Common Name Scientific Name Status 7

St Fed [MC

Big Pine partridge pea Cassia keyensis E

Dune lily-thorn Catesbaea parviflora E 7

Butterfly pea Centrosima virginianum RI

Prickly apple Cereus gracillus

Barbed wire cactus Cereus pentagonus

Key tree cactus Cereus robinii E E

Spurge Chamaesyce adenoptera R -

Spurge Chamaesyce deltoidea ssp deltoidea (E E.

Spurge Chamaesyce garberi E T

Spurge Chamaesyce porteriana v. porteriana |E

Spurge Chamaesyce porteriana v. scoparia (E

Satinleaf -Chrysophyllum oliviforme T

Small's thistle Cirsium horridulum RI

Bull thistle Cirsium vulgare RI

Fiddlewood Citharexylum ﬁ‘uiticosurh RI1

Autograph tree Clusia rosea E

Silver palm . Coccothrinax argentata T

Coffee colubrina Colubrina arborescens E*

Cuba colubrina Colubrina cubensis E

Soldierwood Colubrina elliptica E*

Dayflower Commelina erecta |RI

Cordia bush Cordia globosa - E*

Orange geiger Cordia sebestena E

Tickseed Coreopsis gladiata RI

Quail berry Crossopetalum ilicifolium E

Rhacoma Crossopetalum rhacoma E

Wild croton Croton humilis E*
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Common Name 'Scientific Name Status
St Fed |MC
Cupania Cupania glabra E
Blodget's milkweed vine Cynanchum blodgettii T*
Haimet vine Cynanchum palusire RI
Mitterwort Cynoctonum mitreola RI
Coin vine Dafbergia brownit E*
Whitetop sedge | Dichromena floridensis RI
Caribbean crabgrass Digiiaria dolichophylla T*
Keys varnish leaf Dodonaea elaeagndides E
Milkbark Drypetes diversifolia E
Guiana plum Drypetes lateriflora T
Dollar orchid Encyclia boothiana E ‘
Clamshell orchid Encyclia cochleata E
Butterfly orchid Encyclia tampensis c
Night scented orchid Epidendrum nocturnum E
Rigid epidendrum Epidendrum rigidum E
Black torch Erithalis fruiticosa T
Golden beach creeper _ E_rnodeiz littoralis T
Coral bean " | Erythrina herbosa RI
Redberry stopper Eugenia conﬁsa | E
Red stopper Eugenia rhombea E
Creeping morming glory Evolvulus sericeus v. sericeus RI
Creeping moring glbry Evolvulus serius v. averyi RI1
Creeping morning glory Evolvulus serius v. glaberrimus ARI
Princewood Exostema caribaeum E*
Inkwood Exothea paniculata RI
Florida privet Forestiera segregata RI
Milkpea Galactia parvifolia RI
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Common Name . Scientific Name Status
St Fed |MC
Milkpea Galactia pinetorum RI
Milkpea Galactia prostrata RI
Milkpea Galactia regularis RI
Milkpea Galactia smallii E E
Galium Galium hispidum RI
Wild cotton Gossypium hirsutum E
Lignum vitae Guaiacum sanctum E
False boxwood Gyminda latifolia E
Heliotrope Heliotropium polyphyllum RI
Golden aster Heterotheca graminifolia RI
Rose mallow Hibiscus poeppigii ' E ‘
Manchineel Hippomane manicinella E
Diamond flower Houstonia nigricans v. floridana RI
White ironwood Hypelate trifoliata E
Fringed star grass Hypoxis wrightii RI
Indigofera Indigofera keyensis E RI
Indigofera Indigofera miniata Ri
Curtis clustervine Jacquemontia curtissii T
Havana clﬁstervine Jacquemonti’a havanensis E*
Bahama morning glory Jacquemontia pentanthos E*
Joewood ' Jacquinia keyensis T
Parasitic ghost plant Leiphaimos parasitica E*
Blazing star ' Liatris chapmanii - RI
Blazing star Liatris tenuifolius v. aphyllus RI
Sand flax Linum arenicola E
Galdes lobelia Lobelia glandulosa RI
Wild dilly Manilkara jaimiqui T*
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Common Name Scientific Name Status
St Fed |MC

Mastic Mastichodendron foetidissimum RI
Mayten Maytenus phyllanthoides T*
Melanthera Melanthera aspera v. glabriuscula RI
Poor man's patches Mentzeli floridana RI
Cutleaf morning glory Merremia dissecta ' RI
Simpson stopper Myrcianthes fragrans T 1
Sensitive plant Neptunia pubescens v. p'ubescens RI
Semaphore cactus Opuntia spinosissima E
Prickly pear cactus Opuntia stricta T T
Keys jumping cactus '| Opuntia triacantha E
Corky passionflower Passiflora suberosa E*
Pectis Pectis leptocephala. RI
Swamp bay Persea borbonea RI
Mahogany mistletoe Phoradendron rubrum ) E
Five-petal leaf-flower Phyllanthes pentahyllus v. floridanus RI
Groundcherry Physalis angustifolia RI
Piriqueta Piriqueta caroliniana v. glabra RI
Piriqueta | Piriqueta caroliniana v. tomentosa RI
Pineland pisonia Pisonia rotundata E*
Blackbead Pithecellobium keyensis T*
Everglades poinsettia Poinsettia pinetorum E
Milkwort Polygala boykinii v. sparsifolia RI
Milkwort Polygala grandifiora RI
Buccaneer palm Pseudophoenix sargentii E
Long-stalked stopper Psidium longipes T*
Wild coffee/ Dull leaf Psychotria ligustrifolia E*
Cretan break fern Pteris bahaminsis T
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Common Name Scientific Name Status
St Fed |MC

Rabbit tobacco Pterocaulon pycnostachyum RI
Red ironwood Reynosia septentrionalis T*

Brown-nosed snout pea Rhynchosia cinera RI
Hammeock snout pea Rhychosia swartzii E*

Royal palm Roystonea elata E

Marsh pink Sabatia stellaris ‘IRI
Bahama sachsia Sachsia bahamensis E

Pineland pimpermnel Samolus parviflorus RI
Soapberry Sapindus saponaria RI
Maidenbush Savia bahamensis E*

Inkberry Scaevola plumieri iT

Florida boxwood Schaefferia frutescens E*

Scrub bluestem Schizachyrium sericatum E*

Gulf greytwig Schoepfia chrysophylloides RI
Skullcap Scutellaria havanensis E* RI1
Bahama cassia Senna mexicana T*

Teaweed Sida rubromarginata RI
Paradise tree | Simaruba glauca RI
Blue-eyed grass Sisyrinchiurh arenicola RI1
Greenbriar Smilax havanensis T*

Potato tree Solanum donianiim T*

Necklace pod Sophora tomentosa RI
Buttonweed Spermacoce terminalis T*

Parsley fern Sphenomeris clavata E

Ladies tresses Spiranthes polyantha E

Pride of Big Pine Strumpfia maritima E

E\}erglades pencil flower Stylosanthes calcicola E* RI
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Common Name Scientific Name Status
St Fed |MC

Pencil flower Stylosanthes hamata RI
Mahogany Swietenia mahogani E
Abrupt-tipped maiden fern Thelypteris augescens T
Shield fern. Thelypteris kunthii RI
Brittle thatch palm Thrinax morrisii E
Florida thatch palm Thrinax radiata E
Reflexed wild pine Tillandsia balbisiana T
Stiff wild pine Tillandsia fasciculata E
Twisted/Banded air plant Tillandsia flexuosa E
Giant wild pine | Tillandsia utriculata E
Sea lavender Tournefortia gnaphalodes E
Pineland noseburn Tragia saxicola T
West Indies trema Trema lamarckianum E* -
Florida gamma grass Tripsacum floridanum E
Pear! berry/ Tear shrub Vallesia antillana E*
Worm-vine orchid Vanilla barbellata E
Ironweed Vernonia blodgettii E* RI
Tallowwood, Hogplum " - * | Ximenia americana RI
Florida coontie Zamia ﬂoriéiana C
Florida arrowroot Zamia integrifolia C
Satinwood/Yellow heart Zanthoxylum flavum E
E = Endangered '
T = Threatened

§SC = Species of Special Concern

C = Commercially Exploited
RI = Regionally Important
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| Transplantation Plan
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Secr. 9.5-344. Transplantation plan.

(2) A transplantation plan shall contain the following:
(1) A survey indication the location, size and species to be transplanted;
(2) Identification of the transplantation site including the ultimate location, size and
species of all plants to be transplanted;
(3) The transplantation method to be employed, including:
~a. A schedule, by week, of each step of the transplantation process and a specific
completion date; _ _
b. Demonstration of the gualifications and experience of the individual or firm
performing the transplanting; 2 o
c. The means of excavating the plant materials;
d. Preparation of the site to which the plant material will be transplanted; and
‘e. A schedule of maintenance of the plant material after it has been transplanted;

(4) A written narrative description of the likelihood of the success of transplantation
including a description of other successful transplantation of the species proposed -

to be transplanted.
(b) All transplantation plans shall meet the following standards:

(1) If, upon site evaluations and review of the narrative required in subsection (4)
above, the proposed transplantation is deemed not feasible by the county biologist
and preservation is not possible, replacement with nursery stock may be permitted
pursuant to the standards listed below; _ :

a. Nursery stock shall be of the same size as the plants required to be
transplanted, or if of smaller size, shall be substituted at the ratio of two (2)
nursery plants for every one (1) plant proposed for removal;

b. Nursery stock shall be of the same species whenever possible, or equally rare
species as approved by the county biologist;

(2) All tranSplantation shall be on the development site unless there is no suitable
planting area available; |

(3) Transpiantation plans shall be approved by the county biologist prior to issnance
of a permit and shall be attached as a condition on the permit;

(4) All transplantation shall be completed prior to issuance of a certificate of
occupancy (C.0.) for the site, or, where a C.O. is not applicable, within the time

- frame outlined in the transplantation plan. _
(5) All transplantation shall meet a survival rate of eighty (80) percent.

(c) Off site transplantation:
(1) Receiver sites eligible for off site transplantation shall be either:



a. Located within an area of publicly-owned (local, federal, or state) land which
is designated solely for the purpose of reforestation, restoration and/or

preservation; or

b. Located within a site owned by a private non—proﬁt conservation organization
where the site is designated for the sole purpose of reforestation, restoration
and/or preservation.

(2) Sites not eligible as receiver sites for off site transplantation:
a. Any area designated for landscaping that serves an architectural or aesthetic
purpose only:

b. Any area which is a required landscape or buffer area by county code
(however, required scenic corridors are eligible); :

¢. Any area which would requlre cleanng of native trees or habitat to make room
for plants; and

'd. Any area which is required for planting, restoration, or mitigation under the
county land development regulations as part of or as a result of a code

violation case.
-(3). Additionally, the off site transplantation area shall be either:

a. Suitable for restoration to the same habitat type as the apphcant s property, as
confirmed by the county biologist after site inspection; or

b. Suitable for establishing new habitat, provided that it can reasonably be
" expected to support the applicable habitat type based upon site history and
characteristics and is approved by the county biologist.

(4) Off site transplantation methodS'

a. The transplantation plan shall be part of a written tri-party agreement or
memorandum of understanding (MOU) between the applicant, the receiving
(transplantation) site owner, and the county. The agreement or MOU shall be
prepared by the applicant in a for acceptable to the county and should state
responsibilities and include a copy of the transplantation plan.

b. All initial costs of transplantation, including materials, installation and labor
required to establish the plants (initial watering, etc.) and to remove exotic
vegetation to prepare the site, shall be the responsibility of the applicant and
shall be calculated as follows in accordance with the terms of the agreement:

1. For transplantable plant material, the applicant shall pay to the owner of
the receiver site an amount equal to on hundred (100) percent of the cost
of transport and delivery of the plants plus one hundred (100) percent of
two (2) times the cost of a substitute nursery plant material (according to
the ratios in subsection (b)(1)a. above) to cover labor and installation,
plus, fifteen (15) percent of the cost of substitute nursery plant material to

cover maintenance for one (1) year.



2. For nursery stock, the applicant shall pay to the owner of the receiver site
and amount equal to one hundred (100) percent of the cost of plant
materials (including transportation and delivery), plus one hundred (100)
percent of two (2) times the plant material cost to over labor and
installation, plus fifteen (15) percent of the cost of substitute nursery plant

material to cover maintenance for one (1) year.

c. All physical maintenance and guarantees required by the transplantation plan
after installation and establishment of plants shall be the responsibility of the

o9wner of the receiver site.

d. Aspart of the guaranteed maintenance, the owner of the receiver site shall
agree to keep it free of invasive exotic vegetation in perpetuity.

(d) If none of the above altemnatives are available then the applicant shall provide a fee
equal to the cost of the replacement plants plus installation and maintenance, '
calculated in accordance with section (c)(4)b.2. above. This fee shall be held in an
escrow account of similar instrument which shall be used by the county to restore and
manage public lands in county or, at the discretion of the county, to a willing
government agency or public or private conservation group for off-site replacement
of the affected habitat. The county biologists shall prepare a fee schedule which shail
be periodically revised based on the market costs for replacement plants and |
installation. The county shall adopt administrative procedures for management of the
eSCrow account.

(e) Inability to locate eligible off site transplantation area. Until the administrative
procedures referenced in section (d) above are adopted, the following procedure shall
be used when no other alternative is available. If the applicant demonstrates to the
county the he/she has exhausted attempts to locate an off site transplantation area
which meets the criteria of section (c) above, and is unable to locate a suitable site,

the following method shall be employed:

(1) The applicant shall submit to the county a transplantation plan which includes all
of the items listed in subsection (a) above with the exception of the location of
trees at the recetver site;

(2) The applicant should then arrange, with assistance form the county for removal of
the plants from site by area nurseries, landscapers, and other individuals for future
replanting; _ '

(3) Prior to approval of final inspection for a certificate of occupancy, the applicant
shall demonstrate that all of the required plants have been removed for

- transplantation by submitting receipts to the county form the above individuals
which state the species and number of plants removed for transplantation.

(Ord. No. 33-1986, § 9-810; Amd. 1-2-96)
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Sec. 9.5-345, Environmental design criteria.

No land, as designated on the existing conditions map and analyzed in accordance with
the standards in section 9.5-339 and 9.5-340, shall be developed, used or occupied except
in accordance with the following criteria unless the county biologist recommends an
authorized deviation from the following criteria in order to better serve the purpose and
objectives of the plan and the director of planning or planning commission approves the
recommendation as a minor or major conditional use. No recommendation for an
authorized deviation from these environmental design criteria shall be made unless the
county biologist makes written findings of fact and conclusions of biological opinion
which substantiate the need and/or benefits to be derived from the authorized deviation.

