Mr. Pat Rose 

Florida Department of Natural Resources 

Bureau of Marine Research 

100-8
th

 Avenue, SE. 

St. Petersburg, FL  33701-5095 

 

Chief, OES, FWS, Washington, D.C. 

SE, FWS, Jacksonville, FL 

ES, FWS, Panama City, FL 

ES, FWS, Vero Beach, FL (Attn:  Dave Smith) 

Chassahowitzka, NWR, FWS, Homosassa, FL 

DWRC, FWS, Gainesville, FL (Attn:  Tom O’Shea) 



 

Table 1.  Manatee sightings in Alligator, Wadley and 

East Pass of the Suwannee River from aerial surveys 

Between 1979 and July 1985. 

 

Time Period No. of Surveys Alligator Pass Wadley Pass East Pass 

 

April-October 1979-81 

(Powell and Rathbun 1984 

 

 

 

37 ≥15 ≥17 ≥ 19 

April-October 1982 

 

15   37      6      11 

March-October 1983   6     1      0        9 

 

March-October 1984   5     0      0        1 

 

May-July 1985   5     5      0         0 

 

  

 

 

________ 

 

_______ 

 

________ 

 

________ 

 

Summary of 1982-1985 31    43     6        21 

 



August 2, 1995 

 

Planning Division 

Environmental Branch 

 

Ms. Judith C. Hancock 

Wildlife and Endangered Species Committee 

Sierra Club 

Post Office Box 2436 

Lake City, Florida 32056 

 

Dear Ms. Hancock: 

 

 Thank you for your interest in the proposed maintenance dredging of the Suwannee River 

Navigation Project. 

 

The Federal project was authorized for construction in June 14, 1880, and Public Law 

PL 93 251 authorized an improvement to the channel which was completed on September 30, 1978.  

The maintenance dredging of the project is the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' (Jacksonville District) 

responsibility.  Of the 3 passes, Alligator and East Pass are part of the Federal project.  Wadley Pass 

is a locally constructed and maintained channel. 

 

We have been coordinating with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the Suwannee River 

Water Management District to identify environmental concerns and to determine if feasible 

alternatives are available that would allow maintenance of the navigation channel while protecting 

the resources of concern.  In a May 5, 1995, meeting, a discussion of the concerns and alternatives 

between the aforementioned agencies took place.  The letter from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

to the Jacksonville District dated June 22, 1995, was a result of a verbal request for input at that 

meeting.  Based in part on that response, we will determine if maintenance dredging is feasible under 

the potential constraints for the work.  If a decision is made to proceed with the maintenance, a 

public notice will be issued soliciting comments from all interested parties.  We will gladly add your 

address to that coordination list. 

Thank you for your interest in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

A. J. Salem 

Chief, Planning Division 

 

bcc: 

CESAJ-CO-ON 

CESAJ-DP 

Fonferek/CESAJ-PD-ER/ljd 

Dugger/CESAJ-PD-ER 

Smith/CESAJ-PD-E 

DiChiara/CESAJ-CO 

Salem/CESAJ-PD 

1:\group\pde\suwannee.ltr 

 

 



SIERRA 

    CLUB    The Florida Chapter 
 

    Post Office Box 2436 

    Lake City, FL 32056 

    July 3, 1995      

 

Mr. A. J. Salem 

Chief, Planning Division 

Corps of Engineers 

Post Office Box 4970 

Jacksonville, Fl 32232-0019 

 

    Re: Alligator Pass, Suwannee River 

     Proposed Maintenance Dredging 

 

Dear Mr. Salem: 

 

We have received a copy of the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service's communication to you relative 

to the above-referenced proposal.  The Service's letter is dated June 22, 1995. 

 

This communication advises that a meeting was called by the Corps on May 5, 1995 with the 

FWS, Florida Department of Environmental Protection, Suwannee River Water Management District 

and representatives from the offices of Senator Connie Mack and Representative Karen Thurman to 

discuss this proposal and to identify environmental concerns. 

 

We are frankly perplexed, and more than a little concerned, that consideration for dredging 

Alligator Pass is apparently continuing.  In 1985, as you know, the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

issued a Jeopardy Opinion regarding an application by the Suwannee River Authority to dredge this 

pass, stating the Service’s opinion that such a project would jeopardize the continued existence of 

the endangered Florida manatee. of the three passes at the mouth of the Suwannee, Alligator Pass has 

been documented as being used more frequently by manatees than the other two (East Pass and 

Wadley Pass). 

 

The June 22, 1995 letter reiterates the 1988 Opinion that dredging Alligator Pass would Increase 

boat traffic resulting in boat related mortality of this endangered species, it further states that 

Alligator Pass should be clearly marked for navigation purposes. 

 

Because of the importance of Alligator Pass to manatees,  the Suwannee River Authority’s 1985 

application to dredge this area was denied (see Public Notice No. 85IPF20035 of 3/29/85 and B.O. 

dated 8/21/85 to Col.  Charles Myers III). 

 

 

 

 

 
“When we try to pick out anything by itself, we find it hitched to everything else in the universe.”  John Muir 



Mr. A. J. Salem             July 3, 1995 

Chief, Planning Div. USCOE         Page 2 
 

 

 

In addition to our concerns about impacts to the Florida manatee, we are concerned about 

potential deleterious effects to the Gulf of Mexico sturgeon, a threatened species added to the federal 

list in 1991.  The Suwannee River drainage supports the largest number of this migratory fish 

(USFWS 12/3/93 Draft Recovery/Management Plan; Report on the Conservation Status of the Gulf 

of Mexico Sturgeon Acipenser oxyrhynchus desotoi, James M. Barkuloo, USFWS, 12 Sept. 1988).  

The Service's June 22, 995 letter states that individuals of the Gulf of Mexico sturgeon use all three 

Suwannee River passes, with most using East and Alligator.  The letter further states that research 

suggests that Alligator Pass is an especially important area for congregating juveniles.  The Service 

believes that dredging this pass would increase potential adverse impacts for juvenile sturgeon and 

possibly other age classes of migrating sturgeon in East Pass. 

 

It has been our privilege to express our support for recovery of the Gulf of Mexico sturgeon 

for many years.  We are extremely fortunate that the Suwannee population seems to be large enough 

that the prognosis for recovery is good, given proper and adequate consideration for its needs and 

status. 

 

We conclude by expressing our concurrence with the USFWS recommendation to remove 

Alligator Pass from consideration, thus best ensuring protection of the Florida manatee and Gulf of 

Mexico sturgeon. 

 

 Thank you for your consideration of our comments.  It would be appreciated if you would 

advise the status of the proposed project. 

 

 

       Sincerely, 

 

 

       Judith C. Hancock 

       Wildlife & Endangered Species 

             Committee 

       Chair, Public Lands 

 

cc: Jerry Scarborough SRWMD 

 Michael Bentzien USFWS 

 Robert Turner USFWS 

 Ken Litzenburger Lower Suwannee NWR 

 Patrick Rose FDEP Protected Species 

 



United States Department of the Interior 
 

FISH AND WII.DLIFE SERVICE 

6620 Southpoint Drive, South 

Suite 310 

Jacksonville, Florida 32216-0912 

 

 

 

Mr. A. J. Salem 

Chief, Planning Division 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

P.O. Box 4970 

Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019 

 

 

Dear Mr. Salem: 

 

This responds to your letter of June 9, 1995, requesting our comments on the proposed maintenance 

dredging of Alligator Pass located at the mouth of the Suwannee River, Dixie County. 

 

On May 5, 1995, the Corps called a meeting with the Service, Florida Department of Environmental 

Protection, Suwannee River Water Management District and representatives from U.S. Senator 

Mack's and U.S. Representative Thurman's offices to discuss this project and identify environmental 

concerns. 

 

There are three passes at the mouth of the Suwannee River, Alligator Pass, East Pass, and Wadley 

Pass.  Alligator Pass and East Pass have been designated as Federal Navigation Channels.  East Pass 

was dredged by the Corps in the 1970's, but Alligator Pass has not been dredged.  Wadley Pass has 

also been dredged, but not by the Corps.  Wadley Pass is currently passable, but shoaling has 

occurred as a result of the "No Name Storm" of 1993. 

 

The sponsor, the Suwannee River Water Management District, is requesting that the Corps dredge 

Alligator Pass because Wadley Pass has shoaled in and it has become difficult for larger boats to 

navigate the channel.  East Pass remains open, but Wadley and Alligator Passes are closer to the 

town of Suwannee, which generates the majority of larger boat traffic (commercial and sports 

fisherman. 

 

At the May 5 meeting, we outlined our concerns with the proposed project.  On August 21, 1988, the 

Service issued a jeopardy Biological Opinion to the Corps with reference to dredging Alligator Pass 

(copy enclosed).  At that time, the Corps was not proposing to dredge the pass; the applicant was the 

Suwannee River Authority.  We believed that dredging the pass would jeopardize the continued 

existence of the manatee.  Data collected from both radio telemetry and aerial surveys showed that 

Alligator Pass was used by manatees more frequently than the other two passes.  We believed that 

dredging the pass would increase boat traffic, in particular larger boats, which would result in boat-

related manatee mortality.  We agreed that the natural channel in Alligator Pass should be clearly 

marked in order for boats to navigate safely through the pass.  The applicant subsequently was 

authorized to maintenance dredge Wadley Pass to provide unrestricted boating access to the Gulf of 

Mexico. 



 

 

In 1991, the Service added the Gulf of Mexico sturgeon to the federal list of threatened and 

endangered animals.  This threatened subspecies of Atlantic sturgeon migrates in Spring from 

estuarine and marine waters to spawn in Gulf Coast freshwater river drainages.  As stated at the 

meeting, studies on the sturgeon's rangewide distribution and anecdotal evidence indicate the 

Suwannee River drainage supports by far the largest number of this migratory fish.  Individuals use 

all three major Suwannee distributaries, with most fish passing through East and Alligator Passes.  

We also noted additional research which indicates that juvenile fish (< two years old) remain in the 

vicinity of the river mouth rather than follow adults and subadults into the Gulf during the Fall return 

migration.  Numbers observed suggest that Alligator Pass is an especially important area for these 

congregating juveniles.  This group represents the reproductive efforts of older-aged fish who do not 

spawn every year.  Actions that increase direct and/or indirect mortality would therefore be expected 

to significantly affect the subspecies' recovery and survival.  We believe that dredging Alligator Pass 

would increase potential adverse impacts for juvenile sturgeon and possibly other age classes of 

migrating sturgeon in East Pass. 

 

We suggested at the meeting that the Corps drop Alligator Pass from the Federal project and add 

Wadley Pass.  We do not object to maintenance dredging Wadley Pass provided a suitable disposal 

site is found.  Dredging Wadley Pass will have minimum impact to the manatee and the Gulf 

sturgeon. 

 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide our comments on this proposed project.  If you have 

questions, please contact Don Palmer in this office. 

 

     Sincerely yours, 

 

 

 

     Michael M. Bentzien 

     Assistant Field Supervisor 

 

 

cc 

Suwannee River NWR 

Judy Hancock 
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SECTION 404(b)(1) EVALUATION REPORT 
 

SUWANNEE RIVER 
DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PLAN 

UPLAND DISPOSAL SITE 5 
 

DIXIE COUNTY, FLORIDA 
 

1.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
1.1  LOCATION 
 
The proposed Federal navigation work will be performed at the mouth of the 
Suwannee River at Wadley Pass (sometimes referred to as McGriff Pass or 
Channel) in Dixie County, Florida (Figure 1).  The headwaters of the Suwannee 
River is located in Georgia; however, the main source for the river is drainage of 
approximately 800 square miles of the Okefenokee Swamp near the Florida-
Georgia state line.  From here it flows southwesterly about 200 miles to the Gulf of 
Mexico, forming the boundaries between several Florida counties. 
 
1.2 GENERAL DESCRIPTION   
 
The recommended plan is to conduct maintenance dredging in the Federally-
authorized channel of Suwannee River, Wadley Pass (or McGriff Channel), just 
south of the community of Suwannee, Florida in Dixie County.  The project involves 
dredging the existing Federal channel to a width 75 feet (ft) and a depth of 6 ft.  
Applicable authorizing documents are included in Table 1. 
 

Table 1.  Project Authorization 
 

Acts Work Authorized Documents 
14 June 1880 Channel 5 x 150 feet through 

entrance to Rolands Bluff, thence 4 x 
60 feet to Ellaville 

A.R. for 1879, p. 857 

19 September 1880 Channel 6 feet deep through Derrick 
Island Gap 

Specified in Act 

5 August 1977 Dredging through rock shoals below 
Ellaville and widening of channel 
through Derrick Island and other 
locations de-authorized 

Section 12, Public Law 
93-251 

29 April 1999 Changed designation of Federal 
channel from East Pass to Wadley 
Pass (also known as McGriff Pass)  

HR 1480, WRDA 

 



SITE LOCATION MAP
Upland Disposal Site 5
Dixie County, Florida Figure:  1\Date:  September 2005\Scale: 1:34,000\Source:  GEC

USGS Suwanee NE (3/6/1994), Suwanee SE (1/21/1994), East Pass NW (3/6/1994) and East Pass SW (3/6/1994) DOQQs

Gulf Engineers & Consultants, Inc.
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Wadley Pass was dredged in 1962 when 48,576 cubic yards of material were 
removed from the project area to provide a channel with a depth of 5 to 7 feet. The 
Suwannee River Authority last performed maintenance dredging of Wadley Pass in 
1986.   
 
1.3 AUTHORITY/PURPOSE 
 
This Federal project is authorized by the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1960 and was 
modified by the Water Resources Development Act of 1999, which designated 
Wadley Pass as the Federal navigation channel. 
 
Spoil from dredging operations was mounded at the southeastern point of Little 
Bradford Island.  The “No-Name Storm” of March 1993 produced a storm surge 
reported by residents of the community of Suwannee to have reached a height of 
10-12 feet.  Much of the spoil at Little Bradford Island (reportedly, as much as half) 
was eroded, and it reentered the channel, resulting in channel depths as shallow as 
3.0 feet at mean low tide.  Shoaling of the channel has restricted vessel movement 
in the channel, particularly during low tides.  During spring tides, it is necessary for 
many boats to pass the shallows “on plane.”  At particularly low tides, as when tides 
are wind-driven, the channel is impassible by a majority of boats of the area.  This 
has created a potential safety hazard by preventing boats from reaching safe harbor 
during adverse weather. 
 
The small community of Suwannee, located at the mouth of the Suwannee River, is 
dependent on water access to the lower reaches of the river and the Gulf of Mexico.  
There are three marinas in the community that provide berthing and storage of 
boats for residents and visitors.  Recreational and commercial fishing, light tourism, 
and boating are the mainstays of the community economy.  Shoaling of the channel 
has adversely affected the economic development of the community.  The project is 
needed to improve access through the elimination of shoals, which would improve 
navigation safety, facilitate expansion of recreation and tourism, and contribute to 
maintaining the economy of the community.  
 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (the Corps) requires each of its Districts to prepare 
a Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) to maintain Federal navigation 
channels for at least 20 years (EC 1165-2-200, July 1994).  The Suwannee River 
Federal Project does not have a dredged material management plan or a disposal 
site for maintenance.  Therefore, there is a need to prepare a DMMP to comply with 
Corps requirements. 
 
The purpose of the project is to restore the channel depth and width for safe and 
efficient navigation throughout the length of the Federal navigation project.  The goal 
is to restore navigability in the Federal project, to dispose of dredged material 
consistent with sound engineering practice, and to present a management plan that 
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identifies the specific measures necessary to manage the volume of material likely 
to be dredged over a 20-year period. 
 
1.3.1 Alternative Description 
 
Dredging of the Federally-authorized channel to 75 feet wide and 6 feet deep would 
result in the removal of approximately 125,000 cubic yards.  It is anticipated that all 
dredging would be performed using a suction dredge with a cutterhead.  Dredged 
material would be pumped to its disposal site(s) through a pipeline.   
 
Opportunities exist for beneficial uses of the dredged material.  Little Bradford 
Island has experienced considerable shoreline erosion, and much of the unique 
biological communities and prehistoric Native American relics on this island have 
been lost.  The landowner, U.S. Department of Interior (DOI), U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS), and the Lower Suwannee National Wildlife Refuge requested 
restoration of the historic shoreline. The proposed action incorporates the 
placement of approximately 12,000-15,000 cubic yards of dredged material to 
restore the historic shoreline and to prevent further losses of natural and cultural 
resources.  Stabilization along the shoreline will be accomplished through the 
placement of armory such as geotubes or sheet-pile cells.  Dredge material would 
be pumped through a pontoon-supported pipeline between the selected armory and 
the existing shoreline.   
 
The remaining dredge material would then be pumped to an upland disposal site 
through a pipeline.  A pontoon-supported pipeline would follow the existing channel 
of Salt Creek, through a tributary to County Road or Highway 349 (CR 349) where it 
would proceed to the Town of Suwannee Water Treatment Plant.  From this 
location, the pipeline would proceed along the northern side of CR 349 within the 
right-of-way to the Upland Disposal Site 5.  The dredge discharge pipeline route will 
traverse approximately six miles over land from the mouth of Salt Creek to the 
disposal area.  Booster pumps spaced approximately 2,500 feet apart will be 
placed along the pipeline, as needed.  When encountering roads along the path of 
the pipeline, either trenches or ramps will be utilized to increase safety, decrease 
traffic problems, and lessen public nuisance. 
 
A sump at the disposal site will collect salt water from the dewatering of the dredged 
material.  A pump will move the saltwater through a return line to the roadside canal 
adjacent to CR 349 near the Town of Suwannee Water Treatment Plant.  The 
effluent discharge pipeline (approximately 20 to 24 inch range) route will traverse 
approximately 3.50 miles over land and would discharge in Salt Creek near 
Barbree Island.  The discharge would be under pressure; therefore, the pipeline will 
eject effluent in the channel to avoid and minimize erosion of the shoreline to the 
maximum extent practicable.   
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The upland disposal site is located in Section 16 of Township 13 South, Range 12 
East on the East Pass Quadrangle (1954, PR 1993) in Dixie County, Florida 
(Figure 2).  The disposal site area covers 16.9 acres and is situated alongside and 
approximately 50 feet from the CR 349 right-of-way.  Within the disposal area, 10-
foot dikes will be constructed to contain up to 300,000 cubic yards of dredged 
material. 
 
1.3.2 Summary of Mitigation Features Incorporated into the Project 
 
A “mitigation feature” is a management procedure, activity, or technique to reduce 
the severity of environmental impacts and/or offset impacts associated with a 
project.   
 
In the development of the project, features that were incorporated to avoid, 
minimize, and compensate for potential adverse environmental effects include those 
for wetlands and threatened and endangered species. 
 
The Corps’ policy is to ensure that project-caused adverse impacts to fish and 
wildlife resources have been avoided or minimized to the extent practicable, and 
that remaining, unavoidable impacts have been compensated to the extent justified.  
Alternative disposal sites that would avoid wetlands and protected species were 
evaluated, and consideration was given to configuring the footprint of the disposal 
area to avoid wetlands where possible.  The disposal site was configured to 
minimize impacts to wetlands by shifting the footprint to the south (Figure 3).  For 
unavoidable impacts to wetlands, compensatory mitigation would be completed off-
site by the Suwannee River Water Management District (SRWMD).   
 
Threatened and endangered species as well as species of special concern in the 
project area include the Florida scrub-jay (Aphelocoma coeruluscens), eastern 
indigo snake (Dymarchon corais couperi), West Indian manatee (Trichechus 
manatus latirostris), Gulf sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrhynchus desotoi), and the 
gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus). 
 
A survey was completed, and it was determined that suitable habitat for the 
Federally-listed scrub-jay and eastern indigo snake was present.  However, no 
individuals were observed. 
 
In order to avoid and minimize impacts to the sturgeon, the timing and duration of 
the dredging operation has been limited to 60 days during the period of May-
September.  The spawning and rearing season for the sturgeon would be avoided 
during this time as to not disrupt the life cycle of the species.  Protective measures 
to prevent dredge and watercraft collisions with manatees include manatee watches 
and the use of silt curtains. 
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Evidence of the gopher tortoise was found to be present in the disposal site area.  
No individuals were observed during the survey, but approximately 22 active, 10 
inactive, and 13 old burrows were recorded within the proposed disposal site.  
Avoidance is the most effective method to conserve and protect this species. 
However, avoidance is not a viable option, and relocation is required.   Because the 
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FFWCC) considers relocation 
as the least desirable option, guidelines and regulations have been set into place to 
ensure the proper capture, handling, and reestablishment of this species.  A permit 
application will be completed and ongoing coordination with FFWCC maintained in 
order to successfully achieve the protection and relocation of the gopher tortoise 
population in the project area.   
 
1.4   GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF DREDGED AND FILL MATERIAL 
  
1.4.1 General Characteristics   
 
Drilling logs for thirteen sediment cores (1-9 and 13-16) from the Suwannee River 
were examined for sediment characterization.  The logs contain data taken from 
vertical cores that penetrated 5 feet into the subsurface.  These cores were taken 
along approximately 2.5 miles of Wadley Pass, beginning near the Wadley/Alligator 
Pass junction and extending partially into the Gulf of Mexico.  
 
Cores 13-16 represent the most upstream portion of Wadley Pass, the area 
between the Wadley/Alligator Pass junction and Northern Pass.  The cores in this 
area are very uniform and consist of well-graded, medium-grained sand.  The sand 
is composed of sub-rounded quartz and is brown in color.  Core 13, the 
westernmost core in this group, displays occasional lenses of organic silt, indicating 
a westward decrease in current velocity. 
 
Cores 7-9 represent the outflow area of Wadley Pass and are located between 
Northern Pass and the western tip of Little Bradford Island (Core 7 appears to be at 
the mouth of the Pass).  The cores in this area contain sediments of a transitional 
environment, grading from fluvial (stream) deposits in the east (Core 9) to deltaic-
marine deposits in the west (Core 7).  This change in environment is manifested in 
the lateral transition (east-west) from well-graded, medium grained sand with trace 
silt to poorly graded, fine-grained sand with abundant silt.  Sand within all cores 
consists of sub-rounded quartz and is brown in color; trace organics are found in all 
cores.  Core 7 contains trace amounts of shell, as would be expected in a deltaic-
marine zone. 
 
Cores 4-6 represent near shore deposits of the Gulf of Mexico, covering an area 
ranging from the mouth of Wadley Pass (Core 6) to the Suwannee Reef (Core 4).  
These cores are primarily comprised of brown, poorly graded, fine-grained sand 
composed of sub-rounded quartz.  Silt and shell content increase to the west.  The 
upper 0.5 feet of Core 5 consists almost exclusively of whole and broken shells. 
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Core 1-3 represents more open marine deposits within the Gulf of Mexico.  This 
core group begins near the Suwannee Reef (Core 3) and extends offshore; 
deposits within these cores represent a transitional zone between near shore and 
open marine environments.  Poorly graded, fine-grain sand constitutes the bulk of 
sediments within these cores.  Silt content increases to the west, while shell content 
decreases to the west. 
 
1.4.2 Quantity of Material 
 
The project consists maintaining a navigation channel that will be dredged to 75 feet 
wide and six feet deep with one foot of allowable overdepth.  It is estimated that the 
project will require removal of approximately 125,000 cubic yards of dredged 
material.  
 
1.5  DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED DISCHARGE SITE 
 
1.5.1 Location and Size 
 
The disposal area near Little Bradford Island is adjacent to the east side of Little 
Bradford Island, in Northern Pass located in Section 36 of Township 13 South, 
Range 11 East on the Suwannee USGS Quadrangle (1954, PR 1993) in Dixie 
County. The site is approximately 0.3 acre in size. 
 
The upland disposal site is located in Section 16 of Township 13 South, Range 12 
East on the East Pass Quadrangle (1954, PR 1993) in Dixie County, Florida.  The 
disposal site area covers 16.9 acres and is situated alongside and approximately 
50 feet from the CR 349 right-of-way.   
 
1.5.2 Type of Site/Habitat 
 
Little Bradford Island is characterized as a salt marsh and maritime hammock 
community while the disposal site on the eastern portion of the island is a shallow, 
sandy-bottom habitat where erosion of the island has taken place. 
 
Upland Disposal Site 5 is dominated by three general community types: 1) open 
spray fields, 2) pine/scrub forest, and 3) forested wetlands.   
 
The open spray fields are owned and maintained by the Suwannee Wastewater 
Treatment Facility, although they are not currently utilized for spraying.  Dominant 
plant species includes bahai grass (Paspalum notatum), broom sedge 
(Andropogon virginicus), blackberry (Rubus sp.), Lespedeza sp., and various other 
herbaceous species with scattered occurrences of wax myrtle (Myrica cerifera), live 
oak (Quercus virginiana), and rattlebox (Sesbania sp.). 
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The pine/scrub forest community located along the south side of the site adjacent to 
County Road 349.  Species dominating this community include longleaf pine (Pinus 
palustris), live oak, slash pine (Pinus elliottii), cabbage palm (Sabal palmetto), saw 
palmetto (Serenoa repens), winged sumac (Rhus copallinum), narrowleaf 
silkgrass (Pityopsis graminifolia), American beauty-berry (Callicarpa americana), 
Cassia, sp., Hypericum sp., greenbriar (Smilax spp.), yaupon (Ilex vomitoria), and 
bahia grass.  This community has been logged and replanted within the last fifteen 
to twenty years. 
 
The forested wetland community is located along the northern portion of the 
proposed disposal site.  Recent logging activity left a few overstory slash and 
longleaf pines along the edges and a few pond cypress (Taxodium ascendens) 
within the inundated areas.  Dominant species around the edges of this community 
consisted of fetterbush (Lyonia lucida), red maple (Acer rubrum), ink-berry (Ilex 
glabra), eastern false-willow (Baccharis halimifolia), meadow beauty (Rhexia 
spp.), and persimmon (Diospyros virginiana).  The interior portion of this community 
was inundated and contained species such as pond cypress, buttonbush 
(Cephalanthus occidentalis), swamp tupelo (Nyssa sylvatica var. biflora), Ludwigia 
spp., netted chainfern (Woodwordia areolata), royal fern (Osmunda regalis), and 
Sagittaria spp. 
 
1.5.3 Timing and Duration of Discharge 
 
Dredging of the channel should be limited to the period of May to September to 
avoid potentially adverse impacts on the Gulf sturgeon.  The total duration of 
discharge is 60 days. 
 
1.6 DESCRIPTION OF DISPOSAL METHOD 
 
Dredging of the Federally-authorized Wadley Pass channel to 75-feet-wide and 6-
feet-deep would result in the removal of approximately 125,000 cubic yards.  
Approximately 12,000-15,000 cubic yards of dredged material would be used to 
restore the historic shoreline of Little Bradford Island and to prevent further losses of 
natural and cultural resources.  Dredge material would be pumped through a 
pontoon-supported pipeline and placed between the existing shoreline and the 
dredge-filled geotubes or sheet-pile cells.   
 
The remaining dredge material would be pumped to an upland disposal site through 
a pipeline.  A pontoon-supported pipeline would follow the existing channel of Salt 
Creek where it will proceed inland.  The pipeline would be extended along the 
northern side of CR 349 to the disposal area.  Within the disposal area, 10-foot 
dikes will be constructed to contain up to 300,000 cubic yards of dredged material. 
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The pipeline would traverse approximately six miles over land from the mouth of Salt 
Creek to the disposal area.  Booster pumps will be placed in the pipeline, as 
needed. A sump at the disposal site would collect saltwater from the dewatering of 
the dredged material.  A pump and any necessary booster pumps would then pump 
the saltwater through a return line to the roadside canal adjacent to CR 349 near the 
Town of Suwannee Water Treatment Plant.   
 
2.0 FACTUAL DETERMINATIONS 
 
2.1 PHYSICAL SUBSTRATE DETERMINATIONS 
 
2.1.1 Substrate Elevation and Slope 
 
Disposal at Little Bradford Island will be limited to shallow open water bottoms and 
eroded banks along the eastern shore of the island, where the maritime hammock 
community exists.  The elevation for Disposal Site 5 is between ___ and __ NGVD, 
with very little slope.   
 
2.1.2 Sediment Type 
 
The sediment associated with the proposed project area is a band of alluvial 
deposits overlying limestone bedrock.  The flood plain is covered by brackish and 
saltwater marsh, and sediments from the Suwannee River have created mud banks 
near the mouth. 
 
2.1.3 Dredge and Fill Material Movement 
 
Materials at Little Bradford Island would be subject to tidal currents as well as wave 
action and would experience some movement over the time, typical of natural 
sediment transport for the area. There would be no movement of the material at 
Disposal Site 5 because it would be confined within the disposal site.   
 
2.1.4 Physical Effects on Substrate 
 
The substrate would be impacted in the dredging zone and in that area slated for 
shoreline stabilization at Little Bradford Island.  However, the substrate in the 
dredged area is not expected to differ markedly from adjacent, undredged areas.  
The substrate at Little Bradford Island would be restored to an upland. 
 
2.1.5 Other Effects 
 
No change in the general type of substrate is expected because the adjacent area 
is in public lands with the Lower Suwannee National Wildlife Refuge and the 
Perpetual Wildlife Management Area being located adjacent to the project area.   
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2.1.6 Actions Taken to Minimize Impacts 
 
The recommended plan incorporates actions to avoid and minimize impacts to 
aquatic communities.  See Section 1.3.2, Summary of Mitigation Features 
Incorporated into the Project.   
 
2.2 WATER CIRCULATION, FLUCTUATION, AND SALINITY 

DETERMINATION 
 
2.2.1 Water Quality 
 
The Suwannee River is designated as a Class III waters, the use of which includes 
recreation, propagation and maintenance of a healthy, well-balanced population of 
fish and wildlife.  In its Surface Water Quality and Biological Annual Report 2004, 
the Suwannee River Water Management District’s Department of Water Resources 
ranked the lower reaches of Suwannee River as fair.  The primary constituent of 
concern impacting water quality in the project area is nutrients.  Elevated levels of 
nitrate-nitrogen (nitrate-N) are most likely a result of croplands, dairies, and poultry 
operations in the middle reaches of the Suwannee River.  
 
In addition to its surface water classification, Suwannee River is also designated as 
an Outstanding Florida Water (OFW), which the Florida Department of 
Environmental Protection (FDEP) defines as a water worthy of special protection 
because of its natural attributes.  The Lower Suwannee River in Dixie and Levy 
Counties was designated as an OFW in FAC 62-302.700(9)(b) due its location 
within the Lower Suwannee National Wildlife Refuge. 
 
Dredging would affect the physical and chemical characteristics as noted below.  
There would be slight increases in silt loads and turbidity associated with channel 
excavation.  However, turbidity levels should return to pre-project conditions upon 
completion of work.   
 
2.2.1.1  Salinity 
 
The project would not alter the salinity of project waters.  Dredged material will be 
transported through a pipeline to the disposal site, where it would be de-watered 
and discharged.  A sump at the disposal site will collect saltwater from the 
dewatering process, and booster pumps will pump the saltwater through a return 
line to the Gulf of Mexico at the mouth of Salt Creek. 
 
2.2.1.2  Water Chemistry 
 
Changes in turbidity, total suspended solids, and nutrients are expected to increase 
temporarily in localized areas at and downstream from dredging operations.  No 
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significant long-term increases in these conditions are expected as a result of the 
project. 
 
The long-term water quality would not be affected by the proposed project. 
 
2.2.1.3  Clarity 
 
Water clarity would be reduced at the project site during dredging activities, but 
would revert to pre-construction conditions once the project is complete.   
 
 2.2.1.4  Color 
 
 No expected change. 
 
2.2.1.5  Odor 
 
The sediments to be dredged contain only thin lenses of organic material.    The 
trace amount of organics present is not likely to release odors or noxious fumes.   
 
2.2.1.6  Taste 
 
Not applicable.   

 
2.2.1.7  Dissolved Gas Levels 
 
Because the substrate is primarily sand with very little organic content, and because 
tidal and long-shore currents are present, no effect on dissolved gas levels are 
anticipated.   
 
2.2.1.8  Nutrients 
 
Because the sediment is primarily sand with little organic content to hold nutrients, 
no effect of the project ton nutrient levels is expected. 
 
2.2.1.9  Eutrophication  
 
Not applicable. 
 
2.2.2  Current Patterns and Circulation 
 
2.2.2.1  Current Patterns and Flow 
 
Dredging will lower the depth of the channel at various locations as much as two 
feet.  However, the current patterns and circulation should remain unchanged. 
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2.2.2.2  Velocity 
 
The proposed project would deepen the channel of Wadley Pass in turn creating the 
potential for increase velocity of flows.  The effects of potential increased velocity 
are anticipated to be minimal. 
 
2.2.2.3  Stratification 
 
Not applicable. 
 
2.2.2.4  Hydrologic Regime 
 
The project is not likely to adversely impact the hydrologic regime.   
 
2.2.3 Normal Water Level Fluctuations 
 
Normal water level fluctuations are anticipated to remain the same. 
 
2.2.4   Salinity Gradients 
 
No alteration of salinity gradients is expected. 
 
2.2.5 Actions That Will be Taken to Minimize Impacts 
 
See Section 1.3.2, Summary of Mitigation Features Incorporated into the Project.   
 
2.3 SUSPENDED PARTICULATE/TURBIDITY DETERMINATIONS 
 
2.3.1 Expected Changes in Suspended Particulates and 

Turbidity Levels in Vicinity of Disposal Sites  
 
In the vicinity of the dredging operation, there would be temporary and localized 
increases in suspended solids and turbidity.  
 
2.3.2 Effects on Chemical and Physical Properties of the Water Column 
 
2.3.2.1  Light Penetration 
 
Sediments released during construction operations may periodically reduce light 
penetration.  Photosynthesis and primary productivity in portions of the affected 
areas is not expected to decrease because light attenuation from very briefly 
suspended particulates would be negligible.   
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2.3.2.2  Dissolved Oxygen 
 
No effects on dissolved oxygen concentrations are expected. 
 
2.3.2.3  Toxic Metals and Organics 
 
No anticipated increase in toxic metals and organics exists. 
 
2.3.2.4  Pathogens 
 
This project would have no effect on pathogens. 
 
2.3.2.5  Aesthetics 
 
During implementation of the project, the aesthetics of the region would be 
temporarily impacted by the presence of dredging equipment.  This adverse impact 
would persist only through the duration of the project which is approximately 60 
days.  
 
2.3.3  Effects on Biota 
 
2.3.3.1  Primary Production 
 
Photosynthesis and primary productivity in portions of the affected areas is not 
expected to decrease because light attenuation from very briefly suspended 
particulates would be negligible.  As these particulates settle, primary production 
would return to pre-project levels.   
 
2.3.3.2  Suspension/Filter Feeders 
 
No impact to suspension/filter feeders is anticipated. 
 
2.3.3.3  Sight Feeders 
 
No impact to sight feeders is anticipated. 
 
2.3.4  Actions Taken to Minimize Impacts 
 
The recommended plan incorporates actions to avoid and minimize impacts to 
aquatic communities.  See Section 1.3.2, Summary of Mitigation Features 
Incorporated into the Project.   
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2.4 CONTAMINANT DETERMINATIONS 
 
An investigation of hazardous, toxic, and radiological waste was performed for the 
project area.  The results of the investigation show that HTRW is not likely to exist in 
the vicinity of the project. 
 
2.5 AQUATIC ECOSYSTEM AND ORGANISM DETERMINATION 
 
2.5.1 Plankton  
 
There would be some loss of habitat associated with the placement of material 
adjacent to Little Bradford Island. While some individuals in the immediate area of 
the operation could potentially be affected, the overall effects on the plankton 
community would be negligible.  Aquatic communities in shallow areas with 
exposed sediments rapidly recover from short-term disruptions, especially 
associated with storms, when sediments over a wide area become resuspended.  
The localized disturbance associated with the project would likely have no 
quantifiable impacts.  
 
2.5.2 Benthos 

 
There would be some loss of habitat associated with the placement of material 
adjacent to Little Bradford Island, but the effects of this action on the overall benthic 
community is insignificant. Benthic communities in the channel would be disrupted 
by dredging operations, but would quickly recover.  Benthic communities 
associated with sandy substrates are adapted to the shifting and redeposition of 
sediments.  Reproductive strategies would enable benthic organisms to rapidly 
recolonize areas disturbed by the project.  No adverse effects on the benthic 
community are expected. 
 
2.5.3 Nekton 
 
There would be some loss of habitat associated with the placement of material 
adjacent to Little Bradford Island, but the effects of this action on the overall 
community is insignificant.  Fishes and other active swimmers would avoid the area 
of disturbance associated with the project and would return following completion of 
construction. No long-term adverse impacts are anticipated. 
 
2.5.4 Aquatic Food Web 
 
There would be some loss of habitat associated with the placement of material 
adjacent to Little Bradford Island, but the effects of this action on the overall 
Suwannee River Estuary ecosystem would be minimal.  Food items would be 
affected only within a localized site of the estuary.  Plankton and benthic 
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communities in the immediate area of construction are anticipated to rapidly return 
to pre-project conditions.  
 
2.5.5 Special Aquatic Sites Effects 
 
2.5.5.1  Sanctuaries and Refuges 
 
No significant adverse impacts are expected on the Lower Suwannee National 
Wildlife Refuge, the Cedar Keys National Wildlife Refuge, the Perpetual Wildlife 
Management Area, or the Big Bend Seagrasses Aquatic Preserve. 
 
2.5.5.2 Wetlands 
 

The Corps’ policy is to ensure that project-caused adverse impacts to fish and 
wildlife resources have been avoided or minimized to the extent practicable, and 
that remaining, unavoidable impacts have been compensated to the extent justified.   

 

Alternative disposal sites that would avoid wetlands and protected species were 
evaluated.  Nearshore and offshore disposal of dredged material was considered.  
The expense of offshore disposal rendered this alternative impractical.  Nearshore 
placement of material to restore historic shorelines of islands in the vicinity of the 
project was evaluated.  This region is part of the Big Bend Seagrasses Aquatic 
Preserve, managed by FDEP.  Because of concerns that the placement of dredged 
material would adversely affect marine communities, the State of Florida disallowed 
nearshore placement.   

 
Consideration was given to configuring the footprint of the disposal area to avoid 
wetlands where possible.  Figure 3 shows how the disposal site was configured to 
minimize impacts to wetlands.  No wetlands are present at the site of disposal on 
Little Bradford Island.  Additionally, the pipeline on the north side of CR 349 will be 
placed in the existing right-of-way, so minimal additional right-of-way and clearing 
and snagging would be necessary to transport dredge material.  Therefore, the 
pipeline design will avoid impacts to wetlands to the extent practicable. 
 

For those unavoidable impacts to wetlands at the disposal site, alternatives 
examined for compensatory mitigation include the use of on-site mitigation, off-site 
mitigation, commercial mitigation banks, or a combination of these alternatives.  
The project contains 4.6 acres of unavoidable impacts to wetlands.  Wetlands were 
assessed using the Uniform Mitigation Assessment Method (UMAM) as proscribed 
in the Florida Administrative Code, Chapter 62-345.  Filling the 4.6 acres of 
wetlands would result in a Functional Loss calculated to be 2.76.  The full potential 
for on-site compensatory mitigation does not exist.  Due to the elevated costs of 
mitigating with a commercial bank, the local sponsor, the SRWMD, will provide off-
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site mitigation.  The SRWMD will select a site capable of compensating for the 
Functional Loss of 2.76. 

 

2.5.5.4  Vegetated Shallows 
 
Biologists of Big Bend Seagrasses Aquatic Preserve and the SRWMD report that 
to their knowledge no extensive seagrass beds exist in the project area.  Limited 
mapping was conducted between May and October 2000 and revealed minimal 
acreage of submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) existing in the proposed dredging 
area.  The potential SAV habitat was mapped as well, and the potential and existing 
habitat was mapped outside of the proposed channel to be dredged.  Therefore, the 
project is not likely to have a long-term impact on the amount of vegetated shallows 
in the region. 
 
2.5.5.5  Coral Reefs 
 
No coral reefs are present. 
 
2.5.5.6  Riffle Pool Complexes 
 
No impact to riffle pool complexes is anticipated. 
 
2.5.6  Threatened and Endangered Species 
 
Federally-listed species exist in the project area.  Table 2 provides a list of these 
species occurring in Dixie County.  FFWCC also provided information regarding 
state-listed species of concern.  A survey was completed to determine the likely 
presence of these species. 
 
It was determined that suitable habitat for the Federally-listed scrub-jay and eastern 
indigo snake was present.  However, no individuals were observed during the 
survey.  No suitable habitat for the other federally listed species expected to occur 
within the area was present within the proposed disposal site.   
 
The portion of the route within the marsh and Salt Creek channel is considered 
suitable habitat for the West Indian manatee, and individuals are observed within 
these areas on a regular basis.  Suwannee River also provides suitable habitat for 
the Gulf sturgeon.  
 
In order to avoid and minimize impacts to the sturgeon, the timing and duration of 
the dredging operation has been limited to 60 days during the period of May-
September.  The spawning and rearing season for the sturgeon would be avoided 
during this time as to not disrupt the life cycle of the species.  Protective measures 
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to prevent dredge and watercraft collisions with manatees include manatee watches 
and the use of silt curtains. 
 

Table 2. Federally Listed Species of Dixie County 
 

Category Species Common 
Name 

Species Scientific Name Code 

Mammals West Indian (Florida) 
Manatee 

Trichechus manatus 
latirostris 

E/CH 

Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephaula T 
Florida Scrub-jay Aphelocoma coeruluscens T 
Wood Stork Mycteria americana E 

 
Birds 

Red-cockaded 
Woodpecker 

Picoides borealis E 

Fish Gulf Sturgeon Acipenser oxyrhynchus 
desotoi 

T 

Eastern Indigo Snake Dymarchon corais couperi T 
Green Sea Turtle Chelonia mydas E 
Leatherback Sea Turtle Dermochelys coriacea E 

 
Reptiles 

Loggerhead Sea Turtle Caretta caretta T 
Amphibians None   
Mollusks None   
Crustaceans None   
Plants None   
 
Note:  Code Key:  E = Endangered, T = Threatened, P = Proposed 
                              C = Candidate, CH = Critical Habitat 
 
 
Evidence of the gopher tortoise was found to be present in the disposal site area.  
No individuals were observed during the survey, but approximately 22 active, 10 
inactive, and 13 old burrows were recorded within the proposed disposal site.  
Avoidance is the most effective method to conserve and protect this species. 
However, avoidance is not a viable option, and relocation is required.   Because the 
FFWCC considers relocation as the least desirable option, guidelines and 
regulations have been set into place to ensure the proper capture, handling, and 
reestablishment of this species.  A permit application will be completed and 
ongoing coordination with FFWCC maintained in order to successfully achieve the 
protection and relocation of the gopher tortoise population in the project area.   
 
With implementation of these protective measures, no adverse impacts to 
threatened or endangered species and species of special concern are anticipated. 
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2.5.7  Other Wildlife 
 
Implementation of the proposed project would have temporary adverse impacts to 
other wildlife in the area including short-term displacement of individuals or its food 
source.  The effects would be short-term, and the area is expected to quickly return 
to pre-project conditions. 
 
2.5.8  Actions to Minimize Impacts 
 
The recommended plan incorporates actions to avoid and minimize impacts to 
aquatic communities.  See Section 1.3.2, Summary of Mitigation Features 
Incorporated into the Project.   
 
2.6 PROPOSED DISPOSAL SITE DETERMINATIONS 
 
2.6.1 Mixing Zone Determination 
 
Temporary increases in turbidity and sedimentation are anticipated at Little 
Bradford Island.  
 
2.6.2 Potential Effects on Human Use Characteristics 
 
2.6.2.1  Municipal and Private Water Supply   
 
No adverse effects would occur to municipal or private water supply. 
 
2.6.2.2  Recreational and Commercial Fisheries 
 
The town of Suwannee has four boat ramps and three marinas to serve those 
boaters who do not have private docks.  Approximately 800 residential and 
commercial structures are located within the corporate limits of Suwannee, with 200 
structures being occupied year-round and 600 structures serving as vacation, 
summer, or second homes.  Almost all of the properties have waterfront access 
through either natural streams or dug canals.  Primary Gulf access is through 
Wadley Pass, and several charter fishing operations are present in Suwannee.  
Both fresh and saltwater fishing as well as recreational scalloping and commercial 
stone-crabbing are popular in the region. 
 
The inland disposal site would not affect recreational or commercial fisheries.  
Fishery habitat lost at the Little Bradford Island disposal site would be negligible. 
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2.6.2.3  Water Related Recreation 
 
The Lower Suwannee National Wildlife Refuge offers both consumptive and non-
consumptive wildlife based recreation, including canoeing. 
 
The inland disposal site would have no effect on water-related recreation.  
Restoration of the Little Bradford Island shoreline may provide benefits.  Residents 
used the island for picnicking, camping, and fishing before extensive erosion 
occurred. 
 
2.6.2.4  Aesthetics 
 
The presence of construction equipment and its associated activities could detract 
from the views currently experienced—contingent on the values, interests, and 
preconceived expectations of recreationalists and other viewer groups.  These 
impacts would be temporary. 
 
2.6.2.5 Parks, National Historic Monuments, National Seashores, 

      Wilderness Areas, Research Sites, and Similar Preserves 
 
No impact to such areas is expected. 
 
2.7 DETERMINATION OF CUMULATIVE EFFECTS  

ON THE AQUATIC ECOSYSTEM 
 
Because this project would reestablish the previously dredged channel and restore 
the historic shoreline of Little Bradford Island, there would be no incremental 
contribution of the project to cumulative impacts on the aquatic ecosystem. 
 
2.8 DETERMINATION OF SECONDARY EFFECTS  

ON THE AQUATIC ECOSYSTEM 
 
Secondary effects on the aquatic ecosystem will be minimal and temporary.   
 
2.9 ACTIONS TAKEN TO MINIMIZE IMPACTS   
 
The recommended plan incorporates actions to avoid and minimize impacts to 
aquatic communities.  See Section 1.3.2, Summary of Mitigation Features 
Incorporated into the Project.   
 
3.0 FINDINGS OF COMPLIANCE OR NON-COMPLIANCE WITH THE 

RESTRICTIONS ON DISCHARGE 
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3.1 ADAPTATION OF THE SECTION 404(b)(1) GUIDELINES TO THIS 
 EVALUATION 
 
No significant adaptations of the guidelines were made relative to this evaluation. 
 
3.2 EVALUATION OF AVAILABILITY OF PRACTICABLE ALTERNATIVES 
 TO THE PROPOSED DISCHARGE SITE THAT WOULD HAVE LESS 
 ADVERSE IMPACT ON THE AQUATIC ECOSYSTEM 
 
Alternative disposal sites that would avoid wetlands and protected species were 
evaluated.  Nearshore and offshore disposal of dredged material were considered.  
The expense of offshore disposal rendered this alternative impractical.  Nearshore 
placement of material to restore historic shorelines of islands in the vicinity of the 
project was evaluated.  This region is part of the Big Bend Seagrasses Aquatic 
Preserve, managed by FDEP.  Because of concerns that the placement of dredged 
material would adversely affect marine communities, the State of Florida disallowed 
nearshore placement.  No practicable alternative exists which meets the study 
objectives that does not involve discharge of fill into waters of the U.S, including 
wetlands.   
 
3.3   COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE STATE WATER QUALITY 

STANDARDS 
 
The project would not violate any applicable state water quality standards with the 
possible exception of temporary increases in turbidity at construction sites.  All other 
standards would be maintained during and following the placement of dredge 
material.  Silt curtains and other best management practices would be used to 
minimize adverse effects. 
 
3.4 COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE TOXIC EFFLUENT STANDARD 

OR PROHIBITION UNDER SECTION 307 OF THE CLEAN WATER ACT 
 
This project would be in full compliance of Section 307 of the Clean Water Act and 
would not violate the Toxic Effluent Standards. 
 
3.5 COMPLIANCE WITH THE ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT OF 1973 
 
The proposed project would not harm any threatened or endangered species or 
their critical habitats.  Coordination with USFWS and FFWCC has been maintained 
throughout the planning process for this project.   
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3.6 COMPLIANCE WITH SPECIFIED PROTECTION MEASURES FOR 
MARINE SANCTUARIES DESIGNATED BY THE MARINE 
PROTECTION, RESEARCH, AND SANCTUARIES ACT OF 1972 

 
Not Applicable. 
 
3.7 EVALUATION OF EXTENT OF DEGRADATION OF THE 
 WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES 
 
3.7.1 Significant Adverse Effects on Human Health and Welfare 
 
The proposed project would not result in adverse effects on human health and 
welfare. 
 
3.7.1.1 Municipal and Private Water Supplies 
 
This project would not be located near municipal water supply intakes or private 
water supplies.   
 
3.7.1.2  Recreational and Commercial Fishing 
 
Recreational and commercial fishing would be temporarily impacted by dredging 
activities.  No long-term adverse impacts are likely to occur. 
 
3.7.1.3  Plankton 
 
This project would not adversely affect plankton. 
 
3.7.1.4  Fish 
 
This project would not adversely affect fisheries resources.   
 
3.7.1.5  Shellfish 
 
This project would not adversely affect shellfish. 
 
3.7.1.6  Wildlife 
 
With the incorporation of protective measures for the West Indian manatee, Gulf 
sturgeon, and gopher tortoise, this project will not impact wildlife in the area.   
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3.7.1.7 Special Aquatic Sites 
 
Big Bend Seagrasses Aquatic Preserve would not be adversely impacted by the 
project.   
 
