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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 1 

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) is conducting a Project Development and 2 
Environment (PD&E) Study to investigate widening a segment of County Road (C.R.) 510 from 3 
two to four lanes, extending from C.R. 512 (Sebastian Boulevard/85 Street) to 58 Avenue, in 4 
Indian River County, Florida. The project corridor stretches 5.27 miles, is generally rural in 5 
nature and includes a mixture of agricultural, educational, commercial, industrial and 6 
residential facilities.   7 

This project consists of improving capacity on C.R. 510 from C.R. 512 to 58 Avenue, in Indian 8 
River County (IRC), Florida, in order to achieve an acceptable Level of Service (LOS) on the 9 
facility in the future condition. While the roadway currently operates at an acceptable LOS, 10 
conditions will deteriorate below acceptable standards if no improvement occurs by 2040, as 11 
the roadway will have insufficient capacity to accommodate the project travel demand. 12 

Information was obtained for this report from Florida Department of Environmental Protection 13 
and the US Environmental Protection Agency databases as well as field investigations and 14 
reviews of historic and aerial photographs and other documents.  A total of ten potentially 15 
contaminated sites were identified in the vicinity of the build alternatives and five of those sites 16 
were assigned a risk rating of “Low”. Five sites, Sunoco #0613-2641, Shark Mart Mobil, Ryall 17 
Groves Inc., the Bethel Service Station, and current or former agricultural areas were assigned a 18 
risk rating of “Medium”. Sunoco #0613-2641 is a gas station located at the intersection of C.R. 19 
510 and C.R. 512. It contains three underground storage tanks (USTs) and previous 20 
contamination cleanup has been completed. Shark Mart Mobil is also a gas station, located at 21 
the intersection of C.R. 510 and C.R. 512 and has associated USTs. Following a discharge of 22 
contaminants, soil was removed and a Site Rehabilitation Completion Order was issued. Ryall 23 
Groves Inc. is the site of a former citrus production operation and could have contained mixing 24 
stations for herbicides. The Bethel Service Station site is located adjacent to the southern side 25 
of the project corridor, on the southeastern quadrant of the intersection of C.R. 510 and 64 26 
Avenue. It contained USTs and in 1990 approximately 300 gallons of gasoline were observed to 27 
have leaked during removal of a UST. Subsequent testing revealed a soil contamination plume 28 
that extended under 64 Avenue and soil was excavated in May 2016. This site is currently listed 29 
as an active petroleum cleanup site. Current and former agricultural lands occupy the majority 30 
of the project area and were assigned a risk rating of “Medium” due to potential contamination 31 
from herbicides or pesticides.  32 

Proposed pond 2-2 is adjacent to Site 4, Sebastian River High School, which has a risk rating of 33 
Low. All of the pond sites occur on former agricultural lands that are assigned a “Medium” risk 34 
rating. The sites with a “Medium” or “High” risk rating are recommended for additional 35 
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assessment, such as possible soil and groundwater testing, if right-of-way acquisition or 1 
subsurface work (including construction of any structures or stormwater ponds) is proposed on 2 
or adjacent to those sites.  3 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 1 
The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) is conducting a Project Development and 2 
Environment (PD&E) Study to evaluate alternatives for mobility and safety improvements to 3 
County Road (C.R.) 510 in Indian River County, Florida. The project extends 5.27 miles along C.R. 4 
510 from its intersection with C.R. 512/Sebastian Boulevard to 58 Avenue. A project location 5 
map is provided as Figure 1-1. C.R. 510 is primarily a two-lane roadway that is functionally 6 
classified as an Urban Principal Arterial for east-west traffic movements. There are three bridge 7 
structures along C.R. 510 and an open drainage system.  8 
 9 
This Contamination Screening Evaluation Report (CSER) has been prepared in accordance with 10 
the FDOT’s PD&E Manual, Part 2, Chapter 22 (Contamination Impacts), updated June 14, 2017, 11 
which incorporates the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and 12 
related federal and state laws.  This report identifies and evaluates known or potential 13 
contamination issues, presents recommendations concerning these issues, and discusses 14 
possible impacts to the proposed project in relation to the proposed project alternatives. The 15 
remainder of Section 1 and Section 2 describe the project background and the purpose and 16 
need and were developed by FDOT then inserted into this report.  17 

PROJECT BACKGROUND  18 
The subject project is located just west and south of Sebastian, a city in Indian River County, 19 
Florida. This area is within the northern part of Florida’s Treasure Coast, so named after the 20 
discovery of treasure from the 1715 Spanish Treasure Fleet, lost in a hurricane near the 21 
Sebastian Inlet. 22 
 23 
The project entails the investigation of widening a segment of County Road (C.R.) 510 from two 24 
to four lanes extending from C.R. 512 (Sebastian Boulevard) to 58th Avenue for a total distance 25 
of 5.27 miles (Figure 1-1). C.R. 510 links the local community of Wabasso to C.R. 512 (Sebastian 26 
Boulevard), the main east-west arterial serving Sebastian. The project corridor is generally rural 27 
in nature and includes a mixture of agricultural, educational, commercial, industrial and 28 
residential facilities. 29 
 30 
C.R. 510 is owned and maintained by Indian River County and is functionally classified as an 31 
urban principal arterial. The proposed project will provide additional capacity to meet the 32 
future traffic needs resulting from projected population and employment growth within the 33 
projected area expected as a result of various residential development. The Indian River County 34 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) has identified C.R. 510 in their 2035 Long Range 35 
Transportation Plan (LRTP) initial roadway needs plan alternative projects, cost feasible plan as 36 
a “Core Project” and in their Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). 37 
 38 
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 1 
Figure 1-1 Project Location2 
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2.0 PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED 1 
PROJECT OBJECTIVE 2 
This project consists of improving capacity on C.R. 510 from C.R. 512 to 58 Avenue, in Indian 3 
River County (IRC), Florida, in order to achieve an acceptable Level of Service (LOS) on the 4 
facility in the future condition. While the roadway currently operates at an acceptable LOS, 5 
conditions will deteriorate below acceptable standards if no improvement occurs by 2040, as 6 
the roadway will have insufficient capacity to accommodate the project travel demand. 7 

PROJECT NEED 8 
It is important to note that this roadway is deemed deficient in the Indian River County 2040 9 
Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) based on the projected 2035 AADT volumes derived 10 
from the Greater Treasure Coast Regional Planning Model for the Grid Densification Roadway 11 
Needs Plan Alternative. The results of the analysis revealed that portions of the project 12 
segment are expected to have volume to capacity (V/C) ratios of 0.63 – 1.35 and above 1.65. 13 
Roadways are deemed deficient if the volume to capacity (V/C) ratio exceeds 0.9. As such, this 14 
segment of C.R. 510 will experience congestion by 2035 if additional improvements are not 15 
made. Overall, the proposed improvement is anticipated to allow C.R. 510 to continue to serve 16 
as a critical arterial in facilitating the west-east movement of local and regional traffic (including 17 
truck traffic) as it traverses Indian River County connecting C.R. 512 to S.R. A1A on the barrier 18 
island. The increased capacity on C.R. 510 is intended to improve traffic operations along the 19 
corridor and enhance access to targeted areas of growth within the county. 20 

There are three bridge structures (880047, 880063, 880044), one at M.P. 1.276 - 1.284, one at 21 
M.P. 2.226 - M.P. 2.240, and one at M.P. 2.726 - M.P. 2.735. The project is 5.27 miles in length 22 
and the acquisition of some right-of-way is anticipated. C.R. 510 is owned and maintained by 23 
Indian River County. According to the adopted Indian River County Comprehensive Plan, C.R. 24 
510 is classified as an Urban Principal Arterial and is critical in facilitating the west-east 25 
movement of traffic in Indian River County. It connects Interstate 95 (I-95) to S.R. A1A. 26 
Additionally this roadway provides access to commercial, educational, residential and 27 
agricultural uses. The project is anticipated to cost $100,000,000, of which the great majority 28 
will be Federally-funded dollars. C.R. 510 from C.R. 512/85 Street to 58 Avenue is identified as a 29 
cost-feasible project in the Indian River County 2040 LRTP. 30 

C.R. 510 is designated as an emergency evacuation route by both the Florida Division of 31 
Emergency Management and Indian River County. By increasing capacity, the improvement on 32 
C.R. 510 is anticipated to enhance emergency evacuation and response times by: 33 

• Improving access to other emergency evacuation routes designated by the Florida 34 
Division of Emergency Management (C.R. 510, C.R. 512, and I-95); and 35 

• Increasing the number of residents from the coastal communities of eastern Indian 36 
River County that can be evacuated during an emergency event. 37 

The project is also identified within the Indian River County Metropolitan Planning 38 
Organization's (MPO) FY 2016/2017 -FY 2020/21 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). It 39 
should additionally be noted that $4,433,546 is programmed for the Project Development and 40 
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Environment (PD&E) Study and $4,207,416 is programmed for the Right of Way phase in 2020 1 
within the FY 2016/2017- FY2020/2021 Indian River County MPO TIP. 2 

As the Indian River County 2040 LRTP Infill Alternative Land Use scenario matures along the C.R. 3 
510 corridor encouraging higher densities and mixed-use development, premium transit service 4 
will be considered on C.R. 510 to serve and connect the transit-supportive land uses. Sidewalks 5 
and bicycle lanes are additionally anticipated as part of the widening as the corridor is intended 6 
to provide for adequate multi-modal facilities. While paved shoulders are currently present, 7 
they are also anticipated to be maintained as part of the project. Overall, the project is 8 
expected to accommodate multi-modal facilities and enhance corridor access for transit users, 9 
bicyclists, and pedestrians. 10 

The logical termini begins at the signalized intersection of C.R. 512/85 Street and terminates at 11 
the signalized intersection of 58 Avenue. C.R. 510 is designated as an emergency evacuation 12 
route by both the Florida Division of Emergency Management and Indian River County. By 13 
increasing capacity, the improvement on C.R. 510 is anticipated to enhance emergency 14 
evacuation and response times. 15 

The primary need for additional capacity on of C.R. 510 from C.R. 512/85 Street to 58 Avenue is 16 
in order to achieve an acceptable Level of Service (LOS) on the facility in the future condition. 17 
While the roadway currently operates at an acceptable LOS, conditions will deteriorate below 18 
acceptable standards if no improvement occurs by 2040, as the roadway will have insufficient 19 
capacity to accommodate the project travel demand. The need for the project is based on the 20 
following primary and secondary criteria. 21 
 22 
PRIMARY CRITERIA 23 
CAPACITY/TRANSPORTATION DEMAND: Improve Traffic Operations (LOS and Volume to 24 
Capacity Ratio) 25 
This project is anticipated to improve traffic operations along C.R. 510 by increasing operational 26 
capacity to meet the future travel demand projected as a result of Indian River County 27 
population and employment growth. The existing and future traffic conditions for the project 28 
corridor are as follows (Tables 2-1 and 2-2): 29 
 30 

