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FWC 1-4-2010_Re. State Listed Species Letter of Inquiry.txt
From: Bourdeau, Jonathan
Sent: Tuesday, January 05, 2010 7:05 AM
To: Shortelle, Ann; Ryan, Joy; McMorrow, Shannon
Cc: Jenkins, Josh
Subject: FW: Follow-up Contact w/ FLFWC Re. State Listed Species Letter of 
Inquiry

-----Original Message-----
From: Rick_Clark@nps.gov [mailto:Rick_Clark@nps.gov]
Sent: Monday, January 04, 2010 4:55 PM
To: Riley_Hoggard@nps.gov; Bourdeau, Jonathan; Jenkins, Josh
Cc: Nina_Kelson@nps.gov; Mark_Nicholas@nps.gov
Subject: Follow-up Contact w/ FLFWC Re. State Listed Species Letter of Inquiry

All:  F.Y.I.

I responded to below inquiry today (1/4).  FLFWC to provide a GIS shape file map 
showing
distribution of listed (State) species known to occur in the area.  EA and formal 
request for 
concurrence determination re. State
(FL) coastal zone consistency will then need to be routed as part of the interagency
review and 
comment period to the FL State clearinghouse for final review and comment.  By 
procedure/protocol the State requires up to a 90-day review period before rendering 
a
determination.

Point of contact at the FLFWC who will be providing the information referenced above
is Jan 
Stearns, who can be reached by calling 850-488-0588.

Rick

Rick Clark
Chief of Science & Resources Management
Gulf Islands National Seashore
1801 Gulf Breeze Parkway
Gulf Breeze, FL  32561
Voice:  850-916-3011
FAX: 850-932-9654
email:  rick_clark@nps.gov

             "Poole, MaryAnn"
             <MaryAnn.Poole@My
             FWC.com>                                                   To 
                                       "Rick_Clark@nps.gov"
             12/23/2009 02:55          <Rick_Clark@nps.gov>,
             PM                        "Riley_Hoggard@nps.gov"
                                       <Riley_Hoggard@nps.gov>
                                                                        cc 
                                       "Mark_Nicholas@nps.gov"
                                       <Mark_Nicholas@nps.gov>,
                                       "Nina_Kelson@nps.gov"
                                       <Nina_Kelson@nps.gov>, "Chabre,
                                       Jane" <jane.chabre@MyFWC.com>
                                                                   Subject 
                                       RE: EA/Ft. Pickens Pier
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FWC 1-4-2010_Re. State Listed Species Letter of Inquiry.txt

Rick and Riley -

There are a couple of ways we could provide you with input; both have their 
strengths and 
weaknesses, so I wanted to get up with you to find out which option would suit your 
needs the 
best.

I look forward to hearing from you after the New Year.

-----Original Message-----
From: Nina_Kelson@nps.gov [mailto:Nina_Kelson@nps.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, December 23, 2009 11:56 AM
To: Rick_Clark@nps.gov; Riley_Hoggard@nps.gov
Cc: Poole, MaryAnn; Mark_Nicholas@nps.gov
Subject: EA/Ft. Pickens Pier

Rick/Riley:  I had a call today from Ms. Mary Ann Poole with FFWCS.  The
12/17 letter regarding the EA for the pier that we sent to Billie Clayton was 
forwarded to her.  She 
had some questions about the approach she may use to respond and I told her that one
of you 
would contact her when you return.  Her phone number is 850-488-8783.

Thanks,

Nina

Nina Kelson
Deputy Superintendent
Voice:  850-934-2606
FAX:  850-916-3026
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Panama City Field Office 
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Panama City, FL 32405 

Tel: 850/769-0552 
Fax: 8501763-2177 
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McMorrow, Shannon

From: Patricia_Kelly@fws.gov
Sent: Friday, December 04, 2009 3:37 PM
To: Ryan, Joy
Subject: Re: map with possible location areas
Attachments: pic12053.gif

Hi Joy 
Only the Santa Rosa beach mouse needs consideration in the areas you have marked. A survey in 2007 located 
25 in the Ft Pickens area. This species  
is not Federally protected but is considered a federal "species at risk", so consideration to minimize impacts are 
encouraged. This will only be 
an issue if vegetation removal is necessary and how far inland clearing in needed. If the site is mostly vegetation 
free, not an issue. 
 