(a) Clustering: lItisthe purpose of this section to minimize the environmental impacts of

development by encouraging design of a development on a parcel of land to
incorporate clustering of the development away from the natural areas on the parcel
that are the most susceptible to harmful development impacts. Clustering '
requirements shall apply to all development, including plat design, and shall be
achieved in the following manner: ' '

(1) When a parcel proposed for development contains more than one (1) habitat type,
all development shall be clustered on the least sensitive portions ef the parcel
subject to the maximum net densities of section 9.5-262 and 9.5-269 and the
performance standards of this section. For the purpose of this subsection, the
relative sensitivity of separate habitat types shall be as listed below with
subsection (a) being the most sensitive and subsection being the least sensitive.
Development within the least sensitive habitat shall achieve the maximum density

* or intensity allowable by these regulations and shall fully utilize the buildable area
of the habitat prior to expanding to the next least sensitive habitat type on the site.
For proposed plats, these cluster requirements shall be applied such that the
number of proposed lots are sized and configured to achieve the highest allowable
density within the least sensitive habitat prior to locating additional lots within the

next least sensitive habitat. :
a. High hammock (high-quality);

b. Palm hammock;

Cactus hammock;

Beach/berm;

Pinelands (high-quality);

Salt marsh and buttonwood wetlands;

el X

High hammock (moderate-quality);

B e o

Low hammock (high-quality);

Low hammock (moderate-quality);

—
.

j. Pinelands (low-quality);



k. High hammock (low-quality);

]. Low hammock (low-quélity);

m. Disturbed beach/berm;

n. Disturbed with slash pines;

o. Disturbed with salt marsh and buttonwood;
p. Disturbed with high hammock; |

q. Disturbed with low hammock;

r: Disturbed;

5. Disturbed with exotics.

(2) In addition to the requirements of subsection (1) above, when a parcel proposed
for development contains more than one (1) habitat type, the development shall be
© clustered within the least ecologically valuable area of each habitat as determined

by the county biologist. 7 _ _

(3) When a parcel proposed for development contains only one (1) habitat type, the
development shall be clustered within the least ecologically valuable area of the
habitat as determined by the county biologist. -

(¢) High Hammock (High-Quality): All structures developed, used or occupied on

parcels of land that are evaluated as high-quality high hammock according to the
habitat evaluation index set out in section 9.5-339 shall be designed, located and

constructed such that: _
(1) All listed threatened, endangered, commercially exploited, and regionally
important native plant species are preserved, protected, relocated or replaced with

nursery stock of the same species or equally rare species suitable to the site
pursuant to a transplantation program approved in accordance with section 9.5-

" 344 of this division.
(2) The edges and general dome configuration of the hammock are preserved in their
natural form; _
(3) All native trees with a diameter at breast height (DBH) of greater than three and
one-half (3 %) inches shall be preserved, relocated or replaced with nursery stock
of the same species or equally rare species suitable to the site at a ratio of two (2)

- replacements for every one (1) tree removed pursuant to a transplantation
program approved in accordance with section 9.5-344 of this division.

(4) All specimen trees shall be preserved in their natural condition;

(5) All areas of required open space shall be maintained in their natural condition,
including the preservation of midstory and understory vegetation;

(6) All areas of required open space shall have minimum dimensions of two hundred
(200) feet and a minimum of at Jeast one-half acre;
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(7) The habitat of threatened and endangered animals shall be preserved;

(8) All areas of disturbance shall be managed to avoid the introduction and/or
establishment of invasive exotic species; and '

(9) All invasive exotic species shall be removed from the parcel proposed for
development. .

(10) A construction impact zone is provided and construction barriers are required at
the outer edge of the construction impact zone and shall be visible and of durable
material such as wood, fabric, wire fencing, rope or wire cable: Barriers shall remain
in place until final inspection for a certificate of occupancy has been approved.
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Federal Emergency Management Agency
, Region IV
3003 Chamblee Tucker Road
Atlanta, Georgia 30341-4130 -
Telephone: (770) 220-5406
Fax: (770) 220-5440

October 30, 2000

James J. Slack, Field Supervisor

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

South Florida Ecological Services Office
PO Box 2676

Vero Beach FL 32961-2676

Re: FEMA 1249-DR-FL Unmet Needs - Florida Keys Aqueduct Authority
Key Largo Wastewater Treatment Plant

Dear Mr. Slack:

Please find enclosed, for your review and comments, a draft Biological Assessment (BA),
part of our informal consultation initiated with your office on July 7 for the proposed Key
Largo project. This BA was prepared in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered
Species Act, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 eg seq.), and gnidelines provided by Ms.
Jeannette Gallihugh of your office. URS Corporation finalized this BA on our behal,

and Monroe County Department of Marine Resources provided most of the information
and completed all ficldwork. The project site was viewed by both FEMA and URS staff
on July 10, -

When FEMA initiated this informal consultation, the Florida Keys Aqueduct Authority
; ~ (FKAA) estimated construction of the wastewater treatment facility at the Mile Marker
1 (MM) 100.5 site would impact approximately 7 acres of established tropical hardwood
hammock. This estimate has been significantly reduced. A preliminary site design now
indicates the facility will only require 2.6 actes for construction. In addition to reducing
impact acreage, Monroe County has proposed 20 acres of conservation easement on the
unused portion of the parcel, .4 acres of hammock restoration, and construction
procedures to limit habitat loss and reduce adverse impacts to plant and animal species,
particularly protected species that may use this parcel. Accordingly, our agency has
determined that construction of the proposed FKAA Key Largo Wastewater Treatment
Plant at MM 100.5 is not likely to adversely affect threatened or endangered species, or
their proposed or designated critical habirat, . .
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James Slack
October 30, 2000
Page 2 of 2

If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Science Kilner at (770) 220-5422. We
appreciate your continuing consultation on this proposed project and lock forward to

receiving your comments,
Sincerely, -,
qgﬁamu vé' —
éf liam R. Straw
Regional Environmental Officer
WS:sk
Cc: Miles Anderson, FDEM :
Tim McGarry, Monroe County
Roger Braun, FKAA
Ken Branton, URS Corp.
Enclosure (1)

TOTAL P.89
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Federal Emergency Management Agency
Region IV
3003 Chamblee Tucker Road
* Atlanta, Georgia 30341-4130 -
Telephone: (770) 220-5406
Fax: (770) 220-5440

December 18, 2000

James J. Slack, Field Supervisor

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

South Florida Ecological Services Office
P.O. Box 2676

Vero Beach, FL 32961-2676

Re: FEMA 1249-DR-FL Unmet Needs - Florida Keys Aqueduct Authority
- Key Largo Wastewater Treatment Plant

Dear Mr. Slack: -

In accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (16 U.S.C. 1531 eq seg), the
Federal Emergency Management Agency would like to elevate the informal consultation
initiated on July 7 to a formal consultation, This request is made pursuant to the
conclusion in our Biological Assessment that there is potential, albeit very low, for
incidental takes of federally threatened or endangered species during construction of the
above project. These include Schaus’ swallowtail butterfly, the eastern indigo snake, and
Stock Island tree snail. _

B et
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James J. Slack
December 18, 2000
Page Two

If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Science Kilﬁer at (770) 220-5422. We look
forward to receiving your biological opinion, along with any additional mitigation
measures you propose, and thank you for your continued attention to this project.

Sincerely,

. mc"bé’\'\‘

William R. Straw
Regional Environmental Officer

WS:sk

| Ce: Miles Anddrson, FDEMY,
| Phillip Worley, FDEM*”
George Garrett, Monroe County\/
Tim McGarry, Monroe County/”
Randy Kautz, FWCCv”~
Roger Braun, FKAAV”
Ken Branton, URS Corpv”
Phil Frank, USFWS - Marathonv”~




NOU-15-2883 11:49 FEMA REG IV ' 7748 228 5448 P.84/89
. ~~ ~~

United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
South Florida Ecological Services Office
1335 20" Sweet
Vero Beach, Florida 32960

December 20, 2000

William R, Straw

Regional Environmental Officer

Federal Emergency Management Agency
3003 Chamblee Tucker Road

Atlanta, Georgia 30341-4130

Log No.: 4-1-00-F-736
Dated: December 18, 2000
Applicant: Federal Emergency Management
Agency
County: Monroe

Dear Mr. Straw:

This letter acknowledges the Fish and Wildlife Service’s (Service) receipt of your December 18,
2000, letter requesting initiation of formal consultation under section 7 of the Endangered
Species Act (ESA) of 1973 (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 ef seq.). The consultation
concerns possible effects of the proposed 2.6-acre Key Largo Wastewater Treatment Plant on the
endangered Schaus swallowtail butterfly (Heraclides aristodemus porceanus), the threatened
Stock Island tree snail (Orthalicus reses reses), and the threatened eastern indigo snake
(Drymarchon corais couperi). The proposed project is located adjacent to John Pennekamp
Coral Reef State Park in the Florida Keys at Mile Marker 100.5, Key Largo, Monroe County,
Florida.

f The Service has received all of the information necessary to initiate formal consultation on the
proposed action, as required in the regulations governing interagency consultations (50 CFR
402.14). Log number 4-1-00-F-736 has been assigned to the proposed project. Please refer to
the log number in future correspondence regarding this consultation.

t  The Service has up to 90 days to conclude formal consultation with the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) and an additional 45 days to prepare our biclogical opinion
(unless we mutually agree to an extension). Therefore, we expect to provide FEMA a biological
opinion on or before May 4, 2001. The ESA requires that, after initiation of formal consultation,
the Federal action agency make no irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources that
limits future options. This ensures that agency actions do not preclude the formulation or
implementation of reasonable and prudent alternatives necessary to avoid jeopardizing the

s
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continued existence of threatened or endangered species and to avoid destroying or modifying
designated critical habitat.

Thank you for your cooperation in the effort to protect thréatened and endangered species and
their habitat. If you have any questions regarding this project, please contact Phil Frank in our
Florida Keys Suboffice at (305) 872-2753.

Sincerely yours,
Kabsoi > . Conny
James J. Slack
F7 Field Supervisor .
South Florida Ecological Services Office

ce:
Service, Ecological Services-Big Pine Key, Florida (Phil Frank)

FWC, Tallahassee, Florida (Randy Kautz)

Menroe County Growth Management, Marathon, Florida (Ralph Gouldy)
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January 23, 2001

Mr. Randy Kautz
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission

620 South Meridian Street
Tallahassee, FL 32399-1600

Re: Biological Assessment for Wastewater Treatment Plant Site — Mile Marker 100.5,
Key Largo, Florida i

Dear Mr, Kautz:

Per request of Ms. Science Kilner with the Federal Emergency Management Agency, Region IV,
I've enclosed a copy of the Biological Assessment (BA) that URS completed in conjunction with

Monroe County Department of Marine Resources.

Thls BA addresses the potential effects of constructing a proposed regional wastewater treatment
system in Key Largo Florida, with an emphasis on the specific site for a regional wastewater
treatment plant selected by the Board of County Commissioners on May 18, 2000. This BA is
based on existing documents and information, as well as site-specific mformanon for the -
treatment plant site that was developed by staff of the Monroe County Department of Marine

Resources.

This document constitutes a Biological Assessment in accordance with the rules requiring federal
agency consultation under the Endangered Species Act.

We welcome your comments on this document, if you so choose. Please send your comments to
the address below. If you have any questions, please feel free to call me at (678) 356-8223.

Sincerely,

wé/e/é%#

Kenrieth W. Branton
Senior Project Engineer

KWB/kwb

Enclosure

cc: Ms. Science Kilner (w/o Atch)

URS Corporaticn

5900 Windward Parkway, Suita 400
Alpharetta, GA 30005

Tel: 678.356.8300

Fax: 678.356.0055
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June 5, 2003

Mark Robson, Regional Director

Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
South Region

8535 North Lake Blvd,

West Palm Beach, FL 33412

Subject; Notice of Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment (SEA) for
the Key Largo Wastewater System, Monroe County, Florida.

Dear Mr. Robson:

This purpose of this letter is to provide your agency with notice that URS Group, Inc., on
behalf of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), is preparing a Draft
Supplemental Environmental Assessment (SEA) for the Key Largo Wastewater System,
Monroe County, Florida. The Draft SEA evaluates several wastewater management
alternatives proposed for Key Largo, and the potential environmental consequences
associated with those alternatives. At this time, FEMA requests your comments
regarding the range of alternatives (attached). Please note that this attachment represents
only a portion of the draft SEA. Additionally, a street map of the project vicinity has also
been attached.

In 1998, during the aftermath of Hurricane Georges, Congress allocated additional
monies for long-term disaster recovery projects in the State of Florida to assist counties
whose needs were yet unmet through allocation of primary disaster relief funds. This
Unmet Needs money was earmarked for the counties most impacted by Hurricane
Georges, including Monroe County. Monroe County requested that wastewater

management improvement projects be considered for disaster funding since many

existing wastewater facilities do not provide adequate collection, treatment, or disposal,
and thus contribute to degrading water quality in the Florida Keys. Since then, FEMA
has received a grant application from the Florida Keys Aqueduct Authority requesting
Federal assistance to upgrade the current wastewater treatment facilities on Key Largo.

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), the Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ) regulations implementing NEPA (40 CFR Parts 1500 through 1508), and
FEMA regulations for NEPA compliance (44 CFR Part 10) direct FEMA and other
Federal agencies to fully understand and take into consideration during decision making,
the environmental consequences of proposed Federal actions (projects). Therefore,
FEMA must comply with NEPA, and other applicable Federal laws and regulations,
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before making Federal funds available for any disaster recovery and mitigation actions.
A Programmatic Environmental Assessment (PEA) for Wastewater Management
Improvements in the Florida Keys was prepared in accordance with these regulations,
and provides a framework to address impacts of a range of wastewater treatment projects
in the Florida Keys. In accordance with 40 CFR Part 1508.28, the Draft SEA for Key
Largo tiers from the PEA, and addresses issues specific to this project location.

FEMA respectfully seeks your written comments within 30 days to the letierhead
address. If you have any questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact me at
(305) 884-8900, or Ms. Science Kilner, FEMA Lead Environmental Specialist, at (770)
220-5357. Thank you very much for your assistance. Your comments will be considered
during the Draft SEA preparation process.

Sincerely,
URS Group, Inc.

L

Ramon Mgndieta
Environmental Scientist

Attachments as noted
ce:

Science Kilner, FEMA Region IV, Lead Environmental Specialist
Stephen Carruth, URS Group, Inc., Environmental Planner
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

South Florida Ecological Services Office
1339 20™ Street

Vero Beach, Florida 32960-3559

RE: NEPA Notice of Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment (SEA); and
ESA Section 7 Reinitation of Formal Consultation Notice, Key Largo
Wastewater System, Monroe County, Florida

Dear Mr. Slack:

The purpose of this letter is to provide your agency with notice that URS Group, Inc.
(URS), on behalf of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), is preparing a
Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment (SEA); pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act; for the Key Largo Wastewater System, Monroe County,
Florida. The Draft SEA evaluates three wastewater management alternatives proposed
for two communities, Key Largo Park and Key Largo Trailer Village, located on Key
Largo: No Action (Alternative 1); Centralized Wastewater Treatment Plant located on
Key Largo at MM 100.5 (Alternative 2); and Centralized Wastewater Treatment Plant
located on Key Largo near MM 98 (Alternative 3).