3.7.2 Significant Adverse Effects on Life Stages of Aquatic Life and Other 

Wildlife Dependent on Aquatic Ecosystems 
 
Significant adverse effects of life stages of aquatic life are not anticipated. 
 
3.7.3 Significant Adverse Effects on Aquatic Ecosystem Diversity, 
 Productivity, and Stability 
 
Significant adverse effects on aquatic ecosystem diversity, productivity, and stability 
are not anticipated. 
 
3.7.4 Significant Adverse Effects on Recreational, Aesthetic, 
 and Economic Values 
 
The proposed plan would have no adverse impacts on recreational, aesthetic, and 
economic values.   
 
3.7.5 Appropriate and Practicable Steps Taken to Minimize 
 Potential Adverse Impacts of the Discharge on the 
 Aquatic Ecosystem 

 
The recommended plan incorporates actions to avoid and minimize impacts to 
aquatic communities.  See Section 1.3.2, Summary of Mitigation Features 
Incorporated into the Project.  Best Management Practices would be utilized to 
minimize effects of discharges on the aquatic ecosystem.   
 
3.8 COMPLIANCE 

 
Based on the guidelines, the proposed project is specified as complying with the 
requirements of these guidelines with the inclusion of appropriate and practical 
conditions to minimize pollution or adverse effects to the affected aquatic 
ecosystem. 
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1985 BIOLOGICAL OPINION 
 



 

 

August 21, 1985 

 

 

 

Colonel Charles T. Myers, III 

District Engineer 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

P.O. Box 4970 

Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019 

 

 

Dear Colonel Myers: 

 

This letter represents the Biological Opinion of the, Fish and Wildlife Service furnished in 

accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, for the proposed 

dredging of Alligator Pass (PN 88IPF-20035) Suwannee River, Levy and Dixie Counties, Florida.  

This Biological Opinion addresses the requirements of the ESA only.  An administrative record of 

this consultation is on file in this office (FWS Log No. 4-1-85-128). 

 

Project Description 

 

The applicant, Suwannee River Authority, proposes to dredge approximately 6,200 cubic yards of 

material from shoaled portions of the natural channel at the mouth of Alligator Pass.  The purpose is 

to improve navigational access between the main channel of the Suwannee River and the Gulf of 

Mexico, thorugh the Ranch Bar Gap (West Gap), a natural channel through the Suwannee Reef.  

Dredge depth is planned for –4 feet mean low water. 

 

Consultation History 

 

The COE evaluated the potential impact of this project on the East Indian manatee and in a letter 

dated May 7, 1995, concluded that the proposed dredging would have no effect on listed threatened 

or endangered species, or any identified critical habitat that may occur in the project area.  The FWS 

notified the COE in a letter dated May 24, 1995, that we did not concur with this determination and a 

Biological Opinion would be issued within 90 days. 

 

Biological Opinion 

 

This Biological Opinion is based on information provided by the COE, the applicant, field site visits, 

information available in our files, and consultation with experts. 

 

The Suwannee River, its tributaries, estuary and tidal creeks provide a relatively undeveloped and 

protected environment with an abundant and extensive supply of aquatic plants for an estimated 

summer population of 25-75 manatees.  It is probably the single most important summer habitat for 

the southern Big Bend population of manatees.  One to three manatees have been observed at 

Manatee Springs on the Suwannee River during the winter months (Powell and Rathbun, 1984).  



Sightings are not continuous and manatees may be using Manatee Springs as a temporary refugia.  If 

the southern Big Bend population expands further, however, Manatee Springs’ importance may 

increase.  While no systematic or intensive manatee studies have been conducted in the Suwannee 

River, data from FWS summer aerial surveys of the southern Big Bend area and radio tagged Crystal 

River/Homosassa manatees substantiate the importance of this area to the manatee.  For instance, of 

25 manatees which were ratio tagged at Crystal River between 1980-84, 13 were subsequently 

observed in the Suwannee River (Reid, pers. Comm.).  Unfortunately, these manatees were not 

monitored frequently enough to determine specific travel routes and movement patterns within the 

Suwannee River. 

 

Biweekly or monthly summer aerial surveys of the Suwannee River system between 1979 and 1985 

resulted in 0-33 manatee sightings per survey with an average of 10 sightings per survey.  Observer 

bias and factors influencing visibility such as water clarity, vegetative cover, sun glare, wind, and 

cloud reflections will affect aerial counts (Packard, 1984) and these data must be considered in that 

context.  Packard (1985), using radio tagged manatees as marked animals, determined that aerial 

surveys in the St. Johns River accounted for only 33 to 57 percent of the manatees presumed to be in 

the study area.  Although extreme caution must be used in extrapolating these results to other areas, 

it does demonstrate the conservative nature of aerial survey counts.  Additionally, numerous tidal 

creeks associated with the Suwannee estuary and nearby coastline are known to be frequently used 

by manatees but are extremely difficult to survey.  Hence, an estimate of 25-75 manatees occurring 

within the Suwannee River during the summer months is probably conservative.  No boat killed 

manatees have been recovered from the Suwannee River. 

 

Because the Suwannee River is a major summer feeding area for the southern Big Bend  population 

of manatees, this project must be evaluated in the context of the overall significance of this 

population of manatees to the long-term survival of manatees in Florida.  Since 1977-78 annual 

winter aerial surveys of Crystal River/Kings Bay have documented increasing numbers (Packard, 

1983; Carowan, pers. comm.) which makes it the only major subpopulation of manatees in Florida 

known to be expanding (O’Shea, et al 1985).  The status of the population in the remainder of the 

State is poorly understood; however, the high human-related mortality rate and the ever increasing 

level of manatee boat conflicts points to an increasing level of threat to the manatee statewide. 

 

The importance which the FWS places on the protection of the southern Big Bend population of 

manatees is evidenced by the acquisition of 35 acres within Kings Bay for the establishment of 

Crystal River National Wildlife Refuge and joint efforts with the Florida Department of Natural 

Resources to continue acquisition within the Homosassa and Crystal Rivers.  While Lower 

Suwannee NWR was not initially established for the protection of the manatee, recognition of the 

importance of the area to the manatee has raised its acquisition priority and expedited acquisition 

efforts.  Alligator Pass falls within the proposed boundary for the refuge. 

 

Our primary concerns with the proposed dredging relate to the potential destruction of Ruppia beds, 

which are important manatee feeding areas, and the potential for increasing boat traffic or altering 

boat traffic patterns in a way which would increase the likelihood of boat manatee injuries and 

mortality. 

 

The Suwannee River diverges into East Pass and West Pass approximately 4.5 km from entering the 

Gulf of Mexico (Figure 1).  East Pass then flows due south into the gulf.  West Pass flows west for 



2 km where it then meanders southwesterly splitting 2 km from the gulf into Wadley Pass heading 

westerly and Alligator Pass continuing southwesterly.  Shark Channel in Wadley Pass is the main 

channel for boat traffic to the gulf.  It is scheduled for maintenance dredging to a depth of –5 feet 

mlw this summer.  East Pass is severely shoaled and not open to navigation.  The natural channel of 

Alligator Pass is narrow and winding with depths of 2-6 feet a mlw.  Boat passage is difficult but the 

channel is used by a few local commercial fishermen with low draft boats who are familiar with the 

channel. 

 

Aerial surveys between 1979-85 indicate the area most extensively utilized by manatees within the 

lower Suwannee includes an area from the mouth of Alligator Pass southeast to Barnett Creek 

encompassing the northern portion of Suwannee Sound east of Halfmoon Reef and Lone Cabbage 

Reef (Figure 1).  Manatee movement patterns and the relative importance of the three river passes is 

problematic.  However, summer aerial surveys between 1979-85 do provide a basis for comparing 

manatee use of the three channels (Table 1).  For this purpose, manatee sightings are compared only 

if they were located within the portion of the pass encompassed by both river banks.  Aerial surveys 

from 1979-March 1981 recorded equal to or greater than (≥) 17 manatee sightings in Wadley Pass, ≥ 

19 in East Pass, and ≥ 15 in Alligator Pass (Powell and Rathbun, 1984).  However, surveys between 

1982 and 1985 resulted in only 6 sightings in Wadley Pass, 21 in East Pass, and 31 in Alligator Pass.  

Additional data on the relative manatee use of these channels result from the satellite tracking of a 

manatee, named Beauregard, released at Homosassa Springs in February 1985 after 5 years in 

captivity.  Beauregard had originally been rescued in 1979 in Mississippi in an emaciated condition 

and it is likely that he was part of the southern Big Bend population of manatees.  Within several 

days of his release, he traveled to the Suwannee River and with the exception of one foray south to 

the Withlacoochee River he appears to have spent all of this time within the Suwannee River system.  

Satellite recordings between February 24 and June 15, 1985, indicate 9 sightings within the Alligator 

Pass, 0 at Wadley Pass, and 11 within East Pass.  Field observations of Beauregard frequently found 

him in the company of several other manatees suggesting his movements represent normal 

movement patterns for Suwannee River manatees.  Hence the data available indicate that Alligator 

Pass and East Pass are more extensively utilized by manatees than Wadley Pass.  This probably 

relates to the less disturbed environment (fewer boats) and the abundant and widespread Ruppia beds 

within Alligator Pass and East Pass and at their mouths.  Thus in addition to providing travel 

corridors, these areas provide a more suitable environment for manatees to feed and rest than Wadley 

Pass. 

 

The purpose for dredging Alligator Pass is to provide a southern alternate channel to Shark Channel 

at Wadley Pass, which may eventually become the main channel to the gulf if its maintenance is less 

than that required for Shark Channel.  This partial or total shift in boat traffic to the shallower, 

narrower, winding channel of Alligator Pass would substantially increase the likelihood of manatee 

related boat injuries and deaths.  The proposed dredging of a 3,300-foot by 50-foot channel to –4 feet 

mlw at the mouth of Alligator Pass would also destroy Ruppia beds, important feeding habitat for 

manatees.  Therefore, it is our Biological Opinion that the proposed dredging is likely to jeopardize 

the continued existence of the manatee. 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

Reasonable and Prudent Alternatives 

 

 

No reasonable and prudent alternatives can be recommended which would accommodate the desire 

for access to the Gulf of Mexico through an alternate channel without jeopardizing the continued 

existence of the manatee. 

 

         Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

         W. T. Olds, Jr. 

Acting Regional Director 

 

 

Enclosures 

 

cc: 

Suwannee River Authority 

P.O. Box  906 

Live Oak, FL  32060 

 

Mr. Pat Rose 

Florida Department of Natural Resources 

Bureau of Marine Research 

100-8
th

 Avenue, SE. 

St. Petersburg, FL  33701-5095 

 

Chief, OES, FWS, Washington, D.C. 

SE, FWS, Jacksonville, FL 

ES, FWS, Panama City, FL 

ES, FWS, Vero Beach, FL (Attn:  Dave Smith) 

Chassahowitzka, NWR, FWS, Homosassa, FL 

DWRC, FWS, Gainesville, FL (Attn:  Tom O’Shea) 
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DIXIE COUNTY, FLORIDA 
SUWANNEE RIVER 
MITIGATION SITE 

HAZARDOUS, TOXIC AND RADIOACTIVE WASTE (HTRW) 
INITIAL ASSESSMENT 

RECONNAISSANCE REPORT 
 
  
1.0 BACKGROUND 

 
The project is located at the mouth of the Suwannee River in Dixie County, Florida, at Wadley 
Pass (sometimes called McGriff Pass or McGriff Channel).  A vicinity map and project plan view 
is shown in Figure 1. 
 
Wadley Pass was dredged in 1962 when 48,576 cubic yards of material were removed from the 
project area to provide a channel with a depth of five to seven feet.  The Suwannee River 
Authority last performed maintenance dredging of Wadley Pass in 1986.   
 
The Water Resources Development Act of 1999 designated Wadley Pass for maintenance as 
the Federal navigation channel. 
 
2.0 STUDY PURPOSE 
 
Spoil from dredging operations was mounded at the southeastern point of Little Bradford Island.  
The “No-Name Storm” of March 1993 produced a storm surge reported by residents of the 
community of Suwannee to have reached a height of 10 to 12 feet.  Much of the spoil at Little 
Bradford Island (reportedly, as much as half) was eroded, and it reentered the channel, resulting 
in channel depths as shallow as 3.0 feet at mean low tide.   
 
Shoaling of the channel has restricted vessel movement in the channel, particularly during low 
tides.  During spring tides, it is necessary for many boats to pass the shallows “on plane.”  At 
particularly low tides, as when tides are wind-driven, the channel is not navigable by a majority 
of boats of the area.  This has created a potential safety hazard by preventing boats from 
reaching safe harbor during adverse weather. 
 
The small community of Suwannee, located at the mouth of the Suwannee River, is dependent 
on water access to the lower reaches of the river and the Gulf of Mexico.  Three marinas in the 
community provide berthing and storage of boats for residents and visitors.  Recreational and 
commercial fishing, light tourism, and boating are the mainstays of the community economy.  
Shoaling of the channel has adversely affected the economic development of the community.  
The project is needed to improve access through the elimination of shoals, which would improve 
navigation safety, facilitate expansion of recreation and tourism, and contribute to maintaining 
the economy of the community. 
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3.0 PROPOSED ACTION 
 
Dredging to restore the original dimensions of Wadley Pass to a width of 75 feet and a depth of 
six feet will require removal of approximately 160,000 cubic yards of dredged material.  A 
pontoon-supported pipeline will follow the existing channel of Salt Creek, through a tributary to 
County Road (CR) (or Highway) 349, where it will proceed to the Town of Suwannee Water 
Treatment Plant.  From this location, the pipeline would proceed along the northern side of CR 
349 within the right-of-way to the Upland Disposal Site 5.  The dredge discharge pipeline route 
will traverse approximately 6.5 miles.  When encountering roads along the path of the pipeline, 
either trenches or ramps will be utilized to increase safety, decrease traffic problems, and 
lessen public nuisance. 
 
A sump at the disposal site will collect saltwater from the dewatering of the dredged material 
and move the saltwater through a return line to the roadside canal adjacent to CR 349 near the 
Town of Suwannee Water Treatment Plant.  The effluent discharge pipeline route will traverse 
approximately 3.8 miles.   
 
Upland Disposal Site 5 is located in Section 16 of Township 13 South, Range 12 East on the 
East Pass Quadrangle (1954, PR 1993) in Dixie County, Florida.  The disposal site area covers 
19.0 acres and is situated alongside and adjacent to CR 349 right-of-way.  Within the disposal 
area, 10-foot dikes will be constructed to contain up to 242,000 cubic yards of dredged material. 
 
Disposal of dredged material at Upland Disposal Site 5 would result in the filling of 
approximately 4.6 acres of wetlands.  The Suwannee River Water Management District 
(SRWMD) has identified the Sunnyvale Tract, a 540-acre site located within one mile of the 
Suwannee River, as the best available lands for mitigation of the project impacts.  A mitigation 
site was subsequently designated within the tract.  This mitigation site is the subject property of 
this HTRW report. 
 
The mitigation site is located in Section 22 of Township 11 South, Range 13 East, immediately 
east of the intersection of CR 349 and Burned ISD Road (Figure 2).  The site is approximately 
11.7 acres in extent and consists of a borrow pit and a bordering tree plantation that are 
geographically separated by a gravel road (Burned ISD Road).  The borrow pit is hydraulically 
connected to the surrounding pine plantation by a series of three culverts to the north (which 
transect the gravel road) and one culvert to the west (which transects CR 349).  No other 
developments or improvements exist in the subject property. 
 
4.0 HAZARDOUS, TOXIC AND RADIOACTIVE WASTE 
 
4.1  INTRODUCTION 
 
This phase of the project study has been conducted in general accordance with guidelines set 
forth in the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Regulation ER 1165-2-132, Water 
Resources Policies and Authorities for Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste Guidance for 
Civil Works Projects, 26 June 1992, and the American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) 
Standard E 1527-00, Standard Practice for Environmental Site Assessments: Phase I, 
Environmental Site Assessment Process. 
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The goal of this effort is to identify recognized environmental condition (REC) sites or potential 
REC sites in connection with the study corridor and to provide an opinion based upon an 
investigation described in the ASTM Standard.  This is accomplished through research and site 
observations to establish whether any of the following conditions exist: 
 

1. Indications that hazardous substances or petroleum products exist, or have existed, on 
or adjacent to the subject property;  

 
2. The possibility that violations of environmental regulations have occurred on the subject 

property;  
 

3. The potential for spilled, leaked, disposed or otherwise released hazardous substances 
or petroleum products to migrate to the subject property from nearby properties 
containing such materials; and  

 
4. The existence of unsafe conditions in connection with the subject property.   

 
REC sites were evaluated for their potential to pose constraints to the project engineering 
design process.   
 
This initial HTRW assessment was conducted by G.E.C., Inc. (GEC) under contract to the 
USACE, Jacksonville District.  The database research portion of the project was completed by 
Banks Information Solutions, Inc. (Banks), as a subcontractor to GEC.  A complete copy of the 
Banks report and a map of their findings are provided in Appendix A. 
 
4.2  METHODOLOGY 
 
The initial HTRW assessment consists of four major components:   
 

1. A review of federal, state and local environmental database records and a review of 
current and historical physical setting records;  

 
2. A site reconnaissance to observe project corridor environmental conditions and 

indications of impacts or potential impacts to the environment;  
 

3. Interviews with local government officials familiar with environmental conditions of the 
project corridor; and 

 
4. Preparation of this report. 

 
The environmental database report developed by Banks includes reports on each site identified 
with information about the cause(s) for listing and the site’s current status.  This information is 
utilized to determine which, if any, sites warrant scrutiny for the potential presence of HTRW. 
Seven federal and six state databases were reviewed, including the following: 
 
Federal Databases:  
 

• NPL - National Priority List.  The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) list of 
confirmed or proposed Superfund sites (updated January 2006).  
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• CERCLIS – The EPA’s Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and 
Liability Information System (updated January 2006). 
 

• NFRAP - A CERCLIS designation indicating that to the best of the EPA’s knowledge, 
assessment of a site has been completed and the EPA has determined no further 
remedial action is planned (updated January 2006).   
 

• RCRA TSD – The EPA’s list of Resource Conservation and Recovery Information 
System (RCRIS) - Treatment, Storage and Disposal facilities (updated February 2006).   
 

• RCRA CORRACTS - RCRIS – The EPA’s list of Corrective Action Sites (updated 
February 2006).   
 

• RCRAGN - RCRIS – The EPA’s list of large and small quantity hazardous waste 
generators (updated February 2006).    

 

• ERNS – The EPA’s list of emergency response actions (Emergency Response 
Notification System) (updated December 2005).   
 

State Databases: 
 

• STATE SITES – The Florida Department of Environmental Protection list of facilities 
and/or locations recognized with potential or existing environmental contamination 
(updated November 2005). 
 

• SPILLS-1990 – The Department of Environmental Resource Management list of spill 
cases (updated March 2006). 
 

• SWL - Solid waste landfills and transfer stations maintained by the Florida Department of 
Environmental Protection (updated February 2005). 
 

• RUST - The Department of Natural Resources Protection list of all registered 
underground or above storage tanks (updated December 2005). 
 

• LUST - Florida Department of Environmental Protection list of all leaking underground 
storage tanks (updated March 2006). 

 

• BRNF - Florida Department of Environmental Protection list of designated Brownfield 
areas (updated February 2006). 

 
For the site reconnaissance component of the initial HTRW assessment, a site visit was 
conducted at those sites within the project area where access was available to observe 
conditions and activities at these locations. 
 
For the interview process, interviews with public officials familiar with the study corridor were 
conducted through a combination of telephone calls, emailed maps, and in-person interviews.  
Public officials were sought that had knowledge of environmental conditions in the project area.  
Three key government offices were identified that could provide such knowledge:  (1) 
Suwannee River Water Management District; (2) Suwannee River Wildlife Refuge; and (3) 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection.  Interviewees were asked to provide 
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knowledge of any sites, incidents, conditions, businesses, etc., that could require further 
investigation or remediation, either surface or subsurface, and of which project planners should 
be aware.   
 
4.3  LIMITATIONS 
 
This initial HTRW assessment was conducted in general accordance with guidelines set forth by 
Part 7 of ER 1165-2-132 and ASTM Standard E 1527-00.  GEC was tasked with assessing 
HTRW risk in the vicinity of the proposed wetland mitigation site through a review of 
environmental databases and a site reconnaissance.   
 
The results and conclusions of this report are limited to those portions of the project that were 
actually observed and to those records that were reviewed.  Accordingly, no guarantee is made 
or intended that all site conditions were observed or that all records were reviewed. 
 
Much of the information provided in the report was compiled from public records and other 
sources maintained by third parties.  Although reasonable care was exercised in its preparation, 
GEC cannot be held responsible for errors, omissions, or inaccurate information from third 
parties. 
 
Finally, any changes in project actions from those provided GEC may render the 
recommendations and conclusions presented in this report void. 
 
4.4 FINDINGS 
 
In accordance with the project Scope of Work, particular emphasis was given to potential REC 
sites in the vicinity of the proposed wetland mitigation site.  The results of the search for 
potential REC sites as outlined in the environmental database report are discussed in the 
following section. 
 
4.4.1 Environmental Database Review  
 
A thorough search of Federal, state, and local government environmental databases was 
conducted to obtain and review records and documents that would aid in identifying known or 
potential environmental concerns in or near the project area.   
 
Table 1 provides the results of the search for potential REC sites listed in federal and state 
environmental databases as part of the environmental records review for the project area.  In 
addition to plottable sites, a search for orphan sites was conducted.  Orphan sites are sites 
containing insufficient location information and can only be identified as being within the same 
ZIP code(s) as the property.  The Banks report is provided in Appendix A.     
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Table 1.  Environmental Database Research Results Summary 
 

Database 
Radius 
(mi) 

Site 
1/8 
mile 

1/4 
mile 

1/2 
mile 

>1/2 
mile 

Orphan Total 

NPL 1.25 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 

CERCLIS 0.75 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 

NFRAP 0.50 --- --- ---   --- --- 

RCRA: 

TSD 0.75 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 

COR 1.25 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 

GEN 0.50 --- --- --- ---  --- --- 

ERNS 0.50 --- --- --- ---  --- --- 

State: 

State Sites 1.25 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 

Spills-1990 0.50 --- --- --- ---  --- --- 

SWL 0.75 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 

RUST 0.50 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 

LUST 0.75 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 

BRNF 0.75 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 

Totals --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 

Notes: 
--- indicates no sites/items were found. 
Shaded areas indicate search not required per ASTM Standard E1527-00.         

 
    Source: Banks Information Solutions, Inc., 2005. 
 
Historic city directories, usually reviewed when conducting research, do not exist for the project 
area.  The nation’s largest collection of Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps, which provide a 
chronological record of commercial activity in an area, was reviewed and it was determined that 
no coverage exists for the project area. 
 
No sites were identified in the database search that could potentially be to be of immediate 
concern to the environmental condition of the project area. 
 
4.4.2 Site Reconnaissance 
 
A site reconnaissance was made to all portions of the project area that could be accessed.  The 
visual inspection of the project area was conducted in accordance with the requirements of ER 
1165-2-132 and found no evidence of the following signs of contamination:  surface or partially 
buried containers; discolored soil; seeping liquids; films on water; abnormal quantities of dead 
vegetation or animals; suspect odors; dead end pipes; or abnormal grading, fills, or 
depressions.  The pine plantation and undergrowth exhibited evidence of recent burning, but 
this appeared to be the result of a wildfire or controlled burn and not attributable to any 
hazardous, toxic, or radioactive waste.  Photographs of the project area taken during the site 
reconnaissance are presented in Appendix B. 
 
4.4.3 Interviews 
 
Interviews were conducted to query public officials and informed residents for there knowledge 
of sites or conditions known to exist within close proximity to the proposed project route.  None 
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of the interviewees could recall any incidents or sites within the described corridor that would 
warrant further investigation or project avoidance.  All were given a map illustrating the project 
route and were asked to review it and submit their comments on any such sites or conditions.  
Interviews were conducted with the following public officials or offices: 
 

• Mr. Louis Mandini, Environmental Specialist, Suwannee River Water Management 
District. 

 

• Mr. Michael Legare, Suwannee River Wildlife Refuge, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 
 

• Mr. Ashwin Patel, Supervisor of Hazardous Waste Section, Florida Department of 
Environmental Protection. 

 
No sites of immediate concern to the environmental condition of the project area were identified 
by the interviewees. 
 
5.0 CONCLUSIONS 
 
Based on the site reconnaissance, records review, interviews, and best engineering judgment, 
conditions in the project area are unlikely to present a potential for special actions associated 
with state or Federal environmental regulations regarding the handling, storage, or disposal of 
hazardous materials.  Accordingly, this assessment has revealed no evidence of REC in 
connection with the project area; therefore no further investigation is warranted at this time. 
 
6.0 REFERENCES 
 
American Society for Testing and Materials 
 
Standard Practice for Environmental Site Assessments: Phase I, Environmental Site 
Assessment Process, ASTM Standard E 1527-00. 
 
United States Corps of Engineers 
 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Regulation ER 1165-2-132, Water Resources Policies and 
Authorities for Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste Guidance for Civil Works Projects, 26 
June 1992 
 
Florida Government 
 
State Sites Database, last updated 18 November 2005. 
 
Solid Waste Landfill Facilities (SWL), last updated 14 February 2005. 
 
Leaking Underground Storage Tanks (LUST) Database, last updated 2 March 2006. 
 
Registered Underground Storage Tank (RUST) Database, last updated 7 December 2005. 
 
Brownfields Database, last updated 1 February 2006. 
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United States Environmental Protection Agency 
 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Information System 
(CERCLIS) and No Further Remedial Action Planned (NFRAP) Database, last updated 13 
January 2006. 
 
Emergency Response Notification System (ERNS) Database, last updated 31 December 2005. 
 
National Priorities List (NPL) Database, last updated 13 January 2006. 
 
RCRA Large Quantity Generator Database, last updated 6 February 2006. 
 
RCRA Treatment, Storage, and Disposal (TSD) Database, last updated 6 February 2006. 
 
RCRA Corrective Action Sites (CORRACTS) Database, last updated 6 February 2006. 
 
RCRA Small Quantity Generator Database, last updated 6 February 2006. 
 
Additional References 
 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 1995.  Preliminary Assessment Suwannee River, Florida.  
National Harbors Program: Dredged Material Management Plans.  Plans of the Gulf of Mexico. 
 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2001.  Draft Environmental Assessment on Maintenance 
Dredging of Wadley Pass, Suwannee River, Florida, Dixie County, Florida. 
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Environmental FirstSearch Database Descriptions

NPL:    EPA    NATIONAL PRIORITY LIST - Database of confirmed, proposed or deleted Superfund sites.

CERCLIS:    EPA    COMPREHENSIVE ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE COMPENSATION AND
LIABILITY INFORMATION SYSTEM - Database of current and potential Superfund sites currently or
previously under investigation.

NFRAP:    EPA    COMPREHENSIVE ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE COMPENSATION AND
LIABILITY INFORMATION SYSTEM ARCHIVED SITES - database of Archive designated CERCLA sites
that, to the best of EPA's knowledge, assessment has been completed and has determined no further steps will be
taken to list this site on the National Priorities List (NPL). This decision does not necessarily mean that there is
no hazard associated with a given site; it only means that, based upon available information, the location is not
judged to be a potential NPL site.

RCRA TSD:    EPA    RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY INFORMATION SYSTEM
TREATMENT, STORAGE, and DISPOSAL FACILITIES. - Database of facilities licensed to store, treat and
dispose of hazardous waste materials.

RCRA COR:    EPA    RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY INFORMATION SYSTEM SITES
- Database of RCRA facilities with reported violations and subject to corrective actions.

RCRA GEN:    EPA    RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY INFORMATION SYSTEM SITES
- Database of facilities that generate or transport hazardous waste or meet other RCRA requirements.LGN -
Large Quantity GeneratorsSGN - Small Quantity GeneratorsVGN – Conditionally Exempt Generator.Included
are RAATS (RCRA Administrative Action Tracking System) and CMEL (Compliance Monitoring &
Enforcement List) facilities.

ERNS:    EPA/NRC    EMERGENCY RESPONSE NOTIFICATION SYSTEM - Database of emergency
response actions. Data since January 2001 has been received from the National Response System database as the
EPA no longer maintains this data.

STATE SITES:    FL DER/DEP/EPA    FLORIDA SITES LIST - database of identified facilities and/or
locations that the Florida Department of Environmental Regulation has recognized with potential or existing
environmental contamination.SUPERFUND HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES- database that correlates to the
NPL list and includes active, delisted, and Federal sites.

SWL:    FDEP    SOLID WASTE FACILITIES LIST - database concerned with the handling of waste and
includes locations identified with solid waste landfilling or associated activities involving the handling of solid
waste.  The presence of a site on this list does not necessarily indicate existing environmental contamination, but



rather the potential. The FDEP assigns scores to the sites based on the threat to human health and the
environment.  The Rank is determined by the site's Score and reflects the state's priority for remedial action on
that site. Typically, the lower the Rank value, the greater the priority for remedial action from the state.

REG UST/AST:    FDEP/EPA    UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS DATABASE (UST) - database of
underground  and  aboveground  stationary storage tanks  that contain petroleum products or  hazardous  
substances  regulated under CERCLA.  Inclusion on this list indicates the presence of stationary storage tanks
and therefore the potential for environmental problems.  It does not necessarily indicate existing
problems.TRIBAL LAND UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS - database of underground storage tanks that
are reported to be on Native American lands.

LEAKING UST:    FDEP    LEAKING UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS LIST - database of petroleum
storage tank systems that have reported the possible release of contaminants. Included within this list are sites
that are in the Florida Early Detection Incentive (EDI) Program, the Abandoned Tank Restoration Program
(ATRP) and the Petroleum Liability Insurance Restoration Program (PLIRP). These programs support remedial
action or reimbursement for those sites with environmental problems due to leaking fuel storage tanks. Some
sites listed in the report have not yet been accepted in these programs.

BROWNFIELD:    FDEP/EPA    BROWNFIELDS REDEVELOPMENT PROGRAM DATABASE- database
of reports generated from the Brownfield Access Database which tracks the number of designated Brownfield
areas, executed Brownfield site rehabilitation agreements, state and federal programs funding, and local
Brownfield coordinators' contact information.INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS REGISTRY DATABASE -
database of institutional controls was developed to assist with tracking those properties upon which an
institutional control has been imposed pursuant to the provisions contained in Chapters 376 or 403, F.S. For
Brownfield sites the ICR has been prepared for the public and local governments to monitor the status of those
controls.BROWNFIELD MANAGEMENT SYSTEM (BMS) - database designed to assist EPA in collecting,
tracking, and updating information, as well as reporting on the major activities and accomplishments of the
various Brownfield grant Programs.

RADON:    NTIS    NATIONAL RADON DATABASE - EPA radon data from 1990-1991 national radon
project collected for a variety of zip codes across the United States.

 



Environmental FirstSearch Database Sources

NPL:    EPA    Environmental Protection Agency

Updated quarterly

CERCLIS:    EPA    Environmental Protection Agency

Updated quarterly

NFRAP:    EPA    Environmental Protection Agency.

Updated quarterly

RCRA TSD:    EPA    Environmental Protection Agency.

Updated quarterly

RCRA COR:    EPA    Environmental Protection Agency.

Updated quarterly

RCRA GEN:    EPA    Environmental Protection Agency.

Updated quarterly

ERNS:    EPA/NRC    Environmental Protection Agency

Updated semi-annually

STATE SITES:    FL DER/DEP/EPA    Florida Department of Environmental Protection, Bureau of Waste
Cleanup

Updated quarterly

SWL:    FDEP    Florida Department of Environmental Protection

Updated annually

REG UST/AST:    FDEP/EPA    Florida Department of Environmental Protection

Updated quarterly

LEAKING UST:    FDEP    Florida Department of Environmental Protection

Updated quarterly



BROWNFIELD:    FDEP/EPA    The Florida Department of Environmental Protection, Division of Waste
Management.

Updated quarterly

RADON:    NTIS    Environmental Protection Agency, National Technical Information Services

Updated periodically
 



Environmental FirstSearch
Street Name Report for Streets within  1 Mile(s) of Target Property

TARGET SITE:  JOB: 0308-01
OLD TOWN FL 32680 SUWANNEE MITIGATION AREA

Street Name Dist/Dir Street Name Dist/Dir

Burned Isd Rd 0.02 SW
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SITE PHOTOGRAPHS 



 

 

 
Photograph 1.  View to southwest from north shore of borrow pit. 

 

 
Photograph 2.  View to south from north shore of borrow pit. 



 

 

 
Photograph 3.  View to southeast of north shore of borrow pit. 

 

 
Photograph 4.  View to north of westernmost culvert on Burned ISD Road (south side). 



 

 

 
Photograph 5.  View to north of central culvert on Burned ISD Road (south side) with  

      pine plantation in background (note discoloration from burning). 
 

 
Photograph 6.  View to north of easternmost culvert on Burned ISD Road (south side). 



 

 

 
Photograph 7.  View to east of easternmost culvert on Burned ISD Road (north side). 

 

 
Photograph 8.  Typical view of pine plantation with undergrowth 

(note discoloration from burning). 
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DIXIE COUNTY, FLORIDA 
SUWANNEE RIVER 

UPLAND DISPOSAL SITE 5 
HAZARDOUS, TOXIC AND RADIOACTIVE WASTE (HTRW) 

INITIAL ASSESSMENT 
RECONNAISSANCE REPORT 

 
  
 
1.0 BACKGROUND 
 
The project is located at the mouth of the Suwannee River in Dixie County, Florida, at 
Wadley Pass (sometimes called McGriff Pass or McGriff Channel).  A vicinity map and 
project plan view is shown in Figure 1. 
 
Wadley Pass was dredged in 1962 when 48,576 cubic yards of material were removed 
from the project area to provide a channel with a depth of five to seven feet.  The 
Suwannee River Authority last performed maintenance dredging of Wadley Pass in 
1986.   
 
The Water Resources Development Act of 1999 designated Wadley Pass for 
maintenance as the Federal navigation channel. 
 
2.0 STUDY PURPOSE 
 
Spoil from dredging operations was mounded at the southeastern point of Little 
Bradford Island.  The “No-Name Storm” of March 1993 produced a storm surge 
reported by residents of the community of Suwannee to have reached a height of 10 to 
12 feet.  Much of the spoil at Little Bradford Island (reportedly, as much as half) was 
eroded, and it reentered the channel, resulting in channel depths as shallow as 3.0 feet 
at mean low tide.   
 
Shoaling of the channel has restricted vessel movement in the channel, particularly 
during low tides.  During spring tides, it is necessary for many boats to pass the 
shallows “on plane.”  At particularly low tides, as when tides are wind-driven, the 
channel is not navigable by a majority of boats of the area.  This has created a potential 
safety hazard by preventing boats from reaching safe harbor during adverse weather. 
 
 
 



SITE LOCATION MAP
Upland Disposal Site 5
Dixie County, Florida Figure:  1
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The small community of Suwannee, located at the mouth of the Suwannee River, is 
dependent on water access to the lower reaches of the river and the Gulf of Mexico.  
Three marinas in the community provide berthing and storage of boats for residents and 
visitors.  Recreational and commercial fishing, light tourism, and boating are the 
mainstays of the community economy.  Shoaling of the channel has adversely affected 
the economic development of the community.  The project is needed to improve access 
through the elimination of shoals, which would improve navigation safety, facilitate 
expansion of recreation and tourism, and contribute to maintaining the economy of the 
community. 
 
3.0 PROPOSED ACTION 
 
Dredging to restore the original dimensions of Wadley Pass to a width of 75 feet and a 
depth of six feet will require removal of 125,000 cubic yards of dredged material.  A 
pontoon-supported pipeline will follow the existing channel of Salt Creek, through a 
tributary to County Road (CR) (or Highway) 349, where it will proceed to the Town of 
Suwannee Water Treatment Plant.  From this location, the pipeline would proceed along 
the northern side of CR 349 within the right-of-way to the Upland Disposal Site 5 
(figures 2-6).  The dredge discharge pipeline route will traverse approximately 6.5 miles.  
When encountering roads along the path of the pipeline, either trenches or ramps will 
be utilized to increase safety, decrease traffic problems, and lessen public nuisance. 
 
A sump at the disposal site will collect saltwater from the dewatering of the dredged 
material and move the saltwater through a return line to the roadside canal adjacent to 
CR 349 near the Town of Suwannee Water Treatment Plant.  The effluent discharge 
pipeline route will traverse approximately 3.8 miles.   
 
Upland Disposal Site 5 is located in Section 16 of Township 13 South, Range 12 East 
on the East Pass Quadrangle (1954, PR 1993) in Dixie County, Florida.  The disposal 
site area covers 16.9 acres and is situated alongside and adjacent to CR 349 right-of-
way.  Within the disposal area, 10-foot dikes will be constructed to contain up to 
300,000 cubic yards of dredged material. 
 
4.0 HAZARDOUS, TOXIC AND RADIOACTIVE WASTE 
 
4.1  INTRODUCTION 
 
This phase of the project study has been conducted in general accordance with 
guidelines set forth in the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Regulation ER 1165-
2-132, Water Resources Policies and Authorities for Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive 
Waste Guidance for Civil Works Projects, 26 June 1992.   
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The goal of this effort is to identify recognized environmental condition (REC) sites or 
potential REC sites in connection with the study corridor and to provide an opinion 
based upon an investigation described in the ASTM Standard.  This is accomplished 
through research and site observations to establish whether any of the following 
conditions exist: 
 

1. Indications that hazardous substances or petroleum products exist, or have 
existed, on or adjacent to the subject property;  

 
2. The possibility that violations of environmental regulations have occurred on the 

subject property;  
 

3. The potential for spilled, leaked, disposed or otherwise released hazardous 
substances or petroleum products to migrate to the subject property from nearby 
properties containing such materials; and  

 
4. The existence of unsafe conditions in connection with the subject property.   

 
REC sites were evaluated for their potential to pose constraints to the project 
engineering design process.   
 
This initial HTRW assessment was conducted by G.E.C., Inc. (GEC) under contract to 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Jacksonville District.  The database 
research portion of the project was completed by Banks Information Solutions, Inc. 
(Banks), as a subcontractor to GEC.  A complete copy of the Banks report and a map of 
their findings are provided in Appendix A. 
 
4.2  METHODOLOGY 
 
The initial HTRW assessment consists of four major components:   
 

1. A review of federal, state and local environmental database records and a review 
of current and historical physical setting records;  

 
2. A site reconnaissance to observe project corridor environmental conditions and 

indications of impacts or potential impacts to the environment;  
 

3. Interviews with local government officials familiar with environmental conditions 
of the project corridor; and 

 
4. Preparation of this report. 

 
The environmental database report developed by Banks includes reports on each site 
identified with information about the cause(s) for listing and the site’s current status.  
This information was utilized to determine which sites warranted scrutiny for the 
potential presence of HTRW. 
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Seven federal and five state databases were reviewed, including the following: 
 
Federal Databases:  
 

• NPL - National Priority List.  The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) 
list of confirmed or proposed Superfund sites (updated May 2005).  

 
• CERCLIS – The EPA’s Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation 

and Liability Information System (updated April 2005). 
 

• NFRAP - A CERCLIS designation indicating that to the best of the EPA’s 
knowledge, assessment of a site has been completed and the EPA has 
determined no further remedial action is planned (updated June 2004).   
 

• RCRA TSD – The EPA’s list of Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Information System (RCRIS) - Treatment, Storage and Disposal facilities 
(updated February 2005).   
 

• RCRA CORRACTS - RCRIS – The EPA’s list of Corrective Action Sites (updated 
February 2005).   
 

• RCRAGN - RCRIS – The EPA’s list of large and small quantity hazardous waste 
generators (updated February 2005).    

 
• ERNS – The EPA’s list of emergency response actions (Emergency Response 

Notification System) (updated December 2004).   
 

State Databases: 
 

• STATE SITES – The Florida Department of Environmental Protection list of 
facilities and/or locations recognized with potential or existing environmental 
contamination (updated March 2005). 
 

• SPILLS-1990 – The Department of Environmental Resource Management list of 
spill cases (updated March 2005). 
 

• SWL - Solid waste landfills and transfer stations maintained by the Florida 
Department of Environmental Protection (updated February 2005). 
 

• RUST - The Department of Natural Resources Protection list of all registered 
underground or above storage tanks (updated June 2005). 
 

• LUST - Florida Department of Environmental Protection list of all leaking 
underground storage tanks (updated June 2005). 
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For the site reconnaissance component of the initial HTRW assessment, site visits were 
conducted at those sites identified in the environmental database report where access 
was available to observe conditions and activities at these locations. 
 
For the interview process, interviews with public officials familiar with the study corridor 
were conducted through a combination of telephone calls, faxed maps, and in-person 
interviews.  Public officials were sought that had knowledge of environmental conditions 
in the project area.  Three key offices of local government were identified that could 
provide such knowledge:  (1) Suwannee River Water Management District; (2) Dixie 
County Property Appraiser; and (3) Florida Department of Environmental Protection.  
Interviewees were asked to provide knowledge of any sites, incidents, conditions, 
businesses, etc., that could require further investigation or remediation, either surface or 
subsurface, and of which project planners should be aware.  Additionally, information 
from local residents was gathered to determine the location and condition of orphan 
sites. 
 
4.3  LIMITATIONS 
 
This initial HTRW assessment was conducted in general accordance with guidelines set 
forth by Part 7 of ER 1165-2-132 as specified in the project Scope of Work.  GEC was 
tasked with assessing HTRW risk in the vicinity of Upland Disposal Site 5 and 
associated pipeline and access corridors through a review of environmental databases 
and a site reconnaissance.   
 
The results and conclusions of this report are limited to those portions of the project that 
were actually observed and to those records that were reviewed.  Accordingly, no 
guarantee is made or intended that all site conditions were observed or that all records 
were reviewed. 
 
Much of the information provided in the report was compiled from public records and 
other sources maintained by third parties.  Although reasonable care was exercised in 
its preparation, GEC cannot be held responsible for errors, omissions, or inaccurate 
information from third parties. 
 
Finally, any changes in project actions from those provided GEC may render the 
recommendations and conclusions presented in this report void. 
 
4.4 FINDINGS 
 
In accordance with the project Scope of Work, particular emphasis was given to 
potential REC sites in the vicinity of Upland Disposal Site 5 and associated pipeline.  
Potential REC sites identified in the environmental database report that were either 
located or not located in the immediate vicinity of either Upland Disposal Site 5 and 
associated pipeline but nonetheless may have adversely impacted environmental 
conditions in the project area are discussed in the following section. 
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4.4.1 Environmental Database Review  
 
A thorough search of Federal, state, and local government environmental databases 
was conducted to obtain and review records and documents that would aid in identifying 
known or potential environmental concerns in or near the project area.   
 
Table 1 provides a summary of potential REC sites listed in federal and state 
environmental databases identified during the environmental records review for the 
project area.  In addition to plottable site, a list of orphan sites was generated.  Orphan 
sites are sites containing insufficient location information and can only be identified as 
being within the same ZIP code(s) as the property.  The Banks report is provided in 
Appendix A.  A map of the project area with associated pipeline and potential REC sites 
identified in the environmental database report is presented as figures 2-6.   
 
 

Table 1.  Environmental Database Research Results Summary 
 

Database Radius 
(mi) Site 1/8 

mile 
1/4 

mile 
1/2 

mile 
>1/2 
mile 

Orpha
n Total 

NPL 1.00 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 
CERCLIS 0.50 --- --- --- ---  --- --- 
NFRAP 0.25 --- --- ---   --- --- 
RCRA: 
TSD 0.50 --- --- --- ---  --- --- 
COR 1.00 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 
GEN 0.25 --- --- ---   3 3 
ERNS 0.25 --- --- ---   3 3 
State: 
State 
Sites 1.00 --- --- --- --- --- 1 1 

Spills-
1990 0.25 --- --- ---   1 1 

SWL 0.50 --- --- 1 ---  --- 1 
RUST 0.25 --- --- ---   7 7 
LUST 0.50 --- --- --- ---  1 1 
Totals --- --- --- 1 --- --- 16 17 
Notes: 
--- indicates no sites/items were found. 
Many sites are listed in multiple databases, resulting in multiple countings of the 
same    
     facility on the Totals section. 
LUST and UST values represent facilities, some of which contain multiple tanks. 
Shaded areas indicate search not required per ASTM Standard E1527-00.         

 
    Source: Banks Information Solutions, Inc., 2005. 
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Historic city directories, usually reviewed when conducting research, do not exist for the 
project area.  The nation’s largest collection of Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps, which 
provide a chronological record of commercial activity in an area, was reviewed and it 
was determined that no coverage exists for the project area. 
 
No sites reviewed as part of the database search were determined to be of immediate 
concern to the environmental condition of the project area. 
 
4.4.2 Site Reconnaissance 
 
Site visits were made to all locations and all sites listed in the environmental database 
site that could be located and accessed.  Visible evidence of the reason for listing on 
the database was sought, with particular attention to current conditions as stated below.  
The visual inspections were conducted in accordance with the requirements of ER 
1165-2-132 and found no evidence of the following signs of contamination:  surface or 
partially buried containers; discolored soil; seeping liquids; films on water; abnormal 
quantities of dead vegetation or animals; suspect odors; dead end pipes; or abnormal 
grading, fills, or depressions. 
 
Orphan sites are potential REC sites listed in environmental databases that do not have 
geographic locations but share the same ZIP code as the designated search area.  The 
environmental database report generated 16 orphan sites for the search area.  Refer to 
Table 1 and Appendix A for detailed information on these sites.  Subsequent research 
succeeded in locating all of these orphan sites, which were of sufficient distance to be 
considered a negligible environmental concern.   
 
Initial queries of the Florida Department of Environmental Protection, last updated 
February 2005, indicates one such facility located in, or within one-half mile of, the 
project area (figures 2-6 and Figure 7).  The facility does not appear to be listed on any 
of the other databases queried by the environmental database report.  The SWL 
database indicates the facility is a private transfer station and is open to the general 
public.  Based on the information received from site reconnaissance and interviews, the 
site does not appear to contain REC. 
 

Facility Name:  Suwannee Dump 
Facility Location:  Highway 349, Suwannee, Florida 
Distance/Direction:  0.13 SE 
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Figure 7.  Suwannee Dump Transfer Station 

 
Other areas of prior dump locations are shown in figures 8 and 9.  These areas also do 
not appear to contain REC. 
 

 
Figure 8.  Former Suwannee Dump Transfer Station location at Suwannee River 

Water Management District (9225 CR 49) 
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Figure 9.  Former Suwannee Dump Transfer Station location off Highway 349 

(Shingle Creek Rd.) at a newly constructed park 
 
 
No sites observed during site reconnaissance were determined to be of immediate 
concern to the environmental condition of the project area. 
 
4.4.3 Interviews 
 
Interviews were conducted to query public officials and informed residents for there 
knowledge of sites or conditions known to exist within close proximity to the proposed 
project route.  None of the interviewees could recall any incidents or sites within the 
described corridor that would warrant further investigation or project avoidance.  All 
were given a map illustrating the project route and were asked to review it and submit 
their comments on any such sites or conditions.  Interviews were conducted with the 
following public officials or offices: 
 

• Mr. Don Jensen, Environmental Specialist, Florida Department of Environmental 
Protection.   

 
• Mrs. Sonja Reed, Realtor, Smith & Lancaster, Inc. and longtime resident. 

 
• Mr. Michael Lagary, Suwannee River Wildlife Refuge, US Fish and Wildlife 

Service. 
 

• Ashwin Patel, Supervisor of Hazardous Waste Section, Florida Department of 
Environmental Protection. 
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No sites received from interviews were determined to be of immediate concern to the 
environmental condition of the project area. 
 
5.0 CONCLUSIONS 
 
Based on the site reconnaissance, records review, interviews, and best engineering 
judgment, conditions in the project area are unlikely to present a potential for special 
actions associated with state or Federal environmental regulations regarding the 
handling, storage, or disposal of hazardous materials.  Accordingly, this assessment 
has revealed no evidence of REC in connection with the project area; therefore no 
further investigation is warranted at this time. 
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Solid Waste Landfill Facilities (SWL), last updated 14 February 2005. 
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Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Information 
System (CERCLIS) and No Further Remedial Action Planned (NFRAP) Database, last 
updated 14 April 2005 and 23 June 2004, respectively. 
 
Emergency Response Notification System (ERNS) Database, last updated 31 
December 2004. 
 
National Priorities List (NPL) Database, last updated 17 May 2005. 
 
RCRA Large Quantity Generator Database, last updated 14 February 2005. 
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RCRA Treatment, Storage, and Disposal (TSD) Database, last updated 14 February 
2005. 
 
RCRIS Corrective Action Sites (CORRACTS) Database, last updated 14 February 
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Banks Information Solutions, Inc.

Environmental FirstSearch   ReportTM

TARGET PROPERTY:

 HIGHWAY 349 

OLD TOWN FL 32680

Job Number: 0802-01

PREPARED FOR:

GEC, INC.

P.O. Box 84010

Baton Rouge, LA 70884-4010

ASTM Standard

08-02-05

Tel: (512) 478-0059                                                                      Fax: (512) 478-1433

Environmental FirstSearch is a registered trademark of FirstSearch Technology Corporation. All rights reserved.