It is important to note that this roadway is deemed deficient in the Indian River County 2040 31 
Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) based on the projected 2040 AADT volumes derived 32 
from the Greater Treasure Coast Regional Planning Model for the Grid Densification Roadway 33 
Needs Plan Alternative. The results of the analysis revealed that portions of the project 34 
segment are expected to have volume to capacity ratio (V/C) of 0.63 – 1.35 and above 1.65. 35 
Roadways are deemed deficient if the volume to capacity (V/C) ratio exceeds 0.9. As such, this 36 
segment of C.R. 510 will experience congestion by 2040 if additional improvements are not 37 
made. 38 

 39 
 40 
 41 
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 Table 2-1 Existing (2015) Conditions 1 
Limits # of Lanes LOS D AADT Existing 
From To (speed limit) SV 2015 V/C 

CR 512 Mako Way 3 Lanes Divided (>40 
MPH) 26,280 13,000 0.49 

Mako Way 
800' West Of 
Treasure Coast 
Elementary 

2 Lanes Divided (>40 
MPH) with LT lanes 16,730 12,800 0.77 

800' West Of 
Treasure Coast 
Elementary 

500' East Of 
Treasure Coast 
Elementary 

2 Lane Undivided (<35 
MPH) with LT lanes 13,320 12,000 0.90 

500' East Of 
Treasure Coast 
Elementary 

66 Avenue 2 Lane Undivided (>40 
MPH) 12,740 13,000 1.02 

66 Avenue 58 Avenue 2 Lane Undivided (<35 
MPH) with LT lanes 13,320 11,000 0.83 

 2 
 3 

Table 2-2 Future (2040) Conditions 4 

Limits # of Lanes LOS D  AADT NO 
BUILD  # of Lanes LOS D AADT BUILD 

  
From To (speed limit) SV 2040 V/C (speed limit) SV 2040 V/C 

CR 512 Mako Way 
3 Lanes 
Divided (>40 
MPH) 

26,280 16,500 0.63 
4 Lanes 
Divided (>40 
MPH) 

35,820 18,500 0.52 

Mako Way 

800' West Of 
Treasure 
Coast 
Elementary 

2 Lanes 
Divided (>40 
MPH) with LT 
lanes 

16,730 17,400 1.04 
4 Lanes 
Divided (>40 
MPH) 

35,820 19,200 0.54 

800' West Of 
Treasure 
Coast 
Elementary 

500' East Of 
Treasure 
Coast 
Elementary 

2 Lanes 
Undivided 
(<35 MPH) 
with LT lanes 

13,320 18,000 1.35 
4 Lanes 
Divided (<35 
MPH) 

29,160 19,000 0.65 

500' East Of 
Treasure 
Coast 
Elementary 

66 Avenue 
2 Lanes 
Undivided 
(>40 MPH) 

12,740 21,000 1.65 
4 Lanes 
Divided (>40 
MPH) 

35,820 23,250 0.65 

66 Avenue 58 Avenue 

2 Lanes 
Undivided 
(<35 MPH) 
with LT lanes 

13,320 17,000 1.28 
4 Lanes 
Divided (<35 
MPH) 

29,160 21,000 0.72 

 5 
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Overall, the proposed improvement is anticipated to allow C.R. 510 to continue to serve as a 1 
critical arterial in facilitating the west-east movement of local and regional traffic (including 2 
truck traffic) as it traverses Indian River County connecting C.R. 512 to S.R. A1A on the barrier 3 
island. The increased capacity on C.R. 510 is intended to improve traffic operations along the 4 
corridor and enhance access to targeted areas of growth within the county. 5 
 6 
SECONDARY CRITERIA 7 
MODAL INTERRELATIONSHIPS: Enhance Transit, Pedestrian, and Bicycle Access 8 
As the Indian River County 2040 LRTP Infill Alternative Land Use scenario matures along the C.R. 9 
510 corridor encouraging higher densities and mixed-use development, premium transit service 10 
will be considered on C.R. 510 to serve and connect the transit-supportive land uses. Sidewalks 11 
and bicycle lanes are additionally anticipated as part of the widening as the corridor is intended 12 
to provide for adequate multi-modal facilities. While paved shoulders are currently present, 13 
they are also anticipated to be maintained as part of the project. Overall, the project is 14 
expected to accommodate multi-modal facilities and enhance corridor access for transit users, 15 
bicyclists, and pedestrians. 16 

Transportation Demand 17 
The population of Indian River County is projected to increase from 138,028 in year 2010 to 18 
202,295 in year 2040, with a 47% 30-year growth rate (Source: Indian River County 2040 LRTP). 19 
As the population of the county increases, developments in the county will continue to grow 20 
thereby increasing the amount of traffic on the roads. 21 
Employment is projected to grow from 65,244 in 2010 to 90,968 in 2040. Based on the 22 
socioeconomic characteristics of the Indian River County 2040 LRTP Infill Alternative Land Use 23 
scenario,  24 

• Population within the proximate Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs) 2-mile buffer is projected 25 
to grow from 21,096 in 2010 to 34,434 in 2040 (1.65% annual growth rate). 26 

• Employment within the proximate TAZs 2-mile buffer is projected to increase from 27 
3,421 in 2010 to 5,588 in 2040 (1.65% annual growth rate). 28 

Further, 2 Planned Unit Developments and 0 approved Developments of Regional Impact are 29 
present along the corridor. 30 

System Linkage 31 
The proposed capacity improvements to C.R. 510 will help improve connectivity within the 32 
roadway network by enhancing mobility to the C.R. 510 corridor. Enhancing mobility in this 33 
area will provide an additional route and improve the movement of people, goods and services 34 
to and from Indian River County.  35 
 36 
Plan Consistency 37 
C.R. 510 from C.R. 512/85 Street to 58 Avenue is identified as a cost-feasible project, not 38 
currently funded for construction in the Indian River County 2040 LRTP. The project is also 39 
identified within the Indian River County Metropolitan Planning Organization's (MPO) FY 40 
2016/2017 -FY 2020/21 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). It should additionally be 41 
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noted that $4,433,546 is programmed for the Project Development and Environment (PD&E) 1 
Study and $4,207,416 is programmed for the Right of Way phase in 2020 within the FY 2 
2016/2017- FY2020/2021 Indian River County MPO TIP. 3 
 4 
Social Demands & Economic Development 5 
Enhance Emergency Evacuation and Response Times 6 
C.R. 510 is designated as an emergency evacuation route by both the Florida Division of 7 
Emergency Management and Indian River County. By increasing capacity, the improvement on 8 
C.R. 510 is anticipated to enhance emergency evacuation and response times by: 9 

• Improving access to other emergency evacuation routes designated by the Florida 10 
Division of Emergency Management (C.R. 510, C.R. 512, and I-95); and 11 

• Increasing the number of residents from the coastal communities of eastern Indian 12 
River County that can be evacuated during an emergency event. 13 

The population of Indian River County is projected to increase from 138,028 in year 2010 to 14 
202,295 in year 2040, with a 47% 30-year growth rate (Source: Indian River County 2040 LRTP). 15 
As the population of the county increases, developments in the county will continue to grow 16 
thereby increasing the amount of traffic on the roads. Employment is projected to grow from 17 
65,244 in 2010 to 90,968 in 2040. 18 

Economic Development: Currently, the land around the proposed project is mainly agricultural 19 
and industrial. A review on satellite view illustrated green space and undisturbed land with a 20 
low density residential land use area in the northern part of the proposed project. Within the 21 
proposed project are two major employers; i.e., a Publix Supermarket and a Winn-Dixie. There 22 
are also two churches and five (5) parks. The North Indian River County Library is identified as a 23 
cultural facility. The median household income of the Sebastian South community is $53,750, 24 
above the countywide median household income of $47,341. 25 
The 2040 Indian River County LRTP Public Process and Land Use Vision Plan identified land uses 26 
centered on an "infill and clustered" development pattern. The future land use plan included 27 
the following focus growth areas: 28 

• Downtown districts 29 
• Neighborhood commercial districts 30 
• Neighborhood infill development districts 31 
• US 1 development corridor 32 
• Regional workplace districts 33 
• Airport workplace districts 34 
• Fellsmere Annex 35 

 36 
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3.0 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES  1 
The alternatives considered include the No Build Alternative, Transportation Systems 2 
Management and Operations Alternatives, and Build Alternatives. A multi-phase alternative 3 
development, evaluation and selection process was employed to properly assess all 4 
Alternatives considered for the proposed improvements of C.R. 510 within the project limits. 5 

NO BUILD 6 
The “No Build” alternative assumes the retainment of existing conditions. It is used as a 7 
benchmark condition in order to compare the costs and benefits of implementing the proposed 8 
improvements to those incurred by continuing to use the existing facility.  In this case, the “No 9 
Build” alternative would entail the retainage of the existing conditions within the project limits 10 
with its present geometric, operational and access deficiencies. The existing facility within the 11 
project confines is inadequate in terms of future capacity.  It is evident that adoption of this 12 
alternative would not solve any of the existing needs associated with the project.  However, the 13 
“No Build” alternative will be maintained as a viable option providing an effective yardstick or 14 
baseline condition by which other project alternatives will be compared throughout the project 15 
alternative selection process. 16 

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS MANAGEMENT & OPERATIONS (TSM&O) 17 
ALTERNATIVES 18 
The Transportation Systems Management and Operations (TSM&O) alternatives are comprised 19 
of minor improvements options that are usually generated to alleviate specific traffic 20 
congestion/safety problems, or to obtain maximum utilization out of the existing facility by 21 
improving operational efficiency.  These alternatives do not serve as a benchmark function but 22 
rather they insure that a wide range of realistic alternatives are considered by decision makers.  23 
The various TSM&O alternatives that were investigated include the upgrade of the existing 24 
facility by means of intersection widening and turning lane storage enhancements, 25 
improved/modified signalization, improved signing, markings and delineation. 26 
 27 
Even though some beneficial effects can be obtained through the use of low cost 28 
improvements, the overall capacity restriction of maintaining the existing roadway section 29 
precludes the attainment of any significant improvement in the overall project level of service.  30 
It is because of this fact that these alternatives were considered to have minimum value. 31 
Therefore, it is recommended that the TSM&O alternatives be rejected and only the major 32 
reconstruction options be considered for further study.  As stated, several of the proposed 33 
intersection improvements previously identified will be incorporated into the design of the 34 
major project alternatives. 35 