The only other species we think you need to consider are Manatees (guidelines sent earlier to avoid going 
formal) and Gulf sturgeon (critical habitat and  
species impacts) that you will need to address with NOAA (contact given to you yesterday- Stephania Bolden). 
 
Overall, we see this as a positive step forward if it lightens the road traffic especially during shorebird nesting 
season. Patty. 
 
 
 
Patty Kelly 
US Fish and Wildlife Service 
1601 Balboa Avenue 
Panama City, FL 32405 
 
e-mail: patricia_kelly@fws.gov 
Ph: 850/769-0552 x228 
fax: 850/763-2177 
 
 

"Ryan, Joy" <JMRYAN@mactec.com> 
 

"Ryan, Joy" 
<JMRYAN@mactec.com>

12/04/2009 01:07 PM 

To
 
<Patricia_Kelly@fws.gov> 

cc

 

Subject
 
map with possible location areas 

 
Patty, 
Attached is a map/figure of the Ft. Pickens area. 
I circled two fairly broad areas on the intracoastal side of the island under consideration for dock location.  
Alternative actions are still being determined, so nothing is definite at this point.   
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Sometime soon, the USFWS will receive a notification of the action, but for now, I am just trying to gather 
information to write the Biological Assessment. 
 
Please look at the attached map and let me know about the possible, probable, and actual T&E species in these 
areas (terrestrial and marine), and if any of the species are of particular concern by USFWS. 
 
I don’t want to increase your workload, but if you have any reports on the island, the state park or national park, 
T&E species in the area, etc. that might be helpful for writing the BA, I would appreciate an electronic copy. 
 
Thank you so much. 
 
Joy Ryan  
MACTEC Engineering and Consulting, Inc. 
Office, Direct Line 352-333-1629   
Email jmryan@mactec.com   
 Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 

From: Patricia_Kelly@fws.gov [mailto:Patricia_Kelly@fws.gov]  
Sent: Thursday, December 03, 2009 12:19 PM 
To: Ryan, Joy 
Subject: BE format 

Hi Joy 
I have attached guidance and outline on constructing a BA/BE. Please let me know 
you have received this so I know I wrote the email address correctly. If you have 
questions, please call. Patty. 
(See attached file: BA guidelines.PDF) 
 
Patty Kelly 
US Fish and Wildlife Service 
1601 Balboa Avenue 
Panama City, FL 32405 
 
e-mail: patricia_kelly@fws.gov 
Ph: 850/769-0552 x228 
fax: 850/763-2177[attachment "Ft. Pickens-possible dock locations-hand sketch.pdf" 
deleted by Patricia Kelly/R4/FWS/DOI]  





























From:                              Lorna_Patrick@fws.gov 
Sent:                               Tuesday, January 12, 2010 1:52 PM 
To:                                   Patricia_Kelly@fws.gov 
Cc:                                   Benjamin_Frater@fws.gov; Ryan, Joy 
Subject:                          Re: Gulf Island National Seashore 
  

(See attached file: Loggins et al 2008_NW FL_Beach_Mouse_monitoring_FINAL_ RPT_3-31-08.pdf) 
 
Joy, This report should provide you with the info you are looking for. 
 
*********************************************** 
Lorna Patrick 
Fish and Wildlife Biologist 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
1601 Balboa Ave 
Panama City, FL 32405 
(850) 769-0552 x229 
Fax (850) 763-2177 
lorna_patrick@fws.gov 
************************************************ 

Patricia Kelly/R4/FWS/DOI 
 

Hi Joy 
I cannot tell you, but have included folks from my office that should know.  
 
 
Patty Kelly 
US Fish and Wildlife Service 
1601 Balboa Avenue 
Panama City, FL 32405 
 
e-mail: patricia_kelly@fws.gov 
Ph: 850/769-0552 x228 
fax: 850/763-2177 
 
 

"Ryan, Joy" <JMRYAN@mactec.com> 
 

 
Hi, Patty, 
Can you tell me who conducted the Santa Rosa beach mouse survey in 2007 in the Fort Pickens area (mentioned in your message below)?  And do you 
know how the mice were “located” – direct observation, nests, ??? 
 