Environmental FirstSearch
Search Summary Report

Target Site:    HIGHWAY 349 
OLD TOWN FL 32680

FirstSearch Summary
Database Sel Updated Radius Site 1/8 1/4 1/2 1/2> ZIP TOTALS

NPL Y 05-17-05 1.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
CERCLIS Y 04-14-05 0.50 0 0 0 0 - 0 0
NFRAP Y 06-23-04 0.25 0 0 0 - - 0 0
RCRA TSD Y 02-14-05 0.50 0 0 0 0 - 0 0
RCRA COR Y 02-14-05 1.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
RCRA GEN Y 02-14-05 0.25 0 0 0 - - 3 3
ERNS Y 12-31-04 0.25 0 0 0 - - 3 3
State Sites Y 03-10-05 1.00 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
Spills-1990 Y 03-15-05 0.25 0 0 0 - - 1 1
SWL Y 02-14-05 0.50 0 0 1 0 - 0 1
REG UST/AST Y 06-05-05 0.25 0 0 0 - - 7 7
Leaking UST Y 06-05-05 0.50 0 0 0 0 - 1 1

- TOTALS - 0 0 1 0 0 16 17

Notice of Disclaimer

Due  to the limitations, constraints, inaccuracies  and  incompleteness of  government information and computer mapping  data currently available to
Banks Information Solutions, Inc., certain conventions have been utilized in preparing the locations of all federal, state and local agency sites residing in
Banks Information Solutions, Inc.'s databases. All EPA NPL and state landfill sites are depicted by a rectangle approximating their location and size. The
boundaries of the rectangles  represent the eastern and  western most longitudes; the northern and southern  most latitudes. As such, the mapped areas
may exceed the actual areas and  do not represent the actual boundaries of these properties.  All other sites are depicted by a  point representing their
approximate  address location and  make no  attempt to  represent the  actual areas of the  associated  property.  Actual boundaries and locations of
individual properties can be found in the files residing at the agency responsible for such information.

Waiver of Liability

Although Banks Information Solutions, Inc. uses its best efforts to research the actual location of each site, Banks Information Solutions, Inc. does not and 
can not warrant the  accuracy of  these sites with regard to  exact location and size. All authorized users of Banks Information Solutions, Inc.'s services
proceeding are  signifying an understanding of Banks Information Solutions, Inc.'s searching and mapping conventions, and agree to waive any and all
liability claims associated with search and map results showing incomplete and or inaccurate site locations.



Environmental FirstSearch
 1 Mile Radius from Area

ASTM: NPL, RCRACOR, STATE

 HIGHWAY 349 , OLD TOWN FL 32680

Source: 2002 U.S. Census TIGER Files
Area Polygon .................................................................

Identified Site, Multiple Sites, Receptor ............................

NPL, Brownfield, Solid Waste Landfill (SWL) or Hazardous Waste .........................

Railroads ....................................................................................................

Black Rings Represent 1/4 Mile Radii;   Red Ring Represents 500 ft. Radius



Environmental FirstSearch
 .5 Mile Radius from Area

ASTM: CERCLIS, RCRATSD, LUST, SWL

 HIGHWAY 349 , OLD TOWN FL 32680

Source: 2002 U.S. Census TIGER Files
Area Polygon .................................................................

Identified Site, Multiple Sites, Receptor ............................

NPL, Brownfield, Solid Waste Landfill (SWL) or Hazardous Waste .........................

Railroads ....................................................................................................

Black Rings Represent 1/4 Mile Radii;   Red Ring Represents 500 ft. Radius



Environmental FirstSearch
 .25 Mile Radius from Area

ASTM: NFRAP, SPILLS90, RCRAGEN, ERNS, UST

 HIGHWAY 349 , OLD TOWN FL 32680

Source: 2002 U.S. Census TIGER Files
Area Polygon .................................................................

Identified Site, Multiple Sites, Receptor ............................

NPL, Brownfield, Solid Waste Landfill (SWL) or Hazardous Waste .........................

Railroads ....................................................................................................

Black Rings Represent 1/4 Mile Radii;   Red Ring Represents 500 ft. Radius



Environmental FirstSearch
Site Information Report

Request Date: 08-02-05 Search Type: AREA
Requestor Name: Vanessa Martinez Job Number: 0802-01
Standard: ASTM Filtered Report

TARGET ADDRESS:    HIGHWAY 349 
OLD TOWN FL 32680

Demographics

Sites: 17 Non-Geocoded: 16 Population: NA

Radon: NA

Site Location

Degrees (Decimal) Degrees (Min/Sec) UTMs

Longitude: -83.127158 -83:7:38 Easting:  293464.235

Latitude: 29.338299 29:20:18 Northing:  3247168.88

Zone:  17

Comment

Comment:HWY 349 CORRIDOR AND DISPOSAL AREA

Additional Requests/Services

Adjacent ZIP Codes: 1 Mile(s) Services:

ZIP
Code City Name ST Dist/Dir Sel

32626 CHIEFLAND FL 0.54 SE Y

Requested? Date

Sanborns No
Aerial Photographs No
Topographical Maps No
City Directories No
Title Search No
Municipal Reports No
Online Topos No



Environmental FirstSearch
Selected Sites Summary Report

TARGET SITE:  HIGHWAY 349 JOB: 0802-01
OLD TOWN FL 32680 HWY 349 CORRIDOR AND DISPOSAL AREA

TOTAL:   17 GEOCODED:  1 NON GEOCODED:  16 SELECTED:  17 

Map ID DB Type Site Name/ID/Status Address Dist/Dir Page No.

       ERNS CHAVOUS ROAD TURN LEFT ONTO CHUCK NON GC         1
NRC-521702/FIXED OLD TOWN FL 32680

       ERNS  HWY 349 SOUTH NON GC         4
443612/FIXED FACILITY OLD TOWN FL 32680

       ERNS  SUWANNEE SHORES MARINA NON GC         5
308278/FIXED FACILITY OLD TOWN FL 32680

       LUST ANDERSON COLUMBIA CO INC HWY 349 N NON GC         6
158944081/OPEN OLD TOWN FL 32680

       RCRAGN ANDERSON COLUMBIA US HWY 349 N NON GC         10
FLD984234674/SGN OLD TOWN FL 32680

       RCRAGN MOORES SUWANNEE MARINE PO BOX 1120 NON GC         11
FLR000058297/VGN OLD TOWN FL 32680

       RCRAGN ROBARTS PAINT & BODY US HWY 349 HC4 BOX 633 NON GC         12
FLR000054932/VGN OLD TOWN FL 32680

       STATE WHITE S FEEDLOT TO BE DETERMINED NON GC         13
SITE 000547/STATE SITE CHIEFLAND FL 32626

       SPILLS ANDERSON COLUMBIA CO INC HWY 349 N NON GC         14
158944081/OPEN OLD TOWN FL 32680

       1 SWL SUWANNEE DUMP STATE RD 349 1.7 MILES NE S 0.13 SE        16
3115C70008/CLOSED NO MONIT SUWANNEE FL 32648

       UST ANDERSON COLUMBIA CO INC HWY 349 N NON GC         17
158944081/OPEN OLD TOWN FL 32680

       UST DIXIE CNTY SCHOOL BD-OLD TOWN ES COUNTY RD 349 NON GC         20
159046002/CLOSED OLD TOWN FL 32680

       UST H S WILCOX COUNTY RD 349 NON GC         21
158735545/CLOSED OLD TOWN FL 32680

       UST LAZY L RANCH COUNTY RD 349 NON GC         22
159046070/OPEN OLD TOWN FL 32680

       UST SUWANNEE RIVER KOA OFF HWY 349 N NON GC         24
158737235/CLOSED OLD TOWN FL 32680

       UST TWO SISTERS COUNTRY STORE 10252 NE HWY 349 NON GC         25
158842061/OPEN OLD TOWN FL 32680

       UST 349 EXPRESS 13835 NE 349 HWY NON GC         27
159200860/OPEN OLD TOWN FL 32680



Environmental FirstSearch
Site Detail Report

TARGET SITE:  HIGHWAY 349 JOB: 0802-01
OLD TOWN FL 32680 HWY 349 CORRIDOR AND DISPOSAL AREA

EMERGENCY RESPONSE NOTIFICATION SITE

SEARCH ID: 5    DIST/DIR: NON GC  MAP ID:      

NAME: CHAVOUS ROAD TURN LEFT ONTO CHUCK ROAD HOUSE ON CO REV: 12/31/00
ADDRESS: ID1: NRC-521702          

OLD TOWN FL ID2:
DIXIE STATUS: FIXED

CONTACT: UNKNOWN PHONE: 

   
SITE INFORMATION

THIS INFORMATION WAS OBTAINED FROM THE NATIONAL RESPONSE CENTER
     
DATE RECEIVED: 02-MAR-00   DATE COMPLETE: 02-MAR-00
CALL TAKER: HNR4889   CALL TYPE: INC

RESPONSIBLE PARTY:  UNKNOWN
PHONE #1:    
PHONE #2:    
PHONE #3:    

RESPONSIBLE COMPANY:   
ORGANIZATION TYPE: UNKNOWN

ADDRESS:     
  XX   

INITIALLY REPORTED BY:    
PHONE:   

INIT REPORTED COMPANY:   
ON BEHALF OF: N
SOURCE: UNAVAILABLE

     
INCIDENT INFORMATION
     
INCIDENT DESCRIPTION:      UNKNOWN / UNKNOWN

INCIDENT TYPE: FIXED   INCIDENT CAUSE: UNKNOWN
INCIDENT DATE: 02-MAR-00   INCIDENT DATE DESC: OCCURRED
DISTANCE FROM CITY:    DISTANCE UNITS:   
DIRECTION FROM CITY:    LOCATION SECTION:   
LOCATION TOWNSHIP:    LOCATION RANGE:   
WMD CHEM FLAG: F   RAD FLAG: F
BIO FLAG: F   OIL FLAG:   
POTENTIAL_FLAG:    AMT MATERIAL FLAG:   
MILITARY ORG FLAG:    LNG FLAG:   
     
AIRCRAFT TYPE:    AIRCRAFT MODEL:   
AIRCRAFT ID:    AIRCRAFT FUEL CAPACITY:   
AIRCRAFT FUEL CAPACITY UNITS:    AIRCRAFT FUEL ON BOARD:   
AIRCRAFT FUEL ON BOARD UNITS:    AIRCRAFT SPOT NUMBER:   
AIRCRAFT HANGER:    AIRCRAFT RUNWAY NUM:   
ROAD MILE MARKER:    BUILDING ID:   
TYPE OF FIXED OBJECT:    POWER GEN FACILITY:   
GENERATING CAPACITY:    TYPE OF FUEL:   
NPDES:    NPDES COMPLIANCE:   

- Continued on next page -

Selected Site Details Page - 1



Environmental FirstSearch
Site Detail Report

TARGET SITE:  HIGHWAY 349 JOB: 0802-01
OLD TOWN FL 32680 HWY 349 CORRIDOR AND DISPOSAL AREA

EMERGENCY RESPONSE NOTIFICATION SITE

SEARCH ID: 5    DIST/DIR: NON GC  MAP ID:      

NAME: CHAVOUS ROAD TURN LEFT ONTO CHUCK ROAD HOUSE ON CO REV: 12/31/00
ADDRESS: ID1: NRC-521702          

OLD TOWN FL ID2:
DIXIE STATUS: FIXED

CONTACT: UNKNOWN PHONE: 

PIPELINE TYPE:    DOT REGULATED:   
PIPELINE ABOVE GROUND:    EXPOSED UNDERWATER:   
PIPELINE COVERED:    RAILROAD HOTLINE:   
GRADE CROSSING:    LOCATION SUBDIVISION:   
RAILROAD MILEPOST:    TYPE VEHICLE INVOLVED:   
CROSSING DEVICE TYPE:    DEVICE OPERATIONAL:   
     
DOT CROSSING NUMBER:    BRAKE FAILURE:   
TANK ABOVE GROUND:    TRANSPORTABLE CONTAINER:   
TANK REGULATED:    TANK REGULATED BY:   
TANK ID:    CAPACITY OF TANK:   
CAPACITY OF TANK UNITS:    ACTUAL AMOUNT:   
ACTUAL AMOUNT UNITS:    PLATFORM RIG NAME:   
PLATFORM LETTER:    LOCATION AREA ID:   
LOCATION BLOCK ID:   

DESCRIPTION OF TANK:   
     
OCSG NUMBER:    OCSP NUMBER:   
STATE LEASE NUMBER:    PIER DOCK NUMBER:   
BERTH SLIP NUMBER:    CONTIN RELEASE TYPE:   
INITIAL CONT RELEASE NUM:    CONT RELEASE PERMIT:   
ALLISION:    TYPE OF STRUCTURE:   
STRUCTURE NAME:    STRUCT OPERATIONAL:   
AIRBAG DEPLOYED:    DATE NORMAL SERVICE:   
SERVICE DISRUPT TIME:    SERVICE DISRUPT UNITS:   
TRANSIT BUS FLAG:    CR BEGIN DATE:   
CR END DATE:    CR CHANGE DATE:   
     
FIRE INVOLVED: N   FIRE EXTINGUISHED: U
ANY EVACUATIONS: N   NUMBER EVACUATED:   
WHO EVACUATED:    RADIUS OF EVACUATION:   
ANY INJURIES: N   NUMBER INJURED:   
NUMBER HOSPITALIZED:    ANY FATALITIES: N
NUMBER FATALITIES:    ANY DAMAGES: N
DAMAGE AMOUNT:    AIR CORRIDOR CLOSED: N
AIR CORRIDOR DESC:    AIR CLOSURE TIME:   
WATERWAY CLOSED: N   WATERWAY DESC:   
WATERWAY CLOSURE TIME:    ROAD CLOSED: N
ROAD DESC:    ROAD CLOSURE TIME:   
CLOSURE DIRECTION:    MAJOR ARTERY: N
     
TRACK CLOSED: N   TRACK DESC:   
TRACK CLOSURE TIME:    MEDIA INTEREST: NONE
MEDIUM DESC: UNKNOWN   ADDTL MEDIUM INFO:   
BODY OF WATER:    TRIBUTARY OF:   
NEAREST RIVER MILE MARK:    RELEASE SECURED: U
EST DUR OF RELEASE:    RELEASE RATE:   
TRACK CLOSE DIR:    ST AGENCY ON SCENE:   
ST AGENCY RPT NUM:    OTHER AGENCY NOTIFIED:   
WEATHER CONDITIONS: SUNNY   AIR TEMPERATURE: 70

- Continued on next page -
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Environmental FirstSearch
Site Detail Report

TARGET SITE:  HIGHWAY 349 JOB: 0802-01
OLD TOWN FL 32680 HWY 349 CORRIDOR AND DISPOSAL AREA

EMERGENCY RESPONSE NOTIFICATION SITE

SEARCH ID: 5    DIST/DIR: NON GC  MAP ID:      

NAME: CHAVOUS ROAD TURN LEFT ONTO CHUCK ROAD HOUSE ON CO REV: 12/31/00
ADDRESS: ID1: NRC-521702          

OLD TOWN FL ID2:
DIXIE STATUS: FIXED

CONTACT: UNKNOWN PHONE: 

WIND SPEED:    WIND DIRECTION:   
WATER SUPPLY CONTAM: U   SHEEN SIZE:   
SHEEN COLOR:    DIR OF SHEEN TRAVEL:   
SHEEN ODOR DESCRIPTION:    WAVE CONDITION:   
CURRENT SPEED:    CURRENT DIRECTION:   
WATER TEMPERATURE:   

DESC OF REMEDIAL ACTION: NONE
     
EMPL FATALITY:    PASS FATALITY:   
COMMUNITY IMPACT: N   WIND SPEED UNITS:   
EMPLOYEE INJURIES:    PASSENGER INJURIES:   
OCCUPANT FATALITY:    CURRENT SPEED UNITS: M
ROAD CLOSURE UNITS:    TRACK CLOSURE UNITS:   
SHEEN SIZE UNITS:    STATE AGENCY NOTIFIED:   
FED AGENCY NOTIFIED: LOCAL CG   STRUCTURE NAME:   
TYPE OF STRUCTURE:    ALLISION:   
STRUCTURE OPERATIONAL:    NEAREST RIVER MILE MARK:   
SHEEN SIZE LENGTH:    SHEEN SIZE LENGTH UNITS:   
SHEEN SIZE WIDTH:    SHEEN SIZE WIDTH UNITS:   
OFFSHORE: N   DURATION UNIT:   
RELEASE RATE UNIT:    RELEASE RATE RATE:   

ADDITIONAL INFO:   

     
MATERIAL INFORMATION
     
CHRIS CODE: UNK   CASE NUMBER: 000000-00-0
UN NUMBER:    REACHED WATER: NO

NAME OF MATERIAL: UNKNOWN MATERIAL
AMOUNT OF MATERIAL: 0 UNKNOWN AMOUNT
AMOUNT IN WATER:    

     
OTHER MATERIAL INFORMATION
     
MOBILE DETAILS INFORMATION
     
TRAIN INFORMATION
     
VESSEL INFORMATION
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Environmental FirstSearch
Site Detail Report

TARGET SITE:  HIGHWAY 349 JOB: 0802-01
OLD TOWN FL 32680 HWY 349 CORRIDOR AND DISPOSAL AREA

EMERGENCY RESPONSE NOTIFICATION SITE

SEARCH ID: 6    DIST/DIR: NON GC  MAP ID:      

NAME: REV: 6/22/95
ADDRESS: HWY 349 SOUTH ID1: 443612              

OLD TOWN FL ID2:
STATUS: FIXED FACILITY

CONTACT: PHONE: 

   
SPILL INFORMATION   
DATE OF SPILL:    6/22/95   TIME OF SPILL:    1210

PRODUCT RELEASED (1):    OIL, MISC: MOTOR
QUANTITY (1):    0
UNITS (1):    UNK

PRODUCT RELEASED (2):      
QUANTITY (2):      
UNITS (2):      

PRODUCT RELEASED (3):      
QUANTITY (3):      
UNITS (3):      

MEDIUM/MEDIA AFFECTED   
AIR:    NO   GROUNDWATER:    NO
LAND:    YES   FIXED FACILITY:    NO
WATER:    NO   OTHER:    NO
WATERBODY AFFECTED BY RELEASE:    SOIL AND GRASS

     
CAUSE OF RELEASE   
DUMPING:    NO   EQUIPMENT FAILURE:    NO
NATURAL PHENOMENON:    NO   OPERATOR ERROR:    NO
OTHER CAUSE:    NO   TRANSP. ACCIDENT:    NO
UNKNOWN:    NO

ACTIONS TAKEN:    NONE
RELEASE DETECTION: CALLER STATES THE RP IS DUMPING OIL ONTO THE GROUND AND HAS BEEN FOR YEARS
MISC. NOTES:    WILL NOTIFY:DEP

DISCHARGER INFORMATION   
DISCHARGER ID:    443612   DUN & BRADSTREET #:      
TYPE OF DISCHARGER:    PRIVATE CITIZEN
NAME OF DISCHARGER:      
ADDRESS:    HWY 349 SOUTH
 OLD TOWN FL    
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Environmental FirstSearch
Site Detail Report

TARGET SITE:  HIGHWAY 349 JOB: 0802-01
OLD TOWN FL 32680 HWY 349 CORRIDOR AND DISPOSAL AREA

EMERGENCY RESPONSE NOTIFICATION SITE

SEARCH ID: 7    DIST/DIR: NON GC  MAP ID:      

NAME: REV: 3/14/93
ADDRESS: SUWANNEE SHORES MARINA ID1: 308278              

OLD TOWN FL ID2:
DIXIE STATUS: FIXED FACILITY

CONTACT: PHONE: 

   
SPILL INFORMATION   
DATE OF SPILL:    3/14/93   TIME OF SPILL:    1440

PRODUCT RELEASED (1):    PROPANE
QUANTITY (1):    0
UNITS (1):    UNK

PRODUCT RELEASED (2):      
QUANTITY (2):      
UNITS (2):      

PRODUCT RELEASED (3):      
QUANTITY (3):      
UNITS (3):      

MEDIUM/MEDIA AFFECTED   
AIR:    NO   GROUNDWATER:    NO
LAND:    YES   FIXED FACILITY:    NO
WATER:    NO   OTHER:    NO
WATERBODY AFFECTED BY RELEASE:    CONCRETE

     
CAUSE OF RELEASE   
DUMPING:    NO   EQUIPMENT FAILURE:    NO
NATURAL PHENOMENON:    NO   OPERATOR ERROR:    NO
OTHER CAUSE:    NO   TRANSP. ACCIDENT:    NO
UNKNOWN:    NO

ACTIONS TAKEN:    LOCAL RESPONSE IS ON SCENE
RELEASE DETECTION: CALLER REPORTED LEAKING STORAGE TANKS AT MARINA / LEAK CAUSED BY       SEVERE WEATHER
MISC. NOTES:    TANK SIZE GIVEN IS FOR GASOLINE TANK / PROPANE TANK SIZE IS UNKNOWN    CALLER RECEIVED INFO
ON AN FM SCANNER

DISCHARGER INFORMATION   
DISCHARGER ID:    308278   DUN & BRADSTREET #:      
TYPE OF DISCHARGER:      
NAME OF DISCHARGER:      
ADDRESS:      
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Environmental FirstSearch
Site Detail Report

TARGET SITE:  HIGHWAY 349 JOB: 0802-01
OLD TOWN FL 32680 HWY 349 CORRIDOR AND DISPOSAL AREA

LEAKING UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS

SEARCH ID: 17   DIST/DIR: NON GC  MAP ID:      

NAME: ANDERSON COLUMBIA CO INC REV: 6/5/05
ADDRESS: HWY 349 N ID1: 158944081           

OLD TOWN FL 32680 ID2: 8944081
STATUS: OPEN

CONTACT: PHONE: (352) 542-3208

   
SITE INFORMATION
     
OPERATOR: JIMMY JONES
   NAME UPDATED:   
ADDR UPDATED: 04-02-1999
BAD ADDR INDICATOR: N
     
CLEAN UP STATUS: NREQ - CLEANUP NOT REQUIRED
CLEANUP STATUS DATE: 05-29-2001
RANK: 3761
     
CLEAN UP STATUS: RA - RA ONGOING
CLEANUP STATUS DATE: 02-07-2002
RANK: 3761
     
RP ID: 813
RP ROLE: ACCOUNT OWNER
RP BEGIN: 05-08-1989
NAME: ANDERSON COLUMBIA CO INC
 PO BOX 1829    
 LAKE CITY FL 32056 1829
     
PHONE: (386) 152-7585

     
DISCHARGE INFORMATION
     
DISCHARGE DATE: 11/6/1993
POLLUTANT: A - LEADED GAS
COMBINED:   
SCORE: 45
SCORE DATE: 11-12-2003
GAL DISCHARGED:   
DRINK WELLS AFFECTED:   
MONITORING WELLS:   
SOIL AFFECTED:   
S WATER AFFECTED:   
G WATER AFFECTED:   
CLEANUP ELIG: E - ELIGIBLE
     
DISCHARGE DATE: 11/6/1993
POLLUTANT: B - UNLEADED GAS
COMBINED:   
SCORE: 45
SCORE DATE: 11-12-2003
GAL DISCHARGED:   
DRINK WELLS AFFECTED:   
MONITORING WELLS:   
SOIL AFFECTED:   
S WATER AFFECTED:   
G WATER AFFECTED:   

- Continued on next page -
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Environmental FirstSearch
Site Detail Report

TARGET SITE:  HIGHWAY 349 JOB: 0802-01
OLD TOWN FL 32680 HWY 349 CORRIDOR AND DISPOSAL AREA

LEAKING UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS

SEARCH ID: 17   DIST/DIR: NON GC  MAP ID:      

NAME: ANDERSON COLUMBIA CO INC REV: 6/5/05
ADDRESS: HWY 349 N ID1: 158944081           

OLD TOWN FL 32680 ID2: 8944081
STATUS: OPEN

CONTACT: PHONE: (352) 542-3208

CLEANUP ELIG: E - ELIGIBLE
     
CLEANUP REQUIRED: R - CLEANUP REQUIRED
WORK STATUS: ACTIVE
INFO SOURCE: D - DISCHARGE NOTIFICATION
   OTHER SOURCE:   
SITE MANAGER: KOLLINS_E
   MANAGER END DATE:   
TANK OFFICE: PCTM6 - TEAM 6
     
DISCHARGE DATE: 12/29/1988
POLLUTANT: Z - OTHER NON REGULATED
COMBINED:   
SCORE: 45
SCORE DATE: 11-12-2003
GAL DISCHARGED:   
DRINK WELLS AFFECTED: 0
MONITORING WELLS: N
SOIL AFFECTED: Y
S WATER AFFECTED: N
G WATER AFFECTED: N
CLEANUP ELIG: I - INELIGIBLE
     
CLEANUP REQUIRED: N - NO CLEANUP REQUIRED
WORK STATUS: COMPLETED
INFO SOURCE: E - EDI
   OTHER SOURCE:   
SITE MANAGER: NEWMYER_W
   MANAGER END DATE: 12-23-2002
TANK OFFICE: PCTM6 - TEAM 6
     
UST INFORMATION
     
TOTAL NUMBER OF TANKS:    7
     
FACILITY TYPE: C - FUEL USER/NON-RETAIL
DEP CO: N
     

TANK INFORMATION
     
TANK ID: 1   STATUS: OPEN
TVI: TANK   DEP CO: N
INSTALLED:    STAT DATE: 01-FEB-1996

TK STAT: B - REMOVED
CAPACITY(GAL): 1000
CONTENT: B - UNLEADED GAS
PLACE: UNDERGROUND
TYPE: C - FUEL USER/NON-RETAIL

- Continued on next page -
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Environmental FirstSearch
Site Detail Report

TARGET SITE:  HIGHWAY 349 JOB: 0802-01
OLD TOWN FL 32680 HWY 349 CORRIDOR AND DISPOSAL AREA

LEAKING UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS

SEARCH ID: 17   DIST/DIR: NON GC  MAP ID:      

NAME: ANDERSON COLUMBIA CO INC REV: 6/5/05
ADDRESS: HWY 349 N ID1: 158944081           

OLD TOWN FL 32680 ID2: 8944081
STATUS: OPEN

CONTACT: PHONE: (352) 542-3208

     
TANK ID: 2   STATUS: OPEN
TVI: TANK   DEP CO: N
INSTALLED:    STAT DATE: 01-FEB-1996

TK STAT: B - REMOVED
CAPACITY(GAL): 1000
CONTENT: B - UNLEADED GAS
PLACE: UNDERGROUND
TYPE: C - FUEL USER/NON-RETAIL

     
TANK ID: 3   STATUS: OPEN
TVI: TANK   DEP CO: N
INSTALLED:    STAT DATE:   

TK STAT: U - IN SERVICE
CAPACITY(GAL): 8000
CONTENT: D - VEHICULAR DIESEL
PLACE: ABOVEGROUND
TYPE: C - FUEL USER/NON-RETAIL

     
TANK ID: 4   STATUS: OPEN
TVI: TANK   DEP CO: N
INSTALLED:    STAT DATE:   

TK STAT: U - IN SERVICE
CAPACITY(GAL): 8000
CONTENT: D - VEHICULAR DIESEL
PLACE: ABOVEGROUND
TYPE: C - FUEL USER/NON-RETAIL

     
TANK ID: 5   STATUS: OPEN
TVI: TANK   DEP CO: N
INSTALLED:    STAT DATE:   

TK STAT: U - IN SERVICE
CAPACITY(GAL): 2000
CONTENT: L - WASTE OIL
PLACE: ABOVEGROUND
TYPE: C - FUEL USER/NON-RETAIL

     
TANK ID: 6   STATUS: OPEN
TVI: TANK   DEP CO: N
INSTALLED: 01-JUL-1992   STAT DATE:   

TK STAT: U - IN SERVICE
CAPACITY(GAL): 8000
CONTENT: B - UNLEADED GAS

- Continued on next page -
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Environmental FirstSearch
Site Detail Report

TARGET SITE:  HIGHWAY 349 JOB: 0802-01
OLD TOWN FL 32680 HWY 349 CORRIDOR AND DISPOSAL AREA

LEAKING UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS

SEARCH ID: 17   DIST/DIR: NON GC  MAP ID:      

NAME: ANDERSON COLUMBIA CO INC REV: 6/5/05
ADDRESS: HWY 349 N ID1: 158944081           

OLD TOWN FL 32680 ID2: 8944081
STATUS: OPEN

CONTACT: PHONE: (352) 542-3208

PLACE: ABOVEGROUND
TYPE: C - FUEL USER/NON-RETAIL

     
TANK ID: 7   STATUS: OPEN
TVI: TANK   DEP CO: N
INSTALLED: 01-JUL-1992   STAT DATE: 01-JUL-1992

TK STAT: U - IN SERVICE
CAPACITY(GAL): 2500
CONTENT: O - NEW/LUBE OIL
PLACE: ABOVEGROUND
TYPE: C - FUEL USER/NON-RETAIL

     
3 C - STEEL      
3 K - AST CONTAINMENT      
3 M - SPILL CONTAINMENT BUCKET      
4 C - STEEL      
4 K - AST CONTAINMENT      
4 M - SPILL CONTAINMENT BUCKET      
5 C - STEEL      
5 K - AST CONTAINMENT      
5 M - SPILL CONTAINMENT BUCKET      
6 C - STEEL      
6 K - AST CONTAINMENT      
6 M - SPILL CONTAINMENT BUCKET      
7 C - STEEL      
7 K - AST CONTAINMENT      
7 Q - DEP APPROVED PROTECTION      

PIPING INFORMATION

TANK ID:   DESCRIPTION:      
3 A - ABV, NO SOIL CONTACT      
3 B - STEEL/GALVANIZED METAL      
4 A - ABV, NO SOIL CONTACT      
4 B - STEEL/GALVANIZED METAL      
5 A - ABV, NO SOIL CONTACT      
6 A - ABV, NO SOIL CONTACT      
6 B - STEEL/GALVANIZED METAL      
7 A - ABV, NO SOIL CONTACT      
7 B - STEEL/GALVANIZED METAL      
7 P - INTERNAL PIPE/INTERNAL SUMP RISER      

MONITORING INFORMATION

TANK ID:   DESCRIPTION:      
3 Q - VISUAL INSPECTION OF ASTS      
4 Q - VISUAL INSPECTION OF ASTS      
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Environmental FirstSearch
Site Detail Report

TARGET SITE:  HIGHWAY 349 JOB: 0802-01
OLD TOWN FL 32680 HWY 349 CORRIDOR AND DISPOSAL AREA

RCRA GENERATOR SITE

SEARCH ID: 2    DIST/DIR: NON GC  MAP ID:      

NAME: ANDERSON COLUMBIA REV: 6/13/05
ADDRESS: US HWY 349 N ID1: FLD984234674        

OLDTOWN FL 32680 ID2:
DIXIE STATUS: SGN

CONTACT: BUDDY  SHEPPARDY PHONE: 9045427942

   
SITE INFORMATION
     
CONTACT INFORMATION:    BUDDY  SHEPPARDY
 PO BOX 38     
 OLDTOWN FL 326800

PHONE:    9045427942

     
UNIVERSE INFORMATION:
     
SNC: N - NO
BOYSNC: N - NO
GPRA PERMIT: N - NO
GPRA POSTCLOSURE: N - NO
GPRA CA: N - NO
GPRA CME: N - NO
PERM PROG: -----
     
PREM WRKLD: -----
CLOSURE WRKLD: -----
P C WRKLD: -----
SUBJCA: N - NO
SUBJCA TSD 3004: N - NO
     
SUBJCA NON TSD: N - NO
CA WRKLD: N - NO
GEN STATUS: SQG
     
NAIC INFORMATION

     

ENFORCEMENT INFORMATION:   
     

VIOLATION INFORMATION:   
     

Selected Site Details Page - 10



Environmental FirstSearch
Site Detail Report

TARGET SITE:  HIGHWAY 349 JOB: 0802-01
OLD TOWN FL 32680 HWY 349 CORRIDOR AND DISPOSAL AREA

RCRA GENERATOR SITE

SEARCH ID: 3    DIST/DIR: NON GC  MAP ID:      

NAME: MOORES SUWANNEE MARINE REV: 11/09/03
ADDRESS: PO BOX 1120 ID1: FLR000058297        

OLD TOWN FL 32680 ID2:
DIXIE STATUS: VGN

CONTACT: ANDY  WEEKS PHONE: 3525427569

      
SITE INFORMATION
     
UNIVERSE TYPE:
     
CEG - CONDITIONALLY EXEMPT SMALL QUANTITY GENERATORS: GENERATES LESS THAN 100  KG/MONTH OF HAZARDOUS WASTE     

SIC INFORMATION:   
     
0011 - DISCONTINUED, CHANGED, OR UNKNOWN     
0011 - DISCONTINUED, CHANGED, OR UNKNOWN     

ENFORCEMENT INFORMATION:   
     
AGENCY:    S - STATE   DATE:    27-AUG-99
TYPE:    125 - DEP WARNING LETTER
     

VIOLATION INFORMATION:   
     
VIOLATION NUMBER:    0001   RESPONSIBLE:    S - STATE
DETERMINED:    09-JUL-99   DETERMINED BY:    S - STATE
CITATION:    40 CFR 261.5   RESOLVED:    05-OCT-99
TYPE:    GSC - GENERATOR SPECIAL CONDITIONS
     
VIOLATION NUMBER:    0003   RESPONSIBLE:    S - STATE
DETERMINED:    09-JUL-99   DETERMINED BY:    S - STATE
CITATION:    40 CFR 279.22 (C)(1)   RESOLVED:    05-OCT-99
TYPE:    UOS
     
VIOLATION NUMBER:    0004   RESPONSIBLE:    S - STATE
DETERMINED:    09-JUL-99   DETERMINED BY:    S - STATE
CITATION:    F.A.C. 62-710.510   RESOLVED:    05-OCT-99
TYPE:    URR
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Environmental FirstSearch
Site Detail Report

TARGET SITE:  HIGHWAY 349 JOB: 0802-01
OLD TOWN FL 32680 HWY 349 CORRIDOR AND DISPOSAL AREA

RCRA GENERATOR SITE

SEARCH ID: 4    DIST/DIR: NON GC  MAP ID:      

NAME: ROBARTS PAINT & BODY REV: 11/09/03
ADDRESS: US HWY 349 HC4 BOX 633 ID1: FLR000054932        

OLD TOWN FL 32680 ID2:
DIXIE STATUS: VGN

CONTACT: EARL & DEBRA  ROBARTS PHONE: 3525422829

      
SITE INFORMATION
     
UNIVERSE TYPE:
     
CEG - CONDITIONALLY EXEMPT SMALL QUANTITY GENERATORS: GENERATES LESS THAN 100  KG/MONTH OF HAZARDOUS WASTE     

SIC INFORMATION:   
     
0011 - DISCONTINUED, CHANGED, OR UNKNOWN     
0011 - DISCONTINUED, CHANGED, OR UNKNOWN     

ENFORCEMENT INFORMATION:   
     

VIOLATION INFORMATION:   
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Environmental FirstSearch
Site Detail Report

TARGET SITE:  HIGHWAY 349 JOB: 0802-01
OLD TOWN FL 32680 HWY 349 CORRIDOR AND DISPOSAL AREA

STATE SITE

SEARCH ID: 8    DIST/DIR: NON GC  MAP ID:      

NAME: WHITE S FEEDLOT REV: 11/19/97
ADDRESS: TO BE DETERMINED ID1: SITE 000547         

CHIEFLAND FL 32626 ID2:
STATUS: STATE SITE

CONTACT: PHONE: 

   REGION:    N   

LTBI DATE:        NPL:    NO    CURRENT STATUS:       
CONFIRM DATE:       PUB INV:        PET/HAZ:      
DELETED DATE:        INIT ACTION:        REMEDIATION:       
REMED DATE:        RESP ACTION:       
WAIVER DATE:         PRIORITY:      

CONTENT:       
LOCATION:       
RESULTS:       

GROUND WATER:       
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Environmental FirstSearch
Site Detail Report

TARGET SITE:  HIGHWAY 349 JOB: 0802-01
OLD TOWN FL 32680 HWY 349 CORRIDOR AND DISPOSAL AREA

STATE SPILLS SITE

SEARCH ID: 9    DIST/DIR: NON GC  MAP ID:      

NAME: ANDERSON COLUMBIA CO INC REV: 1/2/03
ADDRESS: HWY 349 N ID1: 158944081           

OLD TOWN FL 32680 ID2: 8944081
STATUS: OPEN

CONTACT: PHONE: 

   
SITE INFORMATION

RELATED PARTY:

ID NUMBER: 813
ROLE: ACCOUNT OWNER
BEGIN: 5/8/1989
     
NAME: ANDERSON COLUMBIA CO INC
 PO BOX 1829
   
 LAKE CITY FL 32056 1829

PHONE: (386) 752-7585
     
BAD ADDR INDICATOR: N
FAC CONTAM ID: 3271
CLEAN UP STATUS: NREQ
SCORE: 45
RANK: 3937

     
DISCHARGE INFORMATION   
     
TASK INFORMATION   
     
RAP

TASK ID NUMBER: 10022   CLEANUP RESP: ST
ORDER COMPLETION:    ACTUAL COMPLETION:   
PAYMENT DATE:    ACTUAL COST:   

RA

TASK ID NUMBER: 10023   CLEANUP RESP: ST
ACTUAL COST:    YEARS TO COMP:   

SRC

ACTION TYPE:    SUBMIT DATE:   
REVIEW DATE:    ISSUE DATE:   
COMMENT:   
     
RAP

TASK ID NUMBER: 63661   CLEANUP RESP:   
ORDER COMPLETION:    ACTUAL COMPLETION:   
PAYMENT DATE:    ACTUAL COST:   

RA

- Continued on next page -

Selected Site Details Page - 14



Environmental FirstSearch
Site Detail Report

TARGET SITE:  HIGHWAY 349 JOB: 0802-01
OLD TOWN FL 32680 HWY 349 CORRIDOR AND DISPOSAL AREA

STATE SPILLS SITE

SEARCH ID: 9    DIST/DIR: NON GC  MAP ID:      

NAME: ANDERSON COLUMBIA CO INC REV: 1/2/03
ADDRESS: HWY 349 N ID1: 158944081           

OLD TOWN FL 32680 ID2: 8944081
STATUS: OPEN

CONTACT: PHONE: 

TASK ID NUMBER: 64232   CLEANUP RESP:   
ACTUAL COST:    YEARS TO COMP:   

SRC

ACTION TYPE:    SUBMIT DATE:   
REVIEW DATE:    ISSUE DATE:   
COMMENT:   
     
SA

ID NUMBER: 65355   CLEANUP RESP:   
COMPLETION DATE:    PAYMENT DATE:   
ACTUAL COST:    

SR

ID NUMBER:    CLEANUP RESP:   
ORAL DATE:    WRITTEN DATE:   

FREE PROD REMOVAL:    SOIL REMOVAL:   
TONNAGE REMOVED:    TREATMENT:   
OTHER TREATMENT:   
COMPLETION DATE:    PAYMENT DATE:   
COST:   
SR ALTERNATE PROCEDURE RECEIVED DATE:   
SR ALTERNATE PROCEDURE STATUS DATE:   
SR COMPLETION STATUS:   
SR ALTERNATE PROCEDURE COMMENT:   

     
SA

ID NUMBER: 10021   CLEANUP RESP: ST
COMPLETION DATE: 9/18/1995   PAYMENT DATE:   
ACTUAL COST:    

SR

ID NUMBER: 10020   CLEANUP RESP: ST
ORAL DATE:    WRITTEN DATE:   

FREE PROD REMOVAL:    SOIL REMOVAL:   
TONNAGE REMOVED:    TREATMENT:   
OTHER TREATMENT:   
COMPLETION DATE:    PAYMENT DATE:   
COST:   
SR ALTERNATE PROCEDURE RECEIVED DATE:   
SR ALTERNATE PROCEDURE STATUS DATE:   
SR COMPLETION STATUS:   
SR ALTERNATE PROCEDURE COMMENT:   
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Environmental FirstSearch
Site Detail Report

TARGET SITE:  HIGHWAY 349 JOB: 0802-01
OLD TOWN FL 32680 HWY 349 CORRIDOR AND DISPOSAL AREA

SOLID WASTE LANDFILL SITE

SEARCH ID: 1    DIST/DIR: 0.13 SE MAP ID: 1    

NAME: SUWANNEE DUMP REV: 2/14/05
ADDRESS: STATE RD 349 1.7 MILES NE SUWANNEE ID1: 3115C70008          

SUWANNEE FL ID2: 31723.00
STATUS: CLOSED NO MONIT

CONTACT: DIXIE COUNTY COMMISSIONERS PHONE: (352) 498-3344

   
SITE INFORMATION
     
FACILITY STATUS:    CLOSED NO MONIT      
DISTRICT: NED      

RESPONSIBLE AUTHORITY

 DIXIE COUNTY COMMISSIONERS   
 P O BOX 339   
 CROSS CITY   FL  32628      

 (352) 498-3344    
     
 2/16/01 ARCHIVE INFORMATION

EXPECTED LIFE OF LANDFILL:      
QUANTITY OF WASTE PER DAY:       
QUANTITY OF WASTE SITE IS DESIGNED TO HANDLE:       
NUMBER OF MONITORING WELLS:    
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Environmental FirstSearch
Site Detail Report

TARGET SITE:  HIGHWAY 349 JOB: 0802-01
OLD TOWN FL 32680 HWY 349 CORRIDOR AND DISPOSAL AREA

REGISTERED UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS

SEARCH ID: 11   DIST/DIR: NON GC  MAP ID:      

NAME: ANDERSON COLUMBIA CO INC REV: 6/5/05
ADDRESS: HWY 349 N ID1: 158944081           

OLD TOWN FL 32680 ID2: 8944081.00
DIXIE STATUS: OPEN

CONTACT: SCOTT CLEVELAND PHONE: (386) 152-7585

   
SITE INFORMATION
     
TOTAL NUMBER OF TANKS:    7
     
FACILITY TYPE: C - FUEL USER/NON-RETAIL
DEP CO: N
     

TANK INFORMATION
     
TANK ID: 1   STATUS: OPEN
TVI: TANK   DEP CO: N
INSTALLED:    STAT DATE: 01-FEB-1996

TK STAT: B - REMOVED
CAPACITY(GAL): 1000
CONTENT: B - UNLEADED GAS
PLACE: UNDERGROUND
TYPE: C - FUEL USER/NON-RETAIL

     
TANK ID: 2   STATUS: OPEN
TVI: TANK   DEP CO: N
INSTALLED:    STAT DATE: 01-FEB-1996

TK STAT: B - REMOVED
CAPACITY(GAL): 1000
CONTENT: B - UNLEADED GAS
PLACE: UNDERGROUND
TYPE: C - FUEL USER/NON-RETAIL

     
TANK ID: 3   STATUS: OPEN
TVI: TANK   DEP CO: N
INSTALLED:    STAT DATE:   

TK STAT: U - IN SERVICE
CAPACITY(GAL): 8000
CONTENT: D - VEHICULAR DIESEL
PLACE: ABOVEGROUND
TYPE: C - FUEL USER/NON-RETAIL

     
TANK ID: 4   STATUS: OPEN
TVI: TANK   DEP CO: N
INSTALLED:    STAT DATE:   

TK STAT: U - IN SERVICE
CAPACITY(GAL): 8000
CONTENT: D - VEHICULAR DIESEL

- Continued on next page -
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Environmental FirstSearch
Site Detail Report

TARGET SITE:  HIGHWAY 349 JOB: 0802-01
OLD TOWN FL 32680 HWY 349 CORRIDOR AND DISPOSAL AREA

REGISTERED UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS

SEARCH ID: 11   DIST/DIR: NON GC  MAP ID:      

NAME: ANDERSON COLUMBIA CO INC REV: 6/5/05
ADDRESS: HWY 349 N ID1: 158944081           

OLD TOWN FL 32680 ID2: 8944081.00
DIXIE STATUS: OPEN

CONTACT: SCOTT CLEVELAND PHONE: (386) 152-7585

PLACE: ABOVEGROUND
TYPE: C - FUEL USER/NON-RETAIL

     
TANK ID: 5   STATUS: OPEN
TVI: TANK   DEP CO: N
INSTALLED:    STAT DATE:   

TK STAT: U - IN SERVICE
CAPACITY(GAL): 2000
CONTENT: L - WASTE OIL
PLACE: ABOVEGROUND
TYPE: C - FUEL USER/NON-RETAIL

     
TANK ID: 6   STATUS: OPEN
TVI: TANK   DEP CO: N
INSTALLED: 01-JUL-1992   STAT DATE:   

TK STAT: U - IN SERVICE
CAPACITY(GAL): 8000
CONTENT: B - UNLEADED GAS
PLACE: ABOVEGROUND
TYPE: C - FUEL USER/NON-RETAIL

     
TANK ID: 7   STATUS: OPEN
TVI: TANK   DEP CO: N
INSTALLED: 01-JUL-1992   STAT DATE: 01-JUL-1992

TK STAT: U - IN SERVICE
CAPACITY(GAL): 2500
CONTENT: O - NEW/LUBE OIL
PLACE: ABOVEGROUND
TYPE: C - FUEL USER/NON-RETAIL

     
3 C - STEEL      
3 K - AST CONTAINMENT      
3 M - SPILL CONTAINMENT BUCKET      
4 C - STEEL      
4 K - AST CONTAINMENT      
4 M - SPILL CONTAINMENT BUCKET      
5 C - STEEL      
5 K - AST CONTAINMENT      
5 M - SPILL CONTAINMENT BUCKET      
6 C - STEEL      
6 K - AST CONTAINMENT      
6 M - SPILL CONTAINMENT BUCKET      
7 C - STEEL      
7 K - AST CONTAINMENT      
7 Q - DEP APPROVED PROTECTION      

- Continued on next page -
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Environmental FirstSearch
Site Detail Report

TARGET SITE:  HIGHWAY 349 JOB: 0802-01
OLD TOWN FL 32680 HWY 349 CORRIDOR AND DISPOSAL AREA

REGISTERED UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS

SEARCH ID: 11   DIST/DIR: NON GC  MAP ID:      

NAME: ANDERSON COLUMBIA CO INC REV: 6/5/05
ADDRESS: HWY 349 N ID1: 158944081           

OLD TOWN FL 32680 ID2: 8944081.00
DIXIE STATUS: OPEN

CONTACT: SCOTT CLEVELAND PHONE: (386) 152-7585

PIPING INFORMATION

TANK ID:   DESCRIPTION:      
3 A - ABV, NO SOIL CONTACT      
3 B - STEEL/GALVANIZED METAL      
4 A - ABV, NO SOIL CONTACT      
4 B - STEEL/GALVANIZED METAL      
5 A - ABV, NO SOIL CONTACT      
6 A - ABV, NO SOIL CONTACT      
6 B - STEEL/GALVANIZED METAL      
7 A - ABV, NO SOIL CONTACT      
7 B - STEEL/GALVANIZED METAL      
7 P - INTERNAL PIPE/INTERNAL SUMP RISER      

MONITORING INFORMATION

TANK ID:   DESCRIPTION:      
3 Q - VISUAL INSPECTION OF ASTS      
4 Q - VISUAL INSPECTION OF ASTS      
5 Q - VISUAL INSPECTION OF ASTS      
6 Q - VISUAL INSPECTION OF ASTS      
7 D - SPCC PLAN      
7 Q - VISUAL INSPECTION OF ASTS      
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Environmental FirstSearch
Site Detail Report

TARGET SITE:  HIGHWAY 349 JOB: 0802-01
OLD TOWN FL 32680 HWY 349 CORRIDOR AND DISPOSAL AREA

REGISTERED UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS

SEARCH ID: 12   DIST/DIR: NON GC  MAP ID:      

NAME: DIXIE CNTY SCHOOL BD-OLD TOWN ES REV: 6/5/05
ADDRESS: COUNTY RD 349 ID1: 159046002           

OLD TOWN FL 32680 ID2: 9046002.00
DIXIE STATUS: CLOSED

CONTACT: LLOYD JONES PHONE: (904) 498-3770

   
SITE INFORMATION
     
TOTAL NUMBER OF TANKS:    1
     
FACILITY TYPE: I - COUNTY GOVERNMENT
DEP CO: N
     

TANK INFORMATION
     
TANK ID: 5   STATUS: CLOSED
TVI: TANK   DEP CO: N
INSTALLED: 01-JUL-1977   STAT DATE: 01-JUN-1996

TK STAT: B - REMOVED
CAPACITY(GAL): 3000
CONTENT: B - UNLEADED GAS
PLACE: UNDERGROUND
TYPE: I - COUNTY GOVERNMENT
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Environmental FirstSearch
Site Detail Report

TARGET SITE:  HIGHWAY 349 JOB: 0802-01
OLD TOWN FL 32680 HWY 349 CORRIDOR AND DISPOSAL AREA

REGISTERED UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS

SEARCH ID: 13   DIST/DIR: NON GC  MAP ID:      

NAME: H S WILCOX REV: 6/5/05
ADDRESS: COUNTY RD 349 ID1: 158735545           

OLD TOWN FL 32680 ID2: 8735545.00
STATUS: CLOSED

CONTACT: PHONE: 

   
SITE INFORMATION
     
TOTAL NUMBER OF TANKS:    1
     
FACILITY TYPE: B - RESIDENTIAL
DEP CO: N
     

TANK INFORMATION
     
TANK ID: 1   STATUS: CLOSED
TVI: TANK   DEP CO: N
INSTALLED:    STAT DATE: 01-JAN-1990

TK STAT: B - REMOVED
CAPACITY(GAL): 550
CONTENT: A - LEADED GAS
PLACE: ABOVEGROUND
TYPE: B - RESIDENTIAL
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Environmental FirstSearch
Site Detail Report