BUILD ALTERNATIVES 36 
Prior to initiating the development of alternatives, the project was broken down into four (4) 37 
distinct segments. Each segment has rather unique characteristics as well as potential 38 
differences in right-of-way, operational, geometric and environmental features and are shown 39 
on Figure 3-1. The segmental breakdown methodology ensures that the generated alternatives 40 
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are more responsive to the needs of each segment rather than to the generalized project’s 1 
needs.  2 
 3 
After a comprehensive alternative generation and evaluation process which includes more than 4 
twelve (12) typical section/alignment combinations, one alternative was selected as being the 5 
most effective option within each segment. Figures 3-2 through 3-5 depict the Recommended 6 
Alternative Features per segment, and Figure 3-6 depicts the typical section details.  7 
 8 
A brief description of the build alternative per segment is as follows: 9 
 10 
Segment 1  11 
Typical Section G with East Alignment is a 4-lane urban typical sections with a Design Speed of 12 
45 mph. The total proposed right-of-way for this section is 108-feet. This typical section 13 
features 12-foot travel lanes, 7-foot bicycle lanes, a 22-foot median, and 5-foot sidewalks with a 14 
3-foot grass buffer between the curb and the sidewalks. An access class 3 is proposed for this 15 
segment. Figure 3-2 shows some of the most distinctive features of this option within Segment 16 
1, including the proposed median openings.  17 
 18 
Segment 2 19 
Typical Section G with East/North Alignment is a 4-lane urban typical sections with a Design 20 
Speed of 45 mph. The total proposed right-of-way for this section is 108-feet. This typical 21 
section features 12-foot travel lanes, 7-foot bicycle lanes, a 22-foot median, and 5-foot 22 
sidewalks with a 3-foot grass buffer between the curb and the sidewalks. The horizontal curve 23 
within this segment will be reconstructed to allow 45 mph design speed and improve safety 24 
conditions. The access provided for the Vero Lake Estate to C.R. 510 has been limited to 87 25 
Street. Also, access to C.R. 510 from 86 Street and 86 Place has been eliminated. This 26 
alternative proposes to close the existing C.R. 510 and remove the existing bridge over Lateral 27 
Canal D. Figure 3-3 illustrates some of the most distinctive features of this option within 28 
Segment 2.  29 
 30 
Segment 3 31 
Typical Section A with Center Alignment is a 4-lane sub-urban typical section with a design 32 
speed of 50 mph. The total proposed right-of-way for this section is 163 feet. This typical 33 
section features 12-foot travel lanes, 7-foot bicycle lanes, 4-foot inside shoulders, curb and 34 
gutter on both sides and 5-foot sidewalks with a wide buffer between the roadway and the 35 
sidewalks. Additionally, there is a 32-foot drainage easement along the north side of the 36 
roadway to treat offsite drainage impacted by the project. Median openings have been given 37 
throughout the segment to allow access for the various stakeholders/property owners along 38 
the segment.  Figure 3-4 illustrates some of the most distinctive features of this option within 39 
Segment 3.   40 
 41 
Segment 4 42 
Typical Section E with North Alignment from 66 Avenue to 61 Drive and South Alignment from 43 
61 Drive to 58 Avenue is a 4-lane urban typical section with a Design Speed of 45 mph. The total 44 



CSER 
C.R. 510 (C.R. 512 to 58 Avenue), FM# 405606-2-22-02 
 

3-3 
 

proposed right-of-way for this section is 104-feet. This typical section features 11-foot travel 1 
lanes, 7-foot bicycle lanes, 6-foot sidewalks against the curb and a 22 -foot median. Figure 3-5 2 
illustrates some of the salient characteristics of this alternative within this segment including 3 
the various partial median openings that have been given to the communities along this 4 
segment.  5 
 6 
Stormwater Ponds  7 
For stormwater treatment and attenuation design the project was divided into 10 separate 8 
stormwater management basins. Four (4) potential pond locations per basin were evaluated as 9 
per the Pond Siting Report prepared as part of this PD&E study. However, only the two ponds 10 
that were ranked first and second as part of the pond siting process were evaluated in this 11 
report. During final design, only one recommended pond will be selected per basin for water 12 
quality treatment and storage capacity. The top two pond alternatives per basin are shown in 13 
Figures 4-1 and 4-2.  14 
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 1 
Figure 3-1 Project Segmentation 2 
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 1 
Figure 3-2 Segment 1 Typical Section with Alignment Features2 



CSER 
C.R. 510 (C.R. 512 to 58 Avenue), FM# 405606-2-22-02 
 

3-3 
 

 1 
Figure 3-3 Segment 2 Typical Section with Alignment Features 2 

 3 
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 1 
Figure 3-4 Segment 3 Typical Section with Alignment Features 2 

 3 
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 2 
Figure 3-5 Segment 4 Typical Section with Alignment Features 3 
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 1 
Figure 3-6 Typical Section Details 2 

 3 
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4.0 PROJECT AREA DESCRIPTION 1 
The project occurs in Indian River County, southwest of the City of Sebastian. The term “project 2 
corridor” is used in this document to represent a smaller area that encompasses the existing 3 
C.R. 510 right-of-way and the recommended alternative. The term “project area” represents a 4 
larger expanse that encompasses the project corridor as well as all land within 500 feet of the 5 
centerline of C.R. 510.     6 

The project area is primarily agricultural, with pastures, citrus groves, and home sites scattered 7 
throughout. However, increased residential development is encroaching from the City of 8 
Sebastian to the north and from Vero Lake Estates, a housing development that borders the 9 
project. A shopping center and two gas stations are located at the intersection of C.R. 510 and 10 
C.R. 512 at the project’s western terminus. Approximately one half-mile south of that 11 
intersection and immediately west of C.R. 510 is Sebastian River High School. C.R. 510 makes a 12 
90 degree bend approximately 1.25 miles from the project’s western terminus so that the 13 
westernmost part of C.R. 510 runs north-south and the more eastern section runs east-west. 14 
Treasure Coast Elementary School occurs south of C.R. 510, just east of the 90 degree bend in 15 
C.R. 510. Immediately northeast of that bend is a large area that was cleared for residential 16 
development. Streets and utilities were installed but no construction of houses has begun.  17 

The majority of the agricultural lands in the project area are abandoned citrus fields. Most of 18 
these fields contain standing dead citrus trees on raised rows with furrows between each row. 19 
Dead citrus trees in some fields have been cleared and additional clearing is ongoing. East of 66 20 
Avenue residential land use becomes more common. Three canals cross the project corridor, 21 
each is oriented north-south.  22 

Indian River County owns three notable conservation properties adjacent to this project. In the 23 
northeast quadrant of the intersection of C.R. 510 and C.R. 512 is the Ansin Tract, which 24 
contains forested land stretching from that intersection to the Saint Sebastian River. Near the 25 
middle of the project, the south prong of the Saint Sebastian River is surrounded by two tracts 26 
of land owned by Indian River County and managed as the South Prong Preserve. At the 27 
projects eastern terminus is the Wabasso Scrub Conservation Area (WSCA), which contains 28 
scrub habitats and has been used previously for mitigation for federally listed Florida scrub jays 29 
(Aphelocoma coerulescens).  30 

LAND USE 31 
Land use cover descriptions provided for both uplands and wetlands are classified utilizing the 32 
Florida Land Use Cover and Forms Classifications System (FLUCCS) designations. Existing land 33 
use in the project area was initially determined utilizing US Geological Survey (USGS) maps, 34 
historical images, aerial photographs, and land use mapping from the St. Johns River Water 35 
Management District (SJRWMD) (2009-2012). Land use categories in the project area reported 36 
by SJRWMD were verified in the field. Field reviews generally confirmed the SJRWMD land use 37 
mapping, with minor updates that are described below. Land use categories in the project area 38 
as mapped by SJRWMD are shown in Figures 4-1 and 4-2 and each land use category in the 39 
project area is described below along with its location.  40 
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Residential, Low Density (FLUCCS – 1100) 1 
This category is reserved for low density residential areas that have from one half to two acres 2 
per dwelling unit. Residential, Low Density land uses are often located in newly established 3 
sections of large urban areas or on urban-rural fringe. This land use type occurs immediately 4 
east of the project corridor approximately 0.3 mile south of the intersection of C.R. 510 and C.R. 5 
512 and also immediately east of the South Prong Preserve, south of C.R. 510. A third area of 6 
this land use type occurs south of C.R. 510 between Power Line Road and Schumann Drive.  7 

Residential, Rural (FLUCCS - 1180) 8 
This residential category is restricted to areas where the density is two to five acres per 9 
dwelling unit. It is used for areas with low dwelling unit densities, but not low enough to be put 10 
into a non-residential category, as with farmsteads. This class may contain a mosaic of small 11 
open areas, natural vegetation, or miscellaneous land covers/uses. This land class is found in 12 
one location in the project area, immediately west of the South Prong Preserve and east of 82 13 
Avenue.  14 

Low Density Under Construction (FLUCCS - 1190) 15 
This category refers to low density residential areas that are in the process of construction. 16 
When completed they will fall into the 1100 class, with more than one half and less than two 17 
acres per dwelling unit. There is no time limit set on completion of the areas under 18 
construction. However, if the in-fill process is indefinitely stalled, the code 1920 is used instead. 19 
This class is found in one location in the project area, on the north and east side of the 90 20 
degree bend in C.R. 510.  21 

Residential, Medium Density (FLUCCS – 1200) 22 
This category is reserved for medium density residential areas that have from two to five 23 
dwelling units per acre. Rural and recreational types of subdivisions will be included in the 24 
residential category since this land is almost entirely committed to residential use even though 25 
forest or open areas may be present also. This class is found in two locations in the project 26 
area, at the eastern terminus and at the western side of the project corridor near the 90 degree 27 
bend in C.R. 510.  28 

Medium Density Under Construction (FLUCCS – 1290)  29 
This category refers to medium density residential areas that are in the process of construction 30 
and will have between two and five dwelling units per acre when finished. If more than half of 31 
the area is constructed, and work is in progress, these areas should be coded as though 32 
complete, using 1200. There is no time limit set on completion of the areas under construction. 33 
However, if the in-fill process is indefinitely stalled, the code 1920 is used instead. This land use 34 
type is found in one location of the project area, east of C.R. 510 approximately 0.4 miles south 35 
of the projects’ western terminus. 36 
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 1 
Figure 4-1 Land Use in Western Half of Project Area 2 
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Figure 4-2 Land Use in Eastern Half of Project Area 2 
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High Density Under Construction (FLUCCS – 1390) 1 
This category refers to high density residential areas that are in the process of construction. If 2 
more than half of the area is constructed, and work is in progress, these areas should be coded 3 
1300, as though complete. There is no time limit set on completion of the areas under 4 
construction. However, if the in-fill process is indefinitely stalled, the code 1920 is used instead. 5 
This category occurs in one location, on the south side of the corridor near the eastern 6 
terminus approximately 0.25 mile west of 58 avenue.  7 

Commercial and Services (FLUCCS – 1400) 8 
This is an active land use category that includes a broad range of uses and operations providing 9 
diverse products and services which often occur in complex mixtures. Subclasses include retail 10 
and wholesale, professional, cultural and entertainment, and tourist services, as well as others. 11 
The 1400 class includes shopping centers, commercial strip developments, warehouses, junk 12 
yards, campgrounds and amusement parks.  These areas are usually located along main 13 
transportation routes or at the intersections of secondary transportation corridors. This land 14 
use category is found in five separate locations in the project area; two are at the intersection 15 
of C.R. 510 with C.R. 512, two more occur south of C.R. 510 between 64 Avenue and 62 Avenue, 16 
and one area of Commercial and Services land use occurs at the intersection of C.R. 510 and 58 17 
Avenue.  18 

Cemeteries (FLUCCS – 1480) 19 
This category includes all burial grounds of any age and type. These are a diverse group, which 20 
includes both human and pet cemeteries; old, in-active cemeteries covered by dense canopy; 21 
brand new facilities with open expanses of lawn that are not yet “populated”; and all 22 
combinations in between. One cemetery is located near the western terminus of the project, 23 
approximately 400 feet north of the C.R. 510 intersection with C.R. 512. 24 