In an earlier related consultation, he U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) rendered a
Biological Opinion (BO) for the proposed action (Alternative 2} (June 11, 2001).
However, since that time the scope of the project has been reduced from a regional
wastewater treatment plant to a community-level wastewater treatment plant. Because of
this change in scope, FEMA requests a reinitiation of that formal consultation. Although
the plant size has changed, the actual impact footprint at the plant site will remain as
previously described. In addition, FEMA requests your concurrence with their findings
of not likely to adversely effect in compliance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species
Act and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) for the alternative under review.

FEMA is considering funding an application from the Florida Keys Aqueduct Authority
(FKAA) to construct a wastewater treatment system that would serve residents of two
communities located on Key Largo in the Florida Keys. The purpose of the FKAA
project is to reduce wastewater nutrient loading at selected Monroe County-identified
“hot spots” to improve water quality; these “hot spots” are believed to contribute to water
quality degradation. The Monroe County Sanitary Wastewater Master Plan ranked Key
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Largo Trailer Village as the 4" most critical “hot spot” in the Florida Keys. The “hot
spot” ranking is linked to the use of cesspools and septic systems as Key Largo Trailer
Village’s main wastewater treatment systems. FEMA would provide funding assistance
to the FKAA as part of their effort to assist residents of Key Largo Trailer Village and
Key Largo Park in meeting the Florida Statutory Treatment Standards of 2010 for
wastewater effluent disposal to shallow wells. A description of the range of alternatives
for the proposed wastewater treatment system is attached. Please note that this
attachment represents only a portion of the draft SEA. Additionally, a street map of the
project vicinity and additional photographs of the site at MM 98 (Alternative 3) have also
been attached. Your additional comments on the range of alternatives will be considered
and incorporated into the final SEA document, which is slated for completion later this
year.

Lists of special status species with the potential to occur in Monroe County were obtained
from "Threatened and Endangered Species Software (TESS), Version 2.0," and from the
FWS Threatened and Endangered Species Internet site.

On October 25, 2000, a Biological Assessment (BA) of the preferred site (alternative 2)
was prepared by URS. On March 24, 2003, URS biologists Ramon Mendicta and
Michael Breiner performed reconnaissance level field surveys at the alternate (3) site
located near MM 98. The purpose of the BA and the reconnaissance level survey was to
investigate the potential presence of Federally protected species and/or suitable habitat
for these species at each of the sites. The following sites were investigated:

» Preferred Site (Alternative 2) for Construction of a New Treatment Plant —
Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) Preferred Site located on the oceanside
(east) of US Route 1 (US-1) near mile marker (MM) 100.5; and

¢ Alternate Site (Alternative 3) for a Vacuum Pump Station, and Corridor for
Construction of a New Transmission System to a New Treatment Plant —
Alternate Site for a vacuum pump station, located on the oceanside (east) of US-1
near MM 100.5; an approximately 2.5-mile corridor for wastewater transmission
system that would be constructed along the east side of the US-1 right-of-way
(ROW); and a new WWTP located on the oceanside of US-1 near MM 98.0.

Description of Preferred Site
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Under Alternative 2, a new treatment plant would be built on currently undeveloped,
Monroe County lands, on the oceanside of Key Largo at MM 100.5. The proposed plant
site. remains as described in the BA. About 2.6 acres, in a roughly L-shaped
configuration, would be required to construct the WWTP; the remaining 19.4 acres would
remain in a natural state.

Description of Alternate Sites

Under Alternative 3, a transmission system would be constructed from MM 100.5 to a
new treatment plant sited near MM 98.0. Under this alternative, a vacuum pump station
would be located on the oceanside of Key Largo at MM 100.5, at the site described in
Alternative 2. The footprint of the vacuum pump station would be smaller than the
footprint of the proposed wastewater treatment plant described in Alternative 2. The
vacuum pump station would be located on a disturbed portion of the site adjacent to an
existing FKAA facility. In addition, an approximately 2.5-mile transmission system
corridor to a new treatment plant located near MM 98.0 would be required. The force
main would be trenched and located a minimum of 5 feet from the shoulder of the
roadway on the east side of US-1. The entire transmission system would be contained
within the ROW of US-1.

Much of the vegetation adjacent to the paved roadway consists primarily of grasses and
weeds typical of maintained ROW. Vegetation within the maintained ROW consists of
Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon), St. Augustine grass (Stenotaphrum secundatum),
crowsfoot grass (Dactyloctenium aegyptium), Sporobolus sp. and Rhynchelytrum sp.
Lands adjacent to the ROW are primarily developed commercial or residential property.
Beginning at Atlantic Avenue (MM 99.5) the transmission system corridor consists of
dense commercial development. Vegetation on these parcels consists of common
landscape plants and trees. An 8-foot wide bicycle/pedestrian trail, extending from
Atlantic Boulevard (MM 99.5) past Central Avenue (MM 100.5), the southern boundary
of the vacuum pump station site, is located along the transmission corridor.

Undeveloped lands adjacent to the transmission system corridor can be characterized as
degraded hardwood hammock impacted by habitat fragmentation and infestation by
invasive, non-indigenous plant species. Species observed in these areas included gumbo
limbo, pigeon plum (Coccoloba diversifolia), poisonwood, and Brazilian pepper.
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The alternate treatment plant site is cleared, grubbed, and developed; it is presently used
for boat and vehicle storage, and miscellaneous usage. Vegetation was observed growing
along the maintained US-1 ROW adjacent to the property and along the property
periphery.

Undeveloped lands east and west of the alternate WWTP site can be characterized as
hardwood hammock habitat.

No Federal- or State-listed wildlife species were not observed on any of the alternate
sites.

Anticipated Impacts to Special Status Species

The Preferred Site consists of high-quality hardwood hammock habitat likely to support
federally listed threatened and endangered species that potentially occur in this portion of
the Florida Keys. Under the FWS’s BO, the Key Largo WWTP is not likely to
jeopardize the continued existence of the Schaus swallowtail butterfly (Heraclides
aristodemus ponceanys) or the Stock Island tree snail (Orthalicus reses) nor is it likely to
adversely affect the eastern indigo snake (Drymarchon corais couperi).

The Alternate site is completely developed and is not likely to support federally listed
threatened and endangered species that potentially occur in this portion of the Florida
Keys.

Under the No Action Alternative (Alternative 1), no changes would be made to the
existing wastewater systems. It is likely that the benefits associated with improved water
quality would be delayed and continued degradation in water quality would continue in
the short-term.



Based on the results of the biological field visits, consultation with experts, and a review
of special status species lists, FEMA finds that alternative 3 would not result in the take
of federally listed threatened or endangered species or species protected under the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), jeopardize the continued existence of these species,
or adversely affect their habitat. As part of this consultation process, FEMA respectfully
seeks written concurrence on this determination of no effect within 30 days to the
letterhead address. Furthermore, we request confirmation that the Service still considers
its June 2001 BO for Alternative 2 current. Should FEMA approve construction funding
for this project, the Service’s Recommendations, Terms and Conditions would become
part of the grant approval requirements. If you have any questions or comments, please
do not hesitate to contact me at (305) 884-8900, or Ms. Science Kiiner, FEMA Lead
Environmental Specialist, at (770) 220-5357. Thank you very much for your assistance.

Sincerely,

URS Group,

Environmental Scientist
Attachments as noted
cc: Andrew Gude, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Science Kilner, FEMA Region IV, Lead Environmental Specialist
Stephen Carruth, URS Group, Inc., Environmental Planner
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Dear Mr. Straw:

ThlS document transmits the Fish and Wildlife Servxce s (Service) Biological Opinion based on
our review of the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) proposal to construct the
Key Largo Wastewater Treatment Plant (WTP) and its effects on the endangered Schaus
swallowtail butterfly (Heraclides aristodemus ponceanus), the threatened Stock Island tree snail

- (Orthalicus reses), and the threatened eastern indigo snake (Drymarchon corais couperi) in
accordance with section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C.
1631 et seq.). Your request for consultation was received on December 18, 2000.

This Biological Opinion is based on information provided in the October 30, 2000, draft
Endangered Species Biological Assessment (FEMA 2000), telephone conversations with FEMA
and Monroe County representatives, species experts, members of the public, field investigations,
and other sources of information. ‘A complete administrative record of this consultation is on file
at the Florida Keys Ecological Semces Field Office on Big Pine Key, Monroe County, Florida.

Consultatmn history

The Biological Opinion presented here is the result of informal coordination and consultation
between the Service and FEMA. This consultation history represents coordination letters and
documents from this process. :

On Apfil 7, 2000, the Service sent a letter to Monroe County informing the County of the
presence of several federally—hsted threatened and endangered species on Key Largo, and

expressing an interest in assisting the County in the selection of wastewater treatment plant
facility locations.

*



On June 23, 2000, the Service sent a letter to FEMA identifying the possible use of Federal
funds for the proposed Key Largo WTP. The Service requested that FEMA evaluate the
proposed construction for impacts to threatened and endangered species and initiate consultation
in accordance with section 7 of the ESA. Co

On July 7, 2000, FEMA sent a letter to the Service acknowledging that Federal ﬁlnds through -
FEMA’s Hazard Mitigation Grant Program were being used for the proposed Key Largo WTP,
and requested initiation of formal consultation to determine if construction of the proposed
project would result in adverse effects to threatened and endangered species. A preliminary
environmental assessment prepared by Monroe County describing the location and
environmental condmons of the proposed site was included for the Service’s review.

On July 14, 2000 the Florida FlSh and Wildlife Conservation Commission sent a letter to FEMA .
expressing a concern that the site selected for the Key Largo WTP at Mile Marker 100.5 on Key
Largo was important habitat for both State and federally-listed threatened and endangered

species and recornmended against FEMA funding for the project at this locatlon

On July 28, 2000, the Service sent a letter to Carlton Fields, Attorneys at Law, informing them
that the Servrce was consulting with FEMA on the Key Largo WTP; a Biological Opinion would
be prepared if necessary; and preparation of a Habitat Conservation Plan is not requrred by
section 7 of the ESA.

On October 30, 2000, FEMA sent a draft Blologrcal Assessment (BA) to the Servrce for the Key :
Largo WTP.

On December 14, 2000, the Service sent an email correspondence to FEMA requesting that -
FEMA initiate formal consultation for the Key Largo WTP since the BA for the project

- identified the potential for take of the Schaus swallowtail butterfly, the Stock Island tree snail,
and the eastern indigo snake.

On December 18, 2000 FEMA sent a letter to the Service requesting initiation of formal -
consultation for the Key Largo WTP.

On December 20, 2000, the Service sent a letter to FEMA acknowledgmg recerpt of FEMA’s
request for formal consultatlon for the Key Largo WTP. In that letter, the Service concluded that
all necessary information for the consultation had been received and established a date of May 4,
2001, for the cornpletlon of the Biological Opinion. : :

- BIOLOGICAL OPINION

Description of the proposed action ~

FEMA is proposing to construct the Key Largo WTP on a 23-acre tropical hardwood hammock
parcel located at Mile Marker 100.5, Key Largo, Monroe County, Florida (Figure 1).
- Anticipated impacts of the project mclude destructron of 2.6 acres of tropical hardwood
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hammock that provide habitat for the Schaus swallowtail butterfly, the Stock Island tree snail,
and the eastern indigo snake. Conservation measures proposed for this project include the *’
establishment of a conservation easement over the unused 20 acres of tropical hardwood
hammock remaining on the project site, 0.4 acre of on-site hardwood hammock restoration, and
specific construction procedures aimed at impact avoidance. | ' SR

 For the purpose of this consultation, the action area will be defined as the 23-acre parcel,c')f land
proposed for the Key Largo WTP. _ '

 Key Largo is a long, narrow island situated in a northeast to southwest direction and is composed
of Key Largo limestone, a porous limestone formed by ancient reef formations.. The 23-acre
action area consists mainly of tropical hardwood hammock, with minimal disturbed areas
consisting of old clearings and debris located near the edges of the property. The property is
located immediately south of U.S. 1 and Mile Marker 100.5, and lies adjacent to existing ~ ~
protected hardwood hammocks to the east and south and commercial development to the west.

The action area has been targeted for acquisition by the State of Florida’s Conservation and ~—
Recreational Lands (CARL) program under the Florida Keys Ecosystem proposal and is part of
the larger 191-acre Newport Hammocks project. - Prior to purchase by Monroe County for the
Key Largo WTP, the action area had been surveyed for purchase through CARL and acquisition
was underway. ‘ ' T

Tropical hardwood nammocks are closed canopy forests, dominated by 2 diverse assemblage of
evergreen and semi-deciduous tree and shrub species, mostly of West Indian origin. Vegetation
on the action aréa is typical of more mature hammocks on the Keys, with a varied overstory
including poisonwood (Meropium toxiferum), West Indian mahagony (Swietenia mahagoni),
‘wild tamarind (Lysiloma latilisiliquum), gumbo limbo (Bursera simarubd), pigeon plum
(Coccoloba diversifolia), and ironwood (Krugiodendron ferreum). Understory plants are diverse -
and varied, but include both wild lime (Zanthoxylum fagara) and torchwood (Amyris elemifera),
species specifically utilized by Schaus swallowtail butterflies for egg deposition and larval host

! plants. -' : -

Tropical hardwood hammocks are found nearly throughout the southern half of south Florida,
with large concentrations in Miami-Dade County on the Miami Rock Ridge, in Miami-Dade and
Monroe counties in the Florida Keys and along the northern shores of Florida Bay, and in the
Pinecrest region of the Big Cypress Swamp. Tropical hardwood hammocks are critical habitat
for many West Indian plant species and provide important habitat for many species of wildlife,
including nine federally-listed species. While the majority of the remaining tropical hardwood

" hammocks outside the Florida Keys are in public ownership, hammocks are still significantly
threatened by development in the Florida Keys, with Key Largo containing the largest stands of
intact hammock remaining on the Keys. Tropical hardwood hammocks have been heavily
impacted by conversion to agriculture, exotic plant and animal species, collecting pressure on’

plants and animals, anthropogenic.'ﬁres, and alterations in hydrology.



Status of species/critical habitat

The Service has determined that the proposed abt1on may adversely affect the Schaus -
swallowtail butterfly, the Stock Island tree snail, and the eastern indigo snake. Crltlcal habitat
has not been designated for any of these species. [

Schaus swallowtail butterfly
A. Species description .