TARGET SITE:  HIGHWAY 349 JOB: 0802-01
OLD TOWN FL 32680 HWY 349 CORRIDOR AND DISPOSAL AREA

REGISTERED UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS

SEARCH ID: 14   DIST/DIR: NON GC  MAP ID:      

NAME: LAZY L RANCH REV: 6/5/05
ADDRESS: COUNTY RD 349 ID1: 159046070           

OLD TOWN FL 32680 ID2: 9046070.00
STATUS: OPEN

CONTACT: PHONE: (000) 000-0000

   
SITE INFORMATION
     
TOTAL NUMBER OF TANKS:    4
     
FACILITY TYPE: M - AGRICULTURAL
DEP CO: N
     

TANK INFORMATION
     
TANK ID: 1   STATUS: OPEN
TVI: TANK   DEP CO: N
INSTALLED:    STAT DATE:   

TK STAT: U - IN SERVICE
CAPACITY(GAL): 550
CONTENT: D - VEHICULAR DIESEL
PLACE: ABOVEGROUND
TYPE: M - AGRICULTURAL

     
TANK ID: 2   STATUS: OPEN
TVI: TANK   DEP CO: N
INSTALLED:    STAT DATE:   

TK STAT: U - IN SERVICE
CAPACITY(GAL): 200
CONTENT: D - VEHICULAR DIESEL
PLACE: ABOVEGROUND
TYPE: M - AGRICULTURAL

     
TANK ID: 3   STATUS: OPEN
TVI: TANK   DEP CO: N
INSTALLED:    STAT DATE:   

TK STAT: U - IN SERVICE
CAPACITY(GAL): 200
CONTENT: D - VEHICULAR DIESEL
PLACE: ABOVEGROUND
TYPE: M - AGRICULTURAL

     
TANK ID: 4   STATUS: OPEN
TVI: TANK   DEP CO: N
INSTALLED:    STAT DATE:   

TK STAT: U - IN SERVICE
CAPACITY(GAL): 200
CONTENT: D - VEHICULAR DIESEL

- Continued on next page -
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Environmental FirstSearch
Site Detail Report

TARGET SITE:  HIGHWAY 349 JOB: 0802-01
OLD TOWN FL 32680 HWY 349 CORRIDOR AND DISPOSAL AREA

REGISTERED UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS

SEARCH ID: 14   DIST/DIR: NON GC  MAP ID:      

NAME: LAZY L RANCH REV: 6/5/05
ADDRESS: COUNTY RD 349 ID1: 159046070           

OLD TOWN FL 32680 ID2: 9046070.00
STATUS: OPEN

CONTACT: PHONE: (000) 000-0000

PLACE: ABOVEGROUND
TYPE: M - AGRICULTURAL
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Environmental FirstSearch
Site Detail Report

TARGET SITE:  HIGHWAY 349 JOB: 0802-01
OLD TOWN FL 32680 HWY 349 CORRIDOR AND DISPOSAL AREA

REGISTERED UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS

SEARCH ID: 15   DIST/DIR: NON GC  MAP ID:      

NAME: SUWANNEE RIVER KOA REV: 6/5/05
ADDRESS: OFF HWY 349 N ID1: 158737235           

OLD TOWN FL 32680 ID2: 8737235.00
DIXIE STATUS: CLOSED

CONTACT: JOEL CONSTANTINO PHONE: (904) 378-5333

   
SITE INFORMATION
     
TOTAL NUMBER OF TANKS:    1
     
FACILITY TYPE: C - FUEL USER/NON-RETAIL
DEP CO: N
     

TANK INFORMATION
     
TANK ID: 1   STATUS: CLOSED
TVI: TANK   DEP CO: N
INSTALLED:    STAT DATE: 31-DEC-1990

TK STAT: B - REMOVED
CAPACITY(GAL): 550
CONTENT: A - LEADED GAS
PLACE: UNDERGROUND
TYPE: C - FUEL USER/NON-RETAIL
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Environmental FirstSearch
Site Detail Report

TARGET SITE:  HIGHWAY 349 JOB: 0802-01
OLD TOWN FL 32680 HWY 349 CORRIDOR AND DISPOSAL AREA

REGISTERED UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS

SEARCH ID: 16   DIST/DIR: NON GC  MAP ID:      

NAME: TWO SISTERS COUNTRY STORE REV: 6/5/05
ADDRESS: 10252 NE HWY 349 ID1: 158842061           

OLD TOWN FL 32680 ID2: 8842061.00
DIXIE STATUS: OPEN

CONTACT: FAY HOUGH PHONE: (352) 542-2309

   
SITE INFORMATION
     
TOTAL NUMBER OF TANKS:    3
     
FACILITY TYPE: A - RETAIL STATION
DEP CO: N
     

TANK INFORMATION
     
TANK ID: 1   STATUS: OPEN
TVI: TANK   DEP CO: N
INSTALLED: 01-DEC-1988   STAT DATE:   

TK STAT: U - IN SERVICE
CAPACITY(GAL): 4000
CONTENT: D - VEHICULAR DIESEL
PLACE: UNDERGROUND
TYPE: A - RETAIL STATION

     
TANK ID: 2   STATUS: OPEN
TVI: TANK   DEP CO: N
INSTALLED: 01-DEC-1988   STAT DATE:   

TK STAT: U - IN SERVICE
CAPACITY(GAL): 4000
CONTENT: B - UNLEADED GAS
PLACE: UNDERGROUND
TYPE: A - RETAIL STATION

     
TANK ID: 3   STATUS: OPEN
TVI: TANK   DEP CO: N
INSTALLED: 01-DEC-1988   STAT DATE:   

TK STAT: U - IN SERVICE
CAPACITY(GAL): 4000
CONTENT: B - UNLEADED GAS
PLACE: UNDERGROUND
TYPE: A - RETAIL STATION

     
1 F - FIBERGLASS CLAD STEEL      
1 M - SPILL CONTAINMENT BUCKET      
1 N - FLOW SHUT-OFF      
2 F - FIBERGLASS CLAD STEEL      
2 M - SPILL CONTAINMENT BUCKET      
2 N - FLOW SHUT-OFF      
3 F - FIBERGLASS CLAD STEEL      

- Continued on next page -
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Environmental FirstSearch
Site Detail Report

TARGET SITE:  HIGHWAY 349 JOB: 0802-01
OLD TOWN FL 32680 HWY 349 CORRIDOR AND DISPOSAL AREA

REGISTERED UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS

SEARCH ID: 16   DIST/DIR: NON GC  MAP ID:      

NAME: TWO SISTERS COUNTRY STORE REV: 6/5/05
ADDRESS: 10252 NE HWY 349 ID1: 158842061           

OLD TOWN FL 32680 ID2: 8842061.00
DIXIE STATUS: OPEN

CONTACT: FAY HOUGH PHONE: (352) 542-2309

3 M - SPILL CONTAINMENT BUCKET      
3 N - FLOW SHUT-OFF      

PIPING INFORMATION

TANK ID:   DESCRIPTION:      
1 I - SUCTION PIPING SYSTEM      
1 K - DISPENSER LINERS      
1 M - DOUBLE WALL - PIPE JACKET      
2 I - SUCTION PIPING SYSTEM      
2 K - DISPENSER LINERS      
2 M - DOUBLE WALL - PIPE JACKET      
3 I - SUCTION PIPING SYSTEM      
3 K - DISPENSER LINERS      
3 M - DOUBLE WALL - PIPE JACKET      

MONITORING INFORMATION

TANK ID:   DESCRIPTION:      
1 2 - VISUAL INSPECT PIPE SUMPS      
1 4 - VISUAL  INSPECT DISPENSER LINERS      
1 S - STATISTICAL INVENTORY RECONCILE      
2 2 - VISUAL INSPECT PIPE SUMPS      
2 4 - VISUAL  INSPECT DISPENSER LINERS      
2 S - STATISTICAL INVENTORY RECONCILE      
3 2 - VISUAL INSPECT PIPE SUMPS      
3 4 - VISUAL  INSPECT DISPENSER LINERS      
3 S - STATISTICAL INVENTORY RECONCILE      
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Environmental FirstSearch
Site Detail Report

TARGET SITE:  HIGHWAY 349 JOB: 0802-01
OLD TOWN FL 32680 HWY 349 CORRIDOR AND DISPOSAL AREA

REGISTERED UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS

SEARCH ID: 10   DIST/DIR: NON GC  MAP ID:      

NAME: 349 EXPRESS REV: 6/5/05
ADDRESS: 13835 NE 349 HWY ID1: 159200860           

OLD TOWN FL 32680 ID2: 9200860.00
STATUS: OPEN

CONTACT: TRACY & JODY STEPHENSON PHONE: (352) 542-3186

   
SITE INFORMATION
     
TOTAL NUMBER OF TANKS:    3
     
FACILITY TYPE: A - RETAIL STATION
DEP CO: N
     

TANK INFORMATION
     
TANK ID: 1   STATUS: OPEN
TVI: TANK   DEP CO: N
INSTALLED: 01-SEP-1985   STAT DATE: 01-SEP-2001

TK STAT: U - IN SERVICE
CAPACITY(GAL): 2000
CONTENT: B - UNLEADED GAS
PLACE: UNDERGROUND
TYPE: A - RETAIL STATION

     
TANK ID: 2   STATUS: OPEN
TVI: TANK   DEP CO: N
INSTALLED: 01-SEP-1985   STAT DATE: 01-SEP-2001

TK STAT: U - IN SERVICE
CAPACITY(GAL): 2000
CONTENT: B - UNLEADED GAS
PLACE: UNDERGROUND
TYPE: A - RETAIL STATION

     
TANK ID: 3   STATUS: OPEN
TVI: TANK   DEP CO: N
INSTALLED: 01-SEP-1985   STAT DATE: 01-SEP-2001

TK STAT: U - IN SERVICE
CAPACITY(GAL): 1000
CONTENT: D - VEHICULAR DIESEL
PLACE: UNDERGROUND
TYPE: A - RETAIL STATION

     
1 A - BALL CHECK VALVE      
1 C - STEEL      
1 G - SACRIFICIAL ANODE CP      
1 M - SPILL CONTAINMENT BUCKET      
1 N - FLOW SHUT-OFF      
2 A - BALL CHECK VALVE      
2 C - STEEL      

- Continued on next page -
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Environmental FirstSearch
Site Detail Report

TARGET SITE:  HIGHWAY 349 JOB: 0802-01
OLD TOWN FL 32680 HWY 349 CORRIDOR AND DISPOSAL AREA

REGISTERED UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS

SEARCH ID: 10   DIST/DIR: NON GC  MAP ID:      

NAME: 349 EXPRESS REV: 6/5/05
ADDRESS: 13835 NE 349 HWY ID1: 159200860           

OLD TOWN FL 32680 ID2: 9200860.00
STATUS: OPEN

CONTACT: TRACY & JODY STEPHENSON PHONE: (352) 542-3186

2 G - SACRIFICIAL ANODE CP      
2 M - SPILL CONTAINMENT BUCKET      
2 N - FLOW SHUT-OFF      
3 A - BALL CHECK VALVE      
3 C - STEEL      
3 G - SACRIFICIAL ANODE CP      
3 M - SPILL CONTAINMENT BUCKET      
3 N - FLOW SHUT-OFF      

PIPING INFORMATION

TANK ID:   DESCRIPTION:      
1 D - EXTERNAL PROTECTIVE COATING      
1 E - CATHODIC PROTECTION      
1 I - SUCTION PIPING SYSTEM      
1 K - DISPENSER LINERS      
2 D - EXTERNAL PROTECTIVE COATING      
2 E - CATHODIC PROTECTION      
2 I - SUCTION PIPING SYSTEM      
2 K - DISPENSER LINERS      
3 D - EXTERNAL PROTECTIVE COATING      
3 E - CATHODIC PROTECTION      
3 I - SUCTION PIPING SYSTEM      
3 K - DISPENSER LINERS      

MONITORING INFORMATION

TANK ID:   DESCRIPTION:      
1 4 - VISUAL  INSPECT DISPENSER LINERS      
1 S - STATISTICAL INVENTORY RECONCILE      
1 V - SUCTION PUMP CHECK VALVE      
2 4 - VISUAL  INSPECT DISPENSER LINERS      
2 S - STATISTICAL INVENTORY RECONCILE      
2 V - SUCTION PUMP CHECK VALVE      
3 4 - VISUAL  INSPECT DISPENSER LINERS      
3 S - STATISTICAL INVENTORY RECONCILE      
3 V - SUCTION PUMP CHECK VALVE      
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Environmental FirstSearch
Federal Database Descriptions

ASTM Databases:
CERCLIS:    Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and   
Liability Information System.  The  EPA's  database of current and
potential Superfund sites currently or previously under investigation.   
Source: Environmental Protection Agency.

   Updated quarterly.

CERCLIS-NFRAP (Archive):    Comprehensive Environmental Response
Compensation and Liability Information System Archived Sites.  The
Archive designation means that, to the best of EPA's knowledge,
assessment at a site has been completed and that EPA has determined no
further steps will be taken to list this site on the National Priorities
List (NPL). This decision does not necessarily mean that there is no
hazard associated with a given site; it only means that, based upon
available information, the location is not judged to be a potential NPL
site.

   Updated quarterly.

ERNS:    Emergency Response Notification System.  The EPA's database of
emergency response actions. Source: Environmental Protection Agency.   
Data since January, 2001, has been received from the National Response
Center as the EPA no longer maintains this data.

 Updated quarterly.

FINDS:    The Facility Index System. The EPA's Index of identification
numbers associated with  a property or facility which the EPA has
investigated or has been made aware of in conjunction with various
regulatory  programs.  Each record indicates the EPA office that may
have files on the site or facility. Source: Environmental Protection
Agency.
                
 Updated semi-annually.

NPL:    National Priority List.  The EPA's list of confirmed or proposed
Superfund sites. Source: Environmental Protection Agency.
      
   Updated quarterly.

RCRIS:    Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System. The EPA's
database of registered  hazardous  waste generators and treatment,
storage and disposal facilities. Included are RAATS (RCRA   
Administrative Action Tracking System) and CMEL (Compliance Monitoring &
Enforcement List). Source: Environmental Protection Agency.

   RCRA TSD:    Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System
Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Facilities.  The EPA's database of
RCRIS sites which treat, store, dispose, or incinerate hazardous waste.   
This information is also reported in the standard RCRIS detailed data.



ASTM Database Descriptions (continued):
 RCRA COR:    Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System
Corrective Action Sites.  The EPA's database of RCRIS sites with
reported corrective action. This information is also reported in the
standard RCRIS detailed data.

 RCRA GEN:    Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System
Large, Small, and Very Small Quantity Generators.    The EPA's database
of RCRIS sites that create hazardous waste or meet other RCRA
requirements.  Included are RAATS (RCRA Administrative Action
Tracking System) and CMEL (Compliance Monitoring & Enforcement List).

 RCRA NLR:    Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System
sites No Longer Regulated.   FirstSearch�s proprietary database of
Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System�s that the EPA
cannot categorize.

   
   All RCRA databases are Updated quarterly



Environmental FirstSearch
Federal Database Descriptions   

   
Non-ASTM Databases:
HMIRS:    Hazardous Materials Incident Response System.    This database
contains information from the US Department of Transportation regarding
materials, packaging, and a description of events for tracked incidents.

   Updated quarterly.

NCDB:    National Compliance Database.  The National Compliance Data Base
System (NCDB) tracks regional compliance and enforcement activity and
manages the Pesticides and Toxic Substances Compliance and Enforcement
program at a national level. The system tracks all compliance monitoring
and enforcement activities from the time an inspector conducts and
inspection until the time the inspector closes or the case settles the
enforcement action. NCDB is the national repository of the 10 regional
and Headquarters FIFRA/TSCA Tracking System (FTTS). Data collected in
the regional FTTS is transferred to NCDB to support the need for
monitoring national performance of regional programs.   
   Updated quarterly

NPDES:    National Pollution Discharge Elimination System.  The EPA's
database of all permitted facilities receiving and discharging
effluents. Source: Environmental Protection Agency.

 Updated semi-annually.

NRDB:    National Radon Database.    The NRDB was created by the EPA to
distribute information regarding the EPA/State Residential Radon Surveys
and the National Residential Radon Survey.  The data is presented by
zipcode in Environmental FirstSearch Reports.  Source:  National
Technical Information Service (NTIS)

   Updated Periodically

Nuclear:  The Nuclear Regulatory Commission�s (NRC) list of permitted
nuclear facilities.

   Updated Periodically

PADS: PCB Activity Database System   
The EPA's database PCB handlers (generators, transporters, storers
and/or disposers) that are required to notify the EPA, the rules being
similar to RCRA. This database indicates the type of handler and
registration number.  Also included is the PCB Transformer Registration
Database.   

          Updated semi-annually.

Receptors:  1995 TIGER census listing of schools and hospitals that may
house individuals deemed sensitive to environmental discharges due to
their fragile immune systems.

   Updated Periodically



Non-ASTM Database Descriptions (continued):
RELEASES:    Air and Surface Water Releases.  A subset of the EPA's ERNS
database which have impacted only air or surface water.
     
   Updated semi-annually.

Soils:  This database includes the State Soil Geographic (STATSGO) data
for the conterminous United States from the United States Geographical
Survey (USGS)..  It contains information regarding soil characteristics
such as water capacity, percent clay, organic material, permeability,
thickness of layers, hydrological characteristics, quality of drainage,
surface, slope, liquid limit, and the annual frequency of flooding.   
National Resources Conservation Services Soil Survey Geographic(SSURGO)
database, and the USGS Digital Data Series bedrock data.

   Updated annually

TRIS:    Toxic Release Inventory System. The EPA's database of all
facilities that have had or may be prone to toxic material releases.
Source: Environmental Protection Agency.

   Updated semi-annually.

Federal Wells: The United State Geographic Survey(USGS)
Groundwater Inventory Sites

Updated annually



                   Environmental FirstSearch
                 Florida Database Descriptions
     
     

   
    Three Florida Department of Environmental Protection databases are
  included under the Florida Sites list heading.

    They include...
     1.  Florida Sites List - identifies facilities and/or locations
         that the Florida Department of Environmental Regulation
         has recognized with  potential or existing environmental
         contamination. This database has not been updated since
         1989
       
       2.  Superfund Hazardous Waste Sites - This database correlates
         to the NPL database and includes active, delisted, and Federal
         sites. Based on information provided by U.S. Environmental
         Protection Agency.
       
       3.  State Funded Action Sites - This database includes sites
         prioritized by the State of Florida for clean-up by the state
         or by potentially responsible parties.
       
     The List Status field includes SS, SFAS and SHAS. SS means site is
     on the Original State Sites. SFAS means site is on the State Funded
     Action Sites list. SHAS means site is on the State Hazardous Waste
     Sites list.
       

    SOLID WASTE FACILITIES (SWF)

  The Solid Waste Facilities List is concerned with the handling of solid
  waste and  includes locations  identified with  solid waste landfilling
  or associated  activities  involving the  handling of solid  waste.
  The  presence of a  site  on  this list  does  not necessarily indicate
  existing environmental contamination but rather the potential.
       
      
    LEAKING UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS (LUST)
           
  The LUST database is concerned with petroleum storage tank systems and
  includes facilities and/or  locations that  have  reported the possible
  release of contaminants. Included within this list are sites  that are
  in the Florida Early Detection Incentive (EDI) Program, the Abandoned
  Tank  Restoration Program (ATRP) and the Petroleum Liability Insurance
  Restoration Program (PLIRP). These programs support remedial action or
  reimbursement for those sites with environmental problems due to leaking
  fuel storage tanks. Some sites listed in the report have not yet been
  accepted in these programs.
   



      
                    Environmental FirstSearch
              Florida Databases and Sources(continued)

  The FDEP assigns scores to the sites based on the threat to human health
  and the environment.  The Rank is determined by the site's Score and
  reflects the state's priority for remedial action on that site. Typically,
  the lower the Rank value, the greater the priority for remedial action
  from the state.

     
     
    UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS (UST)
                                 
  The  Florida  Administrative  Code  requires  registration  of    
  underground  and  aboveground  stationary  storage tanks  that   
  contain petroleum products or  hazardous  substances  regulated   
  under CERCLA.  Inclusion on this list indicates the presence of   
  stationary  storage tanks  and  therefore  the  potential  for   
  environmental  problems.  It  does  not  necessarily  indicate    
  existing problems.   
       
     
    PUBLIC WATER SUPPLY (PWS)
       
  The Florida Department of Environmental Protection potable water System
Wells
       
    BROWNFIELDS

The Florida Department of Environmental Protection�s Voluntary Cleanup
Sites

  Updated quaterly   

    PERMITS:
       
      
    BROWARD county   
     Department of Natural Resources Protection (DNRP) Databases   
       
       EARLY DETECTION INCENTIVE (EDI)   
     Includes leaking tank sites that fall under the following categories:   

• Early Detection Incentive (EDI)   
• Petroleum Liability Insurance Reimbursement (PLIRP)   
• Abandoned Tank Restoration (ATRP)   

       
       Environmental assessment And remediation(EA)   
     Sites that have been issued licenses (by DNRP) to ensure that proper   
     assessment and remediation are applied.   
       
       REGISTERED UNDERGROUND and ABOVEGROUND STORAGE TANKS (ST)   
     DNRP 's inventory of Underground and Aboveground Storage Tanks in
     Broward County.   
      



   
                   Environmental FirstSearch
             Florida Databases and Sources(continued)

       Hazardous MATERIALS(HM)   
     This database includes sites that are involved in some way in the   
     handling of hazardous substances or wastes.  Due to the activities   
     relating to the handling of hazardous substances or waste, these sites   
     possess the potential for environmental contamination.   
    
       
      
    DADE county   
     Department of Environmental Resource Management (DERM) Databases   
       
       ENFORCEMENT CASES(ENF)   
     Includes sites that have been notified and/or investigated by Dade
     County to determine if any cleanup activity is necessary.  Leaking   
     Underground Storage tanks make up the bulk of this database, but
     other types of sites include:  unauthorized air emissions, unauth-
     orized storage facilities, and site specific spills.   
       
       UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS (UT)   
     DERM 's inventory of Underground Storage Tanks in Dade County.   
       
       FUEL SPILL CASES (FSPILL)   
     DERM 's listing of spill cases in Dade County. It consists mainly of   
     underground tanks.   
       
       INDUSTRIAL Waste(IW)   
        IW2 - Facilities with reclaim systems or holding tanks.   
        IW3 - Facilities with pretreatment or treatment systems that
              discharge to sewers less then 25,000 gal. per day.   
        IW4 - Facilities that operate treatment systems that discharge to
              open ground. (Permits are no longer issued to facilities that
              discharge to open ground.)   
       
       INDUSTRIAL Waste(IW5)   
     This database consists of Industrial Waste type 5.  It is similar to
     the USEPA 's RCRA database (RCRIS) and includes sites that are involved
     in some way in the handling of hazardous and/or non-hazardous waste.
     Due to the activities relating to the handling of hazardous substances
     or waste, these sites possess the potential for environmental   
     contamination.   
       
       Hazardous Waste(HW)   
     Sites with confirmed soil or groundwater contamination.   



Environmental FirstSearch
Federal Database Sources

CERCLIS: The EPA�s Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation
and Liability Information System database. Updated quarterly

CERCLIS NFRAP: The EPA�s Comprehensive Environmental Response
Compensation and Liability Information System archived sites. Updated
quarterly

ERNS: The EPA�s Emergency Response Notification System. Updated
quarterly

FED OTHER: The EPA�s Section Seven Tracking System. Updated Quarterly

FINDS: The EPA�s Facility Index System. Updated as new data becomes
available

HMIRS: The EPA�s hazardous Materials Incident Response System
Updated quarterly

NCDB: The EPA�s National Compliance Database. Updated quarterly

NPDES: The EPA�s National Pollution Discharge Elimination System
Updated quarterly

NPL: The EPA�s list of confirmed or proposed Superfund Sites
Updated quarterly

NRDB: The National Technical Information Service�s National Radon
Database
Updated as new data becomes available

NUCLEAR: The Nuclear Regulatory Commission�s list of permitted nuclear
facilities. Updated periodically

PADS: The EPA�s PCB handlers database. Updated quarterly

RCRA COR: The EPA�s Resource Conservation and Recovery Information
System�s Corrective Action Sites. Updated quarterly

RCRA GEN: The EPA�s Resource Conservation and Recovery Information
System�s Generators and Transporters. Updated quarterly

RCRA NLR: FirstSearch�s proprietary database of Resource Conservation
and Recovery Information System�s that the EPA cannot categorize.
Updated quarterly

RCRA TSD: The EPA�s Resource Conservation and Recovery Information
System�s Treatment, Storage, and Disposal facilities. Updated
quarterly

RECEPTORS: The 2002 Census listing of schools and hospitals   
Updated as new data becomes available

RELEASES: The EPA�s ERNS air and surface water releases. Updated
quarterly

TRIS: The EPA�s Toxic Release Inventory System. Updated quarterly



Environmental FirstSearch
Florida Database Sources

BROWNFIELDS (BF)   
The Florida Department of Environmental Protection�s Voluntary Cleanup
Sites
Updated quaterly
       
LEAKING UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS (LUST)   
The Florida DEP Tank Facility Discharge Information
Updated quarterly

OTHER (OT)   
The Florida DEP Dry Cleaning Facilities/Priority Ranking List and Cattle
Dipping Vats. The Florida Geographic Data Library sink Holes of Florida
Updated Quarterly   

PERMITS (PE)   
Broward County and Dade County DERM enforcement cases, industrial waste,
storage tanks, fuel spill cases and hazardous waste permits
Updated quarterly

RELEASES (RL)   
Not available

90 SPILLS (SP)
The Florida DEP Contamination and Cleanup Reports
Updated quarterly

80 SPILLS (80)
The Florida DEP Contamination and Cleanup Reports
Updated quarterly

STATE SITES (ST)
The Florida DEP Florida Sites lists of Superfund Hazardous Waste Sites and
State Funded Action Sites.
Updated quarterly.

SOLID WASTE LANDFILLS (SWL)
The Florida DEP Solid Waste Facilities List
Updated annually

UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS (UST)
The Florida DEP Storage Tank and Petroleum Contamination/Cleanup
Monitoring
Updated quarterly

GIS Sources
AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN (ACEC)
Not available

AQUIFERS (AQ)
Not available

STATE WELLS (PWS)
The Florida DEP Potable Water System Wells
Updated annually



Environmental FirstSearch
Street Name Report for Streets within  .25 Mile(s) of Target Property

TARGET SITE:  HIGHWAY 349 JOB: 0802-01
OLD TOWN FL 32680 HWY 349 CORRIDOR AND DISPOSAL AREA

Street Name Dist/Dir Street Name Dist/Dir

Bay Dr 0.00 -- Heath Ave 0.19 SE
Bertha St 0.00 -- Hickory Ave 0.00 --
Beverly St 0.07 NW Holly Ave 0.06 NW
Big Bradford Rd 0.01 SE Lee Ave 0.05 SE
Breland Ln 0.22 SE Leon Dr 0.10 SE
Cabbage Rd 0.12 SE Magnolia Ave 0.11 NW
Canal St 0.07 SE McKinney Dr 0.14 SE
Candy Ave 0.14 SE Mullet Ln 0.19 SE
Carlton St 0.17 NW Munden Creele Rd 0.00 --
Carol Ave 0.08 SE N Gulf Dr 0.06 SE
Carol St 0.13 NW NORTH Gulf Dr 0.06 SE
Cedar Ave 0.11 NW Palm St 0.06 NW
Cedar St 0.11 SE Peninsula St 0.19 SE
Club Dr 0.06 SE S Gulf Dr 0.06 SE
Copeland St 0.12 NW Sheppard Dr 0.08 SE
Corbin Dr 0.09 SE SOUTH Gulf Dr 0.06 SE
Demory Dr 0.00 -- State Highway 349 0.00 --
Dixie Dr 0.08 SE Stewart Dr 0.04 SE
Eloise Ave 0.06 SE Suwanee River Dr 0.01 SE
Fibbers Ln 0.15 SE Williams St 0.22 NW
Gulf Dr 0.00 --
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I. INTRODUCTION 

 

 This document represents Executive Summary required in the Scope of Work (SOW) for 

Professional Services for the Suwannee River Dredge Disposal Project, Dixie County, Florida.  

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District, needs to evaluate four potential 

disposal areas.  Two of the proposed locations, designated Dredge Disposal Tracts 1 and 2, 

consist of 20-acre upland parcels to be developed as spoil areas.  Janus Research found 

prehistoric cultural resources at both upland locations during a Phase I Cultural Resource 

Assessment Survey conducted in 2001.  The previous survey identified one archaeological site in 

each of the upland spoil sites: site 8DI150 in Dredge Disposal Tract 1 and 8DI165 in Disposal 

Tract 2. The two other disposal areas are near shore islands.  One is an unnamed island locally 

referred to as No Name Island, and the other is Cat Island.  The near-shore disposal areas will be 

used to stabilize erosion occurring along the shores and protect cultural resources know to be 

eroding from the shore at Cat Island (8DI29). 

 

 The current study involved a background research phase of the area, a Cultural Resource 

Assessment Survey phase at one location, and an Archaeological Site Evaluation Study phase at 

three locations located near the community of Suwannee in southwestern Dixie County, Florida.  

The background research phase included a literature and archival review in Tallahassee and local 

informant interviews for the purpose of gathering data to refine -a background history of the area 

and aid in predicting the nature, location, and potential significance of cultural resources in the 

project area.  The archaeological resource assessment survey was designed to determine if 

cultural resources were present at No Name Island where none has been previously recorded.  

The archaeological evaluation was designed to assess the significance of previously recorded 

sites within disposal tracts 1 and 2 and on Cat Island to aid in the evaluation of their eligibility 

for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).  Four persons from New South 

Associates conducted the fieldwork from March 11 through March 28, 2002. 

 

 The work was conducted in accordance with, and in partial fulfillment of, the National 

Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended through 1992 (P.L. 89-665; the Archaeological 

and Historic Preservation Act of 1974, as amended (P.L. 93-291); the National Environmental 

Policy Act of 1969 (P.L. 90-190); Executive Order 11593, "Protection and Enhancement of the 

Cultural Environment"; the American Indian Religious Freedom Act (AIRFA) of 1978; and the 

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) of 1990. 
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II. PRELIMINARY RESULTS, CONCLUSIONS AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

DREDGE DISPOSAL TRACT 1: EVALUANON OF 8DI150 

 

 Tract I is located about two miles east of Suwannee and less than a quarter mile north of 

SR 349 in the northeast quarter of Section 17 in Township 13 South, Range 12 East (USGS 

Suwannee and East Pass Quadrangle maps).  It is a rectangular-shaped tract that lies adjacent and 

east of a dirt road and abandoned railroad grade.  About nine acres consist of wetlands vegetated 

with young cypress, slash pine, bay, and wax myrtle.  The remainder has been clear-cut and is 

planted with slash pine saplings.  Evidence of prior earth moving activities is present throughout 

the cleared portion of the parcel 

 

 The previously recorded Hardman 86 Site (8DI150) is reported to be located in this 

parcel.  The site was originally recorded from an informant report in 1992 by staff at the Florida 

Department of State Bureau of Archaeological Research during a Conservation and Recreational 

-Lands (CARL) survey.  It was recorded as an unspecified prehistoric site of unknown size, 

function, and density.  Evidently, no site visit was made during the survey.  Surveyor's evaluation 

of the site determined that it was potentially eligible for a local designation, with insufficient 

information for a National Register eligibility determination. 

 

 During a Phase I Cultural Assessment Survey conducted by Janus Research, 8DI150 was 

defined by one productive shovel test pit out of a total of 17 excavated.  The total assemblage 

consisted of two ceramic sherds, including one sand-tempered plain and one Pasco plain.  Based 

on this information, the site was believed to represent a short-term logistical campsite related to 

the procurement of locally available resources.  Due to the sparse and unexceptional artifact 

assemblage, the potential for recovering important information was considered low and the site 

was considered ineligible for inclusion on the NRHP (Janus Research 2001). 

 

 During the current site evaluation study, New South Associates excavated 61 shovel test 

pits at 10-m interval in the vicinity of productive shovel test identified by Janus Research.  

Shovel tests measured 40 to 50 cm in diameter and were dug to a depth of 70 to 100 cm.  All 

tests were screened through 1/4-inch hardware cloth.  Two shovel tests produced four prehistoric 

ceramic sherds in the upper 20-cm of disturbed soil.  One of the two contained three ceramic 

sherds; the second contained one sherd.  Two 1 x 1 m excavation units were excavated adjacent 

to each of the productive shovel tests, resulting in the recovery of an additional three prehistoric 

ceramic sherds and two late-historic to modem ceramic wares in disturbed context.  Recent 

refuse was also observed scattered in the general vicinity, including plastic, asphalt shingles, 

molded clear and brown glass bottle fragments, wire cut nails, etc. 
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Conclusions and Recommendations 

 

 Based on the paucity of cultural material, disturbed nature of soil, and lack of subsurface 

features as defined within the parameters of prior and current testing, New South Associates 

concurs with Janus Research that the Hardman 86 Site (8DI 150) is not considered eligible for 

inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places.  Therefore, the proposed work at Dredge 

Disposal Tract 1 will have no adverse affect on any cultural resources listed or eligible for listing 

on the National Register of Historic Places and no further work is recommended. 

 

DREDGE DISPOSAL TRACT 2: EVALUATION OF 8DI165 

 

 Tract 2 is located to the northeast of Tract 1 in Sections 17 and the southeast comer of 

Section 8, in Township 13 South, Range 12 East.  It is also a rectangular-shaped parcel consisting 

of about 20 acres and lies adjacent and west of a dirt road.  About four acres contain wetlands 

vegetated with young cypress, slash pine, bay, wax myrtle, and other hydric plants, The 

remainder has been clear-cut and is planted with slash pine saplings.  Evidence of prior earth 

moving activities is present throughout the cleared portion of the parcel 

 

 The previously recorded Hardman 98 Site (8DI165) is reported to be located in this 

parcel.  The site was originally recorded from an informant report in 1992 by staff at the Florida 

Department of State Bureau of Archaeological Research during a Conservation and Recreational 

Lands (CARL) survey.  Evidently, no site visit was made.  It was recorded as an unspecified 

prehistoric site of unknown size, function, and density.  Surveyor's evaluation of the site 

determined that it was potentially eligible for a local designation, with insufficient information 

for a National Register eligibility determination.  In review of the original site file form, 8DI165 

is located outside and adjacent to the project parcel to the west. 

 

 During the Phase I assessment survey conducted by Janus Research, 8DI165 was defined 

within the parcel by one productive shovel test pit out of 30 excavated pits and several surface 

artifacts.  The total assemblage consisted of four lithic flakes and 13 ceramic sherds.  Janus 

indicated that the site "may extend beyond its western boundary." Based on their testing, the site 

was believed to represent a periodically reoccupied logistical campsite or habitation site dating to 

the Weeden Island I and 11 periods (AD 200-1000) and the 14@ckory Pond period (AD 600-

1250).  As a result of their testing, the site was considered a not eligible for inclusion on the 

NRHP. 

 

 During the current site evaluation study, New South Associates conducted a surface 

examination and excavated 108 shovel test pits.  These test pits were placed at a 10-m interval in 

the vicinity of prior testing where cultural materials were located.  The shovel tests measured 40 

to 50 cm in diameter and were dug to a depth of 70 to 100 cm.  All tests were screened through 

1/4-inch hardware cloth.  The surface examination and testing resulted in identification of 14 

surface sherds (nine diagnostic collected) and one productive shovel test pit containing one sherd 

in an apparent undisturbed context at 60 cm below surface.  In addition, two 1 x 1 m test units 

were excavated in the vicinity of the productive shovel test and surface scatter resulting in the 

recovery of two ceramic sherds. 
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 Ceramic sherds were also observed outside of the project area to the west, and to the east 

of the dirt road adjacent to the parcel, where an elevated area contained numerous ceramics 

sherds and one projectile point base were observed.  No subsurface testing was conducted outside 

of the parcel and only three diagnostic surface sherds were collected east of and adjacent to the 

parcel for comparative purposes.  The observed ceramics were similar to the ones observed 

within the parcel and appear to be contemporaneous.  It became obvious that the site extends 

beyond the boundaries of the proposed disposal site to the west, and another component, or 

separate site, is located to the east of the parcel. 

 

Conclusion and Recommendations 

 

 New South Associates concurs with Janus Research that site 8DI165 is not considered 

eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places due to the paucity of cultural 

material, disturbed nature of the upper 40-50 cm of soil, and lack of subsurface features.  

Therefore, the proposed work at Dredge Disposal Tract 2 will have no adverse affect on any 

cultural resources listed or eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places and no 

further work is recommended. 

 

 It should be noted, however, that the surface scatter extends beyond the boundaries of 

Disposal Tract 2 to the west and east.  These site component areas should be evaluated if impacts 

are to occur in those vicinities. 

 

ASSESSMENT SURVEY AT NO NAME ISLAND 

 

 A limited Phase I Cultural Resource Assessment Survey was conducted on No Name 

Island.  The island is located in the northeast quarter of Section 35 in-Township 13 South, Range 

12 East, near the mouth of the Suwannee River.  It lies due south of Axe Island and west of Little 

Bradford Island. 

 

 The island is predominately a grassy salt marsh island with a narrow upland ridge located 

along the north shore, with a maximum elevation of about 3 feet above sea level.  The ridge is 

vegetated with small cedar, a few cabbage palms, saw palmetto, yaupon holly, salt bush, prickly 

pear, poison ivy, and a few other herbaceous species. 

 

 The survey began with a surface reconnaissance of the shoreline at low tide to examine 

the shore for cultural material.  During the shoreline examination, a 3/8 x 48-inch probe was used 

to sample the subsurface at 25 to 30-m intervals for shell deposits that could indicate the 

presence of shell midden.  No such deposits were encountered.  If shell deposits were identified, 

auger testing-with a 3-inch bucket auger with two 3 foot extensions was planned to investigate 

the origin of the deposits. 

 

 Next, systematic shovel testing at a 30-m interval was conducted, confined to the upland 

ridge as defined in the SOW.  A total of nine shovel tests were excavated.  Shovel tests measured 

40 to 50-cm in diameter and were dug to a depth of 70 to 100 cm.  All tests were screened 
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through l/4-inch hardware cloth.  Testing determined that marsh deposits were present under the 

sand ridge.  No cultural materials were identified during the surface reconnaissance, probing, or 

shovel testing on No Name island. 

 

Conclusion and Recommendation 

 

 Background research determined that no cultural resources have been recorded on No 

Name Island.  During the current survey, no cultural resources were found to be located along the 

shore or on the narrow upland ridge.  Therefore, the proposed work at No Name Island will have 

no adverse affect on any cultural resources listed or eligible for listing on the NRHP and no 

further work is recommended 

 

CAT ISLAND: EVALUATION OF THE CAT ISLAND SITE (8DI 29) 

 

 Cat Island is located north of No Name Island and Axe Island in section 23 of Township 

13, Range 12.  It is separated from Palm Island to the east by a narrow tidal pass.  Most of the 

island consists of a low grassy salt marsh with a broad upland ridge along the west shore that 

continues along a portion of the southwest shore.  The upland portion contains about five acres 

and is about five feet above sea level.  The upland portion is vegetated with mature live oak, 

eastern red cedar, cabbage palm, scattered saw palmetto, and yaupon holly.  Several soapberry 

trees are present in the southwest comer.  Ground cover is sparse and contains scattered coontie, 

grasses, young yaupon, and smilax vines.  A narrow sand ridge vegetated with salt bush, prickly 

pear, and other herbaceous plants are present along the northern shore and portion of the southern 

shoreline.  A few cabbage palms, cedar, and yaupon hony are also present on the northeast shore, 

where the low narrow ridge slightly broadens. 

 

 For many years people have been collecting artifacts eroding from the shores of Cat 

Island.  In 1951, archaeologist John Goggin recorded the Cat Island Site (8DI29); however, no 

professional archaeological work had ever been conducted.  The property owner and several local 

people are known to have a collection of cultural material from the site.  The Museum of Natural 

History in Gainesville is also in possession of a small assemblage.  Human remains were 

identified and photographed eroding from the west shore by the property owner.  A local 

informant also discussed observing what appeared to be human remains eroding from the north 

shore. 

 

 Observations of recent erosion, review of aerial maps, discussion with informants, and 

the quantity of surface material observed and collected over the last 50 years is impressive and 

indicates considerable loss of land and loss of significant cultural remains.  At present; however, 

it is difficult to assess the degree and rate of erosion that has occurred along the shoreline and 

thus the impact this these natural processes has had on the Cat Island Site. 

 

 The site evaluation study began on Cat Island with a meeting with property owner Mike 

Crews, who showed us areas where he had found artifacts and eroding cultural deposits.  An 

examination of his collection was conducted and photographs of diagnostic artifacts were taken 

for analysis.  A small sample of ceramic sherds was also borrowed for analysis. 
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 Next, a surface reconnaissance was conducted around the island at low tide and surfaces 

of eroding deposits were examined and photographed.  Following the surface examination, 56 

shovel test pits were excavated on the upland portion of the island and sections of beach at 10, 

15, and 20-m intervals.  Shovel tests measured 40 to 50 cm in diameter and were dug to a depth 

of 100 to 130 cm.  Most shovel tests were continued with the use of a 3 inch bucket auger to a 

depth of up to 2 m. Sediment from each test pit was screened through 1/4-inch hardware cloth.  

Auger testing and probing of portions of the beach and tidal flats were also conducted to evaluate 

the integrity of the offshore deposits and to get a better understanding of the boundaries of the 

eroding cultural deposits.  In addition, three 1 x 1 m excavation units were dug in locations 

determined by previous positive shovel tests.  Two were excavated on the upland and one was 

excavated on the west shore beach just above the high tide line. 

 

 A preliminary assessment of the field data has determined that the Cat Island Site extends 

over most, if not all, of the western upland hammock portion of the island.  In addition, near-

shore areas of the upper littoral zone adjacent to the western upland have eroding components of 

the site exposed along the shore.  The variable-density midden and artifact-bearing areas of the 

upland and portions of the beach and nearshore components possess good stratigraphic integrity. 

 

The North Shore Site Component 

 

 Beginning a bout 10-m west of two undermined and eroding oaks on the northwest shore 

and continuing east bout 40-m, a steep erosional scarp is present at the shoreline, where cultural 

material is intermittently eroding from the upland.  The scarp profile includes patches of dense 

upland shell midden and artifact-bearing sand.  Bone, ceramics, lithic flakes, and projectile points 

have been collected in this area and on the west, and southwest shores since the 1950's.  A local 

visitor and collector said that what appeared to be a child or infant cranium was exposed in this 

area less than a year ago (although not substantiated).  Cultural strata, some of which have 

survived below shoreface erosion, are exposed in dark brown sand along the shore for 5 to 8-m 

from the scarp.  Further offshore (more than 8 to 10 m), it is believed that the depth of erosion 

reaches into sterile soil.  Just east of the oaks, an approximate 5 x 8-m patch of dark brown sandy 

clay with some shell midden and bone is present that extends about 8 m north of the beach scarp.  

About 60 to 80 m east of the eroding oaks, more of the dark brown sand is exposed for another 

20 to 30 m. At this latter location, several small flakes were observed that appear to be in situ, 

and several sherds were observed out of primary context. 

 

The West And Southwest Shore Components 

 

 At the far northwestern shore, a small grassy marsh deposit protrudes from the western tip 

of the island.  Considerable erosion is occurring there also; however, no cultural material was 

observed eroding from it.  Auger testing and probing of this deposit and an examination of the 

eroding clay scarp failed to identify cultural material. just south of the marsh protrusion, along 

much of the southwestern shoreline, cultural material is eroding from primary context.  Cultural 

deposits at this location are eroding from a gray clay deposit and a dark brown sandy matrix.  

This is the area where Mike Crews photographed in-situ human remains.  Shovel testing and 
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probing indicated that the midden also extends down a portion of the vegetated berm along the 

south shore as well, and sparse cultural material was found shovel testing along the beach for 120 

m 'from the southwest comer of the island. 

 

 Analysis of the Cat Island artifact assemblage and recovered data is currently underway 

and the results will be forthcoming in the draft report as outlined in the SOW. 

 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

 

 While analysis of the recently recovered Cat Island Site data is in progress, it is possible 

to make some preliminary general statements concerning the significance of the site and 

recommendations based on observation of impacts, field data, and surface collections. 

 

 The research potential of Cat Island Site is considered exceptional due to the stratigraphic 

integrity of the deposits as well as the diversity, quantity, and quality of the artifacts observed in 

local collections and during the current testing project.  Therefore, the Cat Island Site (8DI 29) is 

recommended as eligible for inclusion in the NRHP under criterion D.  Under criterion D, a site 

is eligible if it can be demonstrated to have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information 

important in prehistory or history. 

 

 Work during the dredging project is intended to place fin around the eroding portions of 

the island to stabilize the erosion and protect the Cat Island Site.  It is considered that during this 

process, the application of dredged material and the stabilization process will have an adverse 

affect on exposed eroding upper shoreline components of the Cat Island Site.  However, 

considering the level of impact that erosion has had on the site over the years, and continues to 

have on the site with every tide, this adverse affect is considered minimal to the overall benefit to 

the remaining upland component of the site and eroding shoreline components. 

 

 It is recommended that prior to initiation of the stabilization process, the few areas of 

eroding upper shoreface components be protected with a preservation barrier such as synthetic or 

burlap fabric, geo-textile matting, or biodegradable natural fiber webbing to reduce surficial 

impacts to the site during the placement of fill.  It is also recommended that during the 

application of the preservation technology and subsequent filling that the process be observed by 

a professional archaeologist and periodically monitored to document effectiveness of the 

stabilizing technology. 

 

 If these recommendations are undertaken, it is believed that the dredge disposal project 

will minimally affect the eroding shoreline site components.  Also if these procedures prove to be 

beneficial for the stabilization of erosion and the preservation of the Cat Island Site, they could 

serve as a model for site preservation in other coastal locations. 
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FIELDWORK SUMMARY REPORT:

HISTORIC ASSESSMENT AND CULTURAL RESOURCES SURVEY FOR

THE SUWANNEE RIVER O&M PROJECT UPLAND DISPOSAL SITE,

DIXIE COUNTY, FLORIDA

Contract No. GS-10E-0445N

Work Order No. W912EP-05-F-0033

by

Richard A. Weinstein

June 2005

Introduction

Coastal Environments, Inc., (CEI) conducted an historic assessment and cultural

resources survey of a proposed 44-acre upland disposal site that was selected by the

Jacksonville District of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to receive dredge material piped

from the nearby Suwannee River (Figure 1). An optional assessment and survey of the pipeline

leading from the river to the disposal area was not included in the project, as that route had not

been determined at the time of the fieldwork. Overall, CEI personnel spent several days

conducting background research, both online over the worldwide web and at the Florida

Division of Historical Resources (DHR) in Tallahassee. In addition, approximately one day

was spent at local libraries and meeting with knowledgeable avocational archaeologists and

historians in Cross City and Suwannee, Florida, in order to learn more about the local

archaeology and history of the region. This research was supplemented by the actual field

survey which required six days of effort by a crew of up to five people, and lasted from May 16,

2005, to May 21, 2005.

Previous Investigations

The disposal site examined during the present study had been surveyed previously

during a 1995 investigation conducted by personnel from Archaeological Consultants, Inc.,

(ACI) of Sarasota, Florida. That study, performed for the Suwannee Wastewater System prior

to the creation of a sewerage treatment plant and associated spray fields, covered an area of ca.
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400 acres, of which the current disposal site represented only a small portion. Despite the

relatively small size of the current study area, the ACI survey relocated the remains of two

archaeological sites that fell within its limits. These sites, identified as North Big Oaks

(8DI157) and South Big Oaks (8DI158), actually had been discovered by avocational

archaeologists Clark and Marjorie Hardman of Cross City, Florida, in the 1970s and reported to

Christine Newman and Brent Weisman of the DHR in 1992 when artifact collections from the

sites were donated to the state (Archaeological Consultants, Inc. 1995:5-1; Clark and Majorie

Hardman, personal communication 2005; Christine Newman, personal communication 2005).'

However, until the time of the ACI survey, no professional archaeologist had visited the two

locales and, other than general site size and locational information, very little was known of

each. In fact, the present Florida Master Site Files (FMSF) still shows the dimensions of the

two sites according to the information provided by the Hardmans (Figure 2).

When ACI surveyed the area in 1995, they located surface material associated with the

two sites and then excavated a number of shovel tests at each location in order to more

accurately determine the horizontal and vertical dimensions of the two locales. The distribution

of ACI's shovel tests and the estimated extent of the two sites based on these tests are

illustrated in Figure 3.

North Big Oaks (8DI157) was found to measure about 150 m north-south by ca. 20 m

east-west, a dramatic departure in size and shape from that reported by the Hardmans (compare

Figures 2 and 3). Only five of the 30 shovel tests excavated at the site proved to be positive for

artifacts, but in most cases these artifacts were confined to a 20-to-30-cm-thick disturbed zone

in the upper portion of each test. In those few instances where artifacts were found below 30

cm, they most likely had worked their way downward through bioturbation. It was suggested

that previous timbering activities had destroyed much, if not all, of whatever intact deposits once

had been present. Accordingly, the site was not considered eligible for inclusion in the National

Register of Historic Places (NRHP) (Archaeological Consultants, Inc. 1995:6-1 to 6-2).