Commercial and Services Under Construction (FLUCCS – 1490) 25 
This class includes all 1400 classes that are in the process of construction. It includes 26 
cemeteries, oil and gas storage, and all other land uses in the 1400 group that are under 27 
construction. This class is found in one location in the project area, approximately 250 feet 28 
northwest of the C.R. 510 and C.R. 512 intersection at the western terminus of the project.  29 

Institutional (FLUCCS – 1700) 30 
The institutional class is an active, general land use class that includes a broad range of 31 
institutional uses which can be difficult to differentiate individually. It includes uses such as 32 
educational, religious, medical and health care, governmental, correctional, commercial child 33 
care, and others. Educational institutions encompass all levels of public and private schools, 34 
colleges, universities, training centers, etc. The institutional class is found in six locations within 35 
the project area. Two schools are found along the corridor; Sebastian River High School, which 36 
is located 0.5 miles south of C.R. 512, and Treasure Coast Elementary School, which is located 37 
south of C.R. 510 just east of the 90 degree bend. Three locations of Institutional land use occur 38 
between Schumann Drive and 62 Avenue, both north and south of the project corridor. These 39 
include a church and pre-kindergarten facility as well as land the Indian River County Property 40 
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Appraiser lists as ‘3300 – Night club/Bar/Lounge’. The last institutional area located within the 1 
project area is a church approximately 500 feet north of C.R. 510 on 58 Avenue.  2 

Improved Pastures (FLUCCS – 2110) 3 
Improved pastures are the most intensively managed of the pastureland classes. They are 4 
usually cleared, tilled, reseeded with specific grass types and periodically improved with brush 5 
control and fertilizer application. In most cases they show some direct evidence of cattle, such 6 
as watering ponds, feed bunkers, fencing, corrals, barns or cow trails. This land use category is 7 
present in the project area southwest of the intersection of C.R. 510 and C.R. 512. There are 8 
two other small areas of improved pasture, south of C.R. 510, 0.3 and 0.75 miles east of 82 9 
Avenue, respectively.  10 

Woodland Pastures (FLUCCS – 2130) 11 
Pasturelands that have from 25 percent to 100 percent forest canopy are included in this 12 
category. It does not include open pasturelands with patches of tree canopy large enough to 13 
qualify as upland forest. Woodland pastures are generally unimproved. Evidence of grazing, if 14 
visible, may include cattle trails leading to feed bunkers, salt licks and watering areas. 15 
Woodland Pastures occur south of C.R. 510 on either side of riparian forest on the South Prong 16 
Preserve and north of C.R. 510 immediately west of Schumann Drive.  17 

Citrus Groves (FLUCCS – 2210) 18 
This class is for active citrus groves, such as oranges, grapefruits, and tangerines. Land use 19 
classified as Citrus Groves occurs in two large sections of the project area, north and south of 20 
C.R. 510 from 86 Avenue to approximately 0.1 mile west of 79 Terrace and north and south of 21 
C.R. 510 from 75 Court to 66 Avenue. These areas are not currently used for citrus production 22 
and anecdotal reports from landowners suggest that they began to be abandoned after 23 
infestation with pests and disease following a hurricane in 2004.  24 

Ornamentals (FLUCCS – 2430) 25 
This category is for facilities that raise ornamental plants for off-site use. This category does not 26 
include ornamental trees. There are two areas of Ornamental land use in the project area. They 27 
are located north and south of C.R. 510, approximately 0.35 mile east of 82 Avenue. During 28 
field inspections in 2016 it did not appear that these parcels were currently being used to raise 29 
ornamental plants.  30 

Herbaceous Upland Nonforested (FLUCCS – 3100) 31 
This is one of three land cover classes used for upland nonagricultural, non-forested lands 32 
which contain no evidence of cattle grazing. Specifically, 3100 is used for areas that have over 33 
67 percent herbaceous cover, not counting any forested inclusions, which may be up to 25 34 
percent of the area. Traditional rangelands for the 3100 cover class include prairie grasses 35 
which occur on the upland margins of the wetland zone and may be periodically inundated by 36 
water. Generally, it is the marginal area between marsh and upland forested areas. This land 37 
use type occurs in one place in the project area, northeast of the intersection of C.R. 510 and 38 
Schumann Drive.   39 

 40 
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Shrub and Brushland (Wax myrtle or Saw palmetto) (FLUCCS – 3200) 1 
This is one of three land cover classes used for upland nonagricultural, non-forested lands 2 
which contain no evidence of cattle grazing. Specifically, 3200 is used for areas that have over 3 
67 percent shrub cover and less than 33 percent herbaceous cover (this proportion ignores any 4 
forested patches, which may cover up to 25 percent of the total area). This cover class includes 5 
areas where tree species are regenerating naturally after clear cutting or fire, but are less than 6 
20 feet tall. Most of the WSCA, northwest of the C.R. 510 and 58 Avenue intersection, is 7 
categorized as Shrub and Brushland. Another patch occurs south of C.R. 510 just east of 62 8 
Avenue and three patches of Shrub and Brushland occur in the project area east of 58 Avenue.  9 

Mixed Upland Non-Forested (FLUCCS – 3300) 10 
This class is used for upland non-forested landscape in which neither herbaceous nor shrubs 11 
cover over two thirds of the area. This cover class may include areas where tree species are 12 
regenerating naturally after clear cutting or fire, but are less than 20 feet tall. These include 13 
native hardwood and coniferous species, but does not apply to plantations. In the project area 14 
this land use type occurs in three locations. One is east of C.R. 510, 0.5 mile south of C.R. 512 15 
and the other two are north of C.R. 510, immediately east of the South Prong Preserve.  16 

Pine Flatwoods (FLUCCS – 4110) 17 
This class is for naturally generated pine flatwoods. The canopy closure must be 25 percent or 18 
more and the trees must average over 20 feet tall. The pine flatwoods class is dominated by 19 
either slash pine, longleaf pine, or both. Common understory species include saw palmetto, 20 
wax myrtle, gallberry and a wide variety of herbs and brush. Pine flatwoods are the most 21 
prevalent community in natural areas. Most pine flatwoods occur on broad, low, flat areas with 22 
seasonal high water tables but not on hydric soils. They transition into mesic flatwood and 23 
hardwood communities on higher ground and into hydric flatwoods, cypress and other 24 
wetlands on the lower edges. Pine flatwoods are found in two places in the project area. The 25 
Ansin Tract, northeast of the intersection of C.R. 510 and C.R. 512 is classified as Pine 26 
Flatwoods, and a small area north of C.R. 510, approximately 0.8 mile east of 82 Avenue, is also 27 
classified as Pine Flatwoods.  28 

Upland Hardwood Forest (FLUCCS – 4200) 29 
Upland Hardwood Forests may include forest communities such as oak-pine-hickory, Brazilian 30 
pepper, live oak, wax myrtle-willow, mixed temperate or tropical hardwoods, and beech-31 
magnolia. Upland forests are naturally generated, and do not include hardwood plantations, or 32 
planted groves of citrus or pecans. However, almost all forests are subject to human influence 33 
and the composition of the forest is, to a degree, determined by management factors. The 34 
trees must average over 20 feet tall at the time of photography and up to one third of the 35 
canopy may be comprised of coniferous species.  Upland Hardwood Forests in Florida are found 36 
wherever hydrology, fire, and management practices permit their establishment and they may 37 
occur as inclusions in most other land cover types. Upland Hardwood Forest occurs in two 38 
locations in the project area. The largest area is a linear strip of land immediately east of C.R. 39 
510 that extends from approximately 0.5 mile south of the intersection of C.R. 510 and C.R. 512 40 
south to the 90 degree bend in C.R. 510. This narrow stand of Upland Hardwood Forest grows 41 
on either side of the canal. Another area of Upland Hardwood Forest is located north of C.R. 42 
510, immediately east of wetlands on the South Prong Preserve. 43 
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Upland Mixed Coniferous/Hardwood (FLUCCS – 4340) 1 
This category is used for those forested areas in which neither upland conifers nor hardwoods 2 
achieve 67 percent crown canopy dominance. It may include communities such as oak-pine-3 
hickory, Brazilian pepper, live oak, wax myrtle-willow (not hydric), mixed temperate or tropical 4 
hardwoods, and beech-magnolia. Upland pine communities include slash, longleaf, and sand 5 
pines. Upland Mixed Coniferous/Hardwoods are found in four places in the project area. The 6 
first is located east of C.R. 510, approximately 0.25 mile south of the intersection of C.R. 510 7 
and C.R. 512. The second is located south of C.R. 510, directly south of the 90 degree bend.  The 8 
third area is located directly southeast of the intersection of C.R. 510 and Schumann Drive. The 9 
fourth area of Upland Mixed Coniferous/Hardwoods is located north of C.R. 510 approximately 10 
0.35 mile east of Schumann Drive.  11 

Australian Pine (FLUCCS – 4370) 12 
This class is used for Australian Pine communities.  The canopy closure is 25% or greater, with 13 
at least two thirds dominance by Australian pine trees that average at least 20 feet tall. One 14 
area of Australian Pine is located in the project area, south of C.R. 510, approximately 0.35 mile 15 
east of Schumann Drive. An additional area of Australian Pines that was not mapped by 16 
SJRWMD was found during field surveys. It occurs just east of C.R. 510 and approximately 0.3 17 
miles south of the intersection of C.R. 510 and C.R. 512. 18 

Streams and Waterways (FLUCCS – 5100) 19 
This category includes rivers, creeks, canals and other linear water bodies that are 10 meters or 20 
greater in width. This class includes both natural and modified waterways, as well as man-made 21 
canals and channels. Two areas mapped as Streams and Waterways occur in the project area, 22 
both are man-made canals. The first is mapped south of C.R. 510 immediately east of the 90 23 
degree bend in C.R. 510. Though this canal is only mapped by SJRWMD south of C.R. 510, the 24 
canal extends under CR 510 and parallels the roadway as it run north. The second canal 25 
mapped by SJRWMD under land use runs parallel to and immediately west of 82 Avenue. 26 
Another canal is located just west of the South Prong Preserve but was not mapped as a distinct 27 
land use type by SJRWMD. The South Prong Preserve contains the south prong of the St. 28 
Sebastian River, but is not mapped as Streams and Waterways by SJRWMD. 29 

Reservoirs- Pits, Retention Ponds, Dams (FLUCCS – 5300) 30 
Reservoirs are artificial impoundments of water, or water bodies that have been significantly 31 
modified from their natural state. They are used for irrigation, flood control, municipal and 32 
rural water supplies, stormwater treatment, recreation and hydro-electric power generation. 33 
One large Reservoir in the project area is located west of C.R. 510, approximately 0.75 mile 34 
south of the intersection of C.R. 510 and C.R. 512. Two Reservoirs associated with the stalled 35 
development of a residential neighborhood immediately northeast of the 90 degree bend in 36 
C.R. 510 are in the project area, and an additional pond occurs in an abandoned citrus field just 37 
east of Treasure Coast Elementary School. Three small reservoirs are mapped south of C.R. 510 38 
and east of Schumann Drive. One area that is mapped as Commercial and Services contains a 39 
stormwater pond. It is approximately 0.2 mile south of C.R. 512, east of C.R. 510. 40 