Thanks. 
Joy 
 
Joy Ryan  
MACTEC Engineering and Consulting, Inc. 
Office, Direct Line 352-333-1629   
Email jmryan@mactec.com   

 Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 

From: Patricia_Kelly@fws.gov [mailto:Patricia_Kelly@fws.gov]  
Sent: Friday, December 04, 2009 3:37 PM 
To: Ryan, Joy 
Subject: Re: map with possible location areas 

Hi Joy 
Only the Santa Rosa beach mouse needs consideration in the areas you have marked. A survey in 2007 located 25 in the Ft 
Pickens area. This species  
is not Federally protected but is considered a federal "species at risk", so consideration to minimize impacts are 
encouraged. This will only be 
an issue if vegetation removal is necessary and how far inland clearing in needed. If the site is mostly vegetation free, not 

Patricia Kelly/R4/FWS/DOI  

01/12/2010 10:43 AM 

To"Ryan, Joy" <JMRYAN@mactec.com>
ccBenjamin Frater/R4/FWS/DOI@FWS, Lorna Patrick/R4/FWS/DOI@FWS 

SubjectRe: Gulf Island National Seashore

"Ryan, Joy" 
<JMRYAN@mactec.com>  

01/12/2010 09:28 AM 

To<Patricia_Kelly@fws.gov>
cc

SubjectGulf Island National Seashore

Page 1 of 3

3/29/2010file://P:\EAT\2009\PROJECTS\MACTEC KTC\NPS GULF ISL FERRY\AGENCY CON...



an issue. 
 
The only other species we think you need to consider are Manatees (guidelines sent earlier to avoid going formal) and Gulf 
sturgeon (critical habitat and  
species impacts) that you will need to address with NOAA (contact given to you yesterday- Stephanie Bolden).  
 
Overall, we see this as a positive step forward if it lightens the road traffic especially during shorebird nesting season. 
Patty. 
 
 
 
Patty Kelly 
US Fish and Wildlife Service 
1601 Balboa Avenue 
Panama City, FL 32405 
 
e-mail: patricia_kelly@fws.gov 
Ph: 850/769-0552 x228 
fax: 850/763-2177 
 
 

"Ryan, Joy" <JMRYAN@mactec.com> 

 
Patty, 
Attached is a map/figure of the Ft. Pickens area. 
I circled two fairly broad areas on the intracoastal side of the island under consideration for dock location. Alternative 
actions are still being determined, so nothing is definite at this point.  
 
Sometime soon, the USFWS will receive a notification of the action, but for now, I am just trying to gather information to 
write the Biological Assessment. 
 
Please look at the attached map and let me know about the possible, probable, and actual T&E species in these areas 
(terrestrial and marine), and if any of the species are of particular concern by USFWS. 
 
I don’t want to increase your workload, but if you have any reports on the island, the state park or national park, T&E 
species in the area, etc. that might be helpful for writing the BA, I would appreciate an electronic copy. 
 
Thank you so much. 

 
Joy Ryan  
MACTEC Engineering and Consulting, Inc. 
Office, Direct Line 352-333-1629  
Email jmryan@mactec.com  

 Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail.  

From: Patricia_Kelly@fws.gov [mailto:Patricia_Kelly@fws.gov]  
Sent: Thursday, December 03, 2009 12:19 PM 
To: Ryan, Joy 
Subject: BE format  

Hi Joy 
I have attached guidance and outline on constructing a BA/BE. Please 
let me know you have received this so I know I wrote the email address 
correctly. If you have questions, please call. Patty. 
(See attached file: BA guidelines.PDF) 
 

"Ryan, Joy" 
<JMRYAN@mactec.com>

12/04/2009 01:07 PM 

  

To 
<Patricia_Kelly@fws.g

cc
 

Subject 
map with possible locat
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Patty Kelly
US Fish and Wildlife Service 
1601 Balboa Avenue 
Panama City, FL 32405 
 
e-mail: patricia_kelly@fws.gov 
Ph: 850/769-0552 x228 
fax: 850/763-2177[attachment "Ft. Pickens-possible dock locations-
hand sketch.pdf" deleted by Patricia Kelly/R4/FWS/DOI]  
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Jeff Halstead/GUIS/NPS 

08/22/2011 08:33 AM 

To "Kammerer, Laura" <LKammerer@dos.state.fl.us> 

cc Jolene_Williams@nps.gov 

bcc  

  

Subject Re: Pavilion and Walkway for ferry pier 

  

  
 
Hi Laura, 
 
The sidewalk and the pavilion areas have been surveyed and are areas that have been previously 
disturbed.  
 