The Schaus swallowtail is a large blackish-brown butterfly with contrasting markings that are
mostly dull yellow (Service 1999). Their antennae are black with a yellow knob that has a black
tip. Their forewings have a dull yellow median band from the apex to about midpoint of the '
inner margin, with a short side branch to costa about 1/3 distance from the apex. Their =
subterminal and terminal lines consist of lunular yellow spots from apex to anal angle.. Their
“hindwings have a yellow median band continuing that of the forewing, and a submarginal row of
large yellow lunular spots; the concavities of a deeply scalloped outer margin have yellow -
edging. Their blackish tail is straight-edged (not teardrop-shaped), and is bordered with yellow.
The tails have a hollow red spot along the anal margin just above the anal angle, with bluish
scaling.

The underside of a Schaus swallowtail wing is yellow with black shading mostly in the median
“and submarginal areas of the forewing, and in the terminal area and tails of the hindwing. A dull = -
brownish red median band extends from costa to inner margin of the hindwing, narrowing before
touching these margins. There is extensive bluish scaling along the outer edge of the reddish '
band of the wing. The wingspan is 2.9 to 4 inches (8.6 to 9.5 cm} (Covell 1985).

~ The Schaus swallowtail butterfly is most easily confused with the giant swallowtail butterfly
(Heraclides cresphontes) Cramer, which is widespread in eastern North America and also occurs
in habitat occupied by the Schaus swallowtail. The two butterflies are easily separated by size
and color: the giant swallowtail is larger than the Schaus swallowtail and is more nearly coal- «
black with brighter yellow lines. The giant swallowtait has a broader median forewing band that
is more broken into spots, and is less separated from the submarginal band toward the apex. The
giant swallowtail antennae are solid black and its tail is teardrop- shaped yellow inside bordered
with black edging. The reddish markings on the underside of its wings are less brownish and
much less extensive than on the Schaus swallowtail (Service 1999).

B. Life history

Distribution and habitat: The present distribution of the Schaus swallowtail butterfly is Limited
to undisturbed tropical hardwood hammocks in insular portions of Miami-Dade and Monroe
counties from Elliott Key in Biscayne National Park in the northeast southwest to northern Key
Largo (Service 1999 - Figure 1).- Individuals have been seen in and adjacent to the Crocodile
Lakes National Wildlife Refuge. Captive bred butterflies have been released on six sites in
North Key Largo.



There have been two recent possible, but unverified, sightings of Schaus swallowtail butterflies
in the lower Keys. One Schaus swallowtail was seen on Big Pine Key in 1966 (Service 1999).
Another Schaus swallowtail butterfly was sighted on Lignumvitae Key, a State park, in 1973
_{Covell 1977). A 1984 survey from Elliott Key to Key West found no Schaus swallowtail
butterflies south of north Key Largo, although a verified sighting occurred on Upper Matecumbe
Key in 1986 (Service 1999). In 1985, over 400 Schaus swallowtail butterflies were seen in
Biscayne National Park, and a few were spotted at four sites in northern Key Largo (Service
1999). In 1986, the population of adult Schaus swallowtail butterflies on Elliott Key was
estimated at 750-1,000 individuals; in the same year, there were an estimated 50-80 individuals

(adults and :mmatures) on each of Old Rhodes, Totten, and Adams Keys (Emmel 1986a).

" The Schaus swallowtail butterfly was described by Schaus in 1911 from specimens collected in
May 1898, in the south Miami area. Thelast known mainland specimen was collected in
Coconut Grove, Dade County, in May 1924 (Service 1999). One older specimEn was reportedly
collected in Key West (Service 1999). A colony flourished from 1935 to 1946 on Lower
Matecumbe Key {Service 1999, Grimshawe 1940), with a single capture recorded there in 1964
(Service 1999). The Schaus swallowtail butterfly has been known to occur on northern Key
Largo from 1940 to present, although rare since the mid-1970s (Service 1999). The Schaus

‘swallowtail butterfly has been known to exist on the larger islands of Biscayne National Park
since 1972 (Brown 1973, Covell and Rawson 1973). |

The Schaus swallowtail butterfly occurs exclusively in mature subtropical dry forest (hardwood
hammocks) that are now extensive only in the upper Keys in Miami-Dade and Monroe counties
(Service 1999). Adults of this species may fly in clearings and along roads and trails, or even
out over the ocean for short distances (Rutkowski 1971, Brown 1973), but they typically remain
~ in the hammocks proper (Rutkowski 1971). Nectaring activity usually occurs on blossoms of
wild coffee, guava (Psidium guajavad), or cheese shrub (Morinda royoc), along the margins of
these hammocks; they rarely feed in areas open to direct sunlight (Service 1999, Rutkowski

1971).

Other characteristics of Schaus swallowtail butterfly habitats are that they are relatively high
elevation (3 to 4.6 m above sea level), away from tidal waters, and have a mature overstory of
irees such as gumbo limbo, pigeon plum, black ironwood (Krugiodendron ferreum), West Indian
mahogany, and wild tamarind (Covell 1976). '

Dense, mature subtropical hardwood hammock habitat on well-drained substrate with dappled
sunlight penetration are essential for the continued survival of both the Schaus swallowtail,
butterfly and its primary food plant, torchwood (Amyris elemifera) (Emmel 1985a, Service 1999,
Covell 1976, Rutkowski 1971, Brown 1973, Loftus and Kushlan 1984). The minimum area
required for a viable population is not known nor is the optimum density of primary and

secondary food plants in the habitat.

.Behavior: The Schaus swallowtail butterfly is territorial to the extent that males have been
observed to investigate other males entering their territories within hardwood hammocks
(Emmel 1985a). Male butterflies have also been reported as they patrolled the tree tops at 2
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height of 10 feet or more during the hot-afternoon on bright days, sometimes descending into
open spaces to investigate any other H.c. ponceanus (Rutkowski 1971). Emmel (1985a) also
notes that male Schaus swallowtail butterflies are remarkably adapted to flight within hardwood
hammocks and are able to pick their way among branches and around spider webs.

_ ‘ |
The Schaus swallowtail butterfly spends much of its time within hammocks, particularly where
sunlight penetrates to give a dappling effect (Emmel 1985a). Courtship has been observed along
narrow trails cut through the hammock (Rutkowski 1971). Open areas, such as trails or clearings
within or near the dense hammock, are requisite for courtship activity and nectaring. These open
areas may be natural or man-made. The Schaus swallowtail butterfly appears to be strictly
diurnal. :

While no mass migration of the Schaus swallowtail butterfly has ever been reported, an

individual was followed as it crossed a half-mile expanse of Biscayne Bay between two islands
(Brown 1973). In 1986, a Schaus swallowtail butterfly was seen crossing about 360 meters from
Old Rhodes Key to Swan Key (Service 1999). These observations suggest that these butterflies
can travel across open water for a considerable distance among the upper Keys and may be able
to travel to and from the mainland.

Adult Schaus swallowtail butterflies are active primarily in May and June, with most sightings
recorded between mid-April and mid-July (Service 1999). A few August and September records
suggest either delayed- -emergence during a year or a facultative second brood (Service 1999, '
Brown 1976).

There is only one generation of Schaus swallowtall butterflies per year and adults are short-lived
(Emmel 1985a). There is some evidence from rearing that diapause may extend for at least 2
years (Grimshawe 1940). If this occurs in natural populations, the Schaus swallowtail butterfly
could survive extreme droughts in the season following its larval development by delaying .
emergence, perhaps until July-September or later (Rutkowski 1971). Some adults are active '
during July-September as well as. durmg the normal flight period of late April through early July
(Brown 1973).

Feeding: Young caterpillars use tender, young leaves of plants, such as wild lime, and will avoid

" tougher, older leaves. However, fifth (final) instar larvae have been observed eating tougher

older leaves of torchwood and prickly-ash (Service 1999, Rutkowski 1971). Adults have been

observed taking nectar from blossoms of guava, cheese shrub, blue porterweed (Stachylarpheta

Jamaicensis), sea grape, dog’s tail (Heliotropium angiospermum), lantana (Lantana involucrata),

. salt-and-pepper (Melanthera nivea), and wild coffee (Emmel 1986a Service 1999, Rutkowski
S 1971).

Reproduction; While mating has not been observed in the wild, oviposition in nature has been
described. The Schaus swallowtail butterfly uses torchwood and wild lime to deposit its eggs
. (Grimshawe 1940, Rutkowski 1971, Brown 1973). These food plants are either at the edge of
hammocks along trails impartially sheltered by the canopy or they are in the hammocks proper,
at the edge of a clearing or where a fairly large opening in the canopy exists. Females deposit
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single eggs on the upper surface of the tips of the leaves, however, there is one record of two
eggs on a leaf (Service 1999). Eggs and larvae are not found on plants in open sunlight;
howevey, in contrast, the giant swallowtail butterfly has been observed ovipositing on wild lime -
growing in the open (Service 1999). Eggs take 3-5 days to hatch..

i . .
No studies on sex ratio have been published, but Covell (1985) has found that males are more
. abundant than females. Of 245 adult Schaus swailowtail butterflies in collections, 136 were
males, 41 were females, and 68 had no sex indicated. These skewed sex ratios are likely biased. .
Female butterflies are typically more secretive than males. In addition, butterfly collectors may
avoid killing females to allow the species to persist so that additional specimens may be taken at
a later time. ‘ :

Information on survival rate of adults is mostly anecdotal. Earlier projections are that adults live
only about 2 weeks and suffer damage more quickly than similar species that live in more open
 areas because of hazards of life in the dense brush of the hammock (Emmel 1985a).

Egg survival rates of Schaus swallowtail in the wild are poorly known, but ‘an egg survival rate
0f 29.7 percent (11 of 37) was cited in one case for a group of eggs collected in the wild. Further
mortality of hatching larvae resulted in a survival rate of only 5 percent in the group studied
(Emmel 1985b). Development from egg to adult was described by Grimshawe (1940) and
Rutkowski (1971). Rutkowski (1971) noted a white osmeteria on the larvae and drinking of
water droplets by fifth instar caterpillars. :

C. Status and trends -

The Schaus swallowtail butterfly was listed as a threatened species on April 28, 1976, because of
_population declines associated with habitat loss, pesticide use, and collecting (41 FR. 17740).

The Schaus swallowtail butterfly was reclassified to an endangered species on August 31, 1984,
because its numbers and range had declined dramatically since its first listing (49 FR 34504).

Habitat loss, habitat fragmentation and application of pesticides are the primary factors
responsible for the decline of Schaus swallowtail butterfly throughout its range. Paved roads -
through Schaus swallowtail ‘butterfly habitat, particularly S.R. 905 on northern Key Largo,
facilitate road kill of adults (Service 1999). Aerial application of insecticides for mosquito
control throughout the Keys likely affect Schaus swallowtail butterfly populations. The
pesticides Dibrom, Baytex, and Teknar, used in the Keys for mosquito control, are toxic to the

related giant swallowtail butterfly in the laboratory (Emmel 1986b). ‘

The primary threats to the survival and recovery of the Schaus swallowtail butterfly are habitat
loss due to development, pesticide use, over-collecting, and climatic factors such as hurricanes, '

' freezes, and droughts. The population on Key Largo is at-risk due to extensive habitat loss-and
fragmentation, making preservation of the remaining large contiguous forest fragments essential. .




D. Analysis of the species likely to be affected

The current range of the Schaus swallowtail butterfly includes hardwood hammock on the upper
Florida Keys from Lower Matecumbe Key north to Elliot Key. Habitat loss from development,
pesticide use, and; over-collectmg are the primary causes for this subspecies decline. Hammock
fragments such as the action area are increasingly rare in the upper Keys as a result of
development activities and acquisition of the remaining patches for conservation is a high
priority. ‘The proposed project would adversely affect the Schaus’ swallowtail butterfly through'
the loss and degradation of the remaining habitat on-site from secondary effects including -
microhabitat alteration, increased edge effects, and exotic species such as fire ants.

Stock Tsland tree snail
A. Species description

- The Stock Island tree snail was first described by Say in 1830 based on a snail that was probably
collected from Key West. That specimen was lost and the species was later described by Pilsbry
around 1946 using a snail from Stock Island. The Stock Island tree snail is a subspecies in the'
genus Orthalicus. Pilsbry wrote that he believed Orthalicus migrated through tropical America
on ﬂoatlng trees that were later blown ashore.

Pilsbry (1946) described the Stock Island tree snail as having a shell that is rather thin and light,
"~ less solid than [other] races of {Orthalicus]. White to warm buff, this tint deepening near the lip
~ or behind the later varices; stripes... purplish brown, running with the growth-lines, the stripes
and the streaks often interrupted between the bands, and mostly not extending below the lower
one; growth-rest varices usually 2 to 4 on the last whorl; three spiral banks, the upper and lower
interrupted, are indicated, but weaken with age. - Apex white. Aperture showing the varices,
bands and streaks vividly inside; columella white, straightened above; parietal callus white, or
dilute chestnut in old shells. The characteristics that most distinguish this species from O. reses
nesodryas are the white apex and white columella and parietal callus. These characteristics are
chestnut-brown or darker in O. reses nesodryas. '

B. Life history

Distribution and habitat: Historically, Stock Island tree snails were found only on Stock Island
and Key West. Today, snails are only found in small numbers on Key West and in a few
hardwood hammocks in the upper Keys. They feed on epiphytic growth on hardwood tree
trunks, branches, and leaves. The Stock Island tree snail survives best in higher-elevation
hammocks (rmmmum elevatlons of 5-11 feet) that support relatlvely large amounts of lichens
and algae.

Larger trees support more Stock Island tree snails than smaller trees because they provide the
snails with an increased surface area for foraging (Deisler 1987). There is no evidence that
Stock Island tree snails prefer certain tree types or species (Deisler 1987), although they seem to
prefer trees with smooth bark over trees with rough bark.
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Stock Island tree snails are arboreal except when they move to the forest floor for nesting or
traveling. Hammocks that contained well-developed soils or leaf litter are probably necessary
for nesting activity and dispersal. | = S -

No data are available on minimal hammock size needed tq support a viable population of tree
“snails. Suitable habitat would have to include an area large enough to provide for foraging and
" nesting requirements as well as provide for the microclimate (air temperature and humidity)
needed by the Stock Island tree snail. '

Behavior; The Stock Island tree snails are active mainly during the wet season.” Besides the
reproductive.activities discussed above, most of the feeding and dispersion takes place during
the wet season (May through November). Dry periods (usually December through April) are .
spent in aestivation in which the Stock Island tree snail forms a tight sealed barrier between the
aperture and a tree trunk or branch. Snails may come out of aestivation briefly to feed during
dry season rains or g0 :to aestivation during summer dry spells. I
Feeding: Little is known about the feeding habits or food preferences of the Stock Island tree
-snail. Probable food items include a large variety of fungi, algae, and lichens found on the bark
of hammock trees. Mixobacteria and some small mites may serve as a secondary food source.
Feeding can occur anytime during the day or night with peak feeding activity occurring from late
afternoon through the night to midmorning and during or immediately after rainfall. Feeding
Stock Island tree snails often follow a random twisting path that covers the entire bark surface
but will move in a straight line if surface moisture is abundant.