 41 



CSER 
C.R. 510 (C.R. 512 to 58 Avenue), FM# 405606-2-22-02    

4-9 
 

Mixed Wetland Hardwoods (FLUCCS – 6170) 1 
This class is reserved for those wetland hardwood communities which are composed of a large 2 
variety of hardwood species tolerant of hydric conditions yet exhibit an ill-defined mixture of 3 
species. This land use type is mapped in three locations in the project area. One of those 4 
locations is immediately east of C.R. 510, approximately 0.35 miles south of C.R. 512. Another is 5 
north of C.R. 510 just east of 82 Avenue. Another area of Mixed Wetland Hardwoods occurs in 6 
the South Prong Preserve where riparian forests follow the south prong of the Saint Sebastian 7 
River.  8 

Freshwater Marshes (FLUCCS – 6410) 9 
This class is used for wetland communities having a representative suite of plant species such as 10 
sawgrass, cattail, arrowhead, and the common reed. Freshwater marshes tend to be open 11 
expanses of grasses, sedges, rushes, and other types of herbaceous plants. Periods of 12 
inundation are intermediate between Deep Marshes (emergent 6440) and Wet Prairies (6430). 13 
Sites are usually covered with water at least two months of the year and undergo prolonged 14 
periods of soil saturation. Two areas of Freshwater Marshes are found in the project area. One 15 
is an isolated low lying section of cattle pasture located west of C.R. 510, approximately 0.3 16 
mile south of the intersection of C.R. 510 and C.R. 512. The other is located east of C.R. 510, 17 
approximately 0.25 mile south of the intersection of C.R. 510 and C.R. 512, between a 18 
residential neighborhood and a commercial building. It may no longer meet the definition of 19 
Freshwater Marsh as it is now mostly forested.   20 

Wet Prairies (FLUCCS – 6430) 21 
This classification is composed of dominantly grassy vegetation on wet soils and is usually 22 
distinguished from marshes by having less water and shorter herbage. Wet Prairies occur in 23 
depressions in the landscape within flatwoods and pastures, and are also found at the edges of 24 
cypress domes and marshes.  Conditions supporting wet prairies may also support forested 25 
depressions or wetland savannahs under other management and fire regimes. 26 

Wet Prairies may also result from alterations of hydrology, such as former marshes that are 27 
drying out from artificial drainage or groundwater drawdowns; or former low flatwoods with a 28 
rising water table due to impoundment or precipitation. Two small areas of Wet Prairie occur in 29 
the project area. Both are on the WSCA, approximately 0.1 and 0.3 mile west of 58 Avenue. 30 

Surface Water Collection Basins (FLUCCS – 8370) 31 
This category is used for holding ponds, impoundments and infiltration ponds, utilized within 32 
residential subdivisions or communities and along freeway corridors, for temporary collection 33 
and holding of surface water runoff.  Generally, these are open spaces excavated for temporary 34 
seasonal water collection within the urban context. It is not used for treatment ponds and 35 
other "reservoirs" that generally function as permanent water bodies. It is not used for holding 36 
ponds in mining applications. Two Surface Water Collection Basins are mapped in the project 37 
area, south of C.R. 510 approximately 0.3 miles west of 58 Avenue.  38 
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ELEVATION AND HYDROLOGY 1 
The project area is located on relatively flat land with a ground elevation ranging between 2 
approximately sea level and 35 feet. There is a slight rise in elevation from west to east with the 3 
most significant rise in elevation near the eastern-most portion of the project area. The 4 
National Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) reports the depth to water table in the project 5 
area is between 0 and 18 inches. Figure 4-3 shows an elevation map created with data collected 6 
by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration and the U.S. Department of 7 
Commerce in 2007 using Light Detection and Ranging (LIDAR) in North American Datum 1983 8 
(NAD 83). 9 

Major canals and hydrologic features in the vicinity of the project are shown in Figure 4-4 and 10 
4-5. There are three unnamed man-made canals abutting the project corridor, all are oriented 11 
north-south. The first intersects C.R. 510 immediately east of the 90 degree bend in C.R. 510 12 
and parallels much the westernmost portion of the project, where C.R. 510 is oriented north to 13 
south. The second canal intersects C.R. 510 immediately west of the intersection of C.R. 510 14 
and 82 Avenue. A third canal runs north-south and crosses C.R. 510 just east of 79 Terrace, next 15 
to the south prong of the Saint Sebastian River.   16 

The closest major water feature is the Saint Sebastian River, located approximately one mile 17 
northeast of the project corridor. The south prong of the Saint Sebastian River crosses the 18 
project corridor at the South Prong Preserve. Stormwater run-off within the project corridor 19 
ultimately drains into the central Indian River Lagoon via man-made canals and conveyances 20 
leading to the Indian River County North Canal. This canal discharges water into a portion of the 21 
Indian River Lagoon that is a designated Outstanding Florida Water (OFW). 22 

According to the flow pattern map from the SJRWMD, groundwater flow in the project area is 23 
generally to the east-northeast. The project is underlain by a surficial aquifer system that is not 24 
a Sole Source Aquifer as identified by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA).  25 

Based on a review of the Florida Department of Health website 26 
(http://gis.doh.state.fl.us/ehwater/index.html), 20 potable wells are present adjacent to the 27 
project area. Three wells are located approximately 300 feet northeast of the intersection of 28 
C.R. 510 and 58 Avenue. Three wells are located approximately 200 feet north of C.R. 510, 0.45 29 
mile west of 58 Avenue. Two are located approximately 100 feet south of C.R. 510, 0.45 mile 30 
west of 58 Avenue. One well is located approximately 40 feet south of C.R. 510, 0.4 mile east of 31 
Schumann Drive. Two wells are located approximately 100 and 700 feet south of C.R. 510, 0.25 32 
mile east of Schumann Drive. Two wells are located approximately 40 and 650 feet south of C.R. 33 
510, 0.2 mile east of Schumann Drive. One well is located approximately 350 feet north of C.R. 34 
510, 0.2 mile east of Schumann Drive. A row of five wells is located approximately 300 to 1000 35 
feet south of C.R. 510, 1.1 miles east of 82 Avenue. One well is located approximately 40 feet 36 
northwest of the intersection of C.R. 510 and C.R. 512. 37 



CSER 
C.R. 510 (C.R. 512 to 58 Avenue), FM# 405606-2-22-02            

4-11 
 

 1 
Figure 4-3 Elevation Map 2 
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 1 
Figure 4-4 Surface Hydrology Western Half of Project Area 2 
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 1 
Figure 4-5 Surface Hydrology Eastern Half of Project Area 2 
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This project is located within the SJRWMD’s Indian River Lagoon Basin. According to the Federal 1 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map (updated December 4, 2 
2012), most of the project area is located within flood zone X, which is outside of the 500-year 3 
floodplain. There are three small areas within the project area mapped as flood zone A, which 4 
are areas of 500-year flood; areas of 100-year flood with average depths of less than one foot 5 
or width drainage areas less than one square mile; or areas protected by levees from 100-year 6 
flood. These areas mapped as flood zone A are located 0.3 mile south of the intersection of C.R. 7 
510 and C.R. 512, 0.15 mile east of 82 Avenue, and 0.5 mile east of 82 Avenue.  8 

SOILS 9 
The NRCS (2014) indicates 10 soil types occur in the project area, and nine soil types exist 10 
within the project corridor, where soil disturbance would occur under the proposed build 11 
alternative (Figure 4-6). The soil types in the project area are listed in Table 4-1 along with 12 
descriptions and ratings from NRCS. Three hydric soils are known to occur in the project area:  13 
Pineda Fine Sand, Winder Fine Sand, and Riviera Fine Sand. No prime farmland soils occur in 14 
Indian River County. EauGallie Fine Sand, Wabasso Fine Sand, Winder Fine Sand, Oldsmar Fine 15 
Sand, Pineda Fine Sand, and Riviera Fine Sand are considered farmland soils of unique 16 
importance.  17 
 18 

 19 
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Table 4-1- Soils in Project Area 1 

Soil Type Environmental Association Approximate Percent of 
Project Area 

Archbold This soil type consists of nearly level to sloping soils on the Atlantic Coastal Ridge and other elevated knolls on flatwoods. This is not a 
hydric soil. 3.6% 

Astatula This soil type consists of excessively drained, very rapidly permeable soils that formed in thin deposits of marine or eolian sand. These 
nearly level to gently sloping soils are on the Atlantic Coastal Ridge. This is not a hydric soil.  2.3% 

EauGallie fine sand 
This soil type consists of nearly level sandy soils, mainly on broad, low ridges. Permeability is rapid to moderately rapid in soils formed in 
beds of loamy marine sediments. Typical natural vegetation consists of slash pine, saw palmetto, cabbage palm, wax myrtle, wiregrass, 
bluestems, and panicums. This is rated as a farmland soil of unique importance.  This is not a hydric soil. 

1.7% 

Electra 
This soil type consists of deep, somewhat poorly drained, slowly permeable or very slowly permeable soils that formed in thick beds of 
sandy and loamy marine sediment. These nearly level to gently sloping soils are on knolls and in adjacent drainageways. This is not a hydric 
soil.  

1.3% 

Oldsmar fine sand 
This soil type consists of nearly level, sandy soils on low and on low knolls in floodplains. Permeability is rapid to moderately rapid. Typical 
natural vegetation includes slash pine, saw palmetto, inkberry, rusty lyonia, blackroot, pennyroyal, pineland threeawn, chalky bluestem, 
and panicums. This is not hydric soil. 

13.0% 

Pineda fine sand 
This soil type consists of soils that formed beds of sandy and loamy sediments influenced by underlying alkaline material. These soils are 
on broad low flats and in low areas bordering swamps and lakes. Permeability is slow to very slow. Typical natural vegetation is scattered 
slash pine, cabbage palm, wax myrtle, saw palmetto, blue maidencane, pineland threeawn, and panicums. This is a hydric soil. 

1.9% 

Wabasso fine sand 
This soil type consists of nearly level sandy soils formed in sandy and loamy marine sediments. These soils are on broad flatlands. 
Permeability is rapid to moderately rapid. Typical natural vegetation consists of slash pine, cabbage palm, saw palmetto, wax myrtle, 
fetterbush, inkberry, pineland threeawn, bluestems, and panicums. This is not hydric soil. 

25.3% 

Winder fine sand 

This soil type consists of nearly level soils formed in unconsolidated marine sands and clays that are influenced by underlying alkaline 
material.  Soils are located on low hammocks and in poorly defined drainageways. Permeability is slow to very slow. Typical natural 
vegetation includes cabbage palm, laurel oak, slash pine, wax myrtle, blue maidencane, chalky bluestem, sand cordgrass, sawgrass, sedges, 
and water tolerant grasses. This is a hydric soil. 

6.5% 

Myakka This soil type consist of poorly drained, moderately permeable to moderately rapidly permeable soils that formed in beds of sandy marine 
sediment. These nearly level soils are on broad flatwoods and in depressions. This is not a hydric soil.  4.3% 

Riviera Fine Sand 
This soil type consists of nearly level soil and is poorly drained. Typical natural vegetation consists of blue maidencane, pineland threeawn, 
cabbage palmetto, sand cordgrass, toothache grass, broomsedge bluestem, creeping bluestem, Florida paspalum, and saw palmetto. 
Permeability is moderately low to moderately high. This is a hydric soil. 