Thanks, 
 
Jeff 
 
Jeff T. Halstead 
Gulf Islands National Seashore 
Exhibit Specialist 
850-934-2636 Office 
850-232-3629 Cell 
850-916-5665 FAX 
 

 
 



 
"Kammerer, Laura" 
<LKammerer@dos.state.fl.
us>  

08/19/2011 01:09 PM 

To <Jolene_Williams@nps.gov>, <Jeff_Halstead@nps.gov> 

cc  

bcc  

  

Subject Pavilion and Walkway for ferry pier 

  

  
 
 

Jolene or Jeff,  
Do you know if a NPS/SEAC archaeologist looked at this project area? The Assessment 
form sent July 25 references Chuck Lawson's comment on the pier in 2009 - section B. 
Reviews By Cultural Resource Specialists. He isn't up here any more, and wasn't aware 
of the resources discovered in the water this year. It doesn't describe the pavilion and 
walkway up in the fort boundaries (up inside the wall). Not sure he was looking at this 
part of the project. If so, let me know. Was this part of the project area surveyed? 

Laura  

Laura A. Kammerer / Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer for Review and 

Compliance / Division of Historical Resources / 500 South Bronough Street - Room 

423 / Tallahassee, FL 32399-0250 / Phone: 850.245.6339 / Fax: 850.245.6437 / 

E-mail: Laura.Kammerer@DOS.MyFlorida.com / Web Page: www.flheritage.com 

 

   

http://www.fla500.com/ The Department of State is leading the commemoration of Florida's 500th anniversary in 2013. For 

more information, please go to www.fla500.com.  

Secretary of State Kurt Browning is committed to maintaining a high level of service in all areas of the Department of State. If you 
have feedback on your service, please take the department's Customer Satisfaction Survey. Thank you in advance for your 
participation. 
DOS Customer Satisfaction Survey 
 

 

file://www.flheritage.com
http://www.fla500.com/
http://www.fla500.com/
http://survey.dos.state.fl.us/index.aspx?email=LKammerer@dos.state.fl.us


















 
Mark Thompson 
<Mark.Thompson@noaa.g
ov>  

08/23/2011 12:48 PM 

To Jolene_Williams@nps.gov 

cc Michael.F.Malsom@usace.army.mil, 
Rick_Clark@nps.gov, Veronica Beech 
<Veronica.Beech@noaa.gov>, 
Holly.M.Millshap@usace.army.mil 

bcc  

  

Subject Re: Fort Pickens Passenger Ferry Pier - NMFS 
Consultation for Essential Fish Habitat----Corrected.... 

  

  
 

NOAA's National Marine Fisheries Service, Habitat Conservation Division, 

(NMFS-HCD) has received your request for concurrence under the essential fish habitat 

(EFH) provisions of the Magnuson-Stevens Act regarding the construction of a pier in 

Pensacola Bay at the Fort Pickens area, Escambia County, Florida.  We have reviewed 

the information provided and the NMFS-HCD  does not any EFH conservation 

recommendations to offer.  Accordingly, we have NO objections to the project.  

 

Thank you for your effort to comply with the EFH provisions of the Magnuson-Stevens 

Act.  If you have any questions regarding these comment, please contact myself or 

Veronica Beech at 850-234-5061.  