Nevertheless, a modest collection of aboriginal material was obtained at the site, most from the

surface, and included 62 sand-tempered sherds, two Deptford Simple Stamped sherds, one

Deptford Bold Check Stamped sherd, one Weeden Island-like sherd, and a possible Ruskin

Dentate sherd. Seven chert non-decortication flakes also were found (Archaeological

The Hardmans identified the sites as "Hardman 92" and "Hardman 93" prior to their incorporation into the
state numbering system.
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Consultants, Inc. 1995:6-2). Given these items, it was argued that the site contained

occupations related to the Deptford and Weeden Island cultures (ca. 500 B.C. to A.D. 700).

South Big Oaks (8DI158) was somewhat smaller in size, and estimated to measure ca.

20 m north-south by 60 m east-west. It, too, differed in size from that noted by the Hardmans,

but to a lesser degree than North Big Oaks (again, compare Figures 2 and 3). Two of the nine

shovel tests excavated at the site were positive for artifacts, but, once more, most of the upper

portion of each test had been badly disturbed by previous timbering activity. As with North Big

Oaks, ACI suggested that South Big Oaks was not eligible for inclusion in the NRHP

(Archaeological Consultants, Inc. 1995:6-2 to 6-3). Artifacts recovered, again almost entirely

from the surface, consisted of 29 sand-tempered plain sherds, two Deptford Bold Check

Stamped sherds, 15 chert waste flakes. A single-component Deptford occupation (ca. 500 B.C.

to A.D. 200) was suggested (Archaeological Consultants, Inc. 1995: 6-3).

Following the investigations by ACI, the North Big Oaks and South Big Oaks sites

were only mentioned briefly in a summary table of previously recorded sites included as part of

a background section in a recent report on the Suwannee River dredging project prepared by

New South Associates, Inc. (Koski et al. 2003:Table 1). That study mainly described the

survey of four parcels of land and the evaluation of three sites to be affected by the project. The

earlier ACI information simply was included in the table. These land parcels and sites are all

located to the west of the current project area.

Current Field Investigations

The current CEI field investigations were divided into two separate endeavors. The first

simply consisted of a survey of those areas of the disposal site not examined by shovel tests

during ACI's 1995 work. The second included a systematic mapping and subsurface coring

program at the North and South Big Oaks sites.

Additional Shovel Tests

Although ACI carefully excavated shovel tests at ca. 25-m intervals around and in the

vicinity of the two sites, they did not excavated shovel tests in some of the other areas now

included in the present disposal site. This was logical, as the areas not examined either were

under water at the time or low-lying and not likely to contain archaeological remains.

Nevertheless, since the CEI investigations occurred during a period of dry weather, access to
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these low areas was feasible and it was decided to conduct shovel tests in those areas as a

"check" against the possible presence of archaeological sites. These tests were spaced at 50-m

intervals across the disposal area, and staggered from line to line. Each test measured

approximately 30 cm in diameter and the majority extended to a depth of 100 cm. In a few

instances, tests were not dug to 100 cm due to the presence of ground water. Soil from each

test was screened through a 1/4-inch wire mesh and its stratigraphy was recorded. Figure 4

illustrates the locations of the 21 shovel tests (STs) excavated by CEI in these nonsite areas. ,

Also included on the figure are those tests dug by ACI in 1995.

As can be seen, only two of the CEI tests (STs 14 and 15) produced aboriginal material.

One sand-tempered sherd came from the upper 15 cm of ST 14, while another sand-tempered

sherd and a secondary chert flake came from the upper 33 cm of ST 15. In both instances, the

artifacts came from the same disturbed zone noted by ACI in the uppermost levels of their 1995

shovel tests. Interestingly, STs 14 and 15 were located within the spray field present in

northern part of the disposal area and near one of the positive tests reported by ACI. Although

none of these tests produced intact midden, they do indicate that the North Big Oaks site once

extended farther to the west than shown by ACI in their 1995 report. In fact, the presence of

these artifacts indicates that the original site size suggested by the Hardmans and illustrated on

maps of FMSF may be fairly accurate.

Given the lack of artifacts or midden in any of the other STs dug across the disposal

site, it can be concluded that no other archaeological sites are present in the project area. This

confirms the findings of the earlier ACI survey.

Mapping and Coring at Sites 8DI157 and 8DI158

Once it was realized that the only sites present within the project area were the two

previously recorded locales identified as North Big Oaks (8DI157) and South Big Oaks

(8DI158), it was decided that the most expedient means of locating possible intact midden

deposits was through a program of systematic soil coring. Since it was known from both the

ACI and CEI shovel tests that artifacts had mostly been found in the disturbed upper levels

across both sites, the aim of the coring program was to determine if any intact midden deposits

existed between the disturbed upper deposit and the culturally sterile brownish-yellow sands

that underlie most of the project area. Such a coring program had the advantage over shovel

testing of providing a relatively quick and reliable means of searching for buried midden in the

limited amount of time available.
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Accordingly, a 20-m grid was laid out across both sites, with the NOOW00 datum point

positioned adjacent to the northern boundary of the project area just west of a barbed-wire fence

that ran north-south down the line separating Sections 15 and 16 (Figure 5). The grid was

aligned with true north, and points within the grid were positioned by means of a Lietz TS20A

theodolite. The theodolite also was used to acquire elevation readings on all points within the

grid, plus an additional 87 points recorded by measuring angles and distances. These elevation

readings then were used to create the contour map of that part of the project area containing the

two archaeological sites (see Figure 5).

Once the grid had been laid out over each site area, then an Oakfield soil probe was used

to acquire the coring data. Overall, 88 cores were placed down across the two sites (see Figure

5). In all cases, core depths were sufficient to penetrate into the culturally sterile brownish-

yellow sands. The stratigraphy of each core was recorded, along with the presence of any

possible cultural inclusions.

As can be seen in Figure 5, only one core, at S80W120 within the same spray field as

the positive shovel tests, produced any potential evidence of a cultural deposit. Beneath the

disturbed upper layer, at a depth of between 60 and 63 cm, the core revealed a zone of black

(10YR 2/1) medium-fine sand. This, in turn, was underlain by a 10-cm-thick deposit of very

dark grayish brown (10YR 3/2) medium-fine sand that probably obtained its color through

leaching of the overlying black layer. Beneath the latter deposit was the typical brownish yellow

(10YR 6/6) sands found to be common across most of the project area. The black layer may

represent a remnant A horizon, the majority of which had been sheared off by the timbering

activity believed responsible for the disturbed upper deposit. Given the depth of the black layer

and the fact that no charcoal or other evidence of human activity was found within it, it was

considered probable that, if aboriginal remains had once been associated with the A horizon,

then they almost certainly were within the upper portion of the deposit and had been removed

by the timbering disturbances. Since none of the adjacent cores nor any of the nearby shovel

tests had revealed any similar A horizon-like layer, it was not deemed necessary to explore the

area around S80W120 any further.

Although the cores placed down at the South Big Oaks site did not encounter any

evidence of intact midden or possible remnant A horizon, the ground surface in the eastern

portion of the site grid was sparsely covered with whiteware, metal, glass, and fired clay, all

suggestive of an historic occupation in the area. Such material had not been reported by either
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the Hardmans or ACI, but it was fairly clear that some type of historic structure had once stood

on the site. Identification of this structure was made very obvious when it was noticed that a

sign had been mounted along the barbed-wire fence marking the edge of the right-of-way for

County Road 349 (see Figure 5). The sign read "SITE OF JIM HODGE LOG HOUSE IN

1900." After talking to local historian Preston Chavous, it was learned that the log house had

been built either in the late 1880s or early 1890s and, though abandoned as a home in the

1920s, it had stood on the site until sometime in the 1940s. Chavous noted that the house was a

double pen structure, raised on log piers, and with a wattle-and-daub chimney (Preston

Chavous, personal communication 2005). The latter would explain the presence of the fired

clay found at the site, plus the lack of bricks. A descendent of Hodge, one Wilbur Long, had

placed the sign at the site. Interestingly, ACI noted the presence of the Hodge family cemetery

(8DI203) in the northern part of their larger survey area, about a kilometer from the site of the

log house. Six grave markers were present in the cemetery, with the earliest dating to 1902 and

the latest to 1989 (Archaeological Consultants, Inc. 1995:6-8).

Given the presence of historic artifacts related to the Hodge house on the surface of the

South Big Oaks site, it was decided to place down a few additional shovel tests in those areas

with the greatest density of historic material. Accordingly, STs were dug at S320W240 and

S340W240. Unfortunately, in keeping with data supplied by the coring program, neither

produced any evidence of an historic sheet midden. The remains of such a deposit, assuming

one once existed, undoubtedly had been destroyed by the past timbering operations at the site.

Summary and Recommendations

The results of two cultural resources surveys, one by ACI in 1995 and the other by CEI

in 2005, indicate that the remains of two previously recorded archaeological sites (8DI157 and

8DI158) are present within the present disposal site. Detailed shovel testing by ACI and a

program of systematic coring by CEI indicated that the two sites lack any evidence of intact

midden, either of a prehistoric or historic nature. The vast majority of artifacts found by both

survey crews came from the surface of each site or from the disturbed upper 20 to 30 cm of a

few shovel tests. Despite the lack of intact remains, the distribution of artifacts can be used to

identify the probable extent of the two sites prior to the advent of historic disturbances (see

Figure 5). These dimensions are not greatly different from those supplied by the Hardmans

(compare Figures 2 and 5). Although the current collection of artifacts has yet to be analyzed,

there was nothing seen in the field to suggest any modification to the sequence of aboriginal

11



occupations noted by ACI. However, an unexpected late-nineteenth- to early-twentieth-century

occupation related to the Hodge family home was found at the South Big Oaks site (8DI158).

Overall, while it is possible that subsurface aboriginal features, such as postholes,

trash/storage pits, and burials, might be present at either of the two sites, none was found during

either the ACI or CEI investigations. Only through a much more concerted program of remote

sensing and subsequent mechanical stripping would it even be possible to identify such

remains. Given the general condition of the sites, however, coupled with the relative paucity of

artifacts, it seems more prudent to forego such an endeavor and to concentrate money and future

efforts on sites that are more likely to contain intact midden and known subsurface features. In

a similar vein, it is possible that the remains of privies, postholes, and trash pits associated with

the Hodge occupation of site 8DI158 might be present at that locale. However, as with the

aboriginal component at the site, the identification of such features would require a greater

amount of effort and money. Since the site is in relatively poor condition, it seems more

reasonable to concentrate future time and money on a site with known historic features. Overall,

therefore, neither North Big Oaks nor South Big Oaks is thought to have much additional

research potential. Neither is considered eligible for inclusion in the NRHP.
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Hole No.CB—SUW01-1
DRILLING LOG 1

UIVISION
SOUTH ATLANTIC

INSTALLATION

JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT 	
SHEET

OF
I
1

I. PROJECT

SUWANNEE RIVER MAINTENANCE DREDGING
10. SIZE AND TYPE OF BIT	 See Remarks
II DATUM FOR ELEVATION SHOWN (TBM or NSL)

MLLW,	 Horizontal Datum: FLW NAD272. LOCATION (Coordinates or Station)
X=273,881	 Y=1810,650 12 MANUFACTURER'S DESIGNATION OF DRILL

ACKER ON WB-333. DRILLING AGENCY

CORPS OF ENGINEERS 13 TOTAL NO. OF OVERBURDEN SAMPLES TAKEN

disturbed: I	 undisturbed: 04. HOLE NO. (As shown on drawing title
and file number) 	 CB-SUW01-1

14. TOTAL NUMBER OF CORE BOXES	 I
5. NAME OF DRILLER

L.C. GREGORY 16. ELEVATION GROUND WATER 	 Tidal

8. DIRECTION OF HOLE

E3VERTICAL	 EIINCLINED

18. DATE HOLE	 STARTED	 COMPLETED

14 FEB 01 14 FEB 01

17. ELEVATION TOP OF HOLE	 -3.7 Ft.
7. THICKNESS OF BURDEN 0.0 Ft.

18. TOTAL CORE RECOVERY FOR BORING 	 40 %
8. DEPTH DRILLED INTO ROCK	 0.0 Ft.

19 SIGNATURE OFGEOLOGIST

C. PAPIERNIK9. TOTAL DEPTH OF HOLE	 5.0 Ft.

ELEV. DEPTH
Li.)
CD
lii

z	 CLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALS
(Description)
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REC

%
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REMARKS
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--...

x e,
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SAND, poorly-graded with silt,
fine grained rounded quartz,
some whole and broken shells,
trace silt, wet, gray/brown
(SP-SM)
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- NOTES:

Soils are	 visually	 classified	 in
accordance with the Unified Soils
Classification	 System.

SAMPLE	 SAMPLE	 LAB
NO.	 ELEVATION	 CLASSIF.*
I	 -3.7/-8.7	 SP

vLab	 visual	 classification
based on gradation curve.
No Atterberg Limits.

140# Hammer with 30" Drop Used
on 5' Sampler	 (2" ID x 2.5" OD).
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NO FORM 1830 PREVIOUS EDITIONS ARE OBSOLETE.
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HOLE NUMBER
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Hole No.CB—SUW01-2
DRILLING LOG IUIVISIUN

SOUTH ATLANTIC
INSTALLATION

JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT	
SHEET 1

OF I
I. PROJECT

SUWANNEE RIVER MAINTENANCE DREDGING
10 SIZE AND TYPE OF BIT	 See Remarks
If DATUM FOR ELEVATION SHOWN (TBN or NSL)

MLLW, Horizontal Datum: FLW NAD272. LOCATION (Coordinates or Station)
X=275,395	 Y=1810,183 12 MANUFACTURER'S DESIGNATION OF DRILL

3. DRILLING AGENCY ACKER ON WB-33
CORPS OF ENGINEERS 13 TOTAL NO. OF OVERBURDEN SAMPLES TAKEN

4. HOLE NO. (As shown on drawing title disturbed' I	 undisturbed: 0and file number)	 CB-SUW01-2
14. TOTAL NUMBER OF CORE BOXES 	 I5. NAME OF DRILLER

L.C. GREGORY 15. ELEVATION GROUND WATER	 Tidal
8. DIRECTION OF HOLE 16. DATE HOLE	 STARTED	 COMPLETED

[El VERTICAL	 n INCLINED 14 FEB 01 14 FEB 01

17 ELEVATION TOP OF HOLE 	 -3.0 Ft.
7. THICKNESS OF BURDEN 0 0 Ft

18. TOTAL CORE RECOVERY FOR BORING	 30 %
8. DEPTH DRILLED INTO ROCK	 0.0 Ft.

19. SIGNATURE OFGEOLOGIST
9. TOTAL DEPTH OF HOLE	 5.0 Ft. C. PAPIERNIK

ELEV. DEPTH z
ci
Li,

CLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALS
(Description)

CORE
REC

cr
_,tr, Li.,
IT

REMARKS
--..
(r)
xb

CD

—n
% <v)Z

0 -,
—i
CD

3.0 0.0 -3.0

SAND, silty, fine grained rounded
quartz, some whole and broken
shells, wet, gray	 (SM)

6

6

30 I
D-1 5' X 2" SAMPLER 10

4

2
-8.0 5.0 - -8.0

- 140# Hammer with 30" Drop Used_
NOTES: on 5' Sampler	 (2" ID x 2.5" OW.

_ Soils	 are	 visually	 classified	 in
accordance with	 the Unified	 Soils

- Classification System.

7

_ II

— 12'

— 15

17

— 2C

— 22

40 FORM 1838 PREVIOUS EDITIONS ARE OBSOLETE. PROJECT HOLE NUMBER
AR 71

SUWANNEE RIVER MAINTENANCE DREDGING CB-SUW01-2



Hole No.CB—SUW01-3
DRILLING LOG '

DIVISION
SOUTH ATLANTIC

INSTALLATION

JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT	
SHEET I

OF I
I. PROJECT

SUWANNEE RIVER MAINTENANCE DREDGING
10. SIZE AND TYPE OF BIT 	 See Remarks
II DATUM FOR ELEVATION SHOWN (TBM or Nal

MLLW, Horizontal Datum: FLW NAD272. LOCATION	 (Coordinates or Station)
X=276,788	 Y=1809,909 12 MANUFACTURER'S DESIGNATION OF DRILL

ACKER ON WB - 333. DRILLING AGENCY

CORPS OF ENGINEERS 13 TOTAL NO. OF OVERBURDEN SAMPLES TAKEN

disturbed: I	 undisturbed: 04. HOLE NO. (As shown on drawing title
and hie number)	 CB - SUW01 - 3

14. TOTAL NUMBER OF CORE BOXES	 I
5. NAME OF DRILLER

L.C. GREGORY 15. ELEVATION GROUND WATER	 Tidal

8. DIRECTION OF HOLE

NI VERTICAL	 CI INCLINED

18. DATE HOLE	 STARTED	 COMPLETED

14 FEB 01 14 FEB 01

17. ELEVATION TOP OF HOLE 	 - 3.2 Ft.
7. THICKNESS OF BURDEN	 0.0 Ft.

18. TOTAL CORE RECOVERY FOR BORING 	 40 5
8. DEPTH DRILLED INTO ROCK	 0.0 Ft.

19 SIGNATURE OFGEOLOGIST

C. PAPIERNIK9. TOTAL DEPTH OF HOLE	 5.0 Ft.

ELEV. DEPTH
o
z
ILI
CD
I.L,_,

CLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALS
(Description)

CORE
REC

%

Li,cc
_, Lk,a_ n3z m
..1
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0 ....:_1
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-3.7	 .5 -, SHELL, whole and broken
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D-I 5' X 2" SAMPLER
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SAND, silty, fine grained rounded
quartz, some whole and broken
shells, trace clay, wet, brown
(SM)
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NOTES:

Soils are	 visually	 classified	 in
accordance with the Unified Soils
Classification System.

SAMPLE	 SAMPLE	 LAB
NO.	 ELEVATION	 CLASSIF.w
1	 -3.2/-8.2	 SP-SM

*Lab	 visual	 classification
based on gradation curve.
No	 Atterberg Limits.

140# Hammer with 30" Drop Used
on 5' Sampler	 (2" ID x 2.5" OM.
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PROJECT
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2.5

5

.5

0
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Hole No.CB—SUW01-4
DRILLING LOG 'DIVISION

SOUTH ATLANTIC
INSTALLATION

JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT	
SHEET I

OF I
I. PROJECT

SUWANNEE RIVER MAINTENANCE DREDGING
10. SIZE AND TYPE OF BIT	 See Remarks
II DATUM FOR ELEVATION SHOWN (TEM or MSC)

MLLW, Horizontal Datum: FLW NAD272. LOCATION (Coordinates or Station)

X=278,353	 Y=1809,596 12 MANUFACTURER'S DESIGNATION OF DRILL
ACKER ON WB - 333. DRILLING AGENCY

CORPS OF ENGINEERS 13 TOTAL NO. OF OVERBURDEN SAMPLES TAKEN
disturbed: I	 undisturbed: 04. HOLE NO. (As shown on drawing title

and file number)	 CB - SUW01 - 4
14. TOTAL NUMBER OF CORE BOXES	 I

5. NAME OF DRILLER
L.C. GREGORY 15. ELEVATION GROUND WATER	 Tidal

6. DIRECTION OF HOLE

® VERTICAL	 El INCLINED

IS. DATE HOLE	 STARTED	 COMPLETED
14 FEB 01 14 FEB 01

17. ELEVATION TOP OF HOLE 	 -0.9 Ft.
7. THICKNESS OF BURDEN	 0.0 Ft.

II. TOTAL CORE RECOVERY FOR BORING	 50 %
8. DEPTH DRILLED INTO ROCK 	 0.0 Ft.

19 SIGNATURE OFGEOLOGIST
C. PAPIERNIK9. TOTAL DEPTH OF HOLE 	 7.0 Ft.

ELEV. DEPTH

11.1

o
z	 CLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALS
al	 (Description)CD
_.,
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SAND, poorly-graded with silt,
fine grained subrounded quartz,
some whole and fragmented
shells, wet, high shell conten
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NOTES:

Soils	 are	 visually	 classified	 in
accordance	 with	 the Unified Soils
Classification	 System.
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on 5' Sampler	 (2" ID x 2.5" . OD),
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Hole No.CB—SUW01-5
DRILLING LOG lUivISIONSOUTH ATLANTIC

INSTALLATION

JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT 	
SHEET

OF
I
I

I. PROJECT
SUWANNEE RIVER MAINTENANCE DREDGING

10. SIZE AND TYPE OF BIT	 See Remarks
II DATUM FOR ELEVATION SHOWN (Tem or Ma)

MLLW, Horizontal Datum: FLW NAD272. LOCATION	 (Coordinates or Station)
X = 279,290	 Y=1809,286 12 MANUFACTURER'S DESIGNATION OF DRILL

ACKER ON WB-333. DRILLING AGENCY

CORPS OF ENGINEERS 13 TOTAL NO. OF OVERBURDEN SAMPLES TAKEN

disturbed: I	 undisturbed: 04. HOLE NO. (As shown on drawing title
and file number)	 CB-SUW01-5

14. TOTAL NUMBER OF CORE BOXES	 1
5. NAME OF DRILLER

L.C. GREGORY 16. ELEVATION GROUND WATER 	 Tidal

8. DIRECTION OF HOLE

= VERTICAL	 =INCLINED

le. DATE HOLE	 STARTED	 COMPLETED

14 FEB 01 14 FEB 01

17. ELEVATION TOP OF HOLE	 -2.0 Ft.
7. THICKNESS OF BURDEN	 0.0 Ft.

18. TOTAL CORE RECOVERY FOR BORING 40 %
8. DEPTH DRILLED INTO ROCK	 0.0 Ft. 19 SIGNATURE OFGEOLOGIST

C. PAPIERNIK9. TOTAL DEPTH OF HOLE	 5.0 Ft.

ELEV. DEPTH zo
Lu
CD
CD
_..1

CLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALS
(Description)

CORE
REC

x

ix
—J
Lii 

LLI

`- `13
a o
co z

REMARKS
-...
En
,z)  

b

03

-2.0 0.0 -2.0

-2. 5 .5 -' '
7 ,

'	 SHELL, whole and broken1

1
D-1 5' X 2" SAMPLER

-7.0

WOR -
-

-7.0 5.0 -

SAND, poorly-graded, fine
grained subrounded quartz, trace
silt, wet, light brown	 (SP)

40

WOH
—
-

4 —

5 -

5 -

-_

—
-
-

_

-

-
-
-

-

__

—

----.

—

_

-
—

.

-

_

-

.
___

-

-
__

-

-

-
—

-
NOTES:

Soils	 are visually	 classified	 in
accordance with the Unified Soils
Classification System.

SAMPLE	 SAMPLE	 LAB
NO.	 ELEVATION	 CLASSIF.*
1	 -2.0/-7.0	 SP

*Lab	 visual	 classification
based on gradation curve.
No Atterberg Limits.

140# Hammer with 30" Drop Used
on 5' Sampler	 (2" ID x 2.5" OD).

-

_
-

—

-
-
-
_

—I

_

_

—

-

_

—I!

_

-

—
_

_	 .

--b

-

-
-21

-

_

_
-2;

NO FORM 1836 PREVIOUS EDITIONS ARE OBSOLETE.
AR 71

PROJECT

SUWANNEE RIVER MAINTENANCE DREDGING

HOLE NUMBER

CB-SUW01-5



50 1
0-I

Hole No.CB—SUW01-6
DRILLING LOG '

DIVISION

SOUTH ATLANTIC
INSTALLATION

JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT	
SHEET I

OF I
I. PROJECT 10. SIZE AND TYPE OF BIT	 See Remarks

SUWANNEE RIVER MAINTENANCE DREDGING
II DATUM FOR ELEVATION SHOWN (TBN or AISI.)

2. LOCATION	 (Coordinates or Station) MLLW, Horizontal Datum: FLW NAD27
X -280,450	 Y=1809,146 12 MANUFACTURER'S DESIGNATION OF DRILL

3. DRILLING AGENCY ACKER ON W8 -33
CORPS OF ENGINEERS 13. TOTAL NO. OF OVERBURDEN SAMPLES TAKEN

4. HOLE NO. (As shown on drawing title
and tile number) 	 CB - SUW01 - 6

disturbed: I	 undisturbed: 0

14. TOTAL NUMBER OF CORE BOXES	 I
6. NAME OF DRILLER

L.C. GREGORY 15. ELEVATION GROUND WATER 	 Tidal
B. DIRECTION OF HOLE IS. DATE HOLE	 STARTED	 COMPLETED

E3 VERTICAL	 E]] INCLINED 14 FEB 01 14 FEB 01
17	 rl rve-rinki Trip AF 1.1111 r	 —9 1:1 Ft

7. THICKNESS OF BURDEN 0.0 Ft.   
18. TOTAL CORE RECOVERY FOR BORING 50 % 

1. DEPTH DRILLED INTO ROCK 0.0 Ft.  19 SIGNATURE OFGEOLOGIST

C. PAPIERNIK9. TOTAL DEPTH OF HOLE 5.0 Ft. 

CLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALS
(Description) REMARKS

	 rn

o

-2.8

ELEV. DEPTH z

-2.8
	

0.0

tai
JW

(30
M

a
Z

SAND, poorly-graded, fine
grained subrounded quartz, trace
shells, trace organics, wet, light
brown (SP)

NOTES:

Sails are visually classified in
accordance with the Unified Soils
Classification System.

2

5

5' X 2" SAMPLER
	

5

6

6
-7.8
140# Hammer with 30" Drop Used
on 5' Sampler (2" ID x 2.5" 00).

—7.5

—10

—12.5

—15

117.5

—20

—22.5

2.5

ENG FORM 1838 PREVIOUS EDITIONS ARE OBSOLETE.	 PROJECT	 HOLE NUMBER
MAR 71 SUWANNEE RIVER MAINTENANCE DREDGIN CB-SUW01-6 

-7.8
	

5.0



.5

.5

.5

.5

Hole No.CB—SUW01-7
DRILLING LOG 

IDIVISION

SOUTH ATLANTIC
INSTALLATION

JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT	
SHEET 1

OF 1
I. PROJECT

SUWANNEE RIVER MAINTENANCE DREDGING
10. SIZE AND TYPE OF BIT See Remarks
II DATUM FOR ELEVATION SHOWN (TBN or NSL)

MLLW, Horizontal Datum: FLW NAD272. LOCATION (Coordinates or Station)
X=28I,798	 Y=1808,680 12 MANUFACTURER'S DESIGNATION OF DRILL

ACKER ON WB - 333. DRILLING AGENCY

CORPS OF ENGINEERS 13 TOTAL NO. OF OVERBURDEN SAMPLES TAKEN

disturbed: I	 undisturbed: 04. HOLE NO. (As shown on drawing title
and file number)	 CB - SUW01 - 7

14. TOTAL NUMBER OF CORE BOXES 	 I
S. NAME OF DRILLER

L.C. GREGORY 16. ELEVATION GROUND WATER 	 Tidal
8. DIRECTION OF HOLE

IEJ VERTICAL	 =INCLINED

Ie. DATE HOLE	 STARTED	 COMPLETED

14 FEB 01 14 FEB 01

17. ELEVATION TOP OF HOLE	 - 3.6 Ft.
7. THICKNESS OF BURDEN 0.0 Ft

18 TOTAL CORE RECOVERY FOR BORING	 60 N
8. DEPTH DRILLED INTO ROCK 	 0.0 Ft 19 SIGNATURE OFGEOLOGIST

C. PAPIERNIK9. TOTAL DEPTH OF HOLE	 5.0 Ft.

ELEV. DEPTH
Lu

-J

o
z	 CLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALS

0
	 (Description)

uJ
%

CORE
REC

Li.1 cc
_J w
1- 13
a
(n z

REMARKS
--
U)

;o b__,_,
op

-3.6	 0.0 -3.6

8.6	 5.0

SAND, poorly-graded with silt,
tine grained subrounded quartz,
trace shells, trace organics, wet,
brown	 (SP-SM)

60 1
D-I 5' X 2" SAMPLER

-8.6

3

4

6

6

6

_
-
-

-
—_

-

-
—
-

_

—

_

—

—

—

-
- NOTES:

Soils	 are	 visually	 classified	 in
accordance with the Unified Soils
Classification System.

SAMPLE	 SAMPLE	 LAB
NO.	 ELEVATION	 CLASSIF.R
1	 -3.6/-8.6	 SP

*Lab visual	 classification
based on	 gradation curve.
No	 Atterberg Limits.

140# Hammer with 30" Drop Used
on 5' Sampler	 (2" ID x 2.5" OD).

I t

12

15

17

2(

22

NG FORM 1838 PREVIOUS EDITIONS ARE OBSOLETE.
AR 71

PROJECT

SUWANNEE RIVER MAINTENANCE DREDGIN

HOLE NUMBER

CB-SUW01-7

).5



Hole No.CB—SUW01-8
DRILLING LOG I 

Ivi ION

SOUTH ATLANTIC
INSTALLATION

JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT	
SHEET 1

OF 1
I. PROJECT

SUWANNEE RIVER MAINTENANCE DREDGING
10. SIZE AND TYPE OF BIT	 See Remarks
II DATUM FOR ELEVATION SHOWN (T8h1 or MSC)

MLLW, Horizontal Datum: FLW NAD272. LOCATION	 (Coordinates or Station)
X=282,462	 Y=I808,495 12 MANUFACTURER'S DESIGNATION OF DRILL

ACKER ON WB - 333. DRILLING AGENCY

CORPS OF ENGINEERS 13 TOTAL NO. OF OVERBURDEN SAMPLES TAKEN
disturbed: I	 undisturbed: 04. HOLE NO. (As shown 00 drawing title

and file number)	 CB - SUW01 - 8
14. TOTAL NUMBER OF CORE BOXES 	 15. NAME OF GRILLER

L.C. GREGORY $5. ELEVATION GROUND WATER	 Tidal
8. DIRECTION OF HOLE

El VERTICAL	 CD INCLINED

18. DATE HOLE	 STARTED	 COMPLETED

14 FEB 01 14 FEB 01

17. ELEVATION TOP OF HOLE 	 - 5.7 Ft.
7. THICKNESS OF BURDEN	 0.0 Ft.

18. TOTAL CORE RECOVERY FOR BORING 	 30 %
8. DEPTH DRILLED INTO ROCK	 0.0 Ft

19 SIGNATURE OFGEOLOGIST

C. PAPIERNIK9. TOTAL DEPTH OF HOLE	 5.0 Ft.

ELEV. DEPTH
LLI
Ls
ts,

z	 CLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALS
(Description)

CORE
REC

x

±.1 it
`-`2
a m
(.1)Z

REMARKS
--
w-

-0
o
_,
Oa

-5.7 0.0 -5.7

-10.7 5.0

SAND, poorly-graded with silt,
tine grained rounded quartz,
trace organics, wet, brown
(SP-SM)

30 I	
1D- 5' X 2" SAMPLER

-10.7

3
-
-
-

3 -

3 i—
_ 

2 -

3 -

_

_
_
-

-
-

_

-
—

-
-

_

—

-
.

—

-
-

-
-

—

-
-

_

—

—

-
—

-
- NOTES:

Soils	 are	 visually	 classified	 in
accordance with	 the Unified Soils
Classification	 System.

140# Hammer with 30" Drop Used
on 5' Sampler	 (2" ID x 2.5" OD).

-

-
_
-
-

-7
-
-

-
_

—I(
-

-

-

—12

-
-

—15

-
-

_

-

.

—7

-
_

-

—2C

_

-

—22

`40 FORM 1838 PREVIOUS EDITIONS ARE OBSOLETE.
A.R 71

PROJECT

SUWANNEE RIVER MAINTENANCE DREDGIN
HOLE NUMBER

CB-SUW01-8



30
0-I

-6.3

SAND, well-graded, medium
grained subrounded quartz, trace
silt, trace organics, wet, brown
(SW)

CLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALS
(Description) REMARKS

WOH

WOH

5' X 2" SAMPLER

3

-11.3

Hole No.CB-SUW01-9
DRILLING LOG 1

UIVISION
SOUTH ATLANTIC

INS 1 ALL A I ION

JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT 	
SHEET I

OF I
I. PROJECT

SUWANNEE RIVER MAINTENANCE DREDGING
10. SIZE AND TYPE OF BIT 	 See Remarks
II DATUM FOR ELEVATION SHOWN (TBI4 or ma)

MLLW, Horizontal Datum: FLW NAD272. LOCATION (Coordinates or Station)
X=282,907	 Y=1808,689

12 MANUFACTURER'S DESIGNATION OF DRILL
3. DRILLING AGENCY ACKER ON WB-33

CORPS OF ENGINEERS 13 TOTAL NO. OF OVERBURDEN SAMPLES TAKEN
4. HOLE NO. (As shown on drawing title disturbed: I	 undisturbed: 0

and file number) CB-SUW01-9
14. TOTAL NUMBER OF CORE BOXES	 I5. NAME OF DRILLER

L.C. GREGORY 15. ELEVATION GROUND WATER 	 Tidal
8. DIRECTION OF HOLE 16. DATE HOLE	 STARTED	 COMPLETED

CE] VERTICAL	 0 INCLINED 14 FEB 01 14 FEB 01

17. ELEVATION TOP OF HOLE	 -6.3 Ft.
7. THICKNESS OF BURDEN	 0.0 Ft.

18. TOTAL CORE RECOVERY FOR BORING	 30 %
0.0 Ft.8. DEPTH DRILLED INTO ROCK

19 SIGNATURE OFGEOLOGIST
). TOTAL DEPTH OF HOLE 5.0 Ft. C. PAPIERNIK

NOTES:

Soils	 are	 visually	 classified	 in
accordance with the Unified Soils
Classification	 System.

140# Hammer with 30" Drop Used
on 5' Sampler	 (2" ID x 2.5" OD).

SAMPLE	 SAMPLE	 LAB
NO.	 ELEVATION	 CLASSIF.w

-6.3/-11.3	 SP

iLab	 visual	 classification
based on gradation curve.

—7.5

No Atterberg Limits.

—10

—12.5

:15

--17.5

—20

—22.5

ENO FORA 1830 PREVIOUS EDITIONS ARE OBSOLETE.
MAR 71

PROJECT	 HOLE NUMBER

SUWANNEE RIVER MAINTENANCE DREDGING CB-SUW01-9



.5

.5

Hole No.CB-SUW01-13
DRILLING LOG '

DIVISION

SOUTH ATLANTIC
INSTALLATION	 SHEE

DISTRICT	
SHEET 1

OF 1
I. PROJECT

SUWANNEE RIVER MAINTENANCE DREDGING
10. SIZE AND TYPE OF BIT	 See Remarks
II DATUM FOR ELEVATION SHOWN (TBN or NSL)

2. LOCATION	 (Coordinates or Station) MLLW, Horizontal Datum: FLW NAD27
X=287,182	 Y=1810,394 I2 MANUFACTURER'S DESIGNATION OF DRILL

3. DRILLING AGENCY ACKER ON WB - 33
CORPS OF ENGINEERS

13 TOTAL NO. OF OVERBURDEN SAMPLES TAKEN
4. HOLE NO. (As shown on drawing title disturbed: I	 undisturbed: 0

and file number))	 C13 - SUW01 - 13
14. TOTAL NUMBER OF CORE BOXES	 1

5. NAME OF
L.C. GREGORY 15. ELEVATION GROUND WATER 	 Tidal

6. DIRECTION OF HOLE 16. DATE HOLE	 STARTED	 COMPLETED

VERTICAL	 Ej INCLINED 13 FEB 01	 13 FEB 01
17. ELEVATION TOP OF HOLE 	 -5.7 Ft.

7. THICKNESS OF BURDEN 	 0.0 Ft.
18. TOTAL CORE RECOVERY FOR BORING	 36 %

0.0 Ft.8. DEPTH DRILLED INTO ROCK
18 SIGNATURE OFGEOLOGIST

9. TOTAL DEPTH OF HOLE	 7.0 Ft. C. PAPIERNIK
Lucr

ELEV. DEPTH z
111
0

CLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALS
(Description)p

CORE
REC

_a u
c_ Cr)x x REMARKS

iii
So b

IL
_I

% 44(r) z
-.1
In

-5.7 0.0 -5.7
I

- 0
C SAND, well-graded, medium -

: 0
o

-	 0
C	 grained subrounded quartz, trace

organics, wet, occasional lenses
2 -_

4
_
-

__o
-	 o

c	 of organic silt, brown	 (SW)
- 0 c -
-	 0
- o c
- o 20 5' X 2" SAMPLER	 2 --

-o
-	 o

c -

3 --
'0_

o

- 
o	 C

c I
0-I

0_ _
_ 0 	c 2 -_

--
-

0
0 

C
o

-10.7 - c

-
-0 C

o
4

2' X 13/8" SPOON

-
-

-o c 75
-- 0

-12.7 7.0	 -
-o C

o
4

-12.7 -

- NOTES:
140# Hammer with 30" Drop Used
on 5' Sampler	 (2" ID x 2.5" OD), -7

-
-

arearSoils	 visually	 classified	 insv	 u	 ya	 c a s
accordance with the Unified Sails

and 2' Splitspoon	 (I 3/8" ID x 2"
OD).

- Classification	 System. -

- SAMPLE	 SAMPLE	 LAB_
NO.	 ELEVATION	 CLASSIF.m -

_ 1	 -5.7/-12.7	 SP -1(
-
-

(Lab	 visual	 classification
based on	 gradation curve.

-

- No Atterberg Limits. _

_ -
__ -1'.

- -_ -

- -

_ -15

- -17

- -

- -2(
- _
- -

- -I-

- _
- -22

, NR FORM 11130 PREVIOUS EDITIONS ARE OBSOLETE.
A	 71

PROJECT	 HOLE NUMBER

SUWANNEE RIVER MAINTENANCE DREDGI 4 CB-SUW01-13

?.5

1.5



Hole No.CB-SUW01-14
DRILLING LOG 'DIVISION

SOUTH ATLANTIC
INS1 ALLA TION

JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT	
SHEET

OF
I
1

I. PROJECT
SUWANNEE RIVER MAINTENANCE DREDGING

la SIZE AND TYPE OF BIT	 See Remarks
II DATUM FOR ELEVATION SHOWN (773N or MS1)

MLLW, Horizontal Datum: FLW NAD272. LOCATION	 (Coordinates or Station)

X=287,859	 Y=1810,524 12 MANUFACTURER'S DESIGNATION OF DRILL
ACKER ON WB - 333. DRILLING AGENCY

CORPS OF ENGINEERS 13 TOTAL NO. OF OVERBURDEN SAMPLES TAKEN
disturbed: 1	 undisturbed: 04. HOLE NO. (As shown on drawing title

and file number) 	 CB - SUW01 - 14
14. TOTAL NUMBER OF CORE BOXES 	 1

5. NAME OF DRILLER
L.C. GREGORY 15. ELEVATION GROUND WATER	 Tidal

6. DIRECTION OF HOLE

CE1 VERTICAL	 El INCLINED

16. DATE HOLE	 STARTED	 COMPLETED
13 FEB 01	 13 FEB 01

17. ELEVATION TOP OF HOLE 	 - 4.5 Ft.
7. THICKNESS OF BURDEN	 0.0 Ft.

18. TOTAL CORE RECOVERY FOR BORING 33 1/4
Ft.8. DEPTH DRILLED INTO ROCK 	 0.0 Ft 19 SIGNATURE OFGEOLOGIST

C. PAPIERNIK9. TOTAL DEPTH OF HOLE 	 7.0 Ft.

ELEV. DEPTH z
CO
LLI
_I

w (Description)
CLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALS CORE

REC
%

t ij 
1 02
<
cn z

REMARKS
--
cn

b
o_-J
co

-4.5 0.0 -4.5

-11.5

--

_

—

7.0	 -

..
--.

-o
-0
- o

-o

-o

:o
o

-	 o
_o
-	 0
-o
-	 o
-o

0
-o

o
_o

o
_ 0
_	
_o	 c

o 
C

-	 o
c

c
o

c
o

c	 SAND, well-graded, medium
c	 grained subrounded quartz, trace

organics, wet, brown	 (SW)
c

c

c

c

c

c

16

I
0-I

5' X 2" SAMPLER

- 9. 5

WOH
_

-

WOH
_

 -

2 -

3 —

3
-
-
-

75 2' X 13/8"

-11.5

6

SPOON

_

-

3
-

-

-
—

-_
-

—

-___

—

-
-

—

—

—

-_

-

—

NOTES:

Soils are	 visually	 classified	 in
accordance with the Unified Soils
Classification	 System.

140# Hammer with 30" Drop Used
on 5' Sampler	 (2" ID x 2.5" 00).
and 2' Splitspoon	 (I 3/8" ID x 2"
OD).

-
—

—

—

_

—I:
_
_

--1

-11

-21
_
-

-

-2

NO FORM 1830 PREVIOUS EDITIONS ARE OBSOLETE.
AN 71

PROJECT
SUWANNEE RIVER MAINTENANCE DREDGING

HOLE NUMBER

CB-SUW01-14



M

Hole No.CB—SUW01-15
DRILLING LOG jUIVISION

SOUTH ATLANTIC
INS' ALL A TEM

JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT	
SHEET

OF
1
1

I. PROJECT
SUWANNEE RIVER MAINTENANCE DREDGING

10. SIZE AND TYPE OF BIT 	 See Remarks
H DATUM FOR ELEVATION SHOWN (T814 or HSU

MLLW, Horizontal Datum: FLW NAD272. LOCATION	 (Coordinates or Station)
X=288,514	 Y=1810,478 12 MANUFACTURER'S DESIGNATION OF DRILL

ACKER ON W8 - 33-3. DRILLING AGENCY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS 13 TOTAL NO. OF OVERBURDEN SAMPLES TAKEN

disturbed: I	 undisturbed: 04. HOLE NO. (As shown on drawing title
and file number) 	 CB - SUW01 - 15

14. TOTAL NUMBER OF CORE BOXES	 I
5. NAME OF DRILLER

L.C. GREGORY 15. ELEVATION GROUND WATER	 Tidal
8. DIRECTION OF HOLE

[E] VERTICAL	 El INCLINED

16. DATE HOLE	 STARTED	 COMPLETED
13 FEB 01	 13 FEB 01

17. ELEVATION TOP OF HOLE	 - 4.7 Ft.
7. THICKNESS OF BURDEN	 0.0 Ft.

18. TOTAL CORE RECOVERY FOR BORING 	 38 %
8. DEPTH DRILLED INTO ROCK	 0.0 Ft. 19 SIGNATURE OFGEOLOGIST

C. PAPIERNIK9. TOTAL DEPTH OF HOLE	 6.0 Ft.

ELEV. DEPTH z
w
CD
w
_i

CLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALS
(Description)

CORE
REC

%

w cr
—/ to
1 i
< D
In Z

REMARKS
---
tn
z e,
0
-J
co

-4.7 0.0 -4.7

-10.7

—

__o
-

6.0	 -

—o

-o

-° o
G

:ro
-	 o

_o
-	 o
-o
-	 o
-o

0
-o

-o
-	 o
_

o

=
	

o
:o
_	 o

c
o

c
°

c

c

SAND, well-graded, mediu
c	 grained subrounded quartz, trace

organics, wet, brown	 (SW)
c

c

c

c

c

16
I

D-I

5' X 2" SAMPLER

-9.7

1
-

2
_

-

3 -

3
-
-

4 -
-

100 2' X I 3/8" SPOON	 2
-10.7

-
-

—
-_

—
-

-_

—_

-

—

—

_

-

-
-

—

—

.

—

NOTES:

Soils are	 visually	 classified ied	 in
accordance with the Unified Soils
Classification	 System.

140# Hammer with 30" Drop Used
on 5' Sampler	 (2" ID x 2.5" OD),
and 2' Splitspoon	 (I 3/8" ID x 2"
OD).

—

-

-
-

—1
-

-

—

—1

—1

-

-
-

_

—2

-

—2

NO FORM
7i	

1838 PREVIOUS EDITIONS ARE OBSOLETE.
AR

PROJECT
SUWANNEE RIVER MAINTENANCE DREDGIN

HOLE
CB-SUW01

NUMBER
-15



Hole No.C13—SUW01-16

DRILLING LOG 
IDIVI ION

SOUTH ATLANTIC
INST ALLA I I N

JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT 	
SHEET 1

OF 1
I. PROJECT

SUWANNEE RIVER MAINTENANCE DREDGING
10. SIZE AND TYPE OF BIT	 See Remarks
II DATUM FOR ELEVATION SHOWN (Tehl or MSC)

MLLW, Horizontal Datum: FLW NA0272. LOCATION (Coordinates or Station)
X=289,561	 Y=I810,635 12 MANUFACTURER'S DESIGNATION OF DRILL

3. DRILLING AGENCY ACKER ON WB - 33
CORPS OF ENGINEERS 13 TOTAL NO. OF OVERBURDEN SAMPLES TAKEN

4. HOLE NO. (As shown on drawing title disturbed	 1	 undisturbed: 0
and file number)	 CB - SUW01 - 16

14. TOTAL NUMBER OF CORE BOXES	 15. NAME OF DRILLER
L.C. GREGORY 15. ELEVATION GROUND WATER	 Tidal

6. DIRECTION OF HOLE lb. DATE HOLE	 STARTED	 COMPLETED

[E] VERTICAL	 El INCLINED 13 FEB 01	 13 FEB 01

17. ELEVATION TOP OF HOLE	 - 4.4 Ft.
7. THICKNESS OF BURDEN	 0.0 Ft.

18. TOTAL CORE RECOVERY FOR BORING 25 %
0.0 Ft.8. DEPTH DRILLED INTO ROCK 19 SIGNATURE OFGEOLOGIST

9. TOTAL DEPTH OF HOLE	 6. 0 Ft. C. PAPIERNIK

ELEV. DEPTH °Zz CLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALS CORE -J Lli
cc

tn
.--..

CD
LLI

—i

(Description) REC
%

1 13
44( Dco Z

REMARKS -,=,
0 ...
_I
CO

-4.4 0.0 -4.4
_o 

o
c	 SAND, well-graded, medium

__o

.o
-	 0

c	 grained subrounded quartz, trace
organics, wet, light brown	 (SW)

c

2

-	 o 3
-o
-	 o

c

-o c
— 0 20 5' X 2" SAMPLER	 3

-o
-	 o
-o

c

c

i
0-1

0
o

o
c

3

_
_o

o
c 5

...._o
_

-	 o
c -9.4

-o	 c 50 5' X 2" SAMPLER	 3
-/0.4 6.0 ° -10.4

— I40# Hammer with 30" Drop Used
NOTES: on 5' Sampler	 (2" ID x 2.5" 00).

—
Soils are	 visually	 classified	 in
accordance with the Unified Soils

- Classification	 System.

SAMPLE	 SAMPLE	 LAO
NO.	 ELEVATION	 CLASSIF.M
1	 -4.4/-10.4	 SP

-
-

*Lab	 visual classification
based on gradation curve.
No Atterberg Limits. 11

11

17

— 2(

2',

NO FORM 183e PREVIOUS EDITIONS ARE OBSOLETE. PROJECT HOLE NUMBER
AR 71

SUWANNEE RIVER MAINTENANCE DREDGIN CB-SUW01-16



Attachment 8 
 

HYDROGRAPHIC SURVEY 
(1999), PROPOSED NEW 
CHANNEL LAYOUT, AND 

CORE BORING LOCATIONS 
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LOCATION MAP

9AFTvE y NOTED
1.-61EALLIDSRvEY NO. 99-278.

f:t. 2. SCUPCITCS ME IN FEET NO TENTHS NO REFER TO MEAN LOw
ew WATER cwt. WHICH IS 1.21 FEET BELO. NOVO 1929.

A.
,...,

Irr
3. ALL ELEvATIONS ARE BELOw THE CHART OsaLm LNLESS PRECEDED

BO A	 I . ,	 SIGN.

Lc) 4. TIDAL REOuCTIOIRS WERE mADE FROM A STAFF SET ON A wOODEN PILING

/	 ''l
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OF SURVEYS mADE ON THE OATES INDICATED ABOVE AND CAN ONLY BE

AV'	 i	 '	 6Wit' -	 ....	 r
itiq.	 i I / 1
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CONSIDERED AS ImOICATING THE MAEDA. CONDITIONS AT TINT TINE.
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282735.35
1808541.34

AIDS TO NAVIGATI PLANE COGROIN, .././E LONGITUDE

00N'll (9/99 291.868 1.808.713	 r-29'19'27.46' 82 4'	 03 92'
MN 12 18/99 291.611 1.008.750 29'19 2 7 .3 82'4:'06.73'
D8/5	 15 18/991 292.532 1.808.540 29'18'25.79' 82'/0'56.3/'
OBN 16 18/99 283.175 1.808 760 29'13 28.81' 82'40'49.07'
08N 20 18/991 284.461 1.810.076	 129	 18	 41	 II' 92'40 34.62 •

283875.58
1809931.40

2 3 92.39
1809911.00

3:3
3.3

3. I3.
3.8
2.9	 2.82.8	 2.93.8	 3.8
•000	 3.1

3.1
79,

3.7

3.33.3

1./3.5•5

	

3.4	 me. kb	3.3	 4.6
4. 7	 4:16.9	 1.4'	 4. 4	 4. 7

2.1	
41 	

3.9
 4.9i ..,	

1
4.7	

?!	 5.1

116

g 7/089_ /14 3.9

44	 5.2
S.1i 

33:8 26	 5.4
2.B

22.,6	 1.7
4:i

14	 1.2
J:4 1.5

1.5
1.6

6

.93.3	

.1

GRAPHIC SCALE

•

75.9

6.6

6.4
5. 74.5

3.
3.