30.2% 

Water - 9.9% 
 TOTAL 100% 

Source: NRCS 2014; USDA 1987: 22–23, 25, 28, 31–34, 36, 45, 55 2 
 3 

 4 
 5 
 6 

 7 
 8 
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 1 
Figure 4-6 Soils Map  Western Half of Project 2 



CSER 
C.R. 510 (C.R. 512 to 58 Avenue), FM# 405606-2-22-02                 

4-17 
 

 1 
Figure 4-7 Soils Map Eastern Half of Project2 
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5.0 METHODOLOGY 1 
In accordance with Part 2, Chapter 22 (revised June 14, 2017) of the PD&E Manual, this 2 
Contamination Screening Evaluation (Level 1) was conducted to evaluate potential 3 
contamination concerns associated with the recommended alternative. In addition to sites 4 
initially identified and assessed in the field, this report identifies and evaluates known landfills, 5 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA, also known 6 
as Superfund) sites, and National Priorities List (NPL) sites within one half mile of the project 7 
corridor.  Known sites of petroleum contamination, drycleaners, and non-petroleum 8 
contamination within 500 feet of the project corridor were identified and investigated, as were 9 
non-landfill solid waste sites within 1,000 feet of the project corridor. This evaluation includes 10 
the following: 11 

• A review of Efficient Transportation Decision Making (ETDM) Summary Report and 12 
Environmental Screening Tool (EST) contamination data; 13 

• A review of the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) OCULUS 14 
database and USEPA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) databases; 15 

• A review of the most up-to-date GIS layers downloaded from the Florida Geographic 16 
Data Library (FGDL) involving contamination related information; 17 

• Field review of project corridor and potential contamination sites; 18 

• Field review of vacant lots; 19 

• Ownership history information of each potential contamination site; 20 

• Historic aerial image review; 21 

Recommendations regarding contamination concerns are based on reasonably ascertainable 22 
information obtained from the data collection activities identified above.   23 

DATA GATHERING 24 
Government Databases Search 25 
Information regarding potential contamination sites was obtained from the ETDM Geographic 26 
Information System (GIS) Analysis Results Tool (EST – contamination layer), which includes 27 
information on Biomedical Waste, Brownfield Location Boundaries, Dry Cleaners, Gasoline 28 
Stations, Petroleum Tanks, Hazardous Waste Sites, NPL Superfund Sites, Nuclear Site Locations, 29 
On-site Sewage (septic tanks), State Underground Petroleum Environmental Response Act 30 
(SUPER Act) Risk Sources, Solid Waste Facilities, Tanks 2007, Toxic Release Inventory Sites, and 31 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Regulated Facilities.  In addition to these 32 
aforementioned resources, the FGDL database was used to locate GIS files and identify facility 33 
IDs. 34 
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Regulatory File Review 1 
File Reviews were conducted online using the FDEP OCULUS database and USEPA RCRA 2 
websites. An FDOT CSER produced in 2005 as part of Federal Project ID No. 4984-003-S was 3 
reviewed and information from it was incorporated into this document as well.  4 
 5 
Historical Aerial Photograph Review 6 
A review of historical aerial photos was performed for the project area. The University of 7 
Florida Digital Collections Website (http://ufdc.ufl.edu/aerials/all/table/2) was used to review 8 
aerial photographs from 1943 through 1981 and Google Earth historic aerial imagery was 9 
examined for the period from 1994 to present. The aerial images were reviewed for potential 10 
contamination concerns, including but not limited to mounds, depressions, storage areas or 11 
drastic changes in landscaping or geographic features. A brief discussion of the review of 12 
historic aerial photographs is provided below. 13 

• 1943 - A roadway is visible in the current location of C.R. 510. A canal is visible, and the 14 
South Prong Slough is visible as a corridor of riparian vegetation. The western portion of the 15 
project area is undeveloped except for some development immediately west of the South 16 
Prong Slough. The project area east of the South Prong Slough is predominantly in 17 
agricultural use. 18 

• 1951 - Additional agricultural development is visible immediately north of C.R. 510, 19 
between the 90 degree bend in the roadway and 84 Avenue.  20 

• 1970 - Agricultural fields are widespread throughout the project area. The streets in Vero 21 
Lake Estates, between 89 Street and 77 Street, have been established. 22 

• 1981 - Most of the broader region and the project area has been developed for agriculture. 23 
Corridors of riparian vegetation persist along the South Prong Slough and Saint Sebastian 24 
River.  25 

• 1994 - Home sites on relatively large parcels of land are visible in Vero Lake Estates. The 26 
majority of the project area is under agricultural use, likely citrus. Sebastian River High 27 
School is visible. Houses are visible east of 64 Avenue, though The Lakes at Sandridge 28 
subdivision is not present and that area is agricultural fields. The Bethel Service Station is 29 
visible. A small building is visible immediately southeast of the intersection of C.R. 510 and 30 
C.R. 512. 31 

• 1999 - The building for the Shark Mart Mobil gas station at the intersection of C.R. 510 and 32 
C.R. 512 is visible in its current configuration. A different building than currently exists is 33 
visible on the opposite side of the intersection, at the future site of the Sunoco gas station. 34 

• 2004 - Treasure Coast Elementary School is visible. Construction zones in what will become 35 
neighborhoods southeast and northwest of the intersection of C.R. 510 and C.R. 512 are 36 
visible. Residential areas near the eastern end of the project, south of C.R. 510, are also 37 
under development.  38 
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• 2005 - The shopping center immediately southeast of the intersection of C.R. 510 and C.R. 1 
512 is present.  2 

• 2007 - Land clearing and road building has begun on the streets between 86 Avenue and 3 
C.R. 510, south of 89 Street.  4 

• 2008 - The Sunoco gas station is present at the intersection of C.R. 510 and C.R. 512. 5 
 6 
Field Reviews 7 
Field reviews of the project area were conducted on May 3 and June 21, 2016.  The actual 8 
location of the potentially contaminated sites and the current occupancy and operations at 9 
each site were verified during the field reviews. Photographs were taken of all potentially 10 
contaminated sites that were identified and photographs and related information of any sites 11 
rated as “Medium” or “High” risk are provided in Appendix A. 12 
 13 
Risk Ratings 14 

Based on the compilation of data collection activities described above, each site was assigned a 15 
risk rating based on the methods in Chapter 22 of the PD&E Manual. The ratings system 16 
expresses the degree of concern for a potential contamination impact to the project via cost 17 
and schedule.  Each site was assigned a contamination risk rating of No, Low, Medium or High 18 
based on the following criteria: 19 

1. No - A review of available information on the property and a review of the design plans 20 
indicates there is no potential for contamination to impact the project. It is possible that 21 
contaminants had been handled on the property. However, all information (assessment 22 
reports, monitoring well abandonments, results of recent soil and groundwater 23 
sampling, etc.) indicate that contamination impacts are not expected.   24 

2. Low - A review of available information indicates that former or current activities on the 25 
property have an ongoing contamination concern, has a hazardous waste generator 26 
identification (ID) number, or handles hazardous materials in some capacity. However, 27 
based on all available information and current design plans, it is not likely that there 28 
would be any contamination impacts related to this project.  29 

3. Medium - After a review of all available information, the potential contamination has 30 
been identified. This may include known soil and/or groundwater contamination that 31 
may not require remediation, is currently being remediated, or that is currently in the 32 
monitoring only phase. The complete status of remediation is important to determine 33 
what FDOT must do if the property were to be acquired. If there is insufficient reliable 34 
information (such as regulatory records or site historical documents) to make a 35 
determination as to the potential for contamination, and there is reasonable suspicion 36 
that contamination may exist, the property should be rated at least as a “Medium”. A 37 
recommendation should be made for each property in this category based on whether it 38 
would be within the proposed project, what additional assessment or remedial actions 39 
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might be required if the property is acquired, and the possible requirements for 1 
additional actions if there is a need to avoid the property. This ranking is the lowest 2 
possible rating a currently operating petroleum fueling or storage facility can receive in 3 
an assessment document, based on its distance to the ROW, contamination type, need 4 
for dewatering in the area, etc.  5 

4. High - After a review of all available information and current conceptual or design plans, 6 
there is a reasonable potential for contamination impacts during construction. Once the 7 
Design Alternative has been selected, sites rated with high contamination potential 8 
require further assessment to confirm and delineate potential contaminants and to 9 
determine if remediation or special construction provisions will be needed during 10 
construction. The recommendation for this rating should include a listing of the 11 
parameters of concern and media to be assessed, and if known, what construction 12 
activities will occur within or adjacent to the contaminated media. Properties used 13 
historically as gasoline stations and which have not been evaluated or assessed would 14 
likely receive this rating 15 

  16 
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6.0 PROJECT IMPACTS 1 

Known or potential contamination sources identified during this study are presented in Table 2 
6.1. No CERCLA, NPL sites, or landfills were identified within one half mile of the project 3 
corridor. Most of the project area was previously used for agricultural and that causes some 4 
potential risk of contamination. Figure 6-1 shows the locations of potentially contaminated 5 
sites listed in Table 6.1. Proposed pond 2-2 is adjacent to Site 4, Sebastian River High School. 6 
Agriculture has historically been widespread in Indian River County and all the proposed pond 7 
sites occur on lands previously used for agriculture. Data and information related to specific 8 
potential contamination sites that were rated as High or Medium risk are provided in Appendix 9 
A. The “No Build” and TSM&O Alternatives are not anticipated to cause potential 10 
contamination impacts. 11 
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Table 6-1 Site Information 1 

Site 
# Facility Name Segment Address Facility ID 

(FDEP/RCRA) Databases Concern 

Distance of 
Contamination 

from Project 
Corridor 

Risk Rating 

1 Sunoco #0613-
2641 1 9020 C.R. 512 8509326 FDEP OCULUS Petroleum 

products Adjacent Medium 

2 Shark Mart 
Mobil 2 9490 90 Ave. 9602448 FDEP OCULUS Petroleum 

products Adjacent Medium 

3 Publix Super 
Market #1035 3 1451 Sebastian 

Blvd #200 9810584 FDEP OCULUS Fuel Adjacent Low 

4 Sebastian River 
High School 1 9001 90 Ave. 110006393125 RCRA Biomedical Waste Adjacent Low 

5 Yukon Land 
Corporation 2 8790 85 St. None None Above Ground 

Storage Tanks Co-located Low 

6 Treasure Coast 
Elementary 2 8955 85 St. 110064754573 RCRA Biomedical Waste Adjacent Low 

7 Stough’s Grove 
Service 2 7675 85 Street 8520277 FDEP OCULUS Gasoline Adjacent Low 

8 Ryall Groves Inc. 3 6815 85 St.  None  None Above Ground 
Storage Tanks Adjacent Medium 

9 Bethel Service 
Station 4 6375 85 Street 9100095 FDEP OCULUS Petroleum 

products Adjacent Medium 

10 

Former or 
Current 

Agricultural 
Areas 

All No discreet 
address None None Herbicide, 

Pesticide 
Co-located and 

Adjacent Medium 
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 1 

Figure 6-1 Potentially Contaminated Sites2 
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7.0 REGULATORY STATUS OF SITES 1 
No CERCLA, NPL Superfund Sites or landfills were identified within one half mile of the project 2 
corridor. Table 6.1 lists sites that were identified with specific potential contamination 3 
concerns. Six of the sites were identified in the FDEP Storage Tanks Database and one site was 4 
identified in the Hazardous Waste Database. Sites 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 were assigned a risk rating of 5 
“Low”; Sites 1, 2, 8, 9 and 10 were assigned a risk rating of “Medium”; and no sites were 6 
assigned the risk rating of ‘High’.  7 