 

Sincerely,  

 

Mark Thompson  

 
--  

Mark Thompson, Team Leader  

Habitat Conservation Division 

Florida Gulf Coast, Alabama, Mississippi 

Panama City Office 850-234-5061 

Fax  850-234-2492 

 



 
Jolene Williams/GUIS/NPS  

08/22/2011 05:17 PM 

To mark.thompson@noaa.gov 

cc Michael.F.Malsom@usace.army.mil, Rick 
Clark/GUIS/NPS@NPS 

bcc JBOURDEAU@mactec.com; JLJENKINS@mactec.com 

  

Subject Fort Pickens Passenger Ferry Pier - NMFS Consultation 
for Essential Fish Habitat 

  

  
 
Hi Mark 
 
Per NMFS Protected Resources Div letter dated 8/22/2011 (attached), it was brought to my attention that 
we needed a separate clearance from the NMFS Habitat Conservation Div for Essential Fish Habitat for 
the Fort Pickens Passenger Ferry Pier Project.  We have been working with NMFS as an agency since 
April 2010.  Per our conversation, we are working on a shortened timeline with construction scheduled 
for December 2011, if there is any way possible, please provide us an answer this week if not sooner.  If 
you need any additional information, please let me know as soon as possible.   
 
The NPS requests NMFS concurrence with our determination that the proposed action may affect but is 
not likely to adversely affect Essential Fish Habitat and Seagrass Beds in the project area. 
 
Attached is the biological assessment that was prepared for this project, the engineering plans for the 
pier, and the seagrass maps with pier location overlayed.  Two of the maps are for seagrass habitat and 
are using USGS legends (PSG = patchy seagrass, CSG = continouse seagrass, MOL = mollusk beds).   
Below are quick excerpts from the BA.    

 
 

 
 

Proposed Action:  The NPS proposes to construct a permanent pier in the Fort Pickens Area of the GUIS 

as part of a new regional water transportation system to accommodate a pedestrian ferry service to Fort 

Pickens from the mainland. The Fort Pickens Area is located on the Pensacola Bay side on the 

westernmost end of Santa Rosa Island. The proposed pier is located in the Fort Pickens Area of Santa 

Rosa Island in Escambia County, Florida, at latitude 30.32983°N and longitude 87.28888°W (NAD83). 

The proposed ferry service will navigate a designated route in Pensacola Bay. 

The proposed pier will be an "F" configuration attached to the existing seawall, crossing the beach 

uplands and extending approximately 240 feet into Pensacola Bay (see Image 1), where water depths 

range from the shallow swash zone at the base of the pier to approximately -10 feet 

mean low water at the pier's terminus. The portion of the access walkway located over water will be 16 

feet by 240 feet, the terminal platform will be 16 feet by 60 feet, and the secondary platform will be 11.6 

feet by 60 feet. Construction will be conducted from a shallow-draft barge, and piles will be driven or 

jetted into place. The pier will only be utilized for docking by the Fort Pickens ferries. Recreational 

vessels and vessels operating under commercial use permits will not be permitted to moor at the proposed 

pier. According to the 2010 Biological Assessment conducted by MACTEC Engineering and Consulting 



Inc., there are no seagrass beds located within the project site. The applicant will use turbidity controls 

during the in-water portion of the work. Once construction is completed, "No Fishing" signs will be 

posted on the pier. The applicant will comply with NMFS' Sea Turtle and Small tooth Sawfish 

Construction Conditions, dated March 23, 2006. The construction time frame is 6 months, including 3 

months of in-water work. 

The ferry service will include two vessels: each vessel will travel a 3 -stop loop, in opposite directions, 3 

times a day. Ferry traffic will follow a designated navigational route.  Ferry vessels will traverse the 

designated route and stops will be made at the proposed Fort 

Pickens ferry pier, Pensacola Harbor (located on the mainland), and the Pensacola Beach pier (located on 

the eastern side of Santa Rosa Island). The proposed 3-stop loop round-trip is approximately 23.3 miles. 

Existing piers and access infrastructure will be used at the Pensacola 

Harbor and the Pensacola Beach pier. NPS anticipates that the two ferries combined will run a total of 6 

round-trips per day during a 15-week peak season, depending on weather conditions and demand. Ferry 

service will operate 6 days a week, Tuesday through Sunday, during daylight 

hours only. The passenger ferry vessels will be approximately 65 feet long, hold up to 150 passengers, 

and cruise at a maximum 12-20 knots. 