Reproduction: The snails are hermaphroditic, but cross-fertilization appears to be common.
They mate and nest in late summer and early fall during the wettest part of the rainy season. .
‘They lay approximately 15 eggs per clutch in a cavity that is dug into the soil humus layer,
usually at the base of a tree, and take anywhere from 24 to 105 hours to deposit their eggs
(Deisler 1987). The eggs hatch during the onset of the rains the following spring. Upon

. hatching, the Stock Island tree snails immediately proceed to climb adjacent trees. Most nesting
snails appear to be approximately 2-3 years old and are estimated to live for up to 6 years, with
2.11 years being the mean age for the Stock Island population at the time of Deisler’s study
(1987). The Stock Tsland tree snail’s age can be estimated by counting the number of dark
suture-like lines resulting from pigment deposition during the dry season. ' '

C. Status and tre'nds

The Stock Island tree snail was listed as threatened by the Service on July 1978 (43 FR 28932)
because of population declines, habitat destruction and modification, pesticide use, and over-
collecting (Service 1999). Since its original listing, this threatened snail has probably been
eliminated from its historic range on Stock Island by extensive habitat destruction. It currently
exists in hardwood hammock patches on Key Largo and possibly the everglades, andina

residential setting on Key West.
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such as fire ants.

The primary threats to the survival and recovery of the Stock Island tree snail include loss of
habitat from development, application of pesticides, fragmentation of habitat, and predation by
black rats (Rattus rattus) and fire ants (Solenopsis invicta). Increased urbanization in the Keys
over the last 30 years has led to the destruction, fragmentation, and reduction in quality of
habitat throughput its historic and present range. Pesticide use near known sites of the Stock
Island tree snail has impacted populations either by poisoning animals directly or altering
reproduction. Trash and debris piles have also served as a food source and provided home sites
for black rats which prey on the snail. Illegal collecting of Stock Island tree snail has reduced
snail populations and contributed to the extirpation of the snail from Stock Island (Service 1999).
The population on Key Largo is at-risk due to extensive habitat loss and fragmentation, making
preservation of the remaining large contiguous forest fragments essential (Forys ez al. 1996).

D. Analysis of the species Iikeiy to be affected

The current range of the Stock Island tree snail includes only hardwood hammock fragments
where the species has been relocated by collectors and conservationists. The subspecies is
believed to be extirpated from its historic range, and the long-term survival of the taxon is -
doubtful. Hammock fragments, such as the action area, are increasingly rare in the upper Keys
as a result of development activities, and acquisition of the remaining patches for conservation is
a high priority. The proposed project would adversely impact the Stock Island tree snail through
a direct loss of individuals and also through the degradation of the remaining habitat on-site from
secondary effects including microhabitat alteration, increased edge effects, and exotic species

Eastern indigo snake

A. Species description

' The eastern indigo snake ranges from the southeastern United States to northern Argentina

(Service 1999). This species has eight recognized subspecies, two of which occur in the United
States: the eastern indigo and the Texas indigo (D. c. erebennus) (Service 1999). At one time,
the eastern indigo snake occurred in the coastal plain of the southeastern United States, from
South'Carolina to Florida and west to Louisiana. '

The eastern indigo snake is the largest non-venomous snake in North America, obtaining lengths
of up to 104 inches (Service 1999). Its color is uniformly lustrous-black, dorsally and ventrally,
except for a red or cream-colored suffusion of the chin, throat, and sometimes the cheeks. Its
scales are large and smooth (the central 3-5 scale rows are lightly keeled in adult males) in 17
scale rows at midbody. Its anal plate is undivided. : '

In the Keys, adult.eastern indigo snakes seem to have less red on their faces or throats compared

to most mainland specimens (Service 1999). Several researchers have informally suggested that
lower Keys eastern indigo snakes may differ from mainland snakes in ways other than color.
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B. Life hisfory
Distribution and habitat: Historically, the eastern indigo snake occurred throughout Florida and

in the coastal plain of Georgia and has been recorded in Alabama and Mississippi. It may have
occurred in southern South Carolina, but its occurrence there cannot be Confirmed. '

- Georgia and Florida currently support the remaining, endemic populations of the eastern indigo
snake (Service 1999), with only a few populations remaining in the Florida panhandle. o
Nevertheless, based on museum specimens and field sightings, the eastern indigo snake still
occurs throughout Florida, though not common (Service 1999). _ -

In the upper Keys, eastern indigo snakes occur on North Key Largo, likely restricted to

Crocodile Lake National Wildlife Refuge and Key Largo State Botanical Site. It is unlikely that .
any resident individuals remain south of North Key Largo through Marathon as the remaining
habitat is greatly reduced and fragmented. In the lower Keys, eastern indigo snakes have been
reported on Big Pine and Middle Torch, Big Torch, Little Torch, Summerland, Cudjoe,
Sugarloaf, and Boca Chica Keys (Service 1999). . Since thorough surveys have not been
conducted in-the Keys, the eastern indigo snake may occur on other keys as well.

- Over most of its range in Florida, the eastern indigo snake frequents diverse habitats such as pine
flatwoods, scrubby flatwoods, flood plain edges, sand ridges, dry glades, tropical hammocks,
edges of freshwater marshes, muckland fields, coastal dunes, and xeric sandhill communities. In
south Florida, these snakes are found in pine flatwoods and tropical hammocks. Eastern indigo -
snakes also use agricultural lands and various typés of wetlands, with higher population

- concentrations occurring in the sandhill and pineland regions of northern and central Florida.
Eastern indigo snakes utilize similar habitats in the Keys. ' o

. Eastern indigo snakes require a mosaic of habitats. Interspersion of tortoise-inhabited sandhills
and wetlands improves habitat quality for the eastern indigo snakes (Service 1 999). Eastern
indigo snakes require sheltered retreats from winter cold and desiccating conditions, and often
use burrows of the gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus) when available. In habitats lacking
gopher tortoises, eastern indigo snakes may take shelter in hollowed root channels, hollow logs,
or the burrows of rodents, armadillo, or crabs (Service 1999).

The average range of the eastern indigo snake is 4.8 hectares during the winter (December-
April), 42.9 hectares during late spring/early summer (May-July), and 97.4 hectares. during late
summer and fall (August- November) (Service 1999). Adult male eastern indigo snakes have
larger home ranges than adult females and juveniles; their ranges may encompass as much as
224 hectares and 158 hectares in the summer (Moler 1986). By contrast, a gravid female may
use from 1.4 hectares to 42.9 hectares (Service 1999). ' o ' |

- Feeding: The eastern indigo snake is a generalized predator and will eat any veftebrate small

enough to be overpowered. The snake’s food items include fish, frogs, toads, snakes (venomous
as well as nonvenomous), lizards, turtles, turtle eggs, small alligators, birds, and small mammals.
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Reproduction: Eastern indigo snakes breed between November and April, with females
depositing 4-12 eggs during May or June (Service 1999). Young hatch in approximately 3
months from late May through August with:peak hatching activity occurring between August
and September, while yearling activity peaks in April and. May (Service. 1999). There is no
evidence of parental care although the snakes take 3 to 4 years to reach sexual maturity (Semce
1999).

Female eastern indigo snakes can store sperm and delay fertilization of eggs; there is a single
record of a captive snake laying five eggs (at least one of which was fertile) afier being isolated
for more than 4 years (Service 1999). There is no information on eastern indigo snake lifespan
in the wild, but in captivity an eastern indigo snake lived 25 years, 11 months (Service 1999).

C. Status and trends

The eastern indigo snake was listed as a threatened species-on January 31, 1978 (43 FR 4028).
This snake was listed because of dramatic population declines caused by habitat loss, over-
collecting for the domestic and international pet trade, and mortalities caused by rattlesnake
collectors who gas gopher tortoise burrows to collect snakes (Service 1999). When the eastern
indigo snake was listed, the main cause of its populatlon decline was over-collecting for the pet
trade. '

The eastern indigo snake was listed based on habitat loss, over-collecting for the pet trade, and
ortahty from gassing gopher tortoise burrows to collect rattlesnakes. At the time of listing, the .
main factor in the decline of the eastern indigo snake was attributed to exploitation for the pet
- trade. Law enforcement has reduced pressure from the pet trade, but loss of habitat remains a
major threat to the long-term survival of the species. The primary threats to the survival and
recovery of the eastern indigo snake on the Keys are habitat loss due to development. The
already greatly reduced population on Key Largo is at-risk due to extensive habitat loss and
fragmentation, making preservation of the remaining large contiguous forest fragments essential.

The status of the eastern indigo snake is not well documented in the Keys, but it is believed to be
nearly extirpated. Based on anecdotal information, the Keys population has declined over the
last two decades. Currently, the eastern indigo snake probably only occurs on North Key Largo
in the upper Keys, and on the larger keys from Big Pine Key through Lower Sugarloaf Key in -
the Lower Keys. Habitat loss, collecting, and road kills are likely causes for the observed
decline, a trend further amphﬁed by the small size of these islands relative to maintand habltat
condrtlons ‘ :

The eastern indigo snake utilizes a majority of the habitat types available in the Keys, but tends
to prefer open, undeveloped areas (Service 1999). Because of its relatively large home range,
this snake is especially vulnerable to habitat loss, degradation, and fragmentation (Semce 1999)
on these small islands. Low density residential housing is also a threat to this species,
increasing the likelihood of snakes being killed by property owners and domestic pets.
Extensive tracts of wild land-are the most important reﬁjge for large nurnbers of eastern indigo
snakes (Service 1999).
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D. Analysis of the species likely to be affected

The current range of the eastern indigo snake in the Florida Keys is likely restricted to extreme
northern Key Largo. Although possible, it is highly unlikely that this species occurs in the ‘
actionarea. Forthis reason, hammock fragments such as the action area contiibute very little if
at all to conservation of the Eastern mndigo snake, and it is doubtful if the proposed action will
adversely affect this species. Because the proposed action is not likely to adversely affect the
eastern indigo snake, this species will not be considered further in this consultation.

Environmental baseline
A.. Status of the species in the action aréa

A unique combination of geological history, climate, geography, and environmental forces has
‘made the Keys an important reservoir of landscape, community, and species diversity. The
vegetation of the Keys represents a mixture of Caribbean, southern temperate, and Iqcal
influences. The upland areas of the Keys occur on limestone outcroppings that are called-the
south Florida rocklands. These rocklands, which form both the Miami Rock Ridge and the
Florida Keys, support biotic communities that are a unique combination of a West Indian flora
and a southeastern flora and fauna. The relative.isolation of these rocklands has also allowed a
significant amount of endemiism to evolve: 37 endemic herbaceous plants, S endemic trees and
shrubs, 10 endemic mammals, 5 endemic reptiles, and endemic invertebrates such as the Stock
- Island tree snail and the Schaus swallowtail butterfly all occur in these rocklands.

Before the arrival of Europeans, the upper Keys (Ragged Keys to Long Key) contained 4,816
hectares of hardwood hammock forests (Service 1999). These areas contained a continuous |
strand of deciduous, seasonal forests encircled by a fringe of mangroves. Since European
settlement of the Keys, anthropogenic effects have directly affected the deciduous forests, .
hardwood hammocks, and mangrove fringes of the Keys. As a result of habitat destruction and
modification for residential, commercial, and agricultural uses, most of the hammock forests in
the upper Keys have been lost or fragmented. Since 1924, habitat destruction and modification ‘
for residential and commercial uses has had a dramatic, permanent effect on these forests. By
1991, 41.2 percent of the deciduous seasonal forests (1,985 hectares) had been either cleared or
filled to meet human needs (Service 1999). The pattern of habitat loss and modification in the
Keys has resulted in small, fragmented parcels of suitable habitat. Areas that are easily
accessible to humans, such as those connected by U.S. Highway 1, have experienced the
majority of the adverse effects. ' -

Habitat destruction and modification have affected the northern and southern ends of Key Largo
differently. On the northern end of Key Largo, land acquisition by the Service, the State of
Florida, and Monroe County has protected extensive areas of hardwood hammocks. Ocean Reef
Club as well as two, smaller, partially developed subdivisions have destroyed or modified
extensively the hammocks on the northernmost portion of Key Largo. By contrast, residential

and commercial construction projects have destroyed and fragmented extensive areas of the
southern end of Key Largo; the fragmentation has been more severe in seasonal deciduous
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forests than mangrove forests. Residential housing projects have severely deforested the.
hammocks on Plantation Key (which has suffered a 70 percent loss of its seasonal forests) and
Lower Matecumbe Keys. -

,

Schaus swallowtail buttérﬂy | B

Although population numbers of the Schaus swallowtail butterfly fluctuate year to year, between
1924-1981 there has been a general decline in range and numbers. The Schaus swallowtail
butterfly has been considered rare on Key Largo since the mid-1970s. This species was listed as
threatened on April 28, 1976, because of population declines caused by the destruction of its
tropical hardwood hammock habitat, mosquito-control practices, and over-harvesting by -
collectors (41 FR 17740). The Schaus swallowtail butterfly was reclassified to an endangered
species on August 31, 1984, because its numbers and range had declined dramatically since its
first listing (49 FR 34504). ' '

Tropical hardwood hammock suitable for Schaus swallowtail butterfly has been reduced by an
estimated 57 percent in Biscayne National Park and 83 percent for Key Largo. The decline has
been attributed primarily to habitat-destruction. North Key Largo contains a large, relatively -
contiguous expanse-of tropical hardwood hammock habitat, but habitat on Key Largo south of
C.R. 905 is highly fragmented and greatly redyced from historic levels, placing greater
importance on the preservation of the larger tracts of hardwood hammock habitat remaining on
Key Largo. |

The majority of the Schaus swallowtail butterfly population is found on Adams, Elliott, Old
Rhodes, Swan, and Totten Keys within Biscayne National Park. Between 1985 and 1990, the
Elliott Key population fluctuated between 600 to 1,000 adults annually, with smaller populations
of at least 50 to 100 individuals on each of the other Keys. Hurricane Andrew temporarily
reduced the Biscayne National Park’s population i 1992 to 58 identified individuals; however,

* in 1994 the population rebounded to over 600 and is presumed stable (Emmel 1995a).

. Within the major keys of Biscayne National Park (Elliott, Old Rhodes, Totten, and Adams Keys)
and on northern Key Largo, the two food plants of the Schaus swallowtail butterfly seem '
adequate to support a healthy population. High numbers of individuals sighted in 1985 indicate
that the Schaus swallowtail butterfly population is still capable of periodic peaks. Following 3
years of reintroductions, results of a 1997 season census indicate that the total annual population
in the wild has increased to at least 1,200 butterflies (Emmel 1995b).