A CSER produced for FDOT in 2005 identified multiple sites that were reviewed and considered 8 
for inclusion in this document. Sites 1, 2, 4, 6 and 9 were also identified in the 2005 CSER during 9 
database reviews for this document. The sites identified in the 2005 CSER as Sites 7 (7950 85 10 
Street), 8 (8406 79 Street), and 9 (8406 79 Terrace) were considered No Risk and are not 11 
included in this document. The site at 7950 85 Street is not identified in any regulatory 12 
databases and there are no records of storage tanks or release of any contaminants. The site at 13 
8406 79 Street is not listed in any regulatory databases, no contamination has been identified, 14 
and the site is approximately 1,000 feet from the project. The site at 8406 79 Terrace contained 15 
underground storage tanks (USTs) and remediation resulted in a No Further Action status. For 16 
these reasons and because this site is approximately one half mile from the project, it is not 17 
included in this document. A site at 8690 86 Avenue was identified in the 2005 CSER as being 18 
Low risk. That site reportedly contained truck or trailer mounted Above Ground Storage Tanks 19 
(ASTs) that were removed and there was no evidence of discharge of any contaminants. That 20 
site is not included in this document because it is more than 2,500 feet from the project and the 21 
tanks were mobile and not permanently stored there. The site identified in the 2005 CSER as 22 
Yukon Land Corporation at 8790 85 Street was incorporated into this document as site number 23 
5. The site identified in the 2005 CSER at 6815 85 Street was incorporated into this document as 24 
site number 8. Proposed pond 2-2 is adjacent to Site 4, Sebastian River High School, which was 25 
also identified in the 2005 CSER. None of the other proposed ponds are located on or adjacent 26 
to any identified sources of potential contamination identified in the 2005 CSER or during the 27 
course of the current PD&E study. 28 
 29 
Site descriptions and their regulatory status are provided below.  The Florida Department of 30 
Health records noted that onsite sewage facilities exist at several houses as well as a day care 31 
located at 7625 85 Street. Comments received through the ETDM process regarding 32 
contamination are provided along with responses following site descriptions.  33 
 34 

Site No. 1 35 
Sunoco #0613-2641 36 
9020 C.R. 512 37 
Facility ID: 8509326 38 
Risk Rating: Medium 39 
This facility is located on the northwest corner of the intersection of C.R. 512 and C.R. 510, 40 
adjacent to the proposed project. According to the Indian River County Property Appraiser, the 41 
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property is owned by Cole Su Sebastian FL LLC. A Contamination Assessment Report dated June 1 
23, 1994, stated that no record was ever filed to document the type, source, or quantity of 2 
product discharge at this facility from the three 10,000-gallon USTs that are registered to the 3 
site. It suggested the contamination discovered on the site is the result of minor discharges 4 
during fueling operations. This report noted the site became eligible for state cleanup under the 5 
Early Detective Incentive (EDI) Program on October 28, 1988 and that the assessment was being 6 
conducted to determine the extent of the contamination and to determine the need for 7 
remediation. During a June 1994 inspection no liquid phase hydrocarbons, or free floating 8 
product, was observed on the site or in any of the monitoring wells. The area of highest organic 9 
vapor responses from the soil assessment was near the western edge of the UST pad at a depth 10 
of approximately three feet below sea level. The groundwater assessment found the very 11 
limited dissolved hydrocarbon plume to be centered on monitoring well (MW) -5, which 12 
penetrates the UST bed.  A Well Abandonment Report dated January 29, 2010 outlined how 13 
activities were completed to remove four monitoring wells to comply with the Provisional No 14 
Further Action Proposal Approval received from FDEP on December 14, 2010. This site is listed 15 
in the FDEP Storage Tank & Petroleum Contamination Monitoring database as cleanup status 16 
completed, dated August 31, 2011. The most recent document available on the Oculus 17 
database is a Storage Tank Facility QA/QC Site Inspection Report dated December 31, 2014, 18 
which did not identify any issues with the site. Because this site operates as gas station and 19 
previous contamination cleanup was completed, a risk rating of Medium is assigned to this site.  20 
 21 

Site No. 2  22 
Shark Mart Mobil 23 
9490 90 Avenue 24 
Facility ID: 9602448 25 
Risk Rating: Medium 26 
This site is located at the southeast quadrant of the intersection of C.R. 510 and C.R. 512, 27 
immediately adjacent to the project corridor. According to the Indian River County Property 28 
Appraiser, the property is owned by Donnini Enterprises, Inc. A Discharge Report Form dated 29 
August 12, 2010 states that soil analysis results, conducted as part of spill bucket closure 30 
assessment activities, indicated that soil contamination was present. Source removal activities 31 
were conducted on August 17, 2010 on the regular and premium USTs. Approximately five to 32 
six yards of soil, or 1,000 gallons, was removed by vacuum truck from the areas surrounding 33 
each of the spill buckets. The removed soil was analyzed and did not report any petroleum 34 
constituents in excess of the FDEP’s standards. The site was issued a Site Rehabilitation 35 
Completion Order (SRCO) on October 22, 2010 in response to the Limited Source Removal 36 
Report dated September 15, 2010. The most recent document available on the Oculus database 37 
is a Storage Tank Facility Annual Compliance Site Inspection Report dated January 6, 2015. 38 
Because this site currently operates as a gas station and contaminated soil was removed 39 
resulting in a SRCO, this site is assigned a risk rating of Medium.  40 
 41 
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Site No. 3 1 
Publix Super Market #1035 2 
1451 Sebastian Boulevard #200 3 
Facility ID: 9810584 4 
Risk Rating: Low 5 
This site is located approximately 100 feet east of the project corridor, near the project’s 6 
western terminus with SR 512. According to the Indian River County Property Appraiser, the 7 
property is owned by BW 512, Inc. The earliest document available on the Oculus database is a 8 
Storage Tank Facility Installation Site Inspection report dated November 21, 2008, which stated 9 
that a 1,000 gallon generator was installed during this inspection. Electronic monitoring 10 
equipment was installed for this generator tank system in December 29, 2008. The only 11 
documents available on the database after this installation report are annual inspection 12 
reports, no compliance or contamination issues were identified in any report. The most recent 13 
inspection report is dated September 16, 2015. Because fuel is stored on site, but because 14 
there is no record of any violations or a release of any contaminants, this site is assigned a risk 15 
rating of Low.  16 
 17 

Site No. 4 18 
Sebastian River High School 19 
9001 90 Avenue 20 
Risk Rating: Low 21 
Facility ID: 110006393125 22 
This site is located immediately west of C.R. 510 and adjacent to the proposed project, 23 
approximately one half mile south of C.R. 512. According to the Indian River County Property 24 
Appraiser, the property is owned by the Indian River School Board. It has been in operation as a 25 
high school since 1994 and because this site is a school it is listed as a Biomedical Waste Facility. 26 
It is an RCRA-regulated facility and a Small Quantity Generator but has no record of 27 
enforcement violations or onsite contamination in the RCRA database. Because there is no 28 
reported history of contamination, this site is assigned a risk rating of Low.  29 
 30 

Site No. 5 31 
Yukon Land Corporation 32 
8790 85 Street 33 
Risk Rating: Low 34 
Facility ID: None 35 
This site is located immediately north of the existing C.R. 510, across from Treasure Coast 36 
Elementary and east of the Lateral D canal. The proposed project cuts across the southwest 37 
portion of this parcel. This site was identified in a CSER produced for FDOT in 2005 and was not 38 
listed in any regulatory database. According to the Indian River County property appraiser it is 39 
owned by G. M Lawrence and Co. The 2005 CSER noted that the site was used for citrus 40 
production and included photographs from the property appraiser that show two above ground 41 
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storage tanks. The 2005 CSER reports that site was overgrown with vegetation and there was 1 
no evidence of spills or staining. It cites a Site Inspection Report from October 12, 2004 2 
revealing that all the tanks had been removed. This area has been cleared and graded for 3 
residential development since the 2005 CSER and there are no remnants of the buildings that 4 
housed the tanks. Because there is no documentation of contamination and this site is 5 
approximately 200 feet north of the project, it is assigned a risk rating of Low.  6 
 7 

Site No. 6 8 
Treasure Coast Elementary 9 
8955 85 St 10 
Risk Rating: Low 11 
Facility ID: 110064754573 12 
This site is located immediately south of C.R. 510, adjacent to the proposed project, where the 13 
roadway makes a 90 degree bend. According to the Indian River County Property Appraiser, the 14 
property is owned by the Indian River School Board. It has been in operation as a school since at 15 
least 2004 and because this site is a school it is listed as a Biomedical Waste Facility. There is no 16 
reported history of contamination or listing in any other contamination related databases; 17 
therefore, this site is assigned a risk rating of Low.  18 
 19 

Site No. 7 20 
Stough’s Grove Service 21 
7675 85 Street 22 
Facility ID: 8520277 23 
Risk Rating: Low 24 
This site lies adjacent to the project corridor south of C.R. 510, immediately east of the South 25 
Prong Slough.  According to the Indian River County Property Appraiser, the property is owned 26 
by Mario St. Martin. A Discharge Reporting Form dated October 23, 1990 described an 27 
estimated 10 gallons of regular, unleaded gasoline were discovered during removal of a 1,000-28 
gallon UST. Groundwater and soil samples were collected and tested for contaminants and no 29 
contamination above FDEP allowable levels was detected.  A Closure Assessment Form dated 30 
December 18, 1990 was submitted and this tank was closed and removed from the facility. No 31 
other documents are available in the database for this site. This site is not listed on the FDEP 32 
Contamination Locator Map, which helps to identify sites currently monitored due to a history 33 
of contamination. Because of the long timespan (16 years) since removal of the UST, the 34 
relatively small amount of unleaded gasoline and groundwater and soil sample results, this site 35 
is assigned a risk rating of Low.  36 
 37 
 38 
 39 
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Site No. 8 1 
Ryall Groves Inc.  2 
6815 85 Street 3 
Facility ID: None 4 
Risk Rating: Medium 5 
This site is located adjacent to the proposed project, south of C.R. 510 between Power Line 6 
Road and Schuman Drive. It was identified in a CSER produced for FDOT in 2005. According to 7 
the Indian River County Property Appraiser the parcel is owned by Ryall Development Group, 8 
LLC and is used for citrus production. The 2005 CSER noted that despite the site not being 9 
identified in any regulatory databases, it contained three 1,000-gallon above ground storage 10 
tanks. The contents of the tanks were not verified and the tanks were in secondary 11 
containment and there was no sign of dead vegetation or staining. One white, plastic 1,000-12 
gallong above ground storage tank was visible during inspections in 2016. Multiple attempts 13 
were made at contacting the landowner but were ultimately unsuccessful. Because it was 14 
previously used for citrus production and may have contained mixing stations for herbicides, 15 
this site was assigned a risk rating of Medium. 16 
 17 