 

Essential Fish Habitat 

All of Pensacola Bay and waters surrounding GUIS are designated as EFH. Therefore, EFH is present in 

the vicinity of the proposed ferry pier and the ferry operation routes. EFH in Pensacola Bay provides 

habitat for several species of fish and shellfish 

including: brown shrimp (Penaeus aztecus), gray snapper (Lutjanus griseus), Gulf stone crab (Menippe 

adina), pink shrimp (Penaeus duorarum), red drum (Sciaenops ocellatus), Spanish mackerel 

(Scomberomorus maceulates), spiny lobster (Panulirus argus), and white shrimp (Penaeus setiferus).  

These waters include Pensacola Bay, the Gulf of Mexico and Santa Rosa Sound. These areas are 

designated as EFH to minimize adverse 

effects on habitat caused by fishing and non-fishing activities. The proposed action does not include 

additional fishing activities; however, there is potential to temporarily affect fish habitat and prey 

abundance in the proposed action area during construction because of substrate displacement. There 

would be abundant alternative foraging resources during construction, and fish would still be able to 

forage in the area after construction ends. With mitigation measures (Section 7), it is anticipated that the 

proposed action may affect, but is not 

likely to adversely affect, Essential Fish Habitat. 

 

SEAGRASS 

The waters surrounding the Florida Districts of GUIS contain approximately 1,930 acres of potential 

seagrass habitat in the Perdido Key area and waters north of Santa Rosa Island according to FDEP’s 

Seagrass Management Plan for Big Lagoon and Santa Rosa Island (2001). Potential seagrass habitat 

within GUIS consists of shallow areas less than ten feet deep with stable sediments and slow currents. 

Seagrass species in GUIS waters include turtle grass, Thalassia testudinum, manatee grass, Syringodium 

filliforme, shoal grass, Halodule wrightii, and widgeon grass, Ruppia maritima. The area north of Santa 

Rosa Island is one of the only water bodies within the Pensacola Bay watershed that still contain 

moderately diverse seagrass beds (FDEP, 2001). Figure 3 shows documented seagrass beds, depicted less 

than one-half mile east of the proposed new pier.  There are no seagrass beds in the proposed project 

area. 

It is anticipated that the proposed action is not likely to adversely affect seagrasses. 

 

ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT MITIGATION MEASURES 

1. Work with NOAA Fisheries prior to construction activities to conserve EFH and 

reduce the potential impact, if any, of the proposed action. 

2. Minimize runoff from construction activities 



3. Avoid/minimize dredging activities; these activities can be highly disruptive, 

disturbing the habitat upon which fish depend. 

4. Construction activities would occur during daylight hours only. No nighttime 

construction activities would be conducted. 

5. Construct the pier from a floating barge using floating turbidity barriers. 

6. Maintain spill response kits on board during construction. 

 

SEAGRASS MITIGATION MEASURES 

1. Before initiation of the proposed action (pier construction), conduct a benthic 

resource survey in the vicinity of the project area to confirm the absence (or 

presence) of seagrass and stage all construction barges and vessel traffic to avoid 

these resources. 

2. If seagrass is found during this survey, develop a seagrass mitigation plan, which 

may include replanting or additional planting of seagrass in nearby known beds of 

seagrass. 

3. Ferry operation will utilize existing, maintained channels as much as possible. 

4. If ferry operation traverses in or near seagrass resources, an environmental 

protection plan for ferry operation will be developed, which may include establishing 

a no wake zone over sea grass beds and trimming the motor in water less than 10 feet 

deep. 

 
thanks 
 
Jolene Williams 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
NEPA, GIS, NAGPRA, Research Permitting 
Gulf Islands National Seashore (GUIS) 
National Park Service 
email:  Jolene_Williams@nps.gov 
phone:  228-230-4132 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
\ National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

_____

NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE
*

Southeast Regional Office
263 13th Avenue South

EBO St. Petersburg, FL 33701 -5505
727.824.5312, FAX 824.5309
http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov

F/SER31:CH

Ms. Nina Kelson
Gulf Islands National Seashore
Department of Interior
1801 Gulf Breeze Parkway
Gulf Breeze, FL 32563

Mr. Michael Malsom
Mobile District Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 2288
Mobile, AL 36628

Re: SAJ-2011-01150

Dear Ms. Kelson and Mr. Malsom:

This responds to the National Park Service (NPS) March 5, 2010, letter requesting National
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) concurrence with your project-effect determinations pursuant
to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) for the NPS’s proposal to construct the Fort
Pickens Passenger Ferry Pier and operate a ferry service at the Gulf Islands National Seashore
(GUTS), Florida. The NPS has requested the necessary construction permits from the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers; therefore, both federal agencies are consulting under the ESA. NMFS
requested additional information via e-mail on April 21, 2010, which NPS provided, in part, on
July 9, 2010. A second request for information was sent via e-mail on August 17, 2010, and a
conference call was held on April 26, 2011, to discuss the proposed action and reiterate our
request. Information was received on June 6, 2011. NMFS requested further information
regarding proposed ferry operations via e-mail on July 7, 2011, which was received via e-mail
July 19, 2011. NPS determined that the proposed activities may affect but are not likely to
adversely affect five species of swimming sea turtles, Gulf sturgeon, and Gulf sturgeon
designated critical habitat under NMFS’ purview. NMFS’ determinations regarding the effects
of the proposed action are based on the description of the action in this informal consultation.
You are reminded that any changes to the proposed action may negate the findings of the present
consultation and may require reinitiation of consultation with NMFS.

The NPS proposes to construct a permanent pier in the Fort Pickens Area of the GUTS as part of
a new regional water transportation system to accommodate a pedestrian ferry service to Fort





Pickens from the mainland. The Fort Pickens Area is located on the Pensacola Bay side on the
westernmost end of Santa Rosa Island. The proposed pier is located in the Fort Pickens Area of
Santa Rosa Island in Escambia County, Florida, at latitude 30.32983°N and longitude
87.28888°W (NAD83). The proposed ferry service will navigate a designated route in Pensacola
Bay.

The proposed pier will be an “F” configuration attached to the existing seawall, crossing the
beach uplands and extending approximately 240 feet into Pensacola Bay (see Image 1), where
water depths range from the shallow swash zone at the base of the pier to approximately -10 feet
mean low water at the pier’s terminus. The portion of the access walkway located over water
will be 16 feet by 240 feet, the terminal platform will be 16 feet by 60 feet, and the secondary
platform will be 11.6 feet by 60 feet. Construction will be conducted from a shallow-draft barge,
and piles will be driven or jetted into place. The pier will only be utilized for docking by the
Fort Pickens ferries. Recreational vessels and vessels operating under commercial use permits
will not be permitted to moor at the proposed pier. According to the 2010 Biological
Assessment conducted by MACTEC Engineering and Consulting Inc., there are no seagrass beds
located within the project site. The applicant will use turbidity controls during the in-water
portion of the work. Once construction is completed, “No Fishing” signs will be posted on the
pier. The applicant will comply with NMFS’ Sea Turtle and Smalitooth SawJIsh Construction
Conditions, dated March 23, 2006. The construction time frame is 6 months, including 3 months
of in-water work.

Image 1. Provosed Pier Configuration and Location.

Fort Pickens Ferry Pier

O 10 20 30 40
— — —

The ferry service will include two vessels: each vessel will travel a 3-stop loop, in opposite
directions, 3 times a day. Ferry traffic will follow a designated navigational route (see Image 2).

2



Ferry vessels will traverse the designated route and stops will be made at the proposed Fort
Pickens ferry pier, Pensacola Harbor (located on the mainland), and the Pensacola Beach pier
(located on the eastern side of Santa Rosa Island). The proposed 3-stop ioop round-trip is
approximately 23.3 miles. Existing piers and access infrastructure will be used at the Pensacola
Harbor and the Pensacola Beach pier. NPS anticipates that the two ferries combined will run a
total of 6 round-trips per day during a 15-week peak season, depending on weather conditions
and demand. Ferry service will operate 6 days a week, Tuesday through Sunday, during daylight
hours only. The passenger ferry vessels will be approximately 65 feet long, hold up to 150
passengers, and cruise at a maximum 12-20 knots.

Image 2. Ferry route and stop locations.

Pensacola /

NPS proposes the following precautionary measures to protect sea turtles from ferry vessel
strikes. The NPS will incorporate the below measures into the ferry service contract.