0.7
1:2
8.5

4.3
4.4

5.6
..7

rc

5/7

282460.48
1 808387 15 283208.73

1808749.832 2461.440
351	 35

Y 1.808 000

NOTES.
1. REFER TO SURVEY NO. 99.278.
2. SEE SHEET NO.1 FOR SURVEY NOTES.

• Core Borings
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DIXIE- COUAITY, F LORIDA

FROJI- CI COAIDI I 10AI sunvi-Y

6
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DEPENDS CM MI

US kroy Corps
ol Co¢Orsers
Jocks .at Dists5c1

A

O MIAMI

BMX d

KEY REST

l-OGAIION MAP

SURVEY NOTES:

4
I. REFER TO SURVEY NO. 06-059.

2. ELEVATIONS ARE IN FEET AND TENTHS AND REFER TO MEAN LOWER LOW
WATER (MUM WHICH IS 2.03 FEET BELOW NAVD 1988.

3. ALL ELEVATIONS ARE BELOW THE CHART DATUM UNLESS PRECEDED
BY A 1.1 SIGN.

4. TIDAL REDUCTIONS WERE MADE FROM A STAFF SET ON A WOODEN PILING
OF THE BULKHEAD. AND REFERENCED FROM BENCHMARK .DUNNARY RM-3..

5. PLANE COORDINATES ARE BASED ON THE TRANSVERSE MERCATOR
PROJECTION FOR THE WEST ZONE OF FLORIDA AND REFERENCED TO
NORTH AMERICAN DATUM OF 1983 INADB34

6. ALL AZIMUTHS ARE GRID: RECKONED CLOCKWISE FROM SOUTH.

7. ALL STATIONING REFERS TO THE CENTERLINE OF THE CHANNEL.

B. SURVEY WAS PERFORMED USING DIFFERENTIAL GPS FOR POSITIONING
AND UTILIZING THE USCG NAVBEACON SYSTEM AS THE REFERENCE
SITE. VERTICAL MEASUREMENTS WERE MADE USING A ROSS SMART
SOUNDER DEPTH RECORDER WITH A 200KHZ (HIGH FREQUENCY) TRANSDUCER.

VESSEL	 DATE OF SURVEY	 CUT

WB-34	 21 JAN 2006	 I-11

9. AIDS TO NAVIGATION WERE LOCATED DURING THIS SURVEY.

10. THE INFORMATION DEPICTED ON THIS MAP REPRESENTS THE RESULTS
OF SURVEYS MADE ON THE DATES INDICATED ABOVE AND CAN ONLY BE
CONSIDERED AS INDICATING THE GENERAL CONDITIONS AT THAT TIME.
THIS CHART IS SOLELY FOR THE DISTRIBUTION OF AVAILABLE DEPTHS AT
THE TIME OF THE SURVEY AND IS NOT TO BE USED FOR NAVIGATION

I. SURVEY ACCURACY PERFORMANCE STANDARDS. QUALITY CONTROL. AND
DUALITY ASSURANCE REQUIREMENTS WERE FOLLOWED DURING THIS
SURVEY IN ACCORDANCE WITH USACE EM 11/0-2-1003, HYDROGRAPH1C
SURVEYING. I JAN 02.

2.03 feel

RrIalloasAim teween NAVD 1988
IIOAA /WO Lower Low Water

11001 Dolum

LEGEND

• BM BENCHMARK

L IGHTED BEACON
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Attachment 10 
 

SURVEY PLATS FOR 
UPLAND DISPOSAL SITE 5 

AND 
LITTLE BRADFORD ISLAND 
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Attachment 11 
 

CORE BORING LOGS, 
UPLAND DISPOSAL SITE 5 

 



Boring Designation CB-SUWDA05-01

DRILLING LOG
DIVISION

South Atlantic
INSTALLATION

Jacksonville District
SHEET 1

OF	 3	 SHEETS

1. PROJECT 9. SIZE AND TYPE OF BIT 	 See Remarks
Suwannee River 10. COORDINATE SYSTEM/DATUM	 ! HORIZONTAL	 : VERTICAL

Proposed Disposal Area State Plane, FLW (U.S. Ft.) ; 	 NAD83	 i	 NAVD88
2. BORING DESIGNATION	 : LOCATION COORDINATES 11. MANUFACTURER'S DESIGNATION OF DRILL	 El AUTO HAMMER

CB-SUWDA05-01 	 i	 X = 304,592	 Y = 1,824,389 CME 550X	 cE) MANUAL HAMMER

3. DRILLING AGENCY	 l CONTRACTOR FILE NO. l DISTURBED	 : UNDISTURBED (UD)

Corps of Engineers - CESAS 12. TOTAL SAMPLES
:	 11	 i	 0

4. NAME OF DRILLER 13. TOTAL NUMBER CORE BOXES	 2
P. Rountree

14. ELEVATION GROUND WATER	 4.9 Ft.
5.	 DIRECTION OF BORING DEG. FROM BEARING

0 VERTICAL VERTICAL : STARTED	 : COMPLETED

El INCLINED
15.	 DATE BORING 07-26-05	 i	 07-26-05

6. THICKNESS OF OVERBURDEN	 N/A 16.	 ELEVATION TOP OF BORING	 6.7 Ft.
17. TOTAL RECOVERY FOR BORING	 64 %7. DEPTH DRILLED INTO ROCK 	 N/A
18. SIGNATURE AND TITLE OF INSPECTOR

8. TOTAL DEPTH OF BORING 	 30.0 Ft. G. Taylor, Geologist
0 IC ILI in•-	

W

ELEV. DEPTH
Z
iLW CLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALS

„A.
REC.

...I0 a .
^E04
Die

ROD

UP
til,.	 ...1

 REMARKS	 00	 4

 •	 ?sio	 z

6.7 0.0 6.7
- • '... SAND, poorly-graded, mostly fine-grained 1_ •	 '... sand-sized quartz, dry, gray (SP)

2-- ••	 •"
.	 .

67 1 SPT Sampler
5

3.
_
-

•.•.•.	 .	 .•	 •
•	 •	 ••	 •

T

5.2
1_

--
•	 -	 ••	 •.....

.•-At El. 4.7 Ft.,., 60 2 SPT Sampler 3
8

5_
_

•	 •	 •.	 .
•	 ".	 .

3.7
-
_ " •. 

2
5- ..... 60 3 SPT Sampler

-_
_
-

.	 .	 ..	 ..	 .	 ..	 ..	 .	 .
•	 ••••.•

2.2
10

5
2_

_
-
_
_

. •'•
•	 •	 ••	 ••	 •	 ••	 •

73 4 SPT Sampler

0.7

3
6

 3
3- .....

_
-
_

.	 .	 .
••	 •• •.•.

•	 •	 •
• ••••

80 5 SPT Sampler

-0.8
9

4
5

-__
.	 .	 ..	 ..	 •	 •• 60 6 SPT Sampler

3
4

-__

..	 .
•	 •

•	 ••••.	 .•..	 .
.\-At El. -2.0 Ft., white -2.3

7
3
3•	 •	 •

_
-

•	 •	 •
.....
.	 .	 .

53 7 SPT Sampler
4

2
__ ..•.. -3.8	 2

_ •,•.•_ .....
.	 .	 .

--
..•

.....

.....
Advanced Boring

_

-
....•
•••••

-6.8 - 13.5 •	 •	 • -6.8
,II LIMESTONE, soft, highly weathered, 1III ., fine-grained, vuggy, sand filled vugs, white_

-
I I I
I I I

"-From 	-7.3 to -11.8 Ft.,'' 33 8 SPT Sampler 0
0

0,I.,I I I I -8.3
SAJ FORM 1836
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Boring Designation CB-SUWDA05-01

DRILLING LOG (Cont. Sheet))
INSTALLATION

Jacksonville District
SHEET
OF 3	 SHEETSO	

2

PROJECT COORDINATE SYSTEM/DATUM	 : HORIZONTAL	 : VERTICAL

Suwannee River State Plane, FLW (U.S. Ft.) 	 :	 NAD83	 :	 NAVD88
LOCATION COORDINATES ELEVATION TOP OF BORING

X = 304,592	 Y = 1,824 389 6.7 Ft.
CI
Z WU,

Oe. MID Wiii:	 0
ELEV. DEPTH IU CLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALS RE C. XE0 4

OR
UD

REMARKS	 Ow	 4
.1 Be C.06

III
III
i I i

III
I I I

I I I
1
I
I
I

Advanced Boring
III
I II
I	 I
II I

1 	I -11.8
4I I I

I	 I
7I I I 73 9 SPT Sampler

I	 I 11
11II -13.3	 4
III
I I I
I I I
I I I
I I I
I	 I

-0 1 I I Advanced Boring
-- 5

I	 II I I
I II

-a I	 I

= I I I -16.8
II I 6
I	 I

14I I I 87 10 SPT SamplerI	 I 45
I	 1

I -18.3	 31
III
III
III
I	 I
III
II I
I I Advanced Boring

I 
III
III
III
I	 I

I I I -21.8
16I I II	 I
75I I I 53 11 SPT Sampler

I 113
38-23.3 30.0 -23.3

NOTES: 140# hammer w/30" drop used with
2.0' split spoon (1-3/8" I.D. x 2" OD.).

1.	 Soils are field visually classified in
accordance with the Unified Soils
Classification System.

2. Laboratory Testing Results

SAMPLE	 SAMPLE	 LABORATORY
ID	 DEPTH	 CLASSIFICATION

5	 6.0/7.5	 SP"
8	 13.5/15.0	 SP*

*Lab visual classification based on gradation

SAJ FORM 1836-A
JUN 02

15
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Boring Designation CB-SUWDA05-01

DRILLING LOG (Cont. Sheet)
INSTALLATION

Jacksonville District

SHEET 3

OF	 3	 SHEETS

PROJECT
1

COORDINATE SYSTEM/DATUM	 I HORIZONTAL	 : VERTICAL

Suwannee River State Plane, FLW (U.S. Ft.)	 :	 NAD83	 :	 NAVD88

LOCATION COORDINATES ELEVATION TOP OF BORING

X = 304,592	 Y = 1,824,389 6.7 Ft.

0
Z %

IZIIJ
^-1

12. ROD
w

I:61Z
ii.	 ...;

ELEV. DEPTH ww CLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALS REC. ^2 OR REMARKS	 Om	 4
04 UD w •	 )'JW Kly Me	 Z

curve.	 No Atterberg limits.

3. Additional Laboratory Testing

5	 Moisture Content
8	 Moisture Content

SAJ FORM 1836-A
JUN 02

35

50
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—45



Boring Designation CB-SUWDA05-02

DRILLING LOG
DIVISION

South Atlantic
INSTALLATION

Jacksonville District
SHEET 1

OF 3	 SHEETS
1. PROJECT 9. SIZE AND TYPE OF BIT	 See Remarks

Suwannee River 10. COORDINATE SYSTEM/DATUM	 : HORIZONTAL	 : VERTICAL

Proposed Disposal Area State Plane, FLW (U.S. Ft.) ; 	 NAD83	 i	 NAVD88
2.	 BORING DESIGNATION	 ; LOCATION COORDINATES 11. MANUFACTURER'S DESIGNATION OF DRILL 	 0 AUTO HAMMER

CB-SUWDA05-02 	 :	 X = 304,871	 Y = 1,825,052 CME 550X	 1,23 MANUAL HAMMER
3. DRILLING AGENCY	 : CONTRACTOR FILE NO. ; DISTURBED	 ; UNDISTURBED (UD)

Corps of Engineers - CESAS	 I
1

12. TOTAL SAMPLES
'	 11	 i	 0

4. NAME OF DRILLER 13. TOTAL NUMBER CORE BOXES 	 1
P. Rountree

14. ELEVATION GROUND WATER	 5.5 Ft.
5. DIRECTION OF BORING DEG. FROM BEARING

0 VERTICAL VERTICAL : STARTED	 ; COMPLETED
El INCLINED 15. DATE BORING !	 07-25-05	 i	 07-25-05

6. THICKNESS OF OVERBURDEN	 N/A 16.	 ELEVATION TOP OF BORING	 8.0 Ft.
17. TOTAL RECOVERY FOR BORING	 68 %7. DEPTH DRILLED INTO ROCK	 N/A
18. SIGNATURE AND TITLE OF INSPECTOR

8. TOTAL DEPTH OF BORING	 30.0 Ft. G. Taylor, Geologist
0
Z

WU'
0-Ia. Roo

Li,
NF=

ELEV. DEPTH ril 'VCLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALS , OR REMARKS	 Ow	 4
Ili
_1

CRE. 842
CO(0

06 -i •	 ?
11/0	 Z

8.0 0.0 8.0
- .•.•. SAND, poorly-graded, mostly fine-grained 1_
-
-

'	 '-	 •	 •
•"• -.	 .

sand-sized quartz, dry, orange (SP)
73 1 SPT Sampler

5
2

-

.....

.	 .	 ..	 ..	 .	 .
6.5	 3

3
•	 •	 • 3-_
:••:

93T
'`-At El. 5.5 Ft., wet	 -

2 SPT Sampler
6

3
- •	 •

-	 •	 •
5.0

2...

- •	 .•.• 73 3 SPT Sampler 3
-_
_
-

" •-	 •
•	 •	 ••	 •.	 .	 .

•	 •
3.5

7
4

2

- •	 •	 •.•.• 67 4 SPT Sampler 4
••	 • 11

7- •	 - • •• -•-At El. 2.4 Ft., yellow 2.0•	 •
5• .•.•

_
-

•	 •	 -
•	 ••	 •	 •.•.•

73 5 SPT Sampler
9

5

4
•	 •. 0.5_

-
•....
.	 .	 .•.• 3

-
_
-
_

.  .	 .
•	 •	 '•	 •....
. 	 .

'•-At El. -0.4 Ft.,F-
60 6 SPT Sampler

-1.1
8

4

4_
- •••• 3
_ .....

53 7 SPT Sampler 4
- •	 •• 9

5_ •	 "
..... -2.6

_ .....
_ .....

-
_

...
..... Advanced Boring
• .•.•
•	 .	 •
•
•	 •	 • -5.6

- •.... 8

•	 •	 - 60 8 SPT Sampler 10
•	 •	 -.	 . -7.1

22
12

SAJ FORM 1836
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Boring Designation CB-SUWDA05-02

DRILLING LOG (Cont. Sheet)
INSTALLATION

Jacksonville District

SHEET 2

OF	 3	 SHEETS

PROJECT COORDINATE SYSTEM/DATUM 	 i HORIZONTAL	 VERTICAL

Suwannee River State Plane, FLW (U.S. Ft.)	 :	 NAD83	 n 	 NAVD88

LOCATION COORDINATES ELEVATION TOP OF BORING

X = 304,871	 Y = 1,825,052 8.0 Ft.

0 IliW
I

WI.:	 0

ELEV. DEPTH
Z
t',J

W
CLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALS R E  C.

0-CI.

NE04

RQD
O R
OR

il.
REMARKS	 Om	 t

ill d-I CO in i

•	 •.	 .	 .
•	 •

•	 •	 •.	 .
.	 .	 .

.....

.	 .	 .

.• .• . Advanced Boring
•	 •	 •.	 .
.....
.	 .	 .
.	 .

-	 •	 •.	 .
.	 •	 . -10.6

•	 •••
•	 .	 .

\-At El. -10.6 Ft., mostly fine to
medium-grained sand-sized quartz, tan

12

..	 • 53 9 SPT Sampler 21
-	 -.	 .	 .
•	 •

•	 ••••.	 ..
-12.1

49
28

-	 •
•	 •	 -.	 .
•	 •	 •

-	 •.....
• ••••

Advanced Boring.....

•••••
• .•.-
.....

'.•.•
•	 •	 • -15.6

•	 ••	 ••••
•	 ....

-•-At El. -15.6 Ft.,-

73 10 SPT Sampler

17

28....•
63-.-.-

• -17.1	 35
.-.-

.	 .	 .

• .'.•
-.•.•
.....
•	 •	 •
....• Advanced Boring

•••••
• .•.•
.	 .	 .

•	 •	 • -20.6
•	 •.....

•	 •	 •
-•-At El. -20.6 Ft., some shell up to 1/2", few

silt, tan
3

67 11 SPT Sampler 7.....
.	 .	 . 15

-22.1 30.0 •	 ' -22.1	 8

NOTES: 140# hammer w/30" drop used with
2.0' split spoon (1-3/8" I.D. x 2" 0.D.).

1.	 Soils are field visually classified in
accordance with the Unified Soils
Classification System.

2. Laboratory Testing Results

SAMPLE	 SAMPLE	 LABORATORY
ID	 DEPTH	 CLASSIFICATION

10	 23.5/25.0	 SP*

*Lab visual classification based on gradation
curve.	 No Atterberg limits.

SAJ FORM 1836-A
JUN 02
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Boring Designation CB-SUWDA05-02

DRILLING LOG (Cont. Sheet)
INSTALLATION

Jacksonville District

SHEET 3

OF	 3	 SHEETS

PROJECT

Suwannee River

COORDINATE SYSTEM/DATUM	 . HORIZONTAL	 . VERTICAL

State Plane, FLW (U.S. Ft.)	 :	 NAD83	 :	 NAVD88

LOCATION COORDINATES

X = 304,871	 Y = 1,825,052

ELEVATION TOP OF BORING

8.0 Ft.

ELEV. DEPTH

0
Z
61•I

III
-I

CLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALS
°A,

REC.

Mau—IOci.
^2O
Clio

RAD
--UD

w
ili I.;	 7

REMARKS	 Om	 a
-I	 •

Z

3. Additional Laboratory Testing

10	 Moisture Content

SAJ FORM 1836-A
JUN 02
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40
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Boring Designation CB-SUWDA05-03

DRILLING LOG
DIVISION

South Atlantic
INSTALLATION

Jacksonville District
SHEET 1

OF	 3	 SHEETS

1. PROJECT 9. SIZE AND TYPE OF BIT	 See Remarks
Suwannee River 10. COORDINATE SYSTEM/DATUM	 : HORIZONTAL	 VERTICAL

Proposed Disposal Area State Plane, FLW (U.S. Ft.) i	 NAD83	 :	 NAVD88
2.	 BORING DESIGNATION	 ; LOCATION COORDINATES 11. MANUFACTURER'S DESIGNATION OF DRILL 	 Ej AUTO HAMMER

CB-SUWDA05-03	 :	 X = 304,309	 Y = 1,824,887 CME 550X	 El MANUAL HAMMER

3. DRILLING AGENCY	 : CONTRACTOR FILE NO. : DISTURBED	 : UNDISTURBED (UD)

Corps of Engineers - CESAS	 1
12.	 TOTAL SAMPLES

	 :	 11	 n 	 0
4. NAME OF DRILLER 13. TOTAL NUMBER CORE BOXES 	 1

P. Rountree
14. ELEVATION GROUND WATER	 4.8 Ft.

5. DIRECTION OF BORING DEG. FROM BEARING

0 VERTICAL VERTICAL : STARTED	 : COMPLETED

0 INCLINED
15.	 DATE BORING i	 07-25-05	 07-25-05

6. THICKNESS OF OVERBURDEN	 N/A 16. ELEVATION TOP OF BORING	 7.5 Ft.

7. DEPTH DRILLED INTO ROCK	 N/A 17. TOTAL RECOVERY FOR BORING	 54 %
18. SIGNATURE AND TITLE OF INSPECTOR

8. TOTAL DEPTH OF BORING	 30.0 Ft. G. Taylor, Geologist
o
Z Ogg'-'14 ROD

if-1Z	
iu

ELEV. DEPTH t4 'Y.CLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALS	 REC.
0.

XE OR Il.	 ../
REMARKS	 Ow	 4

Ill
-1

04
Ow

UD _1 •	 ?o 0	 2

7.5 0.0 7.5

_
.".'.

-	 '•	 "
SAND, poorly-graded, mostly fine-grained
sand-sized quartz, dry, tan/brown (SP) 1

2-  13• 1 SPT Sampler
- •••• 5.....

6.0	 3

-
.....
..... 1

-
•	 .• .•
••••.	 . •

67
 Y.

2 SPT Sampler 1
1

4.5 - 3.0 •	 • -•-At El. 4.7 Ft., wet 4.5	 0
SAND, silty, mostly fine-grained sand-sized 4

- quartz, little silt, moist, brown (SM)
9- 13 3 SPT Sampler

- 19
103.0 - 4.5 3.0

-
_

.	 •.	 .
•-.••

.	 SAND, poorly-graded, mostly fine-grained
sand-sized quartz, wet, tan/white (SP) 3

-
- •	 •"

•	
•	 80• 4 SPT Sampler 5

13_

-
-
-
-

.....

.	 ..	 .
•	 •-	 •
•	 ••	 ••..

.
•
•

1.5	 8

73 5 SPT Sampler

4

4

-
•	 •	 •-	 •.	 .	 ..	 .

0.0 5
9

- " • 4

-
-
_
_
_

.	 •
-••••.	 .	 ..	 .
•	 •	 •
.	 .	 .
....•

53 6 SPT Sampler

-1.5

4
8

4

3
_
-

.	 ..	 .
•	 •	 •.

53 7 SPT Sampler 3
6.

•	 •	 • -3.0
•	 .•••.	 .	 .
•••••

- .....
- .....

•	 .	 . Advanced Boring

•.•.•
- .....

.....
• -6.0

-
••••
... 5

- .	 . 
9•	 ••.....

•	 ••••
67 8 SPT Sampler

-7.5
19

10

SAJ FORM 1836
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Boring Designation CB-SUWDA05-03

DRILLING LOG (Cont. Sheet)
INSTALLATION

Jacksonville District

SHEET 2

OF	 3	 SHEETS

PROJECT COORDINATE SYSTEM/DATUM	 , HORIZONTAL	 i VERTICAL

Suwannee River State Plane, FLW (U.S. Ft.)	 :	 NAD83	 :	 NAVD88

LOCATION COORDINATES ELEVATION TOP OF BORING

X = 304,309	 Y = 1,824,887 7.5 Ft.

ELEV. DEPTH
0
Z
11.4 CLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALS RE C.

CLU,
Oe,..
01

Rap
OR
UD

11),Z n
II.	 -IREMARKS	 00	4

-1 .	 >
W
_1 11:10 Ille	 i

.	 .
.	 .	 . .

-	 -
.	 .	 . _

.' .• .
_

•	 '
-.•.-
.	 .	 .

•.•.	 .
•	 •

Advanced Boring

-	 -	 •.	 .
•••••

_
_

.	 .	 . _
-	 -.	 •	 ..	 .

.	 •	 - -11.0

_
.

.....

.	 .	 .
.	 .

.	 .	 . 60 9 SPT Sampler

7 .

-14
•	 -.	 .	 . 25

11•	 • -12.5 -
.....
-	 •	 -.	 . .

" •.	 •.	 .	 .

.

.

•	 '.....
.
.

..... Advanced Boring

.....

•	 -.•.
.

..... .
...
••• -16.0 •

•••••
.	 .	 .

4 •

60 10 SPT Sampler 4 •.....
9

•.•.•
-17.5	 5.....

.....

•••••

• .•.•
.
.

.....
-	 •	 -

•.•.• Advanced Boring
.....
.....

•	 .•."
• .•.'
•••• -21.0
..... 9
•	 •	 -

53 11 SPT Sampler 10.....
.	 .	 . 16

-22.5 30.0 •	 '•	 •	 • -22.5	 6

NOTES: 140# hammer w/30" drop used with
2.0' split spoon (1-3/8" I.D. x 2" 0.D.).

1.	 Soils are field visually classified in
accordance with the Unified Soils
Classification System.

2. Laboratory Testing Results

SAMPLE	 SAMPLE	 LABORATORY
ID	 DEPTH	 CLASSIFICATION

2	 1.5/3.0	 SP"

*Lab visual classification based on gradation
curve.	 No Atterberg limits.

15

20

25

30

35
SAJ FORM 1836-A
JUN 02



Boring Designation CB-SUWDA05-03

DRILLING LOG (Cont. Sheet)
INSTALLATION

Jacksonville District

SHEET

 SHEETSOF	 3	

3

PROJECT

Suwannee River

COORDINATE SYSTEM/DATUM	 i HORIZONTAL	 i VERTICAL

State Plane, FLW (U.S. Ft.)	 :	 NAD83	 :	 NAVD88

LOCATION COORDINATES

X = 304,309	 Y = 1,824,887

ELEVATION TOP OF BORING

7.5 Ft.

ELEV. DEPTH

0
Z
la0
Ili
-I

CLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALS RE C.

COI

0iL
-

v-204
Oko

Rap
OR
UD

REMARKS

iiiiii i	D
11-	 ./

Om 
-I	 •
010	 Z

3. Additional Laboratory Testing

2	 Moisture Content
3	 Moisture Content

SAJ FORM 1836-A
JUN 02

35

40

45

50
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Boring Designation CB-SUWDA05-04

DRILLING LOG
DIVISION

South Atlantic
INSTALLATION

Jacksonville District
SHEET 1
OF 3 SHEETS

1. PROJECT 9. SIZE AND TYPE OF BIT	 See Remarks
Suwannee River 10. COORDINATE SYSTEM/DATUM 	 : HORIZONTAL	 VERTICAL

Proposed Disposal Area State Plane, FLW (U.S. Ft.) 	 NAD83	 i	 NAVD88
2. BORING DESIGNATION 	 : LOCATION COORDINATES 11. MANUFACTURER'S DESIGNATION OF DRILL	 0 AUTO HAMMER

CB-SUWDA05-04	 :	 X = 303,880	 Y = 1,824,147 CME 550X	 ® MANUAL HAMMER

3. DRILLING AGENCY	 ; CONTRACTOR FILE NO. ; DISTURBED	 ; UNDISTURBED (UD)
12. TOTAL SAMPLES

Corps of Engineers - CESAS	 o i	 11	 i	 0
4. NAME OF DRILLER 13. TOTAL NUMBER CORE BOXES	 1

P. Rountree
14. ELEVATION GROUND WATER	 5.2 Ft.

5. DIRECTION OF BORING DEG. FROM BEARING

0 VERTICAL VERTICAL ; STARTED	 ; COMPLETED

0 INCLINED
15. DATE BORING i	 07-26-05	 !	 07-26-05

6. THICKNESS OF OVERBURDEN	 N/A 16. ELEVATION TOP OF BORING	 7.3 Ft.
17. TOTAL RECOVERY FOR BORING	 69 %7. DEPTH DRILLED INTO ROCK 	 N/A
18. SIGNATURE AND TITLE OF INSPECTOR

8. TOTAL DEPTH OF BORING	 30.0 Ft. G. Taylor, Geologist

ELEV. DEPTH

0
Z
140
W

CLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALS REC..
ter'

a
O .•
0̂4

Rom
OR
UD

iiii..:
REMARKS	 II.	 -j

Ou,	 4
-I •

-I 011y MO	 z

7.3 0.0 7.3
-_
_
-

'	 ••	 •	 •
•	 •.	 . •.

SAND, poorly-graded, mostly fine-grained
sand-sized quartz, dry, dark gray (SP)

67 1 SPT Sampler

1 -.
-

6	 -
2

4- .::.
.	 .	 .

•-At El. 6.3 Ft., moist, light gray
5.8_

-
_

-

.• .• .
.	 .

•	 •	 •
•	 •...

Y.
•-At El. 5.1 Ft., wet 93 2 SPT Sampler

3
.5

_
_
-

.	 .	 .

.	 .	 .
-At El. 4.8 Ft., tan

4.3 4
9

-

3 ._ •	 •.	 .•._
- ••••• 73 3 SPT Sampler 3

.
•

-_
-
_

.	 .	 .•	 •.	 .	 .
•	 ••	 ••	 •

2.8
5	 •

2

3.
_
_

.....
••	 •.	 ..	 .	 .

80 4 SPT Sampler 3
5	 •

2••• 1.3_
-
-

'•••••	 •	 • 1

2- 73 5 SPT Sampler
-
-

•••••
.....
• -0.2

5
3

.
_

.•••
" • 2

-
-

•••
•.-.• 67 6 SPT Sampler 2

5
3..

-1.7_
••••• -•-At El. -1.9 Ft., gray 2

_ ....•
73 7 SPT Sampler 3

- •.•.• 7
4-_ " •

..... -3.2

_ .....
_ .....

•.•.•
•••- •	 •

Advanced Boring
_

...
•	 ••....
.	 .

•	 •	 -
•	 •	 • -6.2

- •	 '..... "-At El. -6.2 Ft	 white., 7.	 .	 .•	 • 11•	 •	 • 73 8 SPT Sampler
'	 ••	 •	 • 21

.'.•• -7.7	 10

SAJ FORM 1836
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Boring Designation CB-SUWDA05-04

DRILLING LOG (Cont. Sheet))
INSTALLATION

Jacksonville District
SHEET 2

OF	 3	 SHEETS

PROJECT COORDINATE SYSTEM/DATUM	 : HORIZONTAL	 : VERTICAL

Suwannee River State Plane, FLW (U.S. Ft.) 	 :	 NAD83	 :	 NAVD88
LOCATION COORDINATES ELEVATION TOP OF BORING

X = 303,880	 Y = 1,824 147 7.3 Ft.
0
Z ,

CO
C:o _1 ROD

Wiii f: 0
II.	 i-1ELEV. DEPTH 1,1.4 CLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALS %.REC —

01
OR REMARKS	 Ow

Ill_1 Mtn
LID >

'IC'	 Z

-	 -

Advanced Boring

.	 .	 .

-	 • -11.2
•	 '

•
•-At El. -11.2 Ft., mostly fine to

medium-grained sand-sized quartz 5

53 9 SPT Sampler 6
12

6
•	 - -12.7

.	 .

Advanced Boring

•	 •

-16.2 23.5 •	 •	 • -16.2
'

I I I

III

LIMESTONE, soft, highly weathered,
fine-grained, vuggy, sand filled vugs, white

40 10 SPT Sampler

0

0

I I I -17.7	 0
III
III
I	 r

-s, III

it
-,-,	 II I
III

I I I Advanced Boring
,, I II
-& I I I
± 1	 1

II I
III

III -21.2
9I I I

I	 I
23

-22.7 30.0	 I
I	 I

i I r

67 11 SPT Sampler

-22.7
42

19

NOTES: 140# hammer w/30" drop used with
2.0' split spoon (1-3/8" I.D. x 2" 0.D.).

1.	 Soils are field visually classified in
accordance with the Unified Soils
Classification System.

2. Laboratory Testing Results

SAMPLE	 SAMPLE	 LABORATORY
ID	 DEPTH	 CLASSIFICATION

1	 0.0/1.5	 SP*
10	 23.5/25.0	 SM*

"Lab visual classification based on gradation

SAJ FORM 1836-A
JUN 02
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Boring Designation CB-SUWDA05-04

DRILLING LOG (Cont. Sheet)
INSTALLATION

Jacksonville District

3SHEET

OF	 3	 SHEETS

PROJECT

Suwannee River

COORDINATE SYSTEM/DATUM	 i HORIZONTAL	 , VERTICAL

State Plane, FLW (U.S. Ft.) 	 :	 NAD83	 :	 NAVD88

LOCATION COORDINATES

X = 303,880	 Y = 1,824,147

ELEVATION TOP OF BORING

7.3 Ft.

ELEV. DEPTH
Z
011•1
W

CLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALS RE C.

KIII
0-1
wt
6.1

sko

RQD
ORu%

ii-51	
III
7

Ii.	 -1
REMARKS	 Ow,	 4

_I •	 ?mo	 z

curve. No Atterberg limits.

3. Additional Laboratory Testing

1	 Moisture Content
10	 Moisture Content

SAJ FORM 1836-A
JUN 02

35
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0

Boring Designation TP-SUWDA05-01

DRILLING LOG
DIVISION

South Atlantic
INSTALLATION

Jacksonville District
SHEET 1
OF	 1	 SHEETS

1. PROJECT 9. SIZE AND TYPE OF BIT	 See Remarks
Suwannee River 10. COORDINATE SYSTEM/DATUM	 : HORIZONTAL	 I VERTICAL

Proposed Disposal Area State Plane, FLW (U.S. Ft.) i 	 NAD83	 ;	 NAVD88
2. BORING DESIGNATION	 ; LOCATION COORDINATES 11. MANUFACTURER'S DESIGNATION OF DRILL 	 El AUTO HAMMER

TP-SUWDA05-01 	 i	 X = 304,717	 Y = 1,824,763 John Deer 110 Backhoe	 0 MANUAL HAMMER
3. DRILLING AGENCY	 ; CONTRACTOR FILE NO. i DISTURBED	 ; UNDISTURBED (UD)

Corps of Engineers - CESAS	 I 12. TOTAL SAMPLES
:	 1	 i	 0

4. NAME OF DRILLER 13. TOTAL NUMBER CORE BOXES 	 0
P. Rountree 14. ELEVATION GROUND WATER 	 5.3 Ft.

5. DIRECTION OF BORING DEG. FROM BEARING0 VERTICAL VERTICAL : STARTED	 : COMPLETED
QINCLINED 15. DATE BORING i	 07-27-05	 !	 07-27-05

6. THICKNESS OF OVERBURDEN	 N/A 16. ELEVATION TOP OF BORING	 8.2 Ft.

7. DEPTH DRILLED INTO ROCK	 N/A 17. TOTAL RECOVERY FOR BORING	 100 %
18. SIGNATURE AND TITLE OF INSPECTOR

8. TOTAL DEPTH OF BORING	 5.0 Ft. G. Taylor, Geologist
o
Z ok

xtu
CI. Rap

V,	 w
Z

ELEV. DEPTH 1:4 CLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALS	 REC. OR ILREMARKS	 O	 a
IiI

a UD_1 010 M	 Z

8.2 0.0 8.2
- ... . SAND, poorly-graded, mostly fine-grained

_
"..•.

..•.•
sand-sized quartz, moist, gray (SP)

.....
".•.• •-At El. 6.8 Ft., tan.....
....•

_
•.•.•
•	 •	 •

100
Y

1 Test Pit
.....

•	 •	 ••	 •..... .•-At El. 4.8 Ft., wet
•	 •	 •.	 .
•	 •	 •.	 ..	 .	 .

3.2 - 5.0 .	 •.•.	 . 3.2

_ NOTES:

--_
1.	 Soils are field visually classified in
accordance with the Unified Soils

- Classification System.

_ 2. Laboratory Testing Results
_ SAMPLE	 SAMPLE	 LABORATORY- ID	 DEPTH	 CLASSIFICATION

- 1	 0.0/5.0	 SP*

*Lab visual classification based on gradation
curve. No Atterberg limits.

3. Additional Laboratory Testing
_
_ 1	 Moisture Content

1	 Compaction

SAJ FORM 1836
JUN 02

5

10

15



Boring Designation TP-SUWDA05-02

DRILLING LOG
DIVISION

South Atlantic

INSTALLATION

Jacksonville District

SHEET 1

OF	 1	 SHEETS

1. PROJECT 9. SIZE AND TYPE OF BIT	 See Remarks

Suwannee River 10. COORDINATE SYSTEM/DATUM	 : HORIZONTAL	 : VERTICAL

Proposed Disposal Area State Plane, FLW (U.S. Ft.) i 	 NAD83	 i	 NAVD88
2. BORING DESIGNATION	 I LOCATION COORDINATES 11. MANUFACTURER'S DESIGNATION OF DRILL 	 El AUTO HAMMER

TP-SUWDA05-02	 :	 X = 304,507	 Y = 1,824,974 John Deer 110 Backhoe	 0 MANUAL HAMMER

3. DRILLING AGENCY	 I CONTRACTOR FILE NO. I DISTURBED	 I UNDISTURBED (UD)
1 12. TOTAL SAMPLES

Corps of Engineers - CESAS	 , n 	 1	 n 	 0

4. NAME OF DRILLER 13. TOTAL NUMBER CORE BOXES 	 0
P. Rountree

14. ELEVATION GROUND WATER 	 5.6 Ft.
5. DIRECTION OF BORING DEG. FROM BEARING

CE:1 VERTICAL VERTICAL :STARTED	 I COMPLETED
15. DATE BORING

ED INCLINED i	 07-27-05	 !	 07-27-05

6. THICKNESS OF OVERBURDEN 	 N/A 16. ELEVATION TOP OF BORING 	 7.9 Ft.

17. TOTAL RECOVERY FOR BORING 	 100 %7. DEPTH DRILLED INTO ROCK	 N/A
18. SIGNATURE AND TITLE OF INSPECTOR

8. TOTAL DEPTH OF BORING	 5.0 Ft. G. Taylor, Geologist

0
2

KW
0-I ROD

iii	 u,
=-1

ELEV. DEPTH 16.1

la_I

'YoCLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALS REC. X2842
goo

OR REMARKS	
016 Q

>co	 z

7.9 0.0 7.9
- .•.•. SAND, poorly-graded, mostly fine-grained
_

_

'	 '•	 •	 •
•••••

sand-sized quartz, moist, gray (SP)

_ -•••.•.•. .•--At El. 6.7 Ft -tan
.....
•	 -.- . Y

- •-•-" •-At El. 5.5 Ft., wet	 100 1 Test Pit
_ .....

_ ..•..
_ • .•..

.	 .	 .

.....

2.9 - 5.0
...

2.9

_ NOTES:

-_
_

1.	 Soils are field visually classified in
accordance with the Unified Soils

_ Classification System.

SAJ FORM 1836
JUN 02

0
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15
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Boring Designation TP-SUWDA05-03

DRILLING LOG
DIVISION

South Atlantic
INSTALLATION

Jacksonville District
SHEET 1

OF	 1	 SHEETS

1.	 PROJECT

Suwannee River
Proposed Disposal Area

9. SIZE AND TYPE OF BIT	 See Remarks
10. COORDINATE SYSTEM/DATUM	 : HORIZONTAL	 : VERTICAL

State Plane, FLW (U.S. Ft.) ;	 NAD83	 n 	 NAVD88
2. BORING DESIGNATION	 ; LOCATION COORDINATES

TP-SUWDA05-03	 :	 X = 304,481	 Y = 1,824,669
11. MANUFACTURER'S DESIGNATION OF DRILL 	 El AUTO HAMMER

John Deer 110 Backhoe 	 El MANUAL HAMMER

3.	 DRILLING AGENCY	 ; CONTRACTOR FILE NO.

Corps of Engineers - CESAS	 1

: DISTURBED	 : UNDISTURBED (UD)
12. TOTAL SAMPLES

	 :	 1	 € 	 0

4. NAME OF DRILLER

P. Rountree
13. TOTAL NUMBER CORE BOXES	 0

14. ELEVATION GROUND WATER	 4.8 Ft.
5. DIRECTION OF BORING

10 VERTICAL
El INCLINED

DEG. FROM
VERTICAL

BEARING
: STARTED	 : COMPLETED

15. DATE BORING i	 07-27-05	 !	 07-27-05

6. THICKNESS OF OVERBURDEN 	 N/A 16.	 ELEVATION TOP OF BORING	 6.5 Ft.

7. DEPTH DRILLED INTO ROCK 	 N/A 17. TOTAL RECOVERY FOR BORING	 100 °/0
18. SIGNATURE AND TITLE OF INSPECTOR

G. Taylor, Geologist8. TOTAL DEPTH OF BORING	 5.5 Ft.

ELEV. DEPTH

0

til
B..,

0,
CLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALS	 REC.REC.

Ce la

oe
,- -.7t
Kim

RQD
OR
UD

iii	
tu
- a

u-	 4REMARKS	 O	
?

CO	
Z

6.5 0.0 6.5

1.0

-
_

-_
-
_
_

-
-
_

-
- 5.5

•	 •	 -
•	 •• •	 •	 •

•••••

••••.	 .•
.....
•	 •	 •
.....
•	 •	 •
.....
.....
•	 .•.•.	 .	 .
....•
.....
•	 .•••
•	 "

SAND, poorly-graded, mostly fine-grained
sand-sized quartz, moist, gray (SP)

••-At El. 5.3 Ft.,.,
Y.

'N-At El. 4.5 Ft., wet

100 1 Test Pit

1.0

_=

-
_

-
_
-
_
-
_
=-

NOTES:

1.	 Soils are field visually classified in
accordance with the Unified Soils
Classification System.

2. Laboratory Testing Results

SAMPLE	 SAMPLE	 LABORATORY
ID	 DEPTH	 CLASSIFICATION

1	 0.0/5.5	 SP'

'Lab visual classification based on gradation
curve.	 No Atterberg limits.

3. Additional Laboratory Testing

1	 Moisture Content
1	 Compaction

SAJ FORM 1836
JUN 02
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15
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Boring Designation TP-SUWDA05-04

DRILLING LOG
DIVISION

South Atlantic
INSTALLATION

Jacksonville District
SHEET 1

OF	 1	 SHEETS
1.	 PROJECT 9. SIZE AND TYPE OF BIT	 See Remarks

Suwannee River 10. COORDINATE SYSTEM/DATUM 	 : HORIZONTAL	 : VERTICAL

Proposed Disposal Area State Plane, FLW (U.S. Ft.) i 	 NAD83	 :	 NAVD88
2. BORING DESIGNATION 	 ; LOCATION COORDINATES 11. MANUFACTURER'S DESIGNATION OF DRILL	 El AUTO HAMMER

TP-SUWDA05-04	 X = 304,124	 Y = 1,824,734 John Deer 110 Backhoe 	 p MANUAL HAMMER

3. DRILLING AGENCY	 : CONTRACTOR FILE NO. ; DISTURBED	 ; UNDISTURBED (UD)
Corps of Engineers - CESAS

12. TOTAL SAMPLES
:	 1	 i	 0

4. NAME OF DRILLER 13. TOTAL NUMBER CORE BOXES 	 0
P. Rountree

14.	 ELEVATION GROUND WATER 	 2.6 Ft.
5. DIRECTION OF BORING DEG. FROM BEARING

ED VERTICAL VERTICAL ; STARTED	 : COMPLETED
15. DATE BORINGEl INCLINED i	 07-27-05	 I	 07-27-05

6. THICKNESS OF OVERBURDEN	 N/A 16.	 ELEVATION TOP OF BORING	 5.4 Ft.

7.	 DEPTH DRILLED INTO ROCK 	 N/A 17. TOTAL RECOVERY FOR BORING 	 100 %
18.	 SIGNATURE AND TITLE OF INSPECTOR

8. TOTAL DEPTH OF BORING	 6.0 Ft. G. Taylor, GeologistO
rou i i i	 1A1

ELEV. DEPTH
ZLi/ . ,

CLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALS REC.

0-1 ROD
OR

n-IREMARKS	 o 	 a
III 01

?...I CO in CO	
Z

5.4 0.0 5.4
-_

.•.•.
-	 •...

SAND, poorly-graded, mostly fine-grained
sand-sized quartz, moist, gray (SP)

_ •••••
_ .....
- ".'.' -At El. 4.0 Ft., tan

•••••
.	 .	 .

•	 - N-At El. 3.2 Ft., wet
•.•.•

- •.•••• 100 1 Test Pit
- .....

.....
•	 •	 •
•••••
•••••

_ .....
.....
•••

-0.6 - 6.0
•• •• •

-0.6

_ NOTES:

- 1.	 Soils are field visually classified in
accordance with the Unified Soils

_ Classification System.

- 2. Laboratory Testing Results

SAMPLE	 SAMPLE	 LABORATORY_
ID	 DEPTH	 CLASSIFICATION

- 1	 0.0/6.0	 SP*

*Lab visual classification based on gradation_
_ curve. No Atterberg limits.

3. Additional Laboratory Testing

1	 Moisture Content_
1	 Compaction

SAJ FORM 1836
JUN 02

0

5

15

-10



Boring Designation TP-SUWDA05-05

DRILLING LOG
DIVISION

South Atlantic
INSTALLATION

Jacksonville District
SHEET 1

OF	 1	 SHEETS

1.	 PROJECT 9. SIZE AND TYPE OF BIT	 See Remarks
Suwannee River 10. COORDINATE SYSTEM/DATUM 	 : HORIZONTAL	 : VERTICAL

Proposed Disposal Area State Plane, FLW (U.S. Ft.) i 	 NAD83	 n 	 NAVD88
2. BORING DESIGNATION	 i LOCATION COORDINATES 11. MANUFACTURER'S DESIGNATION OF DRILL	 10 AUTO HAMMER

TP-SUWDA05-05	 :	 X = 304,303	 Y = 1,824,254 John Deer 110 Backhoe	 p MANUAL HAMMER

3. DRILLING AGENCY	 ; CONTRACTOR FILE NO. : DISTURBED	 : UNDISTURBED (UD)
12. TOTAL SAMPLES

Corps of Engineers - CESAS	 i n 	 1	 € 	 0
4. NAME OF DRILLER 13. TOTAL NUMBER CORE BOXES 	 0

P. Rountree
14.	 ELEVATION GROUND WATER	 7.5 Ft.

5.	 DIRECTION OF BORING
cEi VERTICAL

DEG. FROM
VERTICAL

BEARING
: STARTED	 : COMPLETED

15. DATE BORING
El INCLINED i	 07-28-05	 i	 07-28-05

6. THICKNESS OF OVERBURDEN	 N/A 16.	 ELEVATION TOP OF BORING	 8.3 Ft.

7.	 DEPTH DRILLED INTO ROCK	 N/A 17. TOTAL RECOVERY FOR BORING	 1 00 %
18.	 SIGNATURE AND TITLE OF INSPECTOR

8.	 TOTAL DEPTH OF BORING	 6.0 Ft. G. Taylor, Geologist
12 IZ Ili i-	

iu
ELEV. DEPTH

2
1I

-1w
CLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALS	 REC.

0-1
i'LxE

04
B

RQ D
OR
UD

REMARKS	 Ou•	 a'

co	 z

8.3 0.0 8.3
-_
_

.".•.

•	 ••	 •	 •
.	 .	 .

SAND, poorly-graded, mostly fine-grained
sand-sized quartz, moist, dark gray (SP)

T
_
_ .•.•.•-At El. 7.3 Ft., light gray

_
.....

_ ....•
_ -	 -	 • "-At El. 6.3 Ft., wet, dark gray

.....

-
...

•	 •	 • 100 1 Test Pit
.• .. "-At El. 5.1 Ft., tan
-.•.•.	 .	 .
.....

. .....
_ • .•.-

•...•
.....

2.3 - 6.0 •	 •	 • 2.3

_ NOTES:

- 1.	 Soils are field visually classified in
_ accordance with the Unified Soils
_ Classification System.

SAJ FORM 1836
JUN 02
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100

90
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1.0 MITIGATION AND ENVIRONMENTAL FEATURES 
                                                                                                          
This report describes the mitigation features considered, the screening process, and the 
mitigation needs associated with the proposed dredging of Wadley Pass and the 
proposed Dredged Material Management Plan for Wadley Pass.  Actions would be 
incorporated in the project to mitigate significant project adverse effects to wetlands and 
protected species.   

   
2.0 AUTHORITIES/RESPONSIBILITIES  
 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) policy is to ensure that project-caused 
adverse impacts to fish and wildlife resources have been avoided or minimized to the 
extent practicable, and that remaining, unavoidable impacts have been compensated to 
the extent justified.  The project should provide sufficient mitigation to ensure that no 
more than negligible adverse impacts occur to fish and wildlife resources. 

 
The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 USC 661) requires Federal agencies that 
conduct water resources development projects to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) and state fish and wildlife agencies to consider the conservation of 
wildlife resources with the view of preventing losses and damages to such resources as 
well as providing for development and improvement in connection with such water 
resources development.  The Act states that the fish and wildlife resources, "shall 
receive equal consideration with other project purposes." 
 
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) specifically declares a “continuing policy 
of the Federal Government, in cooperation with state and local governments, and other 
public and private organizations to use all practicable means and measures…to create 
and maintain conditions under which man and nature can exist in productive harmony, 
and fulfill the social, economic, and other requirements of present and future generations 
of Americans” (42 USC 4331).  Agencies are required to “utilize a systematic, 
interdisciplinary approach which will ensure the integrated use of the natural and social 
sciences and the environmental design arts in planning and decision making…”  They 
are also to insure that “unquantified environmental amenities and values may be given 
appropriate consideration in decision making along with economic and technical 
considerations” (Section 102(2)(A)) (42 USC 4332(2)(A)). 
 
3.0 MITIGATION PLAN FORMULATION  
 
The objectives and criteria used in developing this mitigation plan are based on pertinent 
statutes, USACE regulations, and coordination with project sponsors, wildlife agencies, 
and environmental groups.  Criteria adopted for use in the selection and development of 
mitigation actions are: 
 

1. A Memorandum of Agreement between the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) and the Department of the Army states that mitigation utilize a 
sequence of avoidance, minimization, and then compensation to reconcile 
project impacts. 

 
2. Environmental design measures would be evaluated during planning to 

eliminate or reduce the need for compensation. 
 



 
 

2 

3. Project lands and lands with easements held by project sponsors should be 
utilized for compensation as much as possible. 

 
4. Land used for compensation should ideally be located as much as possible in 

the vicinity of the project area.  USACE will attempt to provide mitigation 
within the project area.  However, if sufficient property is not available within 
the project area, then tracts elsewhere within the Suwannee River Water 
Management District will be considered.   

 

4.0 BACKGROUND 

 
The Federal Project is located at the mouth of the Suwannee River in Dixie County, 
Florida, in Wadley Pass (sometimes called McGriff Pass or Channel).  This project was 
authorized by the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1960.   See Figure 1 for vicinity map and 
project plan view. 
 
Wadley Pass was dredged in 1962 when 48,576 cubic yards of material were removed 
from the project area to provide a channel with a depth of 5 to 7 feet. The Suwannee 
River Authority last performed maintenance dredging of Wadley Pass in 1986.   
 