Prior to human influences, populations of this butterfly were probably subject to naturally
occurring population depressions caused by hurricane damage, drought, and rare freezes (Covell
1976). The influence of the Labor Day Hurricane of 1935 on the Lower Matecumbe Key
population was documented by Grimshawe (1940), though the claim that the species became
extinct was incorrect (it was found there and on Key Largo in succeeding years) (Henderson
1945). The results of Grimshawe’s careful searching were negative; however, the before and
afier surveys demonstrated that the hurricane had a detrimental effect on the biota of the Keys
southwest of Key Largo. _ -
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Stock Island tree snail

The Stock Island tree snail is an arboreal snail inhabiting hardwood hammocks of the Keys. Its -
historic range includes the islands of Stock Island and Key West, but more recently individuals
have been relocated to other hammocks in the Keys and mainland. The restricted range of this -
subspecies and near extirpation from Key West and Stock Island by 1978 led to its being listed
as threatened. The population has continued to decline as a result of further habitat loss due to
real estate development, pesticide use, over-collecting, and predation by exotic species such as
fire ants and black rats. The snail was nearly extirpated from its historic range as early as 1938,
and Pilsbry (1946) believed the snail was extinct from Key West. '

- Extant populations of the Stock Island tree snail exist at four locations outside the historical
range, but'is declining at all of the known sites. Surveys of known populations conducted in
1995 by the Service concluded that Stock Island tree snails are now totally absent from Stock
Island and Key West. The populations on Key Largo were surviving, but precise population
estimates were not obtained. The Monkey Jungle population apparently continues to.do well,
although Hurricane Andrew did extensive damage to the hardwood trees at this site. The single
known mainland site documented by Deisler (1987) no longer contained- Stock Island tree snails.
Because tree snails are continuously being moved by collectors and conservationists and are also
mobile themselves, it is difficult to assess their current distribution. For that reason, all large
contiguous parcels of hardwood hammock on Key Largo are potential habitat for this species
unless detailed surveys conducted during the months of July-September are conducted.

'B. Factors affecting species environment within the action area

" The action area is a 23-acre parcel of hardwood hammock fragmented from adjacent habitat by
roads and existing development. Currently, no development exists on the action area although
old; overgrown roads are evident. The habitat is exhibiting signs of secondary impacts resulting
- from this fragmentation including the presence of invasive exotic plants, fire ants and dumping

of solid waste. Edge effects affecting the forest interior microhabitat including increased light
penetration and reduced moisture has likely occurred considering the significant disturbed
margins of the action area, further decreasing the suitability of the action area for both the
Schaus swallowtail butterfly and the Stock Island tree snail. Because of these impacts, the action
area is not optimal habitat for either Schaus swallowtail butterfly or Stock Island tree snail, but
still serves as important habitat for these species considering the limited distribution of available
habitat on Key Largo. :

Effects of the action

A FaCtof_s to be considered

Potential effects to Schaus swallowtail butterfly and Stock Island tree snail from ir_nplémentation
- -of the proposed project include: (1) the direct loss of 2.6 acres of habitat within these species
range, (2) the fragmentation of a 23-acre parcel of habitat within these species range, (3) the

potential loss of individual Schaus swallowtail butterflies and Stock Island tree snails inhabiting
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the project site, and (4) the loss of 23 acres of habitat targeted for acquisition and managefnent
by Florida’s Conservation and Recreational Lands (CARL) program which serves to aid in the
recovery and survival of these species. :

B. Analysis for effects of the action

The primary efféct of the proposed action is the loss of 2.3 acres of tropical hardwood hammock
habitat important for the long-term survival and recovery of Schaus swallowtail butterfly and
Stock Island tree snail. In addition to the direct loss of habitat, the prOposed action will also
result in the additional degradation and fragmentatlon of the remaining 23 acres of habitat that
comprise the action area.

C. Species response to a proposed action |

Habitat loss resulting from the proposed action will affect Schaus swallowtail butterfly and
Stock Island tree snail populations in the Keys by reducing the carrying capacity of the habitats
to sustain viable populations of these species. Habitat loss has been cited as the principle threat
to these species, altering their ability to feed, reproduce, disrupting movement routes, and
altering habitat composition through the introduction of exotic plant species. Protection of
habitat is considered essential for preventing the extinction of these three species.

In addition to a reduction in total carrying capacity, the proposed action will also contribute to
the general reduction in the ranges of these species by further fragmenting suitable habitat. -

~ Habitat fragmentation is a severe threat to the ability of tropical hardwood hammock to sustain
viable populations of Schaus swallowtail butterfly and Stock Island tree snail. Habitat
fragmentation can result in secondary impacts that degrade habitat quality for these species
including increased light penetratlon reduced humidity, altered plant spec:es composition, and
introduction of exotic species {e.g., 1mported red fire ants, exotic invasive plants).

Another effect of the action has been to prevent this 23-acre par_cel of habitat from being
acquired by the CARL program with subsequent management as a protected area. The South
Florida Multi-Species Recovery Plan (Service 1999) for these species identifies habitat
acquisition and management as a primary recovery objective for the Schaus swallowtail butterfly
and Stock Island tree snail. The action area was targeted by the CARL program for acquisition
and has been surveyed and appraised in anticipation of a purchase agreement. Actions by the
Monroe County Board of County Commissioners and FEMA to construct the proposed action
have prevented this pending purchase and placed the long-term conservation prospects for this
property into doubt. i ' ‘

Cumulative Effects

Cumulative effects include the effects of future State, tribal, local or private actions that are
reasonably certain to occur in the action area considered in this Biological Opinion. Future
Federal actions that are unrelated to the proposed action are not considered in this section
because they require separate consultation pursuant to section 7 of the ESA.

16



/

As a result of a previous formal consultation with FEMA, Monroe County currently reviews
building permits on a case-by-case basis to determine whether building-permit applicants must
coordinate with the Service to address effects to threatened and endangered species (Service
1999b). If the FEMA review process results in a determination that ei‘gher Schaus swallowtail
butterfly or Stock Island tree snails will be taken, applicants may opt to pursue an incidental take
permit (ITP) pursuant to section 10 of the ESA. Under this permitting process, the Service
becomes a permitting Federal agency whose regulatory actions are addressed through an intra-
Service section 7 consultation. Thus, any future effects to Schaus swallowtail butterfly or Stock
Island tree snails due to this permitting authority do not represent cumulative effects.

Monroe County may request an expansion of the Key Largo WTP in the future as the result of
increased demand resulting from future development on Key Largo. This increased demand in
wastewatér infrastructure could result from permitted development that itself has no direct
impact on threatened or endangered species as determined through the previous FEMA
consultation described above. This anticipated future action in the action area will degrade,

- fragment, or directly eliminate habitat within the action area, adversely affecting Schaus
swallowtail butterflies and Stock Island tree snails. ' ’

CONCLUSION

=3 After reviewing the current status of the Schaus swallowtail butterfly and Stock Island tree snail
in the action area, the environmental baseline for the action area, the effects of the proposed
action, and the cumulative effects, it is the Service’s biological opinion that construction of the
Key Largo WTP is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the Schaus swallowtail
butterfly or Stock Island tree snail nor is it likely to adversely affect the eastern indigo snake.
No critical habitat has been designated for these species, therefore, none will be affected.

- INCIDENTAL TAKE

Sections 4(d) and 9 of the ESA prohibit taking (harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, kill, trap,
capture or collect, or attempt to engage in any such conduct) of listed species of fish or wildlife

' without a special exemption. Harm is further defined to include significant habitat modification
or degradation that results in death or injury to listed species by significantly impairing
behavioral patterns such as breeding, feeding, or sheltering. Harass is defined as actions that
create the likelihood of injury to listed species to such an extent as to significantly disrupt
normal behavior patters which include, but are not limited to, breeding, feeding, or sheltering.
Incidental take is any take of listed animal species that results from, but is not the purpose of,
carrying out an otherwise lawful activity conducted by the Federal agency or an applicant.
Under the terms of section 7(b)(4) and section 7(0)(2), taking that is incidental to and not
intended as part of the agency action is not considered a prohibited taking provided that such
‘taking complies with the terms and conditions of this incidental take statement. '

The Service anticipates incidental take of endangered Schaus swallowtail butterfly and Stock
Island tree snails associated with the direct loss of habitat resulting from this project. Incidental
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take should be minimized by implementation of the following reasoﬁable and prudent measures.
The incidental take is expected to be in the form of harm and harassment.

Amount or extent of take anticipated

The Service anticipates incidental take of Schaus swallowtail butterfly and Stock Island tree
snail associated with the direct loss of 2.6 acres of habitat. Incidental take should be minimized
by implementation of the following reasonable and prudent measures. The incidental take is
expected to be in the form of harm and harassment. The Service determined that this level of
take is not. hkely to result in Jeopardy to these spemes :

Reasonable and prudent measures

The Service believes the following reasonable and prudent measures are necessary and
appropriate to minimize take of Schaus swallowtail butterflies and Stock Island tree snails
associated with the proposed action.

1. Restore an area of hardwood hammock habitat equal to the area lost (2.6 acres) as a result of
the proposed action in order to replace the habitat functions essential to the long—term ,,.\;wa"“
conservation of the spec1es in the action area. 13

2. Preserve the 23 acres of the action area not required for construction of the proposed action -
to prevent any further adverse 1mpacts and to ensure proper ]ong term management of the
habitat.

‘Terms and conditions

In order to be exempt from the prohibitions of section 9 of the ESA, FEMA must comply with
* the following terms and conditions, which implement the reasonable and prudent measure
described above and outline required reporting/monitoring requirements. These terms and
conditions are non—dlscretlonary

1. FEMA shall locate a site or sites totaling 2.6 acres for hardwood hammock habitat
restoration on the island of Key Largo. The site should consist of habitat conditions
currently unsuitable for the Schaus swallowtail butterfly and Stock Island tree snail, but

‘through restoration actions could be reasonably expected to support these species. The
selected site must be approved by the Service.’ -

2. FEMA shall coordinate with the CARL program or another suitable environmental lands
management program to receive title to the 23 acres of hardwood hammock in the action area
not proposed for development. Coordination with the Florida Department of Community
Affairs and Monroe County Growth Management should be initiated to address issues related
to the Monroe County Comprehensive Plan open space requirements.
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The reasonable and prudent measures, with their implementing terms and conditions, are
designed to minimize the incidental take of Schaus swallowtail butterfly and Stock Island tree
snail that might otherwise result from the proposed action. If, during the course of the action,
this'level of incidental take is exceeded, such incidental take represents new information
requiring reinitiation of consultation and review of the reasonable and prudent measures
provided. The Federal agency must immediately provide an explanation of the causes of the
taking and review, with the Service, the need for possible modification of the reasonable and
prudent measures. S

CONSERVATION RECOMMENDATIONS

Section 7(a)(1) of the ESA directs Federal agencies to use their authorities to further the

purposes of the ESA by carrying out conservation programs for the benefit of threatened and
endangered species. Conservation recommendations are discretionary agency activities to
minimize or avoid adverse effects of a proposed action on listed species or critical habitat, to
help implement recovery plans, or to develop information that can be used to further the
purposes of the ESA. '

1. FEMA should develop guidelines for the siting and construction of any future wastewater
treatment facilities in the Florida Keys specifically aimed at avoiding adverse effects to
threatened and endangered species. The Service recognizes the need for these facilities to be
built in the Florida Keys, but has a responsibility to provide for the protectionand
conservation of trust resources. The Service is prepared to assist FEMA in the identification
of potential wastewater treatment facility sites throughout the Keys that will have no effect
on threatened or endangered species. ' "

REINITIATION NOTICE

This concludes formal consultation on the action outlined in the consultation request. As
provided in 50 CFR 402.16, reinitiation of formal consultation is required where discretionary
Federal agency involvement or control over the action has been retained (or is authorized by
law) and if: (1) the amount or extent of incidental take is exceeded; (2) new information reveals
effects of the agency action that may affect listed species or critical habitat in a manner or to an
‘extent not considered in this opinion; (3) the agency action is subsequently modified in a manner
that causes an effect to the listed species or critical habitat not considered in this opinion; or (4) a
new species is listed or critical habitat designated that may be affected by the action. In
instances where the amount or extent of incidental take is exceeded, any operations causing such
take must cease pending reinitiation. : '
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Thank you for your cooperatlon in the effort to protect threatened and endangered species and
- their habitats. If you have any questions regarding this pro_]ect please contact Tom Grahl at
(561) 562 3909, extensmn 236 o

- Sincerely yours, o i

Yy James J. Slack
Field Supervisor
South Florida Ecological Services Office

ccC:
FWS, Big Pine Key, FL

FWS, ARD-ES, Atlanta, GA
. Florida Keys Aqueduct Authority, Key West, FL (Jack Teague)
Monroe County Growth Management, Marathon FL (Tim McGarry)
EPA, Marathoun, FL (Bill Kruczmsky) .

&
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LORIDA FISH AND WILDLIFE CONSERVATION COMMISSION

EDWIN P. ROBERTS, DC RODNEY BARRETO SANDRA T. KAUPE - H.A, *HERKY" HUFFMAN
: Pensacola : Miami Palm Beach _ Enterprise
DAVID K. MEEHAN JOHN D.ROOD RICHARD A. CORBETT
St. Petershurg Jacksonville Tampa
KENNETH D. HADDAD, Executive Director BRIAN 5. BARNETT, INTERIM DIREC.T OR
VICTOR J. HELLER, Assistant Executive Director . OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

(850)488-6661 'THD (850)488-9542 -
FAX {850)922-5679

June 19, 2003

Ms. Lauren Milligan .

Environmental Consultant

Florida State Clearinghouse

Department of Environmental Protection

3900 Commonwealth Boulevard, Mail Station 47
Tallahassee, FL 32399-3000

Re: SAI# F1L200306112523C
Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment (SEA)
Key Largo Wastewater System, Monroe County, Florida

Dear Ms. Milligan:

The Office of Environmental Services of the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation
Commission has reviewed the referenced document, and submits the following comments.

As indicated in the cover letter to the Clearinghouse, URS Group, Inc., is preparing the
Draft SEA on behalf of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). URS indicates
that the “Draft SEA evaluates several wastewater management alternatives proposed for Key
Largo, and the potential environmental consequences associated with those alternatives.” URS
further states that the information that has been submitted for review represents “only a portion
of the Draft SEA.”

- The information submitted to the Clearinghouse is not sufficient for State review of the
potential impacts of the proposed alternatives on the ecological resources of the candidate sites.
The information that was submitted is limited to a set of engineering specifications for the
proposed wastewater treatment facility. The portion of the Draft SEA submitted to the
Clearinghouse contains almost no information concerning the fish, wildlife, or other ecological
resources on the alternative project sites.