Site No. 9 18 
Bethel Service Station 19 
6375 85 Street 20 
Facility ID: 9100095 21 
Risk Rating: Medium 22 
This site is located adjacent to the southern side of the project corridor, on the southeastern 23 
quadrant of the intersection of C.R. 510 and 64 Avenue, near the project’s eastern terminus. 24 
According to the Indian River County Property Appraiser, the property is owned by Marilyn 25 
Theresa Raymond. A Discharge Reporting Form, dated October 7, 1990, estimates that 26 
approximately 300 gallons of regular, unleaded gasoline were observed to have leaked from the 27 
UST during tank removal. Two USTs were closed and removed during this event, including a 28 
550-gallon tank for leaded gasoline and a 1,000-gallon tank for unleaded gasoline. The cited 29 
cause of the leak was “loose connection”, “corrosion”, and “overfill”. The discharge was 30 
determined to be eligible for state funds for cleanup under the Abandoned Tank Restoration 31 
Program (ATRP) on March 6, 1991. A Template Site Assessment Report (TSAR) dated October 6, 32 
2005 included a soil screening and identified an area of contaminated soil in the former UST 33 
area. Based on high site water table elevations and 2007 groundwater data, a proposal to 34 
conduct additional sampling and prepare a Limited Scope Remedial Action Plan (LSRAP) was 35 
submitted in 2008. Correspondence from the FDEP dated June 14, 2008 indicated the site 36 
funding was discontinued due to changes to the minimum priority score. No additional 37 
assessment activities were conducted until Site Characterization Screening Activities in 2013. 38 
Groundwater analytical results revealed continued contaminants that appeared to extend 39 
beneath 64 Avenue but not onto the west-adjoining property. Soil samples collected and 40 
analyzed on September 25, 2015 and March 7, 2016 identified that the soil contamination 41 
plume continued to be limited to the first two to four feet below the land surface. As a result, 42 
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soil excavation at this location up to six feet below the land surface was approved and 1 
conducted at this facility on May 26, 2016. That is the most recent record available on the 2 
Oculus database. This is currently listed as an active petroleum cleanup site on the FDEP 3 
Contamination Locator Map. Due to a documented history of contamination and ongoing 4 
cleanup effort this site is assigned a risk rating of Medium.  5 
 6 

Site No. 10 7 
Agricultural Areas 8 
No Discreet Address 9 
Facility ID: None 10 
Risk Rating: Medium 11 
Site number 10 encompasses the majority of the project area because of current or former 12 
agricultural use. Historic photographs of the project area show very little agricultural use in 13 
1943 with increasing agricultural use through the 1970’s. By 1994 the majority of the project 14 
area was used for agriculture, particularly citrus production. Most of those citrus orchards are 15 
now abandoned following the spread of a citrus disease in the early 2000’s.  Agriculture could 16 
have involved mixing or storage tanks for herbicides or pesticides, as well as dipping tanks for 17 
livestock. Because of this potential presence of contaminants, all current or former agricultural 18 
areas are assigned a risk rating of Medium.  19 
 20 

ETDM COMMENTS 21 
USEPA Comments 22 

Contamination Degree of Effect: Minimal 23 

Reviewed By: Kim Gates, USEPA 24 

Coordination Document: PD&E Support Document As Per PD&E Manual 25 

Identified Resources and Level of Importance: Human health, soils, surface waters and 26 
groundwater 27 

Comments on Effects To Resources: “Based on information in the EST, there are no 28 
USEPA-designated Brownfields or National Priorities List sites within one mile of the 29 
project corridor. One RCRA-regulated facility, Sebastian River High School, is located 30 
within 100 feet of C.R. 510; it is a Small Quantity Generator with no enforcement 31 
violations or onsite contamination recorded in the USEPA's RCRA Info database. 32 
However, a number of State-regulated facilities are located in the project vicinity, 33 
including Petroleum Contamination Monitoring Sites and Storage Tank Contamination 34 
Monitoring sites. Considering the potential need for more than 160 feet of right-of-way 35 
for widening C.R. 510 to four lanes (see page 90 in Indian River County's Comprehensive 36 
Plan, Chapter 4 Transportation Element, 37 
http://www.irccdd.com/Planning_Division/CP/2030/Ch04-Transportation.pdf), the 38 
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USEPA encourages updating the Contamination Screening Evaluation Report prepared in 1 
2005. All sites within the project corridor (including buffer areas) need to be evaluated 2 
for the presence of potential contamination within the right-of-way or contamination 3 
that may have migrated onto or under the right-of way.” 4 

Response to Agency Comments: Sebastian River High School was included in this CSER 5 
as a potentially contaminated site. Additional sites found in state and Federal databases 6 
were also included. An updated CSER was prepared for this PD&E study and examined 7 
all known sites (including those identified in the referenced previous PD&E study) within 8 
and adjacent to the project corridor for the presence of potential contamination.  9 

 10 

FHWA ETDM Comments 11 

Contamination Degree of Effect: Minimal 12 

Reviewed By: Luis D. Lopez, FHWA 13 

Coordination Document: PD&E Support Document As Per PD&E Manual 14 

Identified Resources and Level of Importance: No additional resources 15 

Comments on Effects To Resources: “The updated CSER should identify the 16 
contaminated areas and it should be analyzed any measure to avoid or minimize the 17 
effect of the contamination.” 18 

Response to Agency Comments: An updated CSER was prepared that identifies and 19 
analyzes potential contamination so that impacts may be avoided and minimized as 20 
much as possible.  21 

SJRWMD ETDM Comments 22 

Contamination Degree of Effect: Minimal 23 

Reviewed By: Nathan Ottoson, SJRWMD 24 

Coordination Document: Environmental Resource Permit Required 25 

Identified Resources and Level of Importance: Minimal involvement on contamination 26 

Comments on Effects To Resources: “Minimal” 27 

Response to Agency Comments: An updated CSER was prepared to address potential 28 
contamination impacts. 29 

 30 

  31 
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8.0 RECOMMENDATIONS 1 

Information was obtained for this report through observations during on-site visits and 2 
database information from the FDEP and USEPA as well as a separate CSER completed in 2005.  3 
A total of 10 sites within or adjacent to the project corridor were identified and reviewed for 4 
potential contamination risk. Five of those sites were given a rating of “Low” risk for 5 
contamination impacts.  Sites 1 (Sunoco #0613-2641), 2 (Shark Mart Mobil), 8 (Ryall Groves 6 
Inc.) 9 (Bethel Service Station), and 10 (Agricultural Areas) were assigned a “Medium” risk 7 
rating. No sites were given the risk rating of “High”. Proposed pond 2-2 is adjacent to Site 4, 8 
Sebastian River High School, which is rated as “Low” risk and all of the pond sites are located on 9 
former agricultural lands (Site 10). 10 

Level II Contamination Assessment investigations are recommended for any areas that have 11 
proposed dewatering or subsurface work activities (e.g. pole foundations, drainage features) 12 
occurring adjacent to or at any of these sites. If dewatering will be necessary during 13 
construction, a SFWMD Water Use Permit will be required. The contractor will be held 14 
responsible for ensuring compliance with any necessary dewatering permit(s). A dewatering 15 
plan may be necessary to avoid potential contamination plume exacerbation. All permits will be 16 
obtained in accordance with Federal, State, and local laws and regulations and in coordination 17 
with the District Contamination Impact Coordinator. 18 
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APPENDIX A- SITE INFORMATION (MEDIUM AND HIGH RISK SITES) 1 
 2 
 3 
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Site 1‐ Sunoco #0613‐2641 
9020 C.R. 512 

Facility ID: 8509326 

Risk Rating: Medium 

 

Photo 1: View of the site facing southeast 

 



Photo 2: View of interior of site facing west 

 

 

Photo 3: View of interior of site facing northeast 

 





































































































































































 

 



Site 2‐ Shark Mart Mobil 
9490 90 Avenue 

Facility ID: 9602448 

Risk Rating: Medium 

 

Photo 4: View of the site facing northeast 

 

Photo 5: View of interior of site facing southwest 







































































































































 

 





































































































































































 

 



Site 8 Ryall Groves Inc.  
6815 85 Street 

Facility ID: None 

Risk Rating: Medium 

 

 

 
Photo 6: Aerial image of Ryall Groves Inc. 



 

Photo 7: Close up of storage tank and containment, facing northeast 

 



 

Photo 8: Fuel tank at Ryall Groves Inc., facing north 

 

 

   



Site 9‐ Bethel Service Station 
6375 85 Street 
Facility ID: 9100095 
Risk Rating: Medium 
 

 

 

Photo 9: View of the site facing east 

 

Photo 10: View of site facing southwest 



 

Photo 11: View of site facing southeast 

 

Photo 12: View of site facing south 

 





































































































































































































 

 







































































































































 

 





































































































































































 

   



Site 10‐ Current and Former Agricultural Areas 
No discreet address 
Facility ID: None 
Risk Rating: Medium 
 
 

 
Photo 13: Historic Google Earth aerial image from 1994, showing western portion of project area 
 
 



 
Photo 14: Historic Google Earth aerial image from 1994, showing eastern portion of project area 
   



 
Photo 15: Historic aerial image from 1943 

 

   



 

Photo 16: Historic aerial image from 1951 
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Title:  Aerial photographs of Indian River County - Flight 1C (1943)

URL:  http://ufdc.ufl.edu//UF00071757/00001

Site:  University of Florida Digital Collections

Aerial photographs of Indian River County - Flight 1C (1943) http://ufdc.ufl.edu/UF00071757/00001/print?options=1JJ63

1 of 1 6/22/2016 7:25 PM



Title:  Aerial photographs of Indian River County - Flight 1H (1951)

URL:  http://ufdc.ufl.edu//UF00071757/00005

Site:  University of Florida Digital Collections

Aerial photographs of Indian River County - Flight 1H (1951) http://ufdc.ufl.edu/UF00071757/00005/print?options=1JJ12

1 of 1 6/22/2016 7:27 PM



Aerial photographs of Indian River County - Flight 1V (1957) http://ufdc.ufl.edu/UF00071757/00007/print?options=1JJ*

13 of 157 6/22/2016 7:29 PM



Aerial photographs of Indian River County - Flight 1V (1957) http://ufdc.ufl.edu/UF00071757/00007/print?options=1JJ*

14 of 157 6/22/2016 7:29 PM



Aerial photographs of Indian River County - Flight 1V (1957) http://ufdc.ufl.edu/UF00071757/00007/print?options=1JJ*

15 of 157 6/22/2016 7:29 PM



Title:  Aerial photographs of Indian River County - Flight 2MM (1970)

URL:  http://ufdc.ufl.edu//UF00071757/00009

Site:  University of Florida Digital Collections

Aerial photographs of Indian River County - Flight 2MM (1970) http://ufdc.ufl.edu/UF00071757/00009/print?options=1JJ31

1 of 1 6/22/2016 7:31 PM



Title:  - Flight 180 (1981)

URL:  http://ufdc.ufl.edu//UF00071757/00015

Site:  University of Florida Digital Collections

- Flight 180 (1981) http://ufdc.ufl.edu/UF00071757/00015/print?options=1JJ13

1 of 1 6/22/2016 9:20 PM
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