The Water Resources Development Act of 1999 designated Wadley Pass for 
maintenance as the Federal navigation channel.  
 
4.1 Project  
 
Spoil from dredging operations was mounded at the southeastern point of Little Bradford 
Island.  The “No-Name Storm” of March 1993 produced a storm surge reported by 
residents of the community of Suwannee to have reached a height of 10 to 12 feet.  
Much of the spoil at Little Bradford Island (reportedly, as much as half) was eroded, and 
it reentered the channel, resulting in channel depths as shallow as 3.0 feet at mean low 
tide.   
 
Shoaling of the channel has restricted vessel movement in the channel, particularly 
during low tides.  During spring tides, it is necessary for many boats to pass the shallows 
“on plane.”  At particularly low tides, as when tides are wind-driven, the channel is 
impassible by a majority of boats of the area.  This has created a potential safety hazard 
by preventing boats from reaching safe harbor during adverse weather. 
 
The small community of Suwannee, located at the mouth of the Suwannee River, is 
dependent on water access to the lower reaches of the river and the Gulf of Mexico.  
There are three marinas in the community that provide berthing and storage of boats for 
residents and visitors.  Recreational and commercial fishing, light tourism, and boating 
are the mainstays of the community economy.  Shoaling of the channel has adversely 
affected the economic development of the community.  The project is needed to improve 
access through the elimination of shoals, which would improve navigation safety, 
facilitate expansion of recreation and tourism, and contribute to maintaining the economy 
of the community.  
 
The USACE (EC 1165-2-200, July 1994) requires each of its Districts to prepare a 
Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) to maintain Federal navigation channels 
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for at least 20 years.  The Suwannee River Federal Project does not have a dredged 
material management plan or a disposal site for maintenance.  Therefore, there is a 
need to prepare a DMMP to comply with USACE requirements. 
 
The purpose of the project is to restore the channel depth and width for safe and efficient 
navigation throughout the length of the Federal navigation project.  The goal is to restore 
navigability in the Federal project, to dispose of dredged material consistent with sound 
engineering practice, and to present a management plan that identifies the specific 
measures necessary to manage the volume of material likely to be dredged over a 20-
year period. 
   
4.2 Proposed Action 
 
Dredging to restore the dimensions of the Federal project to 75 feet wide and 6 feet 
deep would require the removal of approximately 160,694 cubic yards of dredged 
material.  Dredging would likely be performed by a suction dredge with a cutterhead. 
 
Dredge material would be pumped to an upland disposal site through a pipeline.  The 
pipeline would be a floating, pontoon-supported pipeline or a sunken, secured pipeline 
and would be routed through the existing channel of Salt Creek, through a tributary to 
County Road 349 to the Town of Suwannee Water Treatment Plant.  From this location 
the pipeline would proceed approximately six miles along the northern side of CR 349 
within the right-of-way to the disposal site (Figure 1).  Booster pumps would be placed in 
the pipeline, as needed. A sump at the disposal site would collect saltwater from the 
dewatering of the dredged material.  A pump and any necessary booster pumps would 
pump the saltwater through a return line to the roadside canal adjacent to CR 349 near 
the Town of Suwannee Water Treatment Plant. 
 
Opportunities exist for beneficial uses of the dredged material.  Little Bradford Island has 
experienced considerable shoreline erosion, and much of the unique biological 
communities and prehistoric Native American relics on this island have been lost.  
Placement of dredged material at Little Bradford Island to restore the historic shoreline to 
prevent further losses of natural and cultural resources has been retained as an option.  
Capacity at Little Bradford Island would depend upon design, but total capacity would be 
less than 10% of the total volume of material produced from dredging the Federal 
project.  Stabilization along the historic shoreline would be accomplished through the 
placement of either sheetpile or geotubes filled with dredge material.  Dredge material 
will then be pumped between the sheetpile or geotubes and the existing shoreline 
 
4.3 Project Area   
 
The disposal site is located in Section 16 of Township 13 South, Range 12 East on the 
East Pass Quadrangle in Dixie County, Florida (Figure 2).  The disposal site area covers 
19.05 acres and is situated adjacent to CR 349 (Figure 3).  Within the disposal area, 
dikes would be constructed to contain up to 242,183 cubic yards of dredged material. 
 
The proposed project site, as well as a majority of the surrounding property, is currently 
owned by the Suwannee River Water Management District (SRWMD).  This area 
contains a mixture of habitats, including sandy uplands, swampy open water 
depressions, yellow pine plantations, herbaceous wetlands, and wastewater spray fields 
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that appear to have received fill.  Implementation of the proposed project would result in 
the filling of approximately 4.6 acres of wetlands. 
 
The area habitats are highly modified from the native hardwood scrub/wetland 
depression habitats that have been retained within the nearby Lower Suwannee National 
Wildlife Refuge.  Spray fields, which are associated with the Suwannee Wastewater 
Plant, have been constructed throughout the area, but few are being used.  Cypress 
stands that characterized the depressions have been extensively logged; stumps and 
slash piles are abundant, and dragline/skidder trails are evident throughout the area.  
Upland habitats appear to have been reduced in area with the sandy soil redistributed to 
provide fill for the spray fields, thereby filling herbaceous wetlands. 
 
5.0 WETLAND MITIGATION 
 
Because of the diversity of habitats on the SRWMD tract, there is a potential for several 
means of obtaining mitigation credit.  The USACE Regulatory Guidance Newsletter, 
which provided the basis for mitigation plans states:  

 
Mitigation that includes a mix of habitats such as open 
water (e.g., streams) as well as wetlands and adjacent 
uplands is normally more ecologically sustainable. 
 
Credit may be given for the inclusion of upland areas 
occurring within a compensatory mitigation project to the 
degree that the protection and management of such 
upland areas is an enhancement of aquatic functions and 
increases the overall ecological functioning of the 
mitigation project (e.g., vegetated buffers or a mix of 
habitats. 
 
In many cases, vegetated buffers will be the only 
compensatory mitigation required and may be a wetland, 
upland, or a composite mix of the two.  Vegetated buffers 
should normally consist of native species…Normally, 
vegetated buffers will be 50 feet wide or less on each side 
of a stream or open water area. 
 
Increasingly, the Corps is taking a watershed approach in 
the regulatory program. 

 
Evaluations were made of the following mitigation actions to provide means to at least 
partially mitigate for filling wetlands in conjunction with the project. 

5.1 Avoidance 

 
Alternative disposal sites that would avoid wetlands and protected species were 
evaluated.  Nearshore and offshore disposal of dredged material was considered.  The 
expense of offshore disposal rendered this alternative impractical.  Nearshore placement 
of material to restore historic shorelines of islands in the vicinity of the project was 
evaluated.  This region is part of the Big Bend Seagrasses Aquatic Preserve, managed 
by the Florida Department of Environmental Protection.  Because of concerns that the 
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placement of dredged material would adversely affect marine communities, the State of 
Florida disallowed nearshore placement.     

5.2 Minimization 

 
Configuration of the disposal area at Upland Disposal Site 5 was optimized to minimize 
impacts to wetlands at the site (see Figure 3).  
  
5.3 On-Site Compensation 
 
An evaluation of the potential for providing compensation at the project site was 
performed.  Potential actions considered for restoring and preserving wetlands included: 
 

a. Restoration of Hydrology.  Dikes and ditches have been constructed 
throughout the SRWMD site, likely to enhance the cultivation of pines by the 
previous owner.  The removal of dikes and the filling of ditches would 
enhance the surface hydrology of the site.   

 
b. Restoration of wetland areas by repairing damage created by draglines and 

skidder trails.  
 

c. Restoration of hydrological connectivity through the installation of culverts.  
Roads constructed in the area have, in many cases, created obstructions to 
the flow of surface water.  Installation of culverts at appropriate locations 
would assist in the restoration of surface hydrology. 

 
d. Removal of large debris/slash piles.  Slash and other woody debris remaining 

from the logging of pond cypress appear to have degraded the aquatic 
habitats of the SRWMD site.  While degradation of this woody material would 
occur naturally over time, its removal would assist in the restoration of 
aquatic habitats in a timelier manner. 

 
e. Providing vegetated buffers around wetlands within the SRWMD site.  Areas 

of open water have been surrounded by ditches and dikes.  The creation of 
vegetated buffer areas in conjunction with the removal of ditches and dikes, 
as mentioned in paragraph 2a, above, would provide ecological 
enhancement of wetland habitat. 

 
Wetlands at the project site were assessed using the Uniform Mitigation 
Assessment Method (UMAM) as proscribed in the Florida Administrative 
Code, Chapter 62-345 (Appendix A).  Filling the 4.6 acres of wetlands would 
result in a Functional Loss (FL) calculated to be 2.76.  The UMAM 
determined that on-site mitigation would result in a Relative Functional Gain 
of 0.099, resulting in the need to mitigate 27.88 acres.  Because an area of 
this size is not available for restoration/preservation, on-site mitigation is 
deemed to not be feasible. 
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5.4  Off-Site Compensation    

 
The SRWMD has indicated that district properties are available for compensatory 
mitigation.  SRWMD has identified a 540-acre site located within one mile of the 
Suwannee River as the best available lands for mitigation of the project impacts.  The 
Sunnyvale Tract (Figure 4), situated within Township 11 South, Range 13 East, Section 
22 and within the Lower Suwannee watershed or Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC) 
03110205, is bordered to the north, south, and east by private landowners and to the 
west by CR 349.  Managed timberlands occur to the west of CR349.   
 
The Sunnyvale Tract contains a borrow pit, dated to pre-1957 based on aerial 
photography, and a bordering tree plantation, geographically separated from the borrow 
pit by a maintained gravel road (Figure 5).  The borrow pit consists of approximately 3 
acres of potential wetland enhancement acreage (Figure 6).  Vegetation includes bald 
cypress (Taxodium distichum), red maple (Acer rubrum), Carolina willow (Salix 
caroliniana), buttonbush (Cephalanthus occidentalis), lemon bacopa (Bacopa 
caroliniana), red ludwigia (Ludwigia repens), mermaid weeds (Proserpinaca spp.), 
Eleocharis spp., yellow-eyed grass (Xyris spp.), and coinwort (Centella asiatica).  
Evidence of extended ponding includes water stains, dried algal mats, catfish bones, 
crayfish claws and carapace, and Apple snail (Pomacea paludosa) and mussel shells.  A 
stunted and sparse canopy and shrub layers indicate prolonged inundation or low 
fertility. 
 
According to the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Soil Survey of Dixie county, 
additional enhancement areas are located adjacent to the borrow pit.  The hydric soils 
present include Clara, Oldtown, and Meadowbrook, depressional, as well as Leon 
mucky find sand, frequently flooded.   
 
The creation site is hydraulically connected to the borrow pit through culverts (Figure 7) 
and will likely occur in areas mapped as Albany-Ridgewood complex and Ortega fine 
sand.  The Ortega unit is excessively drained and is anticipated to support Longleaf pine 
and Turkey oak.  Currently the creation site functions as a pine plantation and provides a 
conduit for sheet flow when drainage ditches are full.   
 
In the area of the borrow pit, hydrologic enhancement will be accomplished through 
facilitating a connection with surface waters from the west being transferred through a 
culvert under CR 349.  Vegetative enhancement will be accomplished through plantings 
of canopy species, using species currently present as well as other species for added 
diversity.  In order to create wetlands adjacent to and hydrologically connected to the 
borrow pit, surface water connections through culverts will be improved, and excavation 
will likely be necessary.  Vegetative enhancement will be accomplished through planting 
canopy species in sufficient density and diversity. 
 
The UMAM process was completed on the property to obtain the Relative Functional 
Gain (RFG) that the wetland enhancement and creation would provide (Appendix A).  
The RFG was then used to calculate the acreage necessary to compensate for the loss 
of wetlands at the project site, which was calculated as FL 2.76.  For the enhancement 
site at the borrow pit, a gain was calculated for community structure due to the proposed 
increase in the number and diversity of the canopy species and due to a soil-contained 
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Figure 6.  Borrow pit at period of inundation (March 14, 2006) 
 

 
 

Figure 7.  Culvert beneath gravel road, view north towards creation site 
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fertilization program to enhance tree growth.  A gain was also calculated for water 
environment due to the forecasted improvement in existing connection to surface water.  
The RFG was determined to be 0.28.  For the creation site, a gain was calculated for 
water environment in that hydrology will be restored through excavation of the area to a 
depth consistent with the borrow pit and for community structure in that vegetation will 
be enhanced through plantings of diverse canopy species and through a soil-contained 
fertilization program.  The RFG was determined to be 0.28. 
 
The number of acres of mitigation required was calculated by dividing the FL (2.8) by the 
RFG (0.28).  The enhanced wetland acreage required (2.8/0.28) would be 10 acres.  
The created wetland acreage required (2.8/0.28) would also be 10 acres.  Approximately 
11.7 acres including the borrow pit and other enhancement areas mapped with hydric 
soils are available for wetland impact mitigation.  A small portion of wetland creation will 
occur within and at the periphery of the mitigation project area, but the majority of the 
mitigation would be accomplished through hydrologic and vegetative enhancement.  The 
mitigation plan also includes a post-construction, baseline evaluation and five years of 
annual monitoring to ensure 80% survival of trees. 

5.5 Commercial Mitigation Banks 

 
The purchase of mitigation credits from an approved commercial mitigation bank within 
the same watershed was evaluated as an alternative for mitigating project wetland 
impacts. 
 
The FDEP listing of mitigation banks, dated 25 August 2005, includes the San Pedro 
Bay Mitigation Bank, located in Taylor County.  This bank provides service for the area 
of Dixie County in which the proposed project is located.  San Pedro Bay Mitigation Bank 
is composed of approximately 6,745 acres that has been state and federally permitted to 
allow for up to approximately 1,079 freshwater wetland mitigation credits.  Restoration of 
the land on the mitigation bank would be completed by stopping siliviculture activities 
once all slash pine communities are removed and restoring natural hydrological 
conditions by adding ditch plugs and low water crossings.  Once the area is restored to 
its maximum potential, 90% of the area is expected to be composed of a shrub 
bog/marsh with improved natural forest community across 5% of the site.  A fee of 
$17,000.00 is charged per credit.  If 20 credits or more are required, a discounted rate 
can be negotiated.  The San Pedro Mitigation Bank requires a 10% deposit to hold the 
needed credits.  Once permits are issued, the remaining balance would be transferred to 
complete the transaction.         
 
Mitigation banks established prior to the implementation of the UMAM procedure by the 
State of Florida were developed using the Wetland Rapid Assessment Procedure 
(WRAP).  San Pedro Mitigation Bank is among those banks that were registered with the 
state and federal governments prior to the implementation of the UMAM process.  
Should San Pedro Mitigation Bank to be used for compensation for wetland impacts 
associated with the proposed project, it will be necessary to reassess the impacted 
wetlands on the proposed disposal site using the WRAP. 
 
Because of the cost of mitigating with a commercial provider, USACE and the local 
sponsor prefer the off-site mitigation alternative utilizing the Sunnyvale Tract owned by 
SRWMD. 
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5.6 Proposed Mitigation Plan 
 
The proposed mitigation plan is to use the Sunnyvale Tract described in Section 5.4 as a 
mitigation site.   
 
The Sunnyvale Tract is a 540-acre site identified by the SRWMD and contains a borrow 
pit, dated to pre-1957 based on aerial photography, and a bordering tree plantation, 
geographically separated from the borrow pit by a maintained gravel road (see Figure 5).  
The borrow pit consists of approximately 3 acres of potential wetland enhancement 
acreage (see Figure 6).  The creation site is hydraulically connected to the borrow pit 
through culverts (see Figure 7).  Currently the creation site functions as a pine plantation 
and provides a conduit for sheet flow when drainage ditches are full.  In the area of the 
borrow pit, hydrologic enhancement will be accomplished through facilitating a 
connection with surface waters from the west being transferred through a culvert under 
CR 349.  Vegetative enhancement will be accomplished through plantings of canopy 
species, using species currently present as well as other species for added diversity.  In 
order to create wetlands adjacent to and hydrologically connected to the borrow pit, 
surface water connections through culverts will be improved, and excavation will likely 
be necessary.  Vegetative enhancement will be accomplished through planting canopy 
species in sufficient density and diversity. 
 
The UMAM process was completed on the property to obtain the RFG that the wetland 
enhancement and wetland creation would provide (Appendix A).  The RFG was then 
used to calculate the acreage necessary to compensate for the functional loss of 
wetlands at the project site, which was calculated as FL 2.76.  The RFG was determined 
to be 0.28 for both the enhancement and creation portions of the site.  The enhanced 
wetland acreage required would be 10 acres; the created wetland acreage required 
would also be 10 acres.  Approximately 11.7 acres including the borrow pit and other 
enhancement areas mapped with hydric soils are available for wetland impact mitigation.  
A small portion of wetland creation will occur within and at the periphery of the mitigation 
project area, but the majority of the mitigation would be accomplished through hydrologic 
and vegetative enhancement.  The mitigation plan also includes a post-construction, 
baseline evaluation in addition to five years of annual monitoring to ensure 80% survival 
of trees. 
 
6.0 PROTECTED SPECIES MITIGATION 
 
6.1 Federally-Listed Species 
 
Federally-listed threatened and endangered species are located within the Suwannee 
River dredging area, including the Gulf sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrhynchus desotoi), sea 
turtles, and the West Indian Manatee (Trichechus manatus).  In order to avoid and 
minimize impacts to the Gulf sturgeon and its Federally-designated critical habitat, which 
includes the project area of the Suwannee River, USACE through contract documents 
will limit dredging activities to a period between May and October during the non-
breeding season for the sturgeon.  In order to avoid and minimize impacts to sea turtles 
and the West Indian manatee, USACE will have a qualified observer present during 
dredging activities and protective measures such as siltation curtains would be 
implemented. 
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6.2 State-Listed Species 

 
The gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus) is listed by the state of Florida as a Species 
of Special Concern by the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FFWCC).  
Additionally, the burrow created by these reptiles provides habitat and shelter for a wide 
variety of other wildlife species such as the eastern indigo snake (Drymarchon corais 
couperi) and the gopher frog (Rana capito aesopus).   
 
A threatened and endangered species survey was completed for the project area, 
including the pipeline route along CR 349 and Upland Disposal Site Number 5.  The only 
evidence of protected species observed was burrows of the gopher tortoise (Gopherus 
polyphemus) within the proposed disposal site.  Approximately 21 active, 8 inactive, and 
13 old burrows were recorded within the proposed disposal site (Figure 8).  There were 
no tortoises observed during the survey, but recent activity near the active burrows 
confirmed that tortoises were present.   
 
Habitat destruction by ever-increasing land development in the state of Florida is the 
primary reason for the decline of gopher tortoise populations.  Available Options to 
Address the Presence of Gopher Tortoises on Lands Slated for Development has been 
published by the FFWCC to provide guidance.  A copy of this document can be found in 
Appendix B.  There are five options available for those individuals planning to develop 
gopher tortoise habitat:   
 

1. Avoid developing the area occupied by gopher tortoises. 
2. Develop so as to avoid gopher tortoise burrows by avoiding concentration of 

burrows altogether and/or staying at least 25 feet from entrances of individual 
burrows. 

3. Mitigate for impacts that will probably entomb or kill tortoises by providing a 
degree of habitat protection similar to that provided by DRI developers (see 
Appendix B).  A permit is required. 
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4. Relocate those tortoises that would otherwise be “taken.”  Biologically, 
relocation is the least effective alternative. 

5. In cases of five or fewer are affected and some habitat or open space will 
exist on the site following construction, tortoises may be captures by the 
landowner or his agents and released back onto the site in an area where 
they can move freely.  A permit is required. 

 
The only viable option for Upland Disposal Site 5 is relocating the tortoises. 

6.2.1 Gopher Tortoise Relocation 

 
A permit from the FFWCC must be obtained prior to any capture/relocation/release 
operations.  A copy of this permit application can be found in Appendix C and on the 
FFWCC’s website (www.MyFWC.com).  A complete application must be submitted at 
least 45 days prior to the time required.  All approvals, state and federal, must be 
obtained for all land use.  Copies of these approvals must be secured before the 
FFWCC permit can be executed.  An on-site or off-site area can be used for relocation 
habitat under this permit.  The guidelines for gopher tortoise relocation define an on-site 
recipient location as “an area that is contiguous to or abuts the development area from 
which tortoise are to be removed and which is under the same ownership as the 
development area.”  An off-site recipient area is defined as “one which does not meet 
the definition of an on-site recipient area.”  A permanent management commitment for 
long-term success should be formulated and ensured by either the filing conservation 
easements or transmittal of confirmation letter of formal commitments by those 
controlling or owning the relocation site.  Documentation of either plan must be provided 
as a component of the permit application.  The FFWCC does not typically issue permits 
for gopher tortoise relocation on previously established recipient areas.  The permit 
application includes contact and mailing information for permit submittal.   

Applicant Qualifications 

 
Applicants must be prepared to show credentials that demonstrate they are or have 
contracted with a consultant or company that is suitably trained and experienced to 
capture, process, and relocate gopher tortoises.  This information must be provided in 
the permit application.   
 
Upper Respiratory Tract Disease Consideration 
 
Upper respiratory tract disease (URTD) is a highly contagious condition that has been 
detected in increasing numbers among gopher tortoise populations in Florida.  One 
known agent of infection is the bacterium Mycoplasma agassizii and is transmitted 
through close contact between tortoises.  Symptoms of the disease include discharges 
from eyes and nostrils, swollen eyelids, and conjunctivitis.  Relocation of populations to 
recipient locations that may encounter other tortoise populations can increase the risk of 
transmittal and the propagation of the disease among currently unaffected populations.  
Given this concern, the FFWCC has included guidelines to reduce the potential for 
disease transmittal.  A copy of these guidelines can be found in Appendix D. 
  
Gopher tortoise populations from areas that are known to support symptomatic or 
infected tortoises will not be transported to an off-site recipient area.  Testing and 
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negative findings are required before the FFWCC will issue a permit for off-site 
relocation.  The appropriate number of individuals to test can be determined as follows: 
 

1. If 10 or fewer tortoises are to be relocated off-site, a minimum of five tortoises 
from the population must be randomly selected and tested. 

 
2. If the entire population consists of fewer than five individuals, all must be 

tested. 
 

3. If 10 or more tortoises are to be relocated, 25% of them, up to a maximum of 
25 tortoises or five individuals (whichever is greater), must be randomly 
selected and tested. 

 
The above conditions for URTD testing can be deemed unnecessary on a case-by-case 
basis where the permit applicant can clearly demonstrate that the risk of introducing or 
reintroducing URTD into a recipient population is negligible due to prior natural 
exchange of tortoises between the donor and recipient areas.           
 
If testing reveals that a population of tortoises elected for removal contains URTD 
symptomatic, infected, or suspect tortoises, two management options are available.  
Firstly, individuals can be relocated to an on-site recipient area to a final density of three 
tortoises per acre.  Secondly, tortoises that cannot be accommodated on-site may be 
dealt with under an incidental take permit.  Guidelines and incidental take permit 
requirements can be found in Appendix E of this report. 
 
Individuals who wish to be authorized to capture and handle gopher tortoises in an effort 
to collect blood sample for URTD detection may review training materials available from 
the FFWCC.  A signed affidavit provided by the FFWCC must be signed and provided to 
the FFWCC for review and approval.  The affidavit ensures that the applicant has 
reviewed and understands all of the appropriate training materials and will be 
responsible for the safe capture and handling of gopher tortoises for the purposes of 
collecting blood samples for URTD testing.  Those who are authorized under said permit 
may initiate the following: 
 

1. Authorized individuals can capture, hold, and draw blood from gopher 
tortoises as needed for compliance with guidelines set forth by the FFWCC.  
Tortoises can be held for up to 24 hours unless otherwise authorized by the 
permit. 

 
2. The FFWCC Protected Species Permit Coordinator will be notified, in writing, 

prior to any testing of tortoise populations.  Information to be provided must 
include source location (i.e., address, Township, Range, Section, latitude, 
longitude), project name, and estimated number of tortoises that are to be 
sampled.  This information must be updated in writing within 48 hours if 
testing circumstances change.   

 
3. Blood samples must be submitted by the applicant to a lab authorized by the 

FFWCC for testing and results.  Testing facility location, required supplies, 
and other pertinent information regarding URTD testing can be found in 
Appendix D.  The applicant is responsible for all fees and costs associated 
with the testing. 
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4. All testing results will be forwarded by the testing facility to the applicant and 

the FFWCC.     
 

Other Release Considerations 

 
Weather and temperature conditions must be carefully considered when relocation and 
re-establishment are scheduled.  Capture and relocation will not be exercised on days 
which the overnight low temperature for that day and the two consecutive days are 
forecasted by the National Weather Service to be below 50 degrees Fahrenheit (° F).  
During months when the daytime temperature is much higher, release must not be made 
during the hottest part of the day where shade is limited on the recipient site. 
 
Donor Area Treatment  
 
The donor area must be completely and systematically surveyed using appropriate 
biological methodology no more than 90 days prior to relocation activities.  The survey 
must include a general description of the habitat on the donor site, estimated number of 
tortoises within the donor area, and the size of potential tortoise habitat on the site.  All 
burrows found on the site that are characterized as “active” or “inactive” should be 
plotted on maps for capture and relocation efforts.  The guidelines for burrow status (i.e., 
active, inactive, etc.) are discussed in the FFWCC relocation guidelines (Appendix B). 
 
Recipient Area Selection and Treatment 
 
Areas that have been selected for tortoise re-establishment must be of comparable 
habitat quality and character to the donor site or exhibit suitable habitat for gopher 
tortoises.  A thorough survey prior to re-establishment should be completed on the 
recipient area with an inventory of “active” and “inactive” burrows.  Areas that currently 
support a population of tortoises at or near carrying capacity should not be utilized as a 
recipient site.  The carrying capacity for areas containing gopher tortoises is discussed in 
the guidelines provided by the FFWCC (Appendix B).  In some instances measures can 
be taken to make currently occupied areas with marginal habitat more desirable and 
available.  These options are outlined in the guidelines set forth by the FFWCC.    If this 
course of action is taken, a long-term management plan must be made available to the 
FFWCC.  Areas that are already occupied by tortoises or are adjacent to an area 
occupied by tortoise are recommended as recipient sites when relocating 20 or fewer 
individuals.  Relocation of more than 20 tortoises should be made to recipient areas that 
are either vacant or occupied at much lower capacity.  Recipient areas can be located 
any distance east or west from the donor area, but must be no more that 50 miles north 
or south unless adequately justified.  The FFWCC should be consulted to ensure that 
areas supporting genetically unique or discrete tortoise populations or groups of 
individuals that merit special consideration are not overlapped by proposed recipient 
areas. 
 
Capture Methodology 
 
Capture of gopher tortoises can be completed in several ways.  The most important 
objective is to trap and capture these animals using non-harmful methods.   Excavation 
of burrows (i.e., with backhoe) can be executed to remove individuals from burrows.  
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Traps can also be set to capture tortoises.  If trapping is the chosen method, five-gallon 
buckets should be buried to burrow entrances.  Care should be taken to shade the traps, 
cover them with paper or cheesecloth and drill a hole in the bottom for drainage.  Bucket 
traps should be checked at least once every 24 hour period for a minimum of 28 
consecutive days. 
 
Transport and Release Procedures 
 
Captured tortoises must be transferred and released onto the recipient site within 24 
hours.  Care must to be taken to transport individuals in shaded, sanitary conditions and 
to avoid physical injury to the tortoise.  Each tortoise released into the recipient area 
should be sexed, measured, and uniquely marked by scute-notching.  Appendix B 
contains an example of such marking.  If the recipient area is currently occupied, it would 
be preferable to release individuals at the locations of existing “old” or “inactive” burrows.  
Tortoises released in areas that are not occupied should be released no more than 20 at 
a time into areas that provide adequate shade. 
 
Reporting 
 
The FFWCC must be informed of any debilitating injury or mortalities occurring during 
capture, relocation, and release activities within five days of the incident.  A complete 
report detailing the capture, relocation, and release operations of any project must be 
submitted to the FFWCC within 30 days of the execution of the permit.   
 
6.2.2 Recommendations 
 
The estimated resident tortoise population of Upland Disposal Site 5 was determined 
using the Standard Gopher Tortoise Relocation Permit Application (Appendix B).  The 
population was estimated at 17 using the number of active and inactive burrows.  Since 
the entirety of suitable tortoise habitat at the site would likely be impacted by the footprint 
of the dredged material disposal area, on-site relocation to an adjacent site under the 
same ownership as the disposal site or off-site relocation within 100 miles as permitted 
by FFWCC would be required.  
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Site/Project Name Application Number Assessment Area Name or Number

Impact or Mitigation Site? Assessment Area Size

Assessment conducted by: Michael Stevens and Michelle Rau Assessment date(s):

Geographic relationship to and hydrologic connection with wetlands, other surface water, uplands

Functions Mitigation for previous permit/other historic use

Significant nearby features

Assessment area description

The project site is in the town of Suwannee's waste-water spray field site of which most spray lines have not been in operation as the sprayfield 
site was likely oversized.  The idle sprayfield areas are still maintained by mowing and have a high diversity of herbaceous pine flatwoods 

vegetation amongst likely planted exotic bahia grass (Paspalum notatum ).  Pine flatwoods areas have been previously logged, furrowed, and re-
planted with primarily long-leaf pine (Pinus palustris ) approximately 15 years ago.  Areas abutting SR 349 have a higher elevation and some low-
lying sandhills.  Forested cypress wetlands have recently been clear cut thus altering a forested canopy to a herbaceous community.  Evidence of 
some shallow drag-lines were observed along wetland edges for approximately 1000 linear feet X 15' X 2' for unknown reasons.  Additionally, old 

shallow drainage ditches run amongst and between deeper wetland cells.  "With" project assumes clearing of land, lining and pumping saline 
bottom sediments from river bottom dredging operation.

 Uniqueness  (considering the relative rarity in relation to the regional 
landscape.)

Low relief flows appear to interconnect wetlands during high water levels.  Water flows toward the southwest eventually entering the Suwannee 
River via an unnamed tributary traveling approximately 2 miles before entering the Suwannee River.  Some on-site dirt roads impound water flow 

across wetlands as does SR 349.

Impact Area

Hydric Pine Flatwoods (625), Cypress 
(621), freshwater marsh (641)

Impact 4.60 acres

Further classification (optional)

(See Section 62-345.400, F.A.C.)

Suwannee Suwannee River OFW

Special Classification (i.e.OFW, AP, other local/state/federal designation of importance)Affected Waterbody (Class)Basin/Watershed Name/Number

Dixie County Suwannee River Disposal Area

 FLUCCs code

n/a

Cricket frog, pig frog, green tree frog, southern toad, five-lined skink, six-lined race runner, armadillo, gopher tortoise, squirrel, white-tailed deer, 
eastern rabbit, skunk, black vulture, turkey, red-shouldered hawk, cardinal, towhee, yellow-bellied sapsucker, great egret, Carolina chickadee and 

various warblers were observed.

Observed Evidence of Wildlife Utilization (List species directly observed, or other signs such as tracks, droppings, casings, nests, etc.): 

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

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

 PART I – Qualitative Description

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

August 18, 19, 2004

This community type is relatively common in the nearby Lower 
Suwannee NWR.

Additional relevant factors:

Beyond the fauna already observed below and listed species in adjacent 
column, this area is in a high migratory bird route.  The USFWS has a 

checklist of 254 birds observed in the Suwannee and Cedar Keys NWR's 
and many of these can be expected to utilize this area to some degree 

except shoreline birds (http://southeast.fws.gov/pubs/swebrd.pdf).  
Additionally, other species such as the bobcat, various herptofauna, and 
other small game (raccoon, opossum etc.) are cosmopolitan and likely to 

occur on-site.

The following listed species are expected from the FNAI list of 
DIxie County.  Endangered:  Mycteria americana  - wood stork, 

moderate wetland forage potential. Threatened:  Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus  - bald eagle, Drymarchon couperi - eastern indigo 
snake.  Ursus americanus floridanus  - Black Bear (from FWC). 
Species of Special Concern: Ajaia ajaja  - roseate spoonbill, 
Ammodramus maritimus peninsulae  - Scott's seaside sparrow, 

Aramus guarauna  - limpkin, Athene cunicularia floridana  - Florida 
burrowing owl, Cistothorus palustris marianae  - Marian's marsh wren, 
Egretta caerulea  - little blue heron, Egretta rufescens  - reddish egret, 

Egretta thula  - snowy egret, Egretta tricolor  - tricolored heron, 
Eudocimus albus  - white ibis, Podomys floridanus  - Florida mouse

Sciurus niger shermani  - Sherman's fox squirrel, Alligator 
mississippiensis  - American alligator, Gopherus polyphemus  - gopher 

tortoise, 
Pituophis melanoleucus mugitus  - Florida pine snake

The Lower Suwannee NWR is just to the South of the property and Cedar 
Keys NWR is located to the southwest.  State Road 349 abuts the property 

to the south.  

This area likely has wildlife movement from nearby open lands.  Limited 
cover is within areas that have not been logged.  Food chain support, 

natural water storage, water quality improvement (especially from any runoff 
of spray field), natural flow attenuation are ancillary functions.



w/o pres or
current

w/o pres or

current

w/o pres or

current

current
or w/o pres

With proposed hydologic enhancements (to be determined), i.e. ditch filling, ditch blocks, storm water treatment 

Without preservation the community could potentially be logged again with complete degration of structure.  With 
preservation, the community structure will progress to a mature system.

Time lag (t-factor) = 1.2549

Risk factor = 1.5

If mitigation

For impact assessment areas

FL = delta x acres = 2.76

For mitigation assessment areas

RFG = delta/(t-factor x risk) = 
0.1872/(1.2549x1.5)=0.1872/1.88235=0.
099

If preservation as mitigation, 

4 8

Score = sum of above scores/30   (if 
uplands, divide by 20)

with

6

with

 .500(6)(c)Community structure

75

.500(6)(b)Water Environment         
(n/a for uplands)

1.  Vegetation and/or                                 
2. Benthic Community

.500(6)(a) Location and 
Landscape Support

with

The two-lane SR 349 is a partial impediment to wildlife passage to the south and adjacent logging activities and 
sprayfield operations have altered the natural habitat to a limited degree.  Hydrologic impediments such as road 

berms and pine plantation furrows may limit downstream detrital flows (note Energy flow to the Suwannee is a minor 
constituent to the rivers flow).  Minimal exotic plants are on the project site and in the vicinity (Sesbania punicea  and 

Paspalum notatum  are noted on-site).  Minimal development encroachment to the west may impact fauna 
connectivity.  With impact assumes loss of landscape support.

Condition is insufficient to 
provide wetland/surface 

water functions

Condition is optimal and fully 
supports wetland/surface 

water functions

Condition is less than 
optimal, but sufficient to 

maintain most 
wetland/surface 
waterfunctions

(See Sections 62-345.500 and .600, F.A.C.)

Dixie County Suwannee River Disposal Area

Mitigation
Stephen K. Powell and Michelle Rau 

(ANAMAR)

Site/Project Name Application Number Assessment Area Name or Number

Impact or Mitigation Assessment date:Assessment conducted by:

PART II  – Quantification of Assessment Area (impact or mitigation)

Form 62-345.900(2), F.A.C.  [effective date]

.700-.466=.234

Preservation adjustment factor = .8

Adjusted mitigation delta = 0.1872

Delta = [with-without]

14

with

Minimal level of support of 
wetland/surface water 

functions

Optimal (10)

21

Not Present  (0)

Aug. 18,19,2004

Moderate(7) Minimal (4)

On-site Mitigation Area

Scoring Guidance
The scoring of each 

indicator is based on what 
would be suitable for the 

type of wetland or surface 
water assessed

5
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Available Options to Address the Presence of
Gopher Tortoises on Lands Slated for Development

13 August 2001
October 2004 update*

Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
620 South Meridian Street, Mail Station 2A

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1600
(850) 921-5990, ext. 17310
FAX: (850) 921-1847

* - Please reference pages 10 and 11 for current agency contact information, such as mailing
address for application and phone numbers for your local and Tallahassee staff .



AVAILABLE OPTIONS TO ADDRESS THE PRESENCE OF GOPHER
TORTOISES ON LANDS SLATED FOR DEVELOPMENT

Gopher tortoises are listed by the State of Florida as a Species of Special Concern .
Without proper management, this tortoise is likely to become a threatened or endangered species
in the future. The primary reason for the decline of this species is habitat destruction . The
tortoise burrow itself serves as important habitat for a variety of other wildlife species . Many of
these animals are also listed as threatened or species of special concern .

Gopher tortoise burrows may be recognized by a 3 to 6 foot wide mound of bare,
excavated sand placed outside the entrance . The burrow entrance is shaped in the form of a
"half-moon" and the burrow width is generally correlated with the size of the occupant .

Due to its protected status, it is illegal to take, harm, or harass this species under rule
68A-27.005 of the Florida Administrative Code . Additionally, the destruction of gopher tortoise
burrows constitutes taking under the law except as authorized by specific permit .

You should be fully aware of your responsibilities if you are currently developing or plan
to develop in gopher tortoise habitat . You may wish to solicit the services of an environmental
consultant to determine whether gopher tortoises inhabit your property . The Florida Fish and
Wildlife Conservation Commission has provided a variety of mechanisms by which you can
assist in the conservation of this dwindling species . The following options are available to
individuals planning to develop gopher tortoise habitat :

1 .

	

Avoid developing in the area occupied by tortoises .

2 .

	

Develop so as to avoid gopher tortoise burrows by avoiding concentrations of burrows
altogether and/or staying at least 25 feet from entrances of individual burrows .

3 . Mitigate for activities that will probably entomb or kill tortoises by providing a degree of
habitat protection similar to that provided by DRI developers (see Appendix 1) . A permit is
required (see Appendix II for the appropriate Office of Environmental Services contact
person) .

4. Relocate those tortoises that would otherwise be "taken ." Biologically, relocation is the least
effective alternative . A permit is also required see Appendix III for the appropriate Bureau of
Wildlife Diversity Conservation contact person .

5 . In cases where five or fewer tortoises are affected and some habitat or open space will exist on
the site following construction, tortoises may be captured by the landowner or his agents and
released back onto the site in an area where they can move freely . A permit is required (see
Appendix III) .

Options 1 and 2 have no permitted or reporting requirements . You may wish to contact an
environmental consultant to further explore option 4 .



Guidelines for Gopher Tortoise Relocations
13 August 2001

State of Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission

The Florida Fish and Wildlife
Conservation Commission (Commission) does
not generally sanction or condone, and
typically discourages, relocation of wildlife,
especially as a perceived solution to land
development/wildlife conflicts . Relocation
normally has negative impacts on both
relocated and resident populations of wildlife
in the form of' stress, disease and/or parasite
transmission ; overpopulation leading to
increased competition for food, cover and
other resources; or other consequences . Also,
unoccupied areas which superficially may
appear suitable as relocation sites are in fact
likely not . Otherwise, except under unusual
circumstances, the species in question would
already occur there .

However, in instances where development
of a site is imminent and all reasonable
alternatives have been exhausted to
accommodate the welfare of a particular
species on-site, or where conservation
measures have been agreed upon to preserve a
species on portions of a site but not
throughout, or other offsetting measures have
been agreed upon, the Commission will issue
permits to authorize relocation of those
individuals jeopardized by the impending
development, provided that certain efforts are
made to maximize the success potential of
such relocations . Because in recent years the
gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus) has by
far been the preeminent species conflicting
with development plans, these guidelines have
been developed specifically to constitute what
is acceptable to the Commission as measures
which would effect such maximization of
success potential when, as a last resort, gopher
tortoises are deemed in need of relocation .
Such permitting authority/responsibility is
embodied in Rules 68A-25.002 and 68A-

1

27 .005 of the Florida Administrative Code
(F .A.C.) .

DOCUMENTATION

1 . Pursuant to the requirements of Rules 68A-
25.002 and 68A-27 .005 (F.A .C.), a pennit
for a gopher tortoise
capture/relocation/release activity must be
secured from the Commission prior to
initiating any relocation work . Such
permits will be issued pursuant to any and
all applications which sufficiently
accommodate these guidelines. Application
forms to be used are available from the
Permit Coordinator, Florida Fish and
Wildlife Conservation Commission, 620 S .
Meridian St., Mail Station WLD-BLX,
Tallahassee, FL 32399-1600 or from the
Commission's web site
(www. MyF W C . com) . Complete
applications should be submitted to the
Permit Coordinator at the above address at
least 45 days prior to the time needed .

2 . Because relocation is normally a last-resort
accommodation of the welfare of any
species, applicants should secure all local,
state and federal approvals for the
proposed land use involved . Copies of all
such approvals shall be secured before a
Commission permit may be executed .

1 . A recipient area is an area that will be or
has been used for the placement of gopher
tortoises relocated from a development
area . Recipient areas may be on-site or
off-site . An on-site recipient area is
defined as an area that is contiguous to or
abuts the development area from which
tortoises are to be removed and which is
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under the same ownership as the
development area . An off-site recipient
area is one which does not meet the
definition of an on-site recipient area .
Exceptions will be considered on a case-
by-case basis . A permanent, management
commitment for the long-term benefit of
gopher tortoises should be ensured by
either (a) filing conservation easements
for sites pursuant to 704 .06 F .S ., or (b)
transmittal of confirmation letters or other
formal commitments by the entities
owning or otherwise controlling the
recipient areas . Documented evidence of
either course must be provided on
applications . Said documentation must
remain on file with the applicant for
review upon request by the Commission .
The Commission's policy is to not issue
relocation permits or incidental take
permits for gopher tortoises on previously
established recipient areas .

APPLICANT QUALIFICATIONS

Applicants should list credentials which
demonstrate that they are suitably trained or
experienced in relocation work on relocation
applications .

UPPER

	

RESPIRATORY

	

TRACT
DISEASE CONSIDERATIONS

Upper respiratory tract disease (URTD) has
been detected in an increasing number of
gopher tortoise populations in Florida in recent
years. Although the population-level impacts
of this disease remain unclear, after careful
deliberation we have concluded that our
guidelines for gopher tortoise relocation must
require additional procedures for relocating
gopher tortoises that will reduce the potential
role of relocation in the transmission of
URTD .

1 . No gopher tortoises from properties known

2

to support symptomatic, seropositive, or
serologically suspect tortoises shall be
transported and released onto another
property (i .e ., these tortoises shall not be
relocated off-site) .

2. Testing and negative findings for URTD
shall be required before the Commission
will issue a permit for off-site relocation of
tortoises . If 10 or fewer tortoises are to be
relocated off-site, at least five individuals
from the population shall be selected at
random and tested (if the population
consists of fewer than five tortoises, all
shall be tested). If more than 10 tortoises
are to be relocated, 25% of the population
(up to a maximum of 25 tortoises) or five
tortoises, whichever is greater, shall be
selected at random and tested .

3 . Exceptions to number 1 and 2 may be
made on a case-by-case basis where the
applicant clearly demonstrates that the
risk of introducing or reintroducing
URTD into a recipient population is
negligible due to prior natural exchange of
tortoises between the donor and recipient
site .

4. Two management options exist for gopher
tortoise populations that contain URTD
symptomatic, seropositive or serologically
suspect tortoises .
a. Gopher tortoises may be relocated to an

on-site recipient area up to a final
density of three tortoises per acre of
suitable upland habitat . Note that this
is a stocking increase over a density of
two tortoises per acre that was formerly
allowed for on-site recipient areas .
This revised stocking density applies to
all on-site recipient areas, not just to
those affected by URTD .

b. Gopher tortoises that cannot be
accommodated on-site shall be dealt
with under an incidental take permit
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issued by the Commission. Incidental
take permits will require mitigation
under the formulas and procedures
currently in place .

5. Individuals wishing to be permitted to
capture and handle gopher tortoises for the
purposes of collecting blood for URTD
tests shall review training materials
available from the Commission and sign an
affidavit provided by the Coirunission
stating they have reviewed the training
materials and will be responsible for the
safe treatment of gopher tortoises they
capture and handle for the purpose of
collecting blood for URTD tests . Training
materials and affidavits are available from
the Permit Coordinator, Florida Fish and
Wildlife Conservation Commission, 620 S .
Meridian St ., Mail Station: WLD-BLX,
Tallahassee, FL 32399-1600 . A permit
will be issued to qualified applicants (those
submitting an appropriately signed
affidavit) authorizing the following :
a. Permittees will be granted blanket

authorization to capture, hold and draw
blood from gopher tortoises as needed
for the purpose of compliance with
these guidelines . Tortoises may be
held up to 24 hours, unless otherwise
stated in the issued permit .

b . Prior to each instance where the
authority conveyed by the blanket
permit is exercised, the permittee shall
notify the Commission's Protected
Species Permit Coordinator in writing
of the source location (i .e. address,
Township, Range, Section, latitude and
longitude), project name and estimated
number of tortoises to be sampled . The
permittee shall update this information
in writing within 48 hours if
circumstances change .

c . Blood samples for testing (identified by
the applicant's name, county and
project name) shall be submitted by the

applicant to Mycoplasma Testing Lab,
University of Florida, Department of
Pathobiology, 1600 SW Archer Road -
BSB 350, Gainesville, FL 32610 . The
Lab may be contacted at (352) 392-
4700, extension 3968 . The applicant is
responsible for all fees and costs
associated with testing .

d. Test results will be provided by the
testing facility to the Commission and
the applicant .

TEMPORAL CONSIDERATIONS

1 . Tortoises shall not be
captured/relocated on days for which
the overnight low temperature for that
day and the two consecutive days
thereafter is forecasted by the U .S .
National Weather Service to be below
50 F . This 3-day window of milder
overnight temperatures is to allow the
relocated tortoises to settle into the
recipient site prior to weather change .

2 . During summer months, releases
should not be made during the hottest
part of the day at sites where shade is
limited .

DONOR AREA TREATMENT

1 . No more than 90 days prior to
relocation, all potential gopher tortoise
habitat (see Attachment 1) on a given
development area should be thoroughly
and systematically surveyed using
appropriate, biologically sound
methodology. Permit applicants must
perform a survey to describe the
estimated total number of tortoises on a
subject area, size of that portion of the
site which is potential tortoise habitat
and a general characterization of the
habitat in the application .
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2 . All burrows found to be "active" or
"inactive" per the criteria of
Auffenberg and Franz (1982) (see
Attachment 2) should be plotted on
maps to facilitate efficient future
relocation and retained on file .

RECIPIENT AREA SELECTION AND
TREATMENT

1 . Areas selected to receive relocatees
should be either of similar habitat
character and quality as corresponding
donor areas or demonstrated to be
otherwise suitable for gopher tortoise
occupancy .

2 . Areas already occupied by tortoises at
or near carrying capacity (see
Attachment 3) should not be selected as
recipient sites . However, in some
instances, especially at sites of
marginal habitat quality, certain habitat
manipulation measures (such as
burning) could be employed to improve
habitat quality and thereby increase
carrying capacity, rendering the area
acceptable as a recipient area. In those
cases, however, continuous, periodic
management treatments would
normally be necessary to maintain
carrying capacity at the elevated levels .
Permit applicants opting for this course
should list proposed measures for long-
term management of recipient areas .
The applicant shall make a long-term
management plan available upon
request by Commission staff.

3 . Relocation of 20 or fewer tortoises
should be to recipient areas already
occupied by tortoises or which abut
areas already occupied . Relocation of
more than 20 should be to recipient
areas either vacant or occupied at
population levels substantially below

4

carrying capacity (see Attachment 3) .

4 . Recipient areas may be situated any
distance east or west of donor areas,
but no more than 50 miles north or
south of donor areas unless
appropriately justified .

5 . Recipient areas already occupied by
tortoises should not overlap or abut
areas supporting genetically unique or
discrete tortoise populations or areas
supporting populations which
otherwise merit protection from genetic
swamping. In instances where such a
potential exists, the Commission should
be consulted for a determination as to
the area's acceptability .

6 . Recipient areas already occupied by
tortoises should be thoroughly
surveyed prior to relocation and all
encountered burrows plotted on maps
and categorized as "active," "inactive"
or "old" per the criteria of Auffenberg
and Franz (1982) (see Attachment 2) .

CAPTURE METHODOLOGY*

Tortoises can be excavated from burrows
(e.g ., with backhoe), trapped or otherwise
captured by nonharmful means . If trapped,
five-gallon pitfall bucket traps should be
buried at burrow entrances, shaded and
covered with paper or cheesecloth overlain
with a thin layer of soil . A hole at least one
inch in diameter should be drilled into the
bottom of each bucket for drainage . Each
bucket should be checked at least once per day
for at least 28 consecutive days .
*Capture methodology could be modified on
persistently wet sites or during periods of
heavy rainfall .

TRANSPORT

	

AND

	

RELEASE
METHODOLOGY
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I . Captured tortoises must be transported
directly from the donor area under
shaded and sanitary conditions and
released at the recipient area within 24
hours, unless otherwise stated in the
issued permit. Care should be taken to
avoid any physical damage (e.g .,
abrasions) to in-transit tortoises .

2 . Prior to release, each relocated tortoise
should be sexed (adults only), measured
and permanently and uniquely marked
by scute-notching (see Attachment 4) .

3 . Tortoises being relocated to
unoccupied recipient areas should be
released within 24 hours and in groups
of no more than 20 in the same general
vicinities with access to shade nearby .
Relocated tortoises should be
distributed throughout occupied
recipient areas and, when possible,
individuals should be released at "old"
or "inactive" burrows (per the criteria
of Auffenberg and Franz [19821) .