Nevertheless, we have been involved with the planning for this project since early in
2000, and we are very familiar with the alternative sites. Members of our staff have partici}i‘g.ggd
T

RECEIVI
JUN 202079
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620 South Meridian Street » Tallahassee » FL v 32309-1600
www.floridaconservation.org



Ms. Lauren Milligan
June 19, 2003
Page 2

in numerous meetings pertaining to this project, we were present at a conference call sponsored
by the Governor’s Office, and we have conducted several field inspections of the proposed sites.
On July 14, 2000, we sent a letter (attached) to Mr. John Copenhaven, Regional Director of
FEMA, providing ecological resource information concerning the 22-acre site at Mile Marker
(MM) 100.5 (Alternative 2 in the Draft SEA). We also registered our opposition to construction
of the proposed wastewater treatment facility at this site.

A summary of our reasons for opposing construction of a sewage treatment facility at .
MM 100.5 is as follows. The 22-acre site is completely covered by mature tropical hardwood
hammock, a very rare natural community type found almost exclusively in the Florida Keys.
Fewer than 15,000 acres of tropical hardwood hammocks remain in the United States, and only
8,000 acres are currently in public ownership. This site is included within parcels targeted for
acquisition by the State of Florida under the State’s Florida Forever land acquisition program.
This parcel is part of the Florida Keys Ecosystem project, which is on the A list, and its high
ranking is due largely to its recognized ecological values. The site is adjacent to and contiguous
with lands owned by the State of Florida and managed by John Pennekamp Coral Reef State
Park. The site is occupied by, or provides potential habitat for, numerous animals and plants
listed by State or federal agencies as endangered, threatened, or species of special concern. Our
own work has identified this site as a strategic habitat conservation area for three indicators of
biodiversity, the white-crowned pigeon, black-whiskered vireo, and the tropical hardwood
hammock natural community. Earlier drafts of the environmental assessment for this project
suggested that the best way to save the ecological resources of this site from the adverse impacts
- of potential residential development was to construct a sewage treatment plant on the site.
However, we concluded that this assertion was unfounded. More detail concerning the
ecological resource values of the MM 100.5 site are contained in the attached letter,

In contrast, the proposed site at MM 98 (Alternative 3 in the Draft SEA) includes 3.8
acres that have already been cleared, grubbed, and developed. The site is presently used for boat
and vehicle storage and other uses. There would be virtually no impact to rare and imperiled
species of fish and wildlife or natural plant communities associated with construction of a
sewage treatment facility at the MM 98 site. :

In summary, the submitted information contains no characterization of the ecological
resources at the two sites proposed for construction of a sewage treatment facility on Key Largo. .
However, we are familiar with these sites and this project. We recommend that the proposed
sewage treatment facility be constructed on the disturbed site at MM 98 (Altemative 3). We
recommend against location of the facility in the 22-acre site at MM 100.5 (Alternative 2). The
tropical hardwood hammock at MM 100.5 is a rare natural community type found only in
extreme south Florida; it hosts several species of plants and animals listed as rare and
endangered; it 1s contiguous with other hammock parcels that are contiguous with John
Pennekamp Coral Reef State Park; and it is proposed for acquisition under the Florida Forever
program.



Ms. Lauren Milligan
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Thank vou for the opportunity to comment on this project. If you need additional
information concerning this matter, please contact me or Mr. Randy Kautz at (850) 488-6661.

Sincerely,

‘Brian S. Barnett, Interim Director
Qffice of Environmental Services

ENV 8-4/10
Attachment



4'/ Ny

FLORIDA FISH AND WILDLIFE CONSERVATION COMMISSION

EDWIN P. ROBERTS, DC RODNEY BARRETO SANDRA T. KAUPE H.A. “HERKY” HUFFMAN
Pensacola ’ Miami Palm Beach Enterprise
DAVID K. MEEHAN JOHN D, ROOD RICHARD A. CORBETT
St, Petersburg Jacksonville Tampa
KENNETH D. HADDAD, Executive Director OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

VICTOR. J. HELLER, Assistant Executive Director 255 154th Avenue
. Vero Beach, FL 32968

(772) 778-5094 SunCom 240-5094

FAX (772) 778-7227 SunCom 240-7227

July 1, 2003

Mr. Ramon Mendieta

URS Corporation

Eastern Financial Building

Suite 1000

700 South Royal Poinciana Blvd.
Miami Springs, F1. 33166

Re:  Draft Supplemental Environmental
Assessment for the Key Largo
Wastewater System, Monroe County

Dear Mr. Mendieta:

The Office of Environmental Services of the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation
Commission has reviewed the proposed alternatives for the referenced project. Alternative 2
would impact approximately 2.6 acres of a 22 acre high-quality hardwood hammock owned by
Monroe County. The tropical hardwood hammocks with the Florida keys are a unique and
rapidly disappearing habitat and we would not be in favor of utilizing this hammock for a
wastewater system. Alternative 3 would locate the proposed plant on a previously cleared 3.8
acre site. Therefore, we strongly recommend that Alternative 3, the southern site be utilized for

the proposed project.
Sincerely,
Stephen R. Lau
Biological Administrator
ENV 1-10-2
SRL/js

620 South Meridian Street + Tallahassee « FL » 32399-1600
www.floridaconservation.org



Federal Emergency Management Agency
Region IV — Federal Insurance and Mitigation Division
3003 Chamblee Tucker Road '
Atlanta, GA 30341
Phone: (770) 220 5406
Fax: (770) 220 5440

July 22, 2003

~ Mr. Allen Webb
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
South Florida Ecological Services Office
1339 20" Street 8 '
Vero Beach, Florida 32960-3559

RE: NEPA Notice of Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment (SEA); and
‘ ESA Section "7 ‘Reinitation of Formal Consultation Notice, Key Largo -
Wastewater System, Monroe County, Elorida‘ '

Dear Mr. Webb:

The purpose of this letter is-to provide your agency with notice that URS Group, Inc.
(URS), on behalf of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), is preparing a
Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment (SEA); pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), for the Key Largo Wastewater System, Monroe
County, Florida.. A Programmatic Environmental Assessment (PEA) (referenced in the
attachments) evaluating the environmental effects of wastewater management alternatives
on a broad scale was completed in December 2002. The Draft SEA tiers from the PEA
and evaluates three wastewater management aliernatives proposed for two communities,
Key Largo Park and Key Largo Trailer Village, located on Key Largo: No Action
" (Alternative 1); Wastewater Collection System and Centralized Wastewater Treatment
Plant located on Key Largo at MM 100.5 (Alternative 2); and Wastewater Collection
System and Centralized Wastewater Treatment Plant located on Key Largo near MM 98
(Alternative 3). While FEMA funding is only being considered for construction of a
~wastewater treatment plant and collection system serving Key Largo Trailer Village;
environmental review considers the collection system, funded by the Flonda Department
of Environmental Protection, for Key Largo Park because this community also will be
served by the FEMA funded plant. These are considered connected actions under NEPA.



!

Allen Webb

ESA Section 7 Consultation
July 22, 2003
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In an earlier related consultation, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) rendered a
Biological Opinion (BO) for the proposed action (Alternative 2) (June 11, 2001).
However, since that time the scope of the project has been reduced from a regional
wastewater treatment plant to a community-level wastewater treatment plant. Because of

~ this change in scope, FEMA requests a reinitiation of that formal consultation. Although .

the plant size has changed, the actual impact footprint at the plant site will remain as -
previously described. In addition, FEMA requests your concurrence with their findings

- of not likely to adversely effect in compliance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species
- Act and the Migratory B1rd Treaty Act (MBTA) for the alternative site under review.

FEMA is con51der1ng ﬁ.mdmg an appllcatlon from the Florida Keys Aqueduct Authonty B
(FKAA), in coordination with Monroe County and the Key Largo Wastewater Board

~ (Board), via the Florida Division of Emergency Management, to construct a wastewater

treatment system that would serve residents of two communities located on Key Largo in
the Florida Keys. The purpose of the project is to reduce wastewater nutrient loading at
selected Monroe County-identified “hot spots” to improve water quality, these “hot

“spots” are believed to contribute to water quality degradation. The Monroe County

Sanitary Wastewater Master Plan ranked Key Largo Trailer V111age as the 4™ most

critical “hot spot” in the Florida Keys. The “hot spot” rankmg is linked to the use of

cesspools and septic systems as Key -Largo Trailer Village’s main wastewater treatment

.systems.. FEMA would provide funding assistance to the FKAA/Board as part of their

effort to assist residents of Key Largo Trailer Village in meeting the Florida Statutory
Treatment Standards of 2010 for wastewater effluent disposal to shallow wells. A
description of the range of alternatives for the proposed wastewater treatment system is

‘attached. Please note that this attachment represents only a portion of the draft SEA. .

Additionally, a street map of the project vicinity and additional photographs of the site at
MM 98 (Alternative 3) have also been attached. Your additional comments on the range

of alternatives will be considered and. moorporated into the final SEA document whlch is
slated for completton later this year. -

-~ Lists of special status spemes w1th the potentlal to oceur in Monroe County were obtained

from "Threatened and Endangered Species Software (TESS), Version 2.0," and from the
FWS Threatened and Endangered Species Internet site.

-On October 25, 2000 a Blolomcal Assessment (BA) of the preferred site (alternatlve 2)
‘was prepared by URS. On March 24, 2003, URS biologists Ramon Mendieta and

Michael Breiner performed reconnaissance level field surveys at the alternate (3) site
located near MM 98. The purpose of the BA and the reconnaissance level survey was to .
investigate the potential presence of Federally protected species and/or suitable habitat

for these species.at each of the sites. The following sites were investigated: ‘

e Preferred Site (Alternative 2) for Construction of a New Treatment‘l-"'lant -
Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) Preferred Site located on the oceansude
~ (east) of US- Route 1 (US-1) near mile marker (MM) 100.5; and
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ESA Section 7 Consultation
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o Alternate Site (Alternative 3) for a Vacuum Pump Station, and Corridor for
Construction of a New Transmission System to a New Treatment Plant —
Alternate Site for a vacuum pump station, located on the oceanside (east) of US-1
near MM 100.5; an approximately 2.5-mile corridor for wastewater transmission
system that would be constructed along the east side of the US-1 right-of-way
(ROW); and a new WWTP located on the oceanside of US-1 near MM 98.0. |

Description of Preferred Site

- Under Alternative 2, a new treatment plant would be built on currently undevéloped,
- Monroe County lands, on the oceanside of Key Largo at MM 100.5. The proposed plant
site remains as described in the BA. About 2.6 acres, in a roughly L-shaped

conﬁguratlon would be required to construct the WWTP; the remaining 19.4 acres would
remain in a natural state.

Description of Alternate Sites

* Under Alternative 3, a transmission system would be constructed from MM 100.5 to a
'new treatment plant sited near MM 98.0. Under this alternative, a vacuum pump station
would be located on the oceanside of Key Largo at MM 100.5, at the site described in
Alternative 2. The footprint of the vacuum pump station would be smaller than the .
footprint of the proposed wastewater treatment plant described in Alternative 2. The
vacuum pump station would be located on a disturbed portion of the site adjacent to an
existing FKAA facility. In addition, an approximately 2.5-mile transmission system -
corridor to a new treatment plant located near MM 98.0 would be required. The force
main would be trenched and located a mimimum of 5 feet from the shoulder of the

roadway on the east side of US-1. The entire transmission system would be contained |
- within the ROW of US-1.

Much of the vegetation adjacent to the paved roadway comsists primarily of grasses and

weeds typical of maintained ROW. Vegetation within the maintained ROW consists of
Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon), St. Augustine grass (Stenotaphrum secundatum),

crowsfoot grass (Dactyloctenium aegyptium), Sporobolus sp. and Rhynchelytrum sp.
Lands adjacent to the ROW are primarily developed commercial or residential property.

Beginning at Atlantic Avenue (MM 99.5) the transmission system corridor consists of
dense commercial development. Vegetation on these parcels consists of commen

landscape plants and trees. An 8-foot wide bicycle/pedestrian trail, extending from

Atlantic Boulevard (MM 99.5) past Central Avenue (MM 100.5), the southern boundary

of the vacuum pump station site, is located along the transmission corridor.

Undeveloped lands adjacent to the transmission system corridor can be characterized as -
degraded hardwood hammock impacted by habitat fragmentation and infestation by
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invasive, non-indigenous plant species. Species observed in these areas included gumbo

limbo, pigeon plum (Coccoloba diversifolia) poisonwood, and Brazilian pepper.

The alternate treatment plant site is cleared, grubbed, and developed; it is presently used'
for boat and vehicle storage, and miscellaneous usage. Vegetation was observed growing

‘along the maintained US-1 ROW adjacent to the property and along the property :

periphery.

- Undeveloped lands east and west of the alternate WWTP site can be charactenzed as

hardwood hammock habltat

‘No Federal- or State-hsted wildlife species were not observed on any of the altemate ‘
. sites.

Anticipated Tmpacts to Special Status Species

The Preferred Site consists of high-quality hardwood hammock habitat likely to support
federally listed threatened and endangered species that potentiaily occur in this portion of
the Florida Keys. Under the FWS’s BO, the Key Largo WWTP is not likely to
jeopardize the continued existence of the Schaus swallowtail butterfly (Heraclides

" aristodemus ponceanus) or the Stock Island tree snail (Orthalicus reses) nor is it likely to
- adversely affect the eastern indigo snake (Drymarchon corais couperi). '

The Alternate site is compietely developed and is not likely to support federé.lly listed

threatened -and endangered species that potentially occur in this portion of the Florida
Keys.

Under-the No Action Alternative (Alternative 1), no changes would be made to the
existing wastewater systems. It is likely that the benefits associated with improved water
quality would be delayed and continued degradation in water quality would continue in -

- the short-term.

Based on the results of the biblogical field Visits, consultation with-experts,' and a review
of special status species lists, FEMA finds that alternative 3 would not result in the take
of federally listed threatened or endangered species or species protected under the

- Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), jeopardize the continued existence of these species,

or-adversely affect their habitat. As part of this consultation process, FEMA respectfully
seeks written concurrence on this determination of no- effect within 30 days to the
letterhead address. Furthermore, we request confirmation that the Service still considers -
its June 2001 BO for Alternative 2 current. Should FEMA approve construction funding

for this project, the Service’s Recommendatmns ‘Terms and Cond:tlons would become
part of the grant approval requirements. :
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If you have any questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact me at (770) 220-
5432, or Ms. Science Kilner, FEMA Lead Environmental Specialist, at (770) 220 5357.
Thank you very much for your assistance.

Smcerely,

~ William Straw, Ph D

FEMA Region IV Regional Environmental Officer

Attachments as noted

cc: . Andrew Gude, U.S. Fiéh and Wildlife Service
~ Stephen Carruth, URS Group, Inc., Environmental Planner

References

US Fish and Wildiife Service, 1999. South Florida Multi-Species Recovery Plan, .Atlanta,

~ Georgia.
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November 20, 2003

Mr. Brian Barnett

Interim Director

Office of Environmental Services

-Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
620 S. Meridian St.

Tallahassee, FL. 32399-1600

Subject:  Notice of Avaiiability of the Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment

(SEA) of Proposed Wastewater Treatment Improvements for Key Largo in the
Florida Keys, Florida.