1. Captain and crew members will be trained to and will observe for the presence of sea
turtles while operating the vessel.

2. If sea turtles are observed greater than 50 yards ahead of the vessel, the captain will
reduce vessel speed and alter vessel route to maintain a minimum 50-yard distance.

3. If sea turtles are observed within 50 yards ahead of the vessel, the captain will reduce
vessel speed to 5 knots and alter vessel route to maintain a minimum 50-yard distance.

4. If a sea turtle is struck by the ferry, consultation must immediately be reinitiated. No take
of any species is being authorized under this consultation. All injured or dead sea turtle
sighting must be reported to the Florida’s Sea Turtle Stranding and Salvage Network at
1-800-404-3922. Incidents of take of sea turtles resulting from ferry traffic must also be
reported immediately (and cite consultation IISERJ2O100/01415) to NMFS, Southeast

I
I

eF

Warrington

Legend

Potential Ferry Route

Po(enat Ferry Route

Gulf I&ands

El Study Area

Road

Darriaged Roadway

Campground

Fort Barrancas

Nav& Live Oaks

PENSACOLA
BAY

GuLf Breeze

Penascda Beach

3



Regional office via phone at (727) 824-5312 and by e-mailing:
takereyort.nmfsser@noaa.gov.

Five ESA-listed species of sea turtles (the endangered leatherback, Kemp’s ridley, and
hawksbill; the threatened/endangered’ green; and the threatened loggerhead), smailtooth sawfish,
and Gulf sturgeon may occur at the project site. The proposed project is located within
designated Gulf sturgeon critical habitat Unit 9, Pensacola Bay. The habitat features that are
essential for the conservation of Gulf sturgeon present in Unit 9 include prey abundance, water
quality and sediment quality necessary for normal behavior, growth and viability, and safe and
unobstructed migratory pathways necessary for passage within and between riverine, estuarine
and marine habitats. Of these essential features, NMFS believes prey abundance, water quality,
and safe and unobstructed migratory pathways may be affected.

NMFS has identified the following potential effects to sea turtles, smalltooth sawfish, and Gulf
sturgeon and concluded that they are not likely to be adversely affected by the proposed action.
Effects to sea turtles, smailtooth sawfish, and Gulf sturgeon include the risk of injury from
construction, which will be discountable due to the species’ mobility and the implementation of
NMFS’ Sea Turtle and Smalitooth Sawfish Construction Conditions. Sea turtles, smailtooth
sawfish, and Gulf sturgeon are likely to avoid the area during construction due to noise. The
effects on these species due to avoidance of, and exclusion from, potential foraging habitat due
to construction activities are insignificant because they are temporary and only a small area will
be affected, relative to the foraging habitat available in Pensacola Bay. Disturbance from
construction activities (pile driving) and related noise will be intermittent and only occur during
the day. Turbidity curtains will only enclose the small project area, will be removed upon
project completion, and will not appreciably interfere with use of the area by listed species.

Vessel traffic resulting from the creation of a ferry service to Fort Pickens will increase the
amount of vessel traffic within the action area. Vessel traffic can pose a risk of collisions
between a vessel and sea turtle. However, NMFS believes that the risk of vessel strike impacts
to sea turtles resulting from ferry traffic is discountable due to the species’ mobility and the
required harm avoidance measures. Incorporation of the aforementioned precautionary
measures, including training ferry crew members to observe for swimming sea turtles, and
restricting ferry speeds when turtles are observed, will further reduce the likelihood of the ferry
striking a swimming sea turtle during operations. Additionally, the introduction of a scheduled
ferry service could potentially reduce the number of recreational vessels traversing from the
mainland to Fort Pickens, as well as the number of private commercial transport services, which
are currently making trips from the mainland to Fort Pickens. Based on the above, we believe
that the risk of vessel strike impacts to sea turtles from ferry operations is discountable.

NMFS and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service jointly designated Gulf sturgeon critical habitat on
April 18, 2003 (50 CFR 226.214). NMFS believes the project is not likely to adversely affect
Gulf sturgeon critical habitat in Unit 9, Santa Rosa Sound. Effects on prey abundance due to the
construction of the pier will be insignificant