5

REPORTING

1 . Any tortoise mortality or debilitating
injury occurring during the capture,
relocation and release phases of a
relocation is to be reported to the
Commission within five days of the
incident .

2 . A report form for gopher tortoise
relocations shall be submitted to the
Commission within 30 days of permit
execution .

We do not view this policy as permanent
nor as the best long-term strategy for dealing
with the spread of URTD in Florida .
Consequently, we are developing a long-tern
conservation plan for the gopher tortoise that
will consider the role of relocation and other
factors in meeting statewide conservation
goals that will be formulated for the species.
In the interim, it is our hope that these
additional guidelines will help minimize the
spread of UR TD in Florida .

Approved and issued by Allan L . Egbert,
Ph.D ., Executive Director, Florida Fish and
Wildlife Conservation Commission, August
10, 2001 .

Guidelines 13Aug2001 wpd
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Attachment I

Equivalent Classification Systems for Gopher Tortoise Habitat Types

6

U.S . Soil Conservation
Service

Florida Land-Use and Cover
Equivalence(s)

Florida Natural Areas
Inventory Equivalence(s)

North Florida Coastal Strand 310 Grassland
720 Sand other than beaches

Coastal Strand
Overwash Plain

South Florida Coastal Strand 310 Grassland
720 Sand other than beaches

Coastal Strand
Overwash Plain

North Florida Flatwoods 321 Palmetto prairies
411 Pine flatwoods
441 Coniferous planted forests

Mesic Flatwoods
Scrubby Flatwoods
Dry Prairie

South Florida Flatwoods 321 Palmetto prairies
411 Pine flatwoods
441 Coniferous planted forests

Mesic Flatwoods
Scrubby Flatwoods
Dry Prairie

Sand Pine Scrub 31 l Coastal scrub
323 other scrub and brush
413 Sand pine scrub
441 Coniferous planted forests

Scrub

Longleaf Pine-Turkey Oak Hills 412 Longleaf pine-xeric oak
441 Coniferous planted forests

Sandhill

Mixed Hardwoods and Pine 431 Mixed forest
441 Coniferous planted forest
442 Hardwood planted forest

Upland Pine Forest
Upland Mixed Forest

Upland Hardwood Hammocks 422 Other hardwood
442 Hardwood planted forest

Upland Hardwood Forest

Oak Hammocks (Ruderal) 421 Xeric oak forest
170 Recreational
180 Mixed
190 Open land and other
210 Cropland and pastureland
220 Orchards, groves (except citrus), etc .
230 Citrus groves
260 Grassland
450 Clear-cut areas
740 Altered Lands
760 Other barren land

Xeric Hammocks



ATTACHMENT 2

Criteria for Determining the Status of Gopher Tortoise Burrows*

Burrows are to be judged active if the soil at the mouth has recently been disturbed by a tortoise,
inactive if the soil is undisturbed but the burrow appears to be maintained, and old if the mouth has
been washed in or covered with debris .

* Paraphrased from Auffenberg, W . & R. Frans . 1982. The status and distribution of the gopher
tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus) . Pp . 95-126 in North American Tortoises : Conservation and
Ecology, U.S . Fish & Wildl . Serv. Wildl. Res . Rept. 12 (R. Bury, Ed.) .

7



ATTACHMENT 3

Gopher Tortoise Habitat Carrying Capacity
Gopher tortoise habitat carrying capacity varies with habitat types (see Attachment 1) and habitat

quality within those types, and there are as yet no quantitative parameters for formulae one can
reference to determine with precision what the carrying capacity of a give site is . However, one way
to demonstrate conclusively that a site is at some, although quantitatively indeterminate, level below
carrying capacity is to demonstrate that a sustained tortoise harvest has occurred on the given site
over recent years . Considering the low reproductive potential of the gopher tortoise, any substantial
sustained harvest on a site will result in suppressed tortoise numbers for a considerable amount of
time . Demonstration of such could be achieved by one or more, in combination, of three
methods: (1) consulting local persons having knowledge of the history of the site ; (2) analyzing the
ratio of "old" (see Attachment 2) burrows to active ones (an inordinately high proportion of old
burrows would indicate a previously more numerous population) ; and (3) analyzing the tortoise
population structure on the sites (a "bottom heavy" population, or one with disproportionately high
numbers of small or young individuals, could indicate past exploitation of that population) .

8



ATTACHMENT 4

Marking and Measuring Gopher Tortoises

Marking: Tortoises may be marked by notching of drilling holes in one or a combination of the
eight rearmost scutes - the four right ones and the four left ones - and the three right-front ones . Each
scute is assigned a numerical value per the scheme devised by Cagle (1939), as illustrated below . The
scheme is additive ; e .g ., tortoise #5 would require the drilling or notching of the first and third scutes
right of the rear marginal, tortoise #14 would require the drilling or notching of the first scute left of
the rear marginal and the third scute right of the rear marginal, etc .

Measuring: Straight-line carapace length (CL) and plastron length (PL) should be recorded in
millimeters (see below) . Forestry tree calipers are useful for making those measurements .

9

10

CARAPACE
(Upper Shell)



APPENDIX I - Tortoise Habitat Protection Option and APPENDIX II - FWC Contacts for Gopher
Tortoise Mitigation have been removed from this document . Please visit the Office of Policy &
Stakeholder Coordination (OPSC) [f.n.a . Office of Environmental Services (OES)] website
http ://myfwc .com/oes/gophertorto1se/gtinctak .pdf for updated information on incidental take
applications and contact personnel or contact OPSC by phone at (850) 488-6661 .
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APPENDIX III .

Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
DIVISION OF HABITAT AND SPECIES CONSERVATION

TORTOISE RELOCATION CONTACTS

qjM loin
4:~=w

STANDARD TORTOISE RELOCATION
(More than five on-site or any number off-site)

You may mail applications and direct calls relating to
applications or guidelines to :

Permit Coordinator
FL Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
620 South Meridian Street, Mail Station WLD-BLX
Tallahassee, FL 32399-1600
(850) 921-5990, ext . 17310 /Fax (850) 921-1847

Direct all other tortoise related calls to your Regional
contact person listed below :

SPECIAL TORTOISE RELOCATION
(Five or fewer for on-site relocation)
Mail or fax application to :

Northwest Region
Species Conservation Planning Section
FL Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
3911 Highway 2321
Panama City, FL 32409-1658
(850) 265-3677/Fax (850) 747-5690

North Central Region
Species Conservation Planning Section
FL Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
P.O . Box 177
Olustee, FL 32072
(904) 758-0525/Fax (904) 758-0533

1 1

Northeast Region
Species Conservation Planning Section
FL Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
1239 S .W. 10th Street
Ocala, FL 34474-2797
(352) 732-1225/Fax (352) 369-2455

Southwest Region
Species Conservation Planning Section
FL Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
3900 Drane Field Road
Lakeland, FL 33811-1299
(863) 648-3203/Fax (863) 701-1248

South Region
Species Conservation Planning Section
FL Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
8535 Northlake Boulevard
West Palm Beach, FL 33412
(561) 625-5122/Fax (561) 625-5129

tortoise contacts .doc revised 30 July 2004
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Page 1 of 4 

State of Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 
Division of Habitat and Species Conservation 

 
STANDARD GOPHER TORTOISE RELOCATION PERMIT APPLICATION 

 
 

(Please Print or Type) 
Applicant name             Date of Application       
Affiliation                   
Address                   
Contact Information                 
      Voice line    Fax     Email address 
Applicant Signature                 

 
Certification: I hereby state and confirm by signature that the information submitted in this application and supporting 
documents is complete and accurate to the best of my knowledge and belief. I understand that any false statement herein may 
subject me to criminal penalties. I further state that I will abide by all applicable State, Federal, and local laws.  Finally I hereby 
confirm by signature that representatives of the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (Commission) have my 
permission as the applicant and that of the landowner(s) to enter on and inspect the property(ies) described in the application 
for all reasonable purposes pertaining to applicable Commission rules.  

 
Applicant Qualifications (training and/or experience) for directing/conducting relocation of tortoises: 
 
 
 
 
  
Did you previously have a state permit for this project? Permit number 
  
  
 
Donor (project) site information: 
 
Project Name           County   
Project Location or Address     Latitude/Longitude Coordinates    
County Parcel (or Tax I.D.) no. or (Township/Range/Section)          
Anticipated start date              
Is the project a Development of Regional Impact (DRI)?      If yes, have you contacted the  
Commission’s Regional Office of Environmental Services (OES)?         
 
Developer name               
Company               
Address               
Contact Information              
   Voice line    Fax       Email address 
Survey results: 
Date of last tortoise survey          

a) Total number of acres on project site       
b) Total number of acres of tortoise habitat to be developed    
c) Total number of acres and percentage of tortoise habitat surveyed   
d) Number of (A)ctive and (I)nactive burrows  (extrapolated to 100% of total tortoise habitat acreage) 

  to be developed    .  Attach a map to delineate survey transects and the location and status of  
  burrows. 

e) Estimated tortoise population (=number of A&I burrows (item d) x .614   
f) Description of habitat.  List the land use, soil types and vegetation present by percentage of area covered.  Use  

standard, accepted land use descriptions (e.g., DOT FLUCCS or TNC systems) and standard 
soil type classification used by the National Resource Conservation Service.   Attach a map  
showing the distributions of those vegetation and soil types across the site. 

 

 



Gopher Tortoise Relocation Application continued: 
Project Name and County      
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 LAND USE    SOIL   VEGETATION 
Code – Name  # acres/% of total  Code – Name  # acres/% of total  Dominant species 

Example 321 –Palmetto Prarie – 100%  34 – Pomello fine sand 50%            bahia grass 
           
           
           
           
           
           
           
           
           
            

 
 
 
Recipient site information: 
Recipient site is: On-site 9 (please omit duplicate information given above) Off-site 9  
If offsite you must provide a photocopy of your University of Florida URTD mycoplasma serology results. 
Property Name           County   
Location or Address     Latitude/Longitude Coordinates    
County Parcel (or Tax I.D.) no. or (Township/Range/Section)          
Landowner                   
Affiliation                  
Address                  
Contact Information                 
   Voice Line      Fax    Email Address 
 
Survey results: 
Date of last tortoise survey                 
 

a) Total number of acres on recipient site            
b) Total number of acres of tortoise habitat available         
c) Total number of acres and percentage of tortoise habitat surveyed      
d) Number of (A)ctive and (I)nactive resident burrows (extrapolated to 100% of total tortoise habitat acreage) 

  Attach a map to delineate survey transects and the location and status of burrows. 
e) Estimated Resident Tortoise population (=number of A&I burrows (item d) x .614    
f) Overall tortoise carrying capacity :          

 1) On-site (= 3x number of acres of suitable tortoise habitat)    
 2) Off-site Recipient Area (= 2x number of acres of suitable tortoise habitat)    

g) Current tortoise carrying capacity (= estimated no. of tortoises (item e)/ number of acres of available tortoise 
habitat (item b)    per acre. 

h) Tortoise Relocation History (for repeat use Recipient Areas): Provide list of permit numbers with project name 
and number of tortoises a) permitted for relocation and b) actually relocated.     

  
 
 
  

 
i) Description of habitat.  List the vegetation and soil types present by percentage of area covered. 

 Use standard, accepted vegetation type descriptions (e.g., DOT FLUCCS or TNC systems) 
 and standard soil type classification used by the National Resource Conservation  
 Service.  Attach a map showing the distributions of those vegetation and soil types across the site. 
 



Gopher Tortoise Relocation Application continued: 
Project Name and County      
          

Standard tortoise relocation application 
Revised 29 Sept 2004 
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 LAND USE    SOIL   VEGETATION 
Code – Name  # acres  ( %of total)  Code – Name  # acres (%of total)   Dominant species 

Example 321 –Palmetto Prarie – 100%  34 – Pomello fine sand 50%            bahia grass 
            
             
             
             
             
            
            
            
            
             

 
Latitudinal mileage (distance from North to South) between the donor and recipient site     
Land management techniques (e.g. - mowing, burning, etc.) for maintaining habitat for tortoises: 
              
              
              
 
Please include the following documents:
Yes NO 
  1) Letter or other documentation from the property owner which must include: 1) acceptance of 

tortoises on the property, a) planned land use for the future and b) habitat management plans for 
gopher tortoise survival.  

  2) Formal conservation easements (if applicable). 
 
 
Gopher tortoise information: 
 
Extraction Method: Shovel 9 Bucket trap 9 Backhoe 9 Other 9       
How will the tortoises be transported to the recipient site?        
               
Will tortoises be penned?   If so, what type of pen, where and for what period of time?     
               
How will the tortoises be marked (reference the Tortoise Relocation Guidelines)?     
               
               
               
 
 

The Florida Statutes require state agencies to approve or deny complete applications within 90-days of receipt.  This office 
operates on a self-imposed policy to make every effort to approve or deny complete applications within 45 days of receipt. 
Therefore we ask you to submit a complete application and include all relevant information as attachments (i.e. scientific 
project proposals, site plans etc.).  Complete permit applications should be submitted a minimum of 45 days prior to the 
requested effective date. 

 
 
Mail to: Protected Species Permit Coordinator, Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission, 620 S. Meridian 
St., Mail Station 2A, Tallahassee, FL 32399-1600, (850) 921-5990, ext. 17310 

 
 
 
 



 
 

Standard tortoise relocation application 
Revised 29 Sept 2004 
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Tortoise Relocation Contacts 

 
 
STANDARD TORTOISE RELOCATION 
(More than five on-site or any number off-site) 
 
You may mail applications and direct calls relating to 
applications or guidelines to: 
 
Protected Species Permit Coordinator 
FL Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 
620 South Meridian Street, Mail Station 2A 
Tallahassee, FL  32399-1600 
(850) 921-5990, ext. 17310 /Fax (850) 921-1847 
 
Direct all other tortoise related calls to the appropriate 
Regional Office, listed below: 
 
SPECIAL TORTOISE RELOCATION 
(Five or fewer for on-site relocation)  
Applications and permits are available on line. 
Click on text above to visit web site: 
 
Northwest Region 
Species Conservation Planning Section 
FL Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 
3911 Highway 2321 
Panama City, FL 32409-1658 
(850) 265-3677/Fax (850) 747-5690 
 
 
 
 

 
 
North Central Region 
Species Conservation Planning Section 
FL Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 
P.O. Box 177 
Olustee, FL  32072 
(904) 758-0525/Fax (904) 758-0533 
 
Northeast Region 
Species Conservation Planning Section 
FL Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 
1239 S.W. 10th Street 
Ocala, FL  34474-2797 
(352) 732-1225/Fax (352) 369-2455 
 
Southwest Region 
Species Conservation Planning Section 
FL Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 
3900 Drane Field Road 
Lakeland, FL  33811-1299 
(863) 648-3203/Fax (863) 701-1248 
 
South Region 
Species Conservation Planning Section 
FL Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 
8535 Northlake Boulevard 
West Palm Beach, FL  33412 
(561) 625-5122/Fax (561) 625-5129 
 
tortoise contacts.doc revised 29 Sept 2004 
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FLORIDA FISH AND WILDLIFE CONSERVATION COMMISSION

KENNETH D . HADDAD, Executive Director
VICTOR J . HELLER . Assistant Executive Director

MEMORANDUM

To :

	

Interested Parties

From :

	

Angela T . Williams, Protected Species Permit Coordinator, Bureau of
Wildlife Diversity Conservation

Subject : Affidavit for Blanket Authorization to Test Tortoises for Upper Respiratory
Tract Disease

Enclosed please find the affidavit, blood collecting protocol and supplier list for
testing tortoises for Upper Respiratory Tract Disease (URTD) prior to off-site relocation .
You should probably seek out assistance from a vet or other qualified and permitted
individual (i .e., has received a permit from the Commission to test tortoises for URTD)
for a demonstration on drawing blood, should you find yourself unable to perform the
procedure after reviewing the protocol . Those who are inexperienced in handling
reptiles, may contract with a vet or other qualified individual to draw samples rather
than perform the work themselves .

The affidavit must be notarized and returned to this office . We will issue
your blanket permit, upon receipt of the affidavit . The blanket permit will authorize
capture of tortoises upon encounter or via bucket trapping at project sites for pre-
testing for URTD and return to the site while awaiting test results . If test results
are positive (i .e . 1 or more testing positive), you will have the option of redesigning
the project to avoid tortoise habitat, relocating tortoises on-site at a capacity of 3
tortoises/acre or applying for an incidental "take" permit .

I am hopeful that this letter and enclosure will help you apply the August 13,
2001 gopher tortoise relocation guidelines. Please feel free to contact me at (850)
921-5990, ext . 17310 should you need additional assistance .

W1067/
WLD 4-3-5 (Tortoises)
Enclosures

JOHN D. ROOD

	

RICHARD A. CORBETT

	

BRIAN S. YABLONSKI
Jacksonville

	

Tampa

	

Tallahassee

620 South Meridian Street € Tallahassee € FL € 32399-1600
Visit MyFWC.com

FRANK MONTALBANO, Director
TIMOTHY A . BREAULT, Assistant Director

DIVISION OF WILDLIFE
(850)488-3831 TDD (850)488- 9542

December 10, 2003

H.A. "HERKY"
RODNEY BARRETO SANDRA T. KAUPE HUFFMAN DAVID K. MEEHAN

Miami Palm Beach Enterprise St. Petersburg



Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
AFFIDAVIT FOR TESTING GOPHER TORTOISES FOR
UPPER RESPIRATORY TRACT DISEASE

STATE OF FLORIDA
COUNTY OF	

Before me, the undersigned authority, the affiant,	 (Applicant) did appear, and after
being duly sworn by me, upon his oath stated as follows :

I,	 (Applicant), an employee of	 , have reviewed
the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission's training materials entitled, Collection and Preparation of
Blood Samples from Gopher Tortoises for Determininq Exposure to Mycoplasma, and am attesting that I am
capable of following the blood collection protocol with humane and ethical treatment of subject gopher tortoises . I
submit this affidavit as a pre-requisite for receiving a Blanket URTD Testing permit, as stated in item 4 of the
Upper Respiratory Tract Disease Considerations section of the Commission's revised Guidelines for Gopher
Tortoise Relocations, dated August 13, 2001 .

Applicant Name

	

NOTARY PUBLIC

Affiliation

Address

My Commission expires :
Phone number

	

Date

The Florida Statutes require state agencies to approve or deny complete applications within 90-days of receipt . This office
operates on a self-imposed policy to make every effort to approve or deny complete applications within 45 days of receipt .
Therefore we ask you to submit a complete application and include all relevant information as attachments (i .e . scientific
project proposals, site plans etc .). Complete permit applications should be submitted a minimum of 45 days prior to the
requested effective date .

Mail to : Protected Species Permit Coordinator, Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission, Division of
Wildlife, 620 South Meridian Street, Mail Station 2A, Tallahassee, FL ., 32399-1600, (850) 921-5990, ext . 17310 .

Applicant

The foregoing Affidavit was executed before me this

	

day of, 200

	

, by	 , who is
personally known to me or produced identification in the form of a	driver's license no .



Collection and Preparation of Blood Samples from Gopher Tortoises
for Determining Exposure to Mycoplasma

I. Overview of Upper Respiratory Tract Disease

Upper respiratory tract disease (URTD) is a highly contagious disease that has been observed in some
species of tortoises and other turtles . In gopher tortoises (Gopherus polvphemus), one known causal agent is the
bacterium, Mycoplasma agassizii . URTD is transmitted by close contact between tortoises . Clinical signs of
URTD include nasal or ocular discharge, swollen eyelids, and conjunctivitis . Although clinical signs may appear
1-2 weeks post-exposure, it takes 6-8 weeks for an exposed gopher tortoise to develop an immune response
detectable by current diagnostic tests . Exposure to URTD may not necessarily confer immunity; in fact, gopher
tortoises exposed a second time may become ill more quickly than when initially exposed. A blood test, known
as an enzyme-linked immunosorbent assay (ELISA), is currently the most effective, rapid, and inexpensive way
to detect exposure to mycoplasma . However, the test indicates only whether a gopher tortoise has built up
antibodies to the pathogen . Therefore, it cannot distinguish between asymptomatic carriers (which pose a threat
to healthy tortoises) and those individuals that have cleared the pathogen and are no longer infected . Hatchling
tortoises up to one year old may test positive due to antibodies passed from a positive female to the hatchlings via
the egg, but the pathogen itself is not transmitted through the egg .

11. Collection and Preparation of Blood Samples

Preliminary information : Blood samples for ELISA tests are routinely collected from a tortoise's
brachial vein . The vein is most easily accessed in the upper, lateral portion of the tortoise's forelimb, where the
skin is relatively unscaled (see drawing) . This area is not accessible when the tortoise folds its legs against its
shell, so the leg will need to be stretched away from the shell to access the vein . Although there are seldom visual
clues to the vein's precise location, the moveable, rope-like vessel can usually be felt by squeezing one's thumb
and forefinger between the leg bone near the top of the limb and the stiff tendon at the limb's bottom . If the
person drawing the blood is right-handed, it will be easier to extract the sample from the left forelimb (but either
forelimb can be used) . The collector should hold the tortoise's leg with the left hand, extending the left index
finger between the leg and head to stabilize the limb ; the right hand can then direct and control the syringe (see
drawing). Unless the person sampling the tortoise is using a specially designed restraint device, blood sampling
will be a 2-person operation . Placing the tortoise on an empty, overturned large coffee can makes it easier to
restrain . The can and sampling area may be covered with newspapers that are changed after each tortoise and
discarded to prevent transmitting disease from one tortoise to another . Similarly, holding boxes,
measuring/marking equipment, and the hands of all persons in contact with tortoises should also be sprayed with a
mild bleach solution (1 part bleach to 30 parts water) . Persons not wishing to spray their hands with the solution
can wear and change disposable exam gloves, using a new pair to handle each tortoise .

Blood collection : Prior to sample collection, clean the skin on the upper forelimb with an alcohol swab
(70% alcohol poured onto a cotton ball or 1" x 1" gauze will suffice) . Place a sterile 25-gauge needle on a sterile
1 ml or 3 ml syringe (persons lacking strength in their fingers may find the 3 ml syringe more difficult to handle
during blood collection) . Use a new syringe and needle for each tortoise . Prepare the syringe for easier blood
collection by moving the plunger back and forth several times . Holding the syringe so that the needle bevel is up,
gently insert the needle into the forelimb (see drawing) at approximately a 30-40 degree angle (i .e ., do not insert
the needle at a 90 degree angle) . Vein position tends to vary somewhat between tortoises, so begin slowly
drawing the plunger back as soon as the needle has entered the skin . If no blood is drawn, insert the needle
deeper while gently pulling on the plunger until blood begins to collect in the syringe . If blood clots in the needle,
it is best to replace the needle and try again . Once the vein is accessed, draw 0 .3-1 ml of blood . Many tortoises
attempt to move their forelimbs during blood collection : if the needle comes out of the vein, gently move the
syringe forward or backward to access the vein again . Avoid lateral movements (i .e ., slashing) that might sever
the vein . After an appropriate amount of blood is obtained, carefully withdraw the needle and apply direct
pressure to the vein (using gauze or a cotton ball) to stop bleeding and prevent bruising . The blood should be
immediately transferred to a green-top, heparinized microtainer tube (see attached list of supplies and suppliers) .
Remove the needle from the syringe and the green top from the tube before transferring the blood to the



microtainer. To allow the heparin to prevent clotting, replace the green top and gently invert the tube several
times. Place the microtainer, preferably upright, into a cooler filled with ice .

Preparation and shipping: Separation of plasma from the whole blood sample can be accomplished in
one of two ways : by refrigeration overnight (keeping the tube in an upright position) or by centrifugation . If the
latter method is used, the sample should be spun for about 10 minutes . The clear liquid at the top of the
microtainer should be drawn into a sterile, disposable pipette and transferred to a cryotube (see supply list) . Label
the cryotube with the consultant name, unique identification number (consisting of the abbreviated
project/property name and a consecutive number, e .g. Lantana Kingdom = lantkingO2, lantkingO3 etc .),
and date sample collected . Please print as legibly as possible . Send at least 0 .1 ml of plasma. Discard red blood
cells left behind in the bottom of the microtainer .

If samples are to be shipped immediately, keep them refrigerated until ready to ship . If samples cannot be
shipped immediately, store at -20 degrees C in a manual defrost freezer (i .e ., without automatic defrost cycle) . It
is important to avoid repeated freezing and thawing of samples .

Currently, the only known laboratory providing ELISA tests is the Mycoplasma Testing Lab, University
of Florida. It can be contacted (telephone : 352-392-4700, x 3968) to request a sample submission form * and to
convey information regarding the number of samples and the expected date of shipment . Make sure that the
samples arrive at the Lab on a weekday. Ship samples on ice packs or dry ice via Fed Ex Priority Overnight
Service to :

Mycoplasma Testing Lab
University of Florida

Department of Pathobiology
1600 SW Archer Road - BSB 350

Gainesville, FL 32610

Turn-around time for serology is usually about 2-4 business days, excluding the day on which the samples
arrive . An invoice will be sent with the sample results . Please note : sample results from the Lab MUST
accompany all off-site relocation applications .

* - Sample submission forms must include a contact person, complete project name, listing of sample identification numbers, County and

Township, Range and Section .



III. Interpretation of test results

The ELISA test measures the presence of M. agassizii-specific antibodies in tortoise plasma . This test is
optimized to avoid false negative results (i .e ., identifying an infected tortoise as being uninfected) . Sample results
are expressed as ratios between the optical density of the sample and that of a negative control ; the higher the
ratio, the more likely it is that a sampled tortoise has built up antibodies to mycoplasma . Sample ratios >3 are
considered positive, ratios >2 and <3 are suspect, and ratios <2 are negative . A positive result indicates that a
tortoise has been previously exposed to M agassizii or other similar mycoplasmas . Individuals that test positive
may be subclinically infected (without clinical signs of URTD), clinically ill (with clinical signs), or convalescent
(recovered from the infection, but still have circulating antibodies) . As with any test, there is the possibility off a
false positive result . Positive and suspect tortoises should be observed closely for signs of URTD and should be
isolated from other tortoises, especially those that test negative . Until more is known about seropositive tortoises,
these individuals should be considered carriers of mycoplasma and a potential source of infection for other
tortoises .

A negative result indicates that there were no detectable antibodies to M agassazii or related
mycoplasmas in the plasma provided to the Lab . A negative result does not mean that the individual will never
develop the disease ; the test result only reflects the status of that tortoise at the time the sample was collected .
Moreover, negative results for a portion of a particular tortoise population do not mean that URTD is not present
in that population .





GOPHER TORTOISE BLEEDING SUPPLIES

I CC MONOJECT SYRINGES, box of 100

MONOJECT 25 X 5/8 GAUGE POLY HUB NEEDLES, box of 100

(or can use TERUMO TUBERCULIN SYRINGE WITH NEEDLE)
box of 100

GAUZE SPONGES 2 X 2, bag of 200

'J.A. Webster # 614925
800-225-7911
$16.50/box*

J.A. Webster # 612903
800-225-7911
$7.50/box

J. A. Webster #720620
800-225-7911
$12 .50/box

CLOROX BLEACH- Obtain locally
Use 1 part bleach/30 parts water solution to disinfect all equipment and hands after each tortoise .

PLASTIC STORAGE BOXES-Obtain locally; use to hold individual tortoises temporarily while obtaining blood
samples to prevent co-mingling of tortoises and cross-contamination . Recommended dimensions : L- 1'9", W- 1'3", H-
1' .

€

	

Current (12/00) list prices . Prices may vary ; check costs with sales representative for supplier .

'Consultants wishing to purchase syringes from this company should contact Ms . Kathie Jarrell (800/225-
7911, ext. 5112) . You will need to complete a 1-page credit application . And fax a copy of either your affidavit or
tortoise blood testing permit .

J.A. Webster # 400008
800-225-7911
$1 .92/bag

MICROTAINER PLASMA SEPARATOR TUBES WITH LITHIUM HEPARIN
(GREEN TOP)
pack of 50 ; case of 200 ; 200 ul to 400 ul

$40.80/pack
Fisher Scientific # 02-669-39 800- 766-7000

$163.20/case

TRANSFER PIPETS, STERILE/INDIVIDUALLY WRAPPED
pack of 500
Fisher Scientific # 13-711-20 800-766-7000

$54.60/pack

LATEX GLOVES, pack of 100, powdered or powder-free
Fisher Scientific # 11-394-4AA through -4C (XS through L) $15.95/pack
(or obtain locally)

SARSTEDT SCREW CAP MICRO TUBES (cryotubes)
case of 1000
Sarstedt # 72 .694.006 800-257-5101

$278.50/case

ISOPROPYL ALCOHOL- Obtain locally
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 Gopher tortoise incidental take permits 
 
 The Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (Commission) established the 
gopher tortoise incidental take permit process in July 1991 as an alternative method of 
addressing potential impacts to the gopher tortoise, a state-listed species of special concern, 
within sites proposed for development.  This permit authorizes the “taking,” entombment or 
killing, of gopher tortoises incidental to development activities provided that adequate 
compensatory occupied tortoise habitat is preserved and managed in perpetuity.  Permittees are 
also given discretionary authority to move tortoises within the permitted project boundaries to 
minimize potential incidences of taking.  The incidental take permit applications are processed 
through the Office of Environmental Services (OES). 
 
 The degree of habitat protection required for incidental take permits is similar to that 
provided by Developments of Regional Impact (DRIs), as described in the Commission’s gopher 
tortoise habitat protection guidelines (Nongame Wildlife Program Technical Report No. 4).  The 
required acreage of gopher tortoise habitat mitigation is positively related to both the total 
acreage of occupied tortoise habitat impacted, and the tortoise density within occupied habitat 
areas.  Mitigation ratios established to obtain incidental take permits for proposed development 
sites containing occupied tortoise habitats are as follows: 
 
 Tortoise density (#/acre) Percentage of impacted habitat required as mitigation  
 

   0.8 or higher     25% 
 
    0.4 up to <0.8    15% 
 
Mitigation required for habitats containing less than 0.4 tortoises per acre is determined by 
calculating the tortoise density of a site as a fraction of the aforementioned 0.4 standard, and 
multiplying that factor times the standard 15% mitigation.  (As an example, a site supporting 0.2 
tortoises per acre, which is one-half of the 0.4 standard, would be required to provide mitigation 
equal to one-half of 15%, or 7.5% of the impacted habitat area.) 
 
 Alternative means of completing the required protection of tortoise habitat are available 
to permittees.  Habitat protection can occur within the proposed development site, through 
purchase of acre-credits within a regional Commission mitigation park, or by purchasing 
occupied tortoise habitat parcels that are contiguous with existing publicly owned conservation 
lands.  Fee simple title to the contiguous parcels must be conveyed to the public land 
management entity, under terms acceptable to that entity.  Utilization of the onsite option is 
limited to only instances where at least 25 acres of contiguous, occupied, good quality tortoise 
habitat, that supports a viable tortoise population, would be protected under a perpetual 
conservation easement, granted to the Commission.  The 25-acre requirement provides 
reasonable assurance that adequate habitat would be available to sustain an onsite tortoise 
population.  In instances where proposed onsite preserves initially contain very small, 
unsustainable tortoise populations, relocation of some tortoises from proposed impacted areas to 
the preserves may be required, as a condition of the permit, in order to protect a viable tortoise 
population. 



 Requests for incidental take permits are submitted in letter form.  An application must 
include the following information: 
 

1. the name (corporate or individual) and mailing address (street address, instead of post 
office box) of the applicant, with a notation as to whose attention an issued incidental 
permit would be sent; 

2. an address or description of the proposed development site location, including its range, 
township and section, preferably to the quarter section for smaller sites, and the 
identification of adjacent streets or other prominent development features; 

3. a copy of the gopher tortoise survey methods and results for the proposed project area; 
4. a description of how the applicant would accomplish the required compensatory tortoise 

habitat protection; 
5. a general location map; and a specific site boundary map which clearly delineates the 

proposed permit area boundaries (submitted in an 8 ½ inch by 11 inch, letter-sized, 
format)*; and 

6. proof of local government approval**.   
 

*Submittal of other site-specific information, including soils and vegetative communities 
maps, and aerial photographs, which would provide additional pertinent site information 
to the OES  biologist processing the application, is encouraged.   
**The submitted local approval must be sufficient to allow the applicant to begin either 
clearing and grading work, or actual construction activities within the project site.   

 
 One original copy of the complete incidental take application, with all pertinent 
attachments, must be sent to the Director, Office of Environmental Services, Florida Fish and 
Wildlife Conservation Commission, 620 South Meridian Street, Tallahassee, FL 32399-
1600.  Applications for sites located within the Florida Panhandle, or peninsular Florida south to 
Flagler, Putnam, Marion, Sumter, or Hernando counties will be reviewed and processed through 
the Tallahassee office.  Applicants for sites located within peninsular Florida south of the 
aforementioned counties must also send a second original copy of the application to the OES 
field office where processing of their application will occur.  The appropriate points of contact 
for questions or submission of gopher tortoise incidental take permit applications are as follows: 
 
 Project Location (county)         Biologist Contact      Office       Phone Number 
Escambia, Santa Rosa, Okaloosa, Walton,    
Bay, Holmes, Washington, Calhoun, Franklin,     Mr. Rick McCann   Tallahassee (850)488-6661 
Gadsden, Jackson, Leon, Liberty, Wakulla,  
Gulf, Jefferson 
 
Alachua, Bradford, Columbia, Dixie, Gilchrist, 
Hamilton, Lafayette, Madison, Suwanee,             Mr. Terry Gilbert    Tallahassee  (850)488-6661 
Taylor, Union 
 
Baker, Clay, Duval, Flagler, Nassau, Putnam, 
St. Johns, Citrus, Hernando, Levy, Marion,        Mr. Rick McCann   Tallahassee   (850)488-6661 
Sumter 



Brevard, Lake, Orange, Osceola, Seminole, 
Volusia, DeSoto, Hardee, Highlands,         Mr. Steve Lau         Vero Beach  (561)778-5094 
Okeechobee, Polk 
 
Hillsborough, Manatee, Pasco, Pinellas        Mr. William Smith  Punta Gorda (941)575-5765 
 
Charlotte, Collier, Glades, Hendry,         Mr. Jim Beever        Punta Gorda (941)575-5765 
Lee, Sarasota 
 
Indian River, Martin, Palm Beach,          Mr. Steve Lau        Vero Beach  (561)778-5094 
St. Lucie, Broward, Dade, Monroe 
 
 The mailing addresses for submittal of incidental take permit applications to biologists 
within the Vero Beach and Punta Gorda field offices are: 
 
 Office of Environmental Services and Office of Environmental Services 
 255  154th Avenue    29200 Tucker Grade 
 Vero Beach, FL   32968-9041  Punta Gorda, FL   33955 
 
 Permitees are generally afforded six months to complete the habitat mitigation specified 
in the permits.  Issued incidental take permits do not become effective until the required 
mitigation is completed, and the permittee is in possession of a receipt from the OES.  
Reasonable extensions to the mitigation implementation time limit may be granted by OES, upon 
the permittee providing good cause.  However, if a time limit extension is requested for an issued 
permit where the required mitigation involves the purchase of acreage within a Commission 
regional habitat mitigation park, and the per-acre cost for purchasing compensatory habitat 
within the mitigation park service area has increased since the permit issuance date, the 
extension will only be granted upon the mitigation purchase price being recalculated for that 
permit to reflect the revised cost for acquiring acreage within the appropriate mitigation park. 
 
 In contrast to Commission-issued gopher tortoise relocation permits, which expire after a 
specified time period, incidental take permits have no expiration date, and can be transferred to 
subsequent owners of a permitted property. 
  
 
gtinctak.web 
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This appendix documents the technical data, definitions, and methods for assessing the 
cumulative impacts.  The definitions and methods are taken largely from the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) publication "Considering Cumulative Effects Under the 
National Environmental Policy Act" 1997 (http://ceq.eh.doe.gov/nepa/nepanet.htm).  
The following describes the methods, rationale, and results of the Cumulative Effects 
Assessment for the proposed action and alternatives in terms of the 11 steps identified 
by CEQ. 
 
1.  Significant Cumulative Effects Issues and the Assessment Goals.  Through agency 
coordination, public involvement, and scientific research, concerns about environmental 
impacts that may occur as a result of the proposed project when combined with the 
impacts of other similar projects within the area were collected and considered in 
accordance with CEQ requirements.  It was determined that because no other similar 
projects have taken place within the area in recent years, nor are any planned in future 
years (other than future maintenance dredging of the same area), no adverse 
cumulative effects are expected to occur as a result of the proposed project. 
 
2.  Geographic Scope.  The proposed project is confined to the mouth of the Suwannee 
River, specifically Wadley Pass; the route of the discharge pipeline through Northern 
Pass, Little Bradford Island, and the near shore disposal site.  The project area was 
selected based upon project goals, requirements, and options of the least adverse 
environmental impacts.  No significant impacts to any of the environmental resources 
within the project area are expected. 
 
3. Time Frame.  The first dredging of the Suwannee River was authorized in June 
1880, which provided for dredging from the entrance to the Gulf of Mexico to Ellaville, 
Florida, a distance of approximately 139 miles.  The last dredging of the proposed 
project area occurred in 1962.  Because the earliest dredging extends back some 120+ 
years and the most recent was approximately 40 years ago, it is assumed that current 
conditions are as close as practical to natural from which to measure cumulative 
impacts. 
 
4.  Other Actions Affecting the Resources, Ecosystems, and Human Communities.  
Environmental natural resources within the project area are, or potentially are, affected 
by human activities such as commercial and recreational fishing and boating; spills, 
leaks or other releases of HTRW materials to the environment; disturbances to wildlife 
from noise and light pollution; as well as the potential for the introduction of invasive 
species that may be disruptive to the ecosystem.  The human environment may also 
suffer from releases of HTRW materials, noise and light pollution, and invasive species.  
Severe weather (i.e., hurricanes, tornadoes, tropical storms, etc.) fairly common in the 
project area, also has the potential of adversely impacting both the natural and human 
environments. 



 
5.  Response of Resources to Change and Stress.  Through agency coordination, public 
involvement, and scientific research, it has been determined that the majority of the 
natural resources within the project area have adapted well to changes in their 
environment.  The changes that have occurred since before modern civilization’s 
influences have come rather slowly to the project area and the area remains 
comparatively remote and undeveloped.  Therefore, there has been relatively little 
change and stress to the natural resources of the project area from which to judge the 
response of the resources. 
 
6. Stresses Affecting the Resources and Thresholds.  Stresses affecting the resources 
are expected to be minor and temporary, and are not expected to approach threshold 
levels for any ecosystem or species. 
 
7.  Baseline Condition.  Because the proposed project area has experienced little or no 
changes from natural conditions, present conditions described in the Affected 
Environment section of the EA accurately represent baseline conditions.  Therefore, 
because the proposed project has been determined to result in no significant impact to 
the environment, it is anticipated that no significant cumulative impacts will result. 
 
8.  Cause and Effect Relationships.  Because no significant adverse impacts are 
anticipated to result from the proposed action, no cause and effect relationships can be 
accurately assessed for this action. 
 
9.  Magnitude and Significance of Cumulative Effects.  No significant cumulative effects 
are expected as a result of the proposed action. 
 
10.  Mitigation of Significant Cumulative Effects.  No mitigation measures are planned 
for the proposed project. 
 
11.  Monitoring and Management.  At this time, because no significant cumulative 
impacts have been identified and, thus, no mitigation measures recommended, no 
monitoring and management is planned. 
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FLORIDA COASTAL ZONE CONSISTENCY PROGREM 
FEDERAL CONSISTENCY EVALUATION PROCEDURE 

 
Maintenance Dredging of the Suwannee River 

Dixie County, Florida 
 

1. Chapter 161, Beach and Shore Protection.  The intent of the coastal 
construction permit program established by this chapter is to regulate 
construction projects located seaward of the line of mean high water and 
which might have an affect on natural shoreline processes.   

 
Consistency Statement: The purpose of this project is to restore safe and 

effective navigation to the area within the Suwannee River and its estuary.  
Information has been submitted to the State of Florida, Department of 
Environmental Protection (DEP) for a permit in compliance with this 
chapter. 

 
2. Chapters 186 and 187, State and Regional Planning.  These chapters 

establish the State Comprehensive Plan which sets goals to articulate a 
strategic vision for the State of Florida’s future.  The purpose is to define in 
a broad sense, goals, and policies that provide decision-makers directions 
for the future and long-range guidance for orderly social, economic, and 
physical growth. 

 
Consistency Statement: The proposed activities prescribed for this project 

comply with the comprehensive vision of the State of Florida as described 
in the State and Regional Planning Chapters. 

 
3. Chapter 252, Disaster Preparation, Response, and Mitigation.  This 

chapter creates a State Emergency Management Agency, with the 
authority to provide for the common defense; to protect the public peace, 
health, and safety; and to protect and preserve the lives and property of 
the people of Florida. 

 
Consistency Statement: The proposed dredging of the Suwannee River 

navigational channel will not jeopardize the public health, safety, or 
welfare, but could ultimately compliment the goals and actions of this 
chapter.  Therefore, the proposed project activities will be consistent with 
the intent of this chapter. 

 
4.  Chapter 253, State Lands.  This chapter governs the management of 

submerged State lands and resources; fish and wildlife resources; 
beaches and dunes; submerged grass beds and other benthic 
communities; swamps, marshes, and other wetlands, mineral resources; 
unique natural features, submerged lands; disposal islands, and artificial 
reefs. 



 
Consistency Statement: The proposed dredging of the navigational channel in 

Suwannee River may have impacts to those lands that this chapter 
intends to protect. These impacts, however, are minimal and temporary.  
Furthermore, placement of disposal materials within the proposed near 
shore areas could provide potential new habitat to the area.  The 
proposed activity has been coordinated with the State and appropriate 
State permits will be obtained.  The proposed action will comply with the 
intent of this chapter.    

 
5. Chapters 253, 259, 260, and 375, Land Acquisition.  These chapters 

authorize the State to acquire land to protect environmentally sensitive 
areas.   

 
Consistency Statement: The current ownership and functions within Suwannee 

River and its surrounding areas does not provide for State acquisition. 
 
6.  Chapter 258, State Parks and Aquatic Preserves.  This chapter 

authorizes the State to manage State parks and preserves.   Consistency 
with this chapter would include consideration of projects that would directly 
or indirectly adversely impact park property, natural resources, parks 
programs or management or operations. 

 
Consistency Statement: The proposed action will not cause permanent, adverse 

impacts to any State park or preserve.  Any impacts to the environment 
are expected to be minimal and temporary.  Proposed placement of 
dredged material in near shore areas may enhance the surrounding 
habitat and encourage new habitat establishment.  Therefore, the project 
actions are consistent with the intent of this chapter. 

 
7. Chapter 267, Historic Preservation.  This chapter establishes the 

procedures for implementing the Florida Historic Resources Act 
responsibilities.  

 
Consistency Statement: The proposed actions for this project have been 

coordinated with the State Historic Preservation Officer.  The work will be 
consistent with the goals of this chapter. 

 
8. Chapter 288, Economic Development and Tourism.  This chapter 

directs the State to provide guidance and promotion of beneficial 
development through the encouragement of economic diversification and 
promotion of tourism. 

 
Consistency Statement: Proposed dredging activities conducted to ensure safe 

and efficient navigation would encourage and improve both recreational 
and commercial boating access.  Such boating activities are essential to 



the economic well-being of the area.  The proposed work is consistent 
with the goals of this chapter. 

 
9. Chapter 334 and 339, Public Transportation. This chapter authorizes 

the planning and development of a safe and efficient public transportation 
system. 

 
Consistency Statement: The proposed action in no way affects public 

transportation.  Therefore, this chapter does not apply. 
 
10. Chapter 370, Living Saltwater Resources.  This chapter directs the 

State to preserve, manage, and protect the marine, crustacean, shell and 
anadromous fishery environment; to regulate fishermen and vessels of the 
state engaged in the taking of such resources within or without state 
waters; to issue licenses for the taking and processing of fishery products; 
to secure and maintain statistical records of the catch of each species; 
and to conduct scientific, economic, and other studies and research. 

 
Consistency Statement: Marine resources covered under this chpater will not be 

permanently and/or adversely affected upon implementing the proposed 
actions.  The marine fishery environment may be improved with the 
creation of new habitat once dredge material is placed within the near 
shore placement areas.  Thus, the proposed dredging of the Suwannee 
River is consistent with this chapter. 

 
11. Chapter 372, Living Land and Freshwater Resources.  This chapter 

establishes the Game and Freshwater Fish Commission and directs it to 
manage freshwater aquatic life and wild animal life and their habitat to 
perpetuate a diversity of species with densities and distributions that 
provide sustainable ecological, recreational, educational, scientific, 
aesthetic and economic benefits.  

 
Consistency Statement: Although dredging activities may have impacts to the 

general project area, these impacts are expected to be minimal and short-
lived.  The long term health of the surrounding habitat may be improved 
with the creation of new potential habitat with the placement of dredge 
material in near shore areas (i.e. Little Bradford Island).  The intended 
goals of this chapter are therefore maintained by the proposed actions of 
this project. 

 
12. Chapter 373, Water Resources.  This chapter provides the authority to 

regulate the withdrawal, diversion, storage, and consumption of water.   
 
Consistency Statement: The proposed action does not include the usage of 

water resources as described in this chapter. 
 



13.  Chapter 376, Pollutant Spill Prevention and Control.  This chapter 
regulates the transfer, storage, and transportation of pollutants and the 
cleanup of pollutant discharges. 

 
Consistency Statement: The transportation of pollutants is not included in the 

proposed actions of this project.  Inadvertent spills of pollutants, such as 
fuels, will be handled per the conditions set forth in the contract.  Project 
work will conform to the intent of this chapter. 

 
14.   Chapter 377, Oil and Gas Exploration and Production.  This chapter 

authorizes the regulation of all phases of exploration, drilling, and 
production of oil, gas, and other petroleum products. 

 
Consistency Statement: The proposed actions do not include the exploration, 

drilling, and/or the production of oil, gas, or any other petroleum product.  
Goals and concerns within this chapter do not apply. 

 
15. Chapter 380, Environmental Land and Water Management.  This 

chapter established criteria and procedures to assure the local land 
development decisions consider the regional impact of large-scale 
development. 

 
Consistency Statement: The proposed action has been coordinated with the local 

regional planning council.  The work will conform to the goals of this 
chapter. 

 
16. Chapter 388, Arthropod Control.  This chapter provides for the 

comprehensive approach for the abatement or suppression of mosquitoes 
and other arthropod pests within the state. 

 
Consistency Statement: Actions taken under this proposed project will satisfy the 

goals and intent of this chapter. 
 
17. Chapter 403, Environmental Control.  This chapter authorizes the 

regulation of pollution of the air and waters of the state by the Department 
of Environmental Protection. 

 
Consistency Statement:  The necessary permits will be obtained from the 

appropriate state agency thereby meeting the goals and expectations of 
this chapter. 

 
18. Chapter 582, Soil and Water Conservation.  This chapter establishes 

policy for the conservation of State soils and water through the 
Department of Agriculture.  Land use policies will be evaluated in terms of 
their tendency to cause or contribute to soil erosion or to conserve, 
develop and utilize soil and water resources both on-site and on adjoining 



properties affected by the work.  Particular attention will be given to work 
on or near agricultural lands. 

 
Consistency Statement: The proposed project area is not located near 

agricultural lands and is therefore not likely to impact lands that pertain to 
this chapter.  The goals and concerns of this chapter do not apply. 
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Real Estate

Lands identified for construction of the proposed disposal area is known as Disposal Site
#5. This site is owned in fee by the local sponsor and will be certified for the Suwannee
River Navigation Project. The pipeline will be placed in the water and along County
Road 349. The County has been informed on the preliminary pipeline route and will
provide at no cost to the local sponsor. No additional real estate interests are required for
work associated with the planned DMMP.


	Cover
	Title Page
	Executive Summary
	Table of Contents
	List of Attachments
	List of Tables
	List of Figures

	DMMP with EA
	1.0 INTRODUCTION
	2.0 STUDY PLAN
	3.0 METHODOLOGY
	4.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS/CONDITIONS LIKELY TO PREVAIL WITHOUT A PLAN
	5.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
	6.0 FORMULATION OF ALTERNATIVE PLANS
	7.0 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
	8.0 ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES
	9.0 ECONOMIC ANALYSIS
	10.0 MANAGEMENT OPTIONS
	11.0 FORMULATING THE RECOMMENDED PLAN
	12.0 IMPLEMENTING THE RECOMMENDED PLAN
	13.0 RECOMMENDATIONS
	14.0 LIST OF PREPARERS
	15.0 REFERENCES
	16.0 INDEX
	17.0 GLOSSARY
	Attachment 1: Quality Control Plan
	Attachment 2: Public Scoping
	Attachment 3: 404(b)(1) Evaluation
	Attachment 4: 1985 Biological Opinion
	Attachment 5: HTRW Initial Assessments
	Attachment 6: Cultural Resource Surveys
	Attachment 7: Core Boring Logs, Wadley Pass
	Attachment 8: Hydrographic Survey (1999), Proposed New Channel Layout, and Core Boring Locations
	Attachment 9: Bathymetric Survey (2006)
	Attachment 10: Survey Plats for Upland Disposal Site 5 and Little Bradford Island
	Attachment 11: Core Boring Logs, Upland Disposal Site 5
	Attachment 12: Construction Cost Estimate Drawings
	Attachment 13: Mitigation Plan
	Attachment 14: Cumulative Effects Assessment
	Attachment 15: Florida Coastal Zone Consistency Program Federal Consistency Evaluation Procedure
	Attachment 16: Real Estate Appendix