Dear Mr. Bamett:

On behalf of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), URS Group, Inc. is
providing your agency with a compact disk copy of the Draft Supplemental Environmental
Assessment (SEA) for Wastewater Treatment Improvements in Key Largo, Monroe County,
Florida. The Draft SEA evaluates the impacts of constructing a wastewater treatment facility on
Key Largo. A separate, initial letter outlining FEMA’s intent to prepare the Draft SEA for this
project was sent to the FFWCC South Region Office on June 5, 2003. Stephen R. Lau of the
South Region Office stated concern over high quality hammock impact for Alternative 2 and
supported siting the project on the Alterative 3 site. Bradley Hartman previously outlined the
FFWCC’s concerns regarding use of the Alternative 2 site in a July 14, 2000 letter to FEMA s
Regional Director. Monroe County was the lead agency in project site selection and is aware of
FFWCC’s comments. FEMA has completed a formal Endangered Species Act consultation with
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for the Alternative 2 site. Copies of the Biological
Assessment and Biological Opinion are in the Draft SEA. The Draft SEA acknowledges your
agency’s concerns. At this time, FEMA welcomes additional comments your agency may have
to the entire document, which is provided on the enclosed CD.

A public meeting on the Draft SEA will be held for the Key Largo Project on December 3, 2003.

The public review period for the Key Largo Draft SEA is from November 21 to December 19,
2003. ‘ g '

Background

In 1998, during the aftermath of Hurricane Georges, Congress allocated additional monies for
long-term disaster recovery projects in the State of Florida to assist counties whose needs were
- yet unmet through allocation of primary disaster relief funds. This Unmet Needs money was
-earmarked for the counties most impacted by Hurricane Georges, including Monroe County.
Monroe County, Florida requested that wastewater management improvement projects be

URS Group, Inc. .
200 Orchard Ridge Drive, Suite 101
Gaithersburg, MD 20878

Tel: 301.258.9780

Fax: 301.869.8728
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Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
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~considered for disaster funding since many existing wastewater facilities in Monroe County do
not provide adequate collection, treatment, or disposal, and thus contribute greatly to degraded
water quality in the Florida Keys. Since then, FEMA has received grant applications from
several Monroe County communities to upgrade their current wastewater treatment facilities.

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), the Council on Environmental Quality
(CEQ) regulations implementing NEPA (40 CFR Parts 1500 through 1508), and FEMA
regulations for NEPA compliance (44 CFR Part 10) direct FEMA and other federal agencies to
fully understand and take into consideration during decision making, the environmental
consequences of proposed federal actions (projects). Therefore, FEMA must comply with
NEPA, and other applicable federal laws and regulations, before making federal funds available
for disaster recovery and mitigation actions. FEMA prepared a Programmatic Environmental
Assessment (PEA) and reached a Programmatic Finding of No Significant Impact (PFONSI) on
December 23, 2002, which was previously submitted to your office for review. This SEA tiers
from that document.

- Submitting Comments

Please submit your comments on the Draft SEA in writing to Ms. Science Kilner, Lead -
Environmental Specialist, FEMA Region IV within 30 days of the receipt of thls letter. Ms.

Kilner’s contact information is:

FEMA Region IV - Federal Insurance and Mitigation wasmn
3003 Chamblee-Tucker Road -

Atlanta, GA 30341

Fax: (770) 220-5440

~Your comments will be considered during the Final SEA preparation process. Thank you for
your involvement in this documentation process.

Sincerely,

URS Group, Inc. | z
Step%en Calru;h '
Project Environmental Scientist

Attachments



November 20, 2003

M. Jay Slack

11.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

South Florida Ecological Services Office
- 1339 20™ Street

Vero Beach, Florida 32960-3559

Subject:  Notice of Aifailability of the Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment

(SEA) of Proposed Wastewater Treatment Improvements for Key Largo in the
Florida Keys, Florida.

Dear Ms. Slack:

On behalf of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), URS Group, Inc. is
providing your agency with a compact disk copy of the Draft Supplemental Environmental
Assessment (SEA) for Wastewater Treatment Improvements in Key Largo, Monroe County,
Florida. The SEA evaluates the impacts of constructing a wastewater treatment facility in Key
.Largo. FEMA initiated formal consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act
(ESA) for the proposed action. This request was made pursuant to the conclusion in FEMA’s
Biological Assessment that there is potential for incidental takes of federally threatened or
endangered species during construction of the proposed action. Your office issued a Biological
Opinion on June 11, 2001. FEMA sent a separate letter on July 21, 2003, outlining its intent to
prepare the Draft SEA, along with a request for informal ESA consultation for the Alternative
Action (3) site for this project, and re-initiation of the proposed action consultation. To date, no
official response has been received by FEMA; however on November 20, 2003, Mr. Winston
Hobgood of your office indicated concurrence for the Alternative Action. The Draft SEA
incorporates the ESA consultation history to date, and at this time, FEMA welcomes additional
comment your agency may have to the entire document, which is provided on the enclosed CD.

A public meeting on the Draft SEA will be held for the Key Largo Project on December 3, 2003,

The public review period for the Key Largo Draft SEA is from November 21 to December 19,
2003. _

| Background

n 1998, during the aftermath of Hurricane Georges, Congress allocated additional monies for
long-term disaster recovery projects in the State of Florida to assist counties whose needs were
yet unmet through allocation of primary disaster relief funds. This Unmet Needs money was
carmarked for the counties most impacted by Hurricane Georges, including Monroe County.
Monroe County, Florida requested that wastewater management improvement projects be
considered for disaster funding since many existing wastewater facilities in Monroe County do
not provide adequate collection, treatment, or disposal, and thus contribute greatiy to degraded

URS Group, Inc.

200 Orchard Ridge Drive, Suite 104
Gaithersburg, MD 20878

Tel: 301.258.9780

Fax: 301.869.8728



Mr. Jay Slack .
1.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

November, 20 2003
Page 2

water quality in the Florida Keys. Since then, FEMA has received grant applications from
several Monroe County communities to upgrade their current wastewater treatment facilities.

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), the Council on Environmental Quality
(CEQ) regulations implementing NEPA (40 CFR Parts 1500 through 1508), and FEMA
‘regulations for NEPA compliance (44 CFR Part 10) direct FEMA and other federal agencies to
fully understand and take into consideration during decision making, the environmental
consequences of proposed federal actions (projects). Therefore, FEMA must comply with NEPA,
and other applicable federal laws and regulations, before making federal funds available for
disaster recovery and mitigation actions. FEMA prepared a Programmatic Environmental
Assessment (PEA) and reached a Programmatic Finding of No Significant Impact (PFONSI) on

December 23, 2002, which was previously submitted to your office for review. This SEA tiers
from that document.

Submitting Comments
Please submit your comments on the Draft SEA in writing to Ms. Science Kilner, Lead

Environmental Specialist, FEMA Region IV within 30 days of the receipt of this letter, Ms.
Kilner’s contact information is:

FEMA Region IV — Federal Insurance and Mitigat:ion Division
3003 Chamblee-Tucker Road '

Atlanta, GA 30341
Fax: (770) 220-5440

Your comments will be considered duﬁng the Final SEA preparation. Thank you for your
involvement in this documentation process.

Sincerely,

URS Group, Inc.

Stephen Carruth
‘Project Environmental Scientist

Attachments.
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
South Florida Eculoglcal Services Office
1339 20" Street
Vero Beach, Florida 32960

' December 19, 2003
|

William R, Straw

Regional Environmental Officer

Federal Emergency Management Agency

3003.Chamblee Tudker Road

Atlanta, Georgia 30341-4130

Service Log No.:  4-1-04-F-4254
Dated:  June 5, 2003
Applicant;  Federal Emergency
; . Management Agency
~ Project:  Key Largo Wastewater
Treatment Plant
County: Monroe

Dear Mr, Straw:

Thank you for yout | letter received by the Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) on June 9, 2003,

~ requesting re1n1t1aubn of formal consultation for the proposed Key Largo Wastewater Treatment
Plant (WWTP), and the additional information received on September 29, 2003. The reinitiation
was requosted due tp a change in scope of the project, from a regional wastewater treatment plant
to a community-level wastewater treatment plant. URS Group prepared and submitted a Draft
Supplemental Envirtonmental Assessment on behalf of the Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA), In your letter, you request that the Service re-affirm the applicability of our
Biological Opinion ,for the proposed action (Alternative 2) and concur with your finding that
Alternative 3 will npt result in take of, jeopardize the continued existence of, or adversely affect
the habitat of fedarjlly listed threatened and endangered species protected under the Endangered
Species Act of 1973, as amended (ESA) (87 Stat. 884; 16 U.S,C. 1531 et seq.) and/or the
Migratory Bird Trea}ty Act of 1918, as amended (16 U.S.C, 703-712).

. Con tion HlStO i
|
This following con.J,ultation history represents cootdination letiers and documents regarding the
proposed wastewatér treatment plant,

1;

i
L
3
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April 7,2000. The Service sent a letter to Monroe County informing the County of the presence
of several federally listed threatened and endangered species on Key Largo, and expressed an
interest in ass1st1ng the County in the selection of wastewater treatinent plant facility locations.
June 23, 2000, The Bervme sent a letter to FEMA identifying the possible use of Federal funds
for the proposed WWTP. The Service requested that FEMA evaluate the proposed construction
for impacts to threatened and endangered specigs and initiate consultation in accordance with
section 7 of the ESA.

1
Tuly 7, 2000, FEMA sent a leiter to the Service acknowledging that Federal funds through
FEMA's Hazard Mmgatmn Grant Program were being used for the proposed WWTP, and
requested initiation of formal consultation to determine if construction of the proposed project
would result in advezse effects to threatened and endangered species. A preliminary
environmental assessment prepared by Monroe County describing the location and
environmental condﬁtiuns of the proposed site was included for the Service's review,

July 14, 2000, The Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission sent a letter to FEMA
expressing a concern that the site selected for the WWTP at Mile Marker 100.5 on Key Largo
was important habitat for both State and federally-listed threatened and endangered species and
recommended against FEMA funding for the project at this location,

! .

July 28, 2000. The Service sent a letter to Carlton Fields, Attorneys at Law, informing them that
the Service was conéulting with FEMA on the WWTP, and & biological opinion would be
prepared, if necessaty; and prepatation of a Habitat Conservation Plan is not required by

section 7 of the ES

October 30, 2000, jEMA sent a draft Biological Assessment (BA) to the Service for the
WWTP. _

|
December 14, 2000. The Service sent an email co:respondence to FEMA requesting that FEMA
initiate formal consultatwn for the WWTP since the BA for the project identified the potential
for take of the endargered Schaus swallowtail butterfly (Heraclides aristodemus ponceanus), the
threatened Stock Island tree snail (Orthalicus reses), and the threatened eastern indigo snake
(Drymarchon coraz‘s" couperi).

December 18, 2000 | 'FEMA sent a letter to the Service requesting initiation of formal
consultation for the WWTP

December 20, 2000 | The Service sent a letter to FEMA acknowledging receipt of FEMA's
request for formal consultation for the WWTP. In that letter, the Service concluded that all
necessary informatign for the consultation had been received and established a date of

‘May 4, 2001, for thg completion of the Biological Opinion.

June 11, 2001, TheService sent FEMA the biological opinion for Alternative 2, the preferred
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alternative. In that bficlogical opinion, the Service determined that the construction of the
WWTP was not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any Federal threatened or
endangered species. : The Service identified reasonable and prudent measures and stipulated
terms and cundltloal

June 5, 2003. FEMA sent a letter to the Service requesting reinitiation of formal consultation
due to a change in the scope of the project.

September 9, 2003. gThe Service requested additional information from FEMA regarding
Alternative 3, site vegetation, and the placement of the vacuum pump station. '

September 29, 2003| Additional information requested by the Service was received,
Alternative Description

Alternative 1
Alternative 1 is the no-action alternative.

Alternative 2
In Alternative 2, the prefetred alternative, FEMA proposes to construct a wastewater treatment

system on & 23-acre| ihardwood hammock parcel located at Mile Marker 100.5, Monroe County,
Florida. Annmpateﬂ impacts include destruction of 2.6 acres of tropical hardwood hammocks
that provide habitat for the Schaus swallowtail butterfly, the Stock Island tree snail, and the
¢astern indigo snake¢, Incidental take of the Schaus swallowtail butterfly and the Stock Island
tree snail is anticipa*ted. Conservation measures proposed for this project includs restoration of
2.6 acres of hardwood hammock habitat, preservation of the unused 20 plus or minus acres of
tropical hardwood hammocks remaining on the project site, and specific constructmn procedurcs
aimed at impact avmdance
Alternative 3 1[
In Alternative 3, the WWTP would be sited on two different parcels. A vacuum pump station
would be located ont 2 disturbed area adjacent to an existing Florida Keys Aqueduct Authority
facility, The treatment plant would be located approximately 2.5 miles away on a cleared,
grubbed, and develdped area cutrently being used for boat storage, Transmission lines
(2.5 miles) would bg buried within the existing right-of-way along U.S.1 between the two
facilities. A bike path runs atong this route also. All arcas that would be affected are cleared,
developed, and havé insignificant native vegetation.

|
[
|
i
1
1
|
1
|
]
|
1
|
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1
|
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Conclusion
|

The Service re—afﬁrms the validity of the original bmloglcal opinion written for Alternative 2.
Nothing of biological consequence has changed through the reduction of the scope of the prqeet
The construction fogtprint remains the same and all factors addressed in the biological opinion
remain unchanged. All measures, terms, and conditions apply.

B
The Service also concurs with your finding that Alternative 3 will not result in take of, jecpardize
the continued ex:stqme of, or adversely affect the habitat of federally listed threatened and
endangered species.; All habitat components of this alternative are proposed for location in
cleared, highly disturbed, and/or developed areas. Occupancy or uiilization of the affected
habitats by protected species is highly unlikely.

Reinitiation

This concludes fornial consultation on FEMA's proposed Key Largo Wastewater Treatment
Plant. As provided ] ;n 50 CFR 402.16, reinitiation of formal consultation is required where
discretionary Federg] agency involvement or control over the action has been maintained (or is
authorized by law) dnd if: (1) the amount or extent of incidental take is exceeded; (2) new
information reveals effects of the agency action that may affect listed species or eritical habitat in
a manner or to an exfent not considered in this opinion; (3) the agencey action is subsequently
modified in a manner that causes an effect to the listed species or critical habitat that was not
considered in this opinion; or (4) a new species is listed or critical habitat designated that may be
affected by the action, In instances where the amount or extent of incidental teke is exceeded,
any operations cauging such take must cease pending reinitiation.

" Thank you for your :booperzition in the effort to protect threatened and endangered speéies and
their habitats. If yoli have any questions regarding this project, please contact Allen Webb at
772-562-35909, extension 246.

Sincerely yours,

Field Superwsor _
South Florida Ecclogical Services Office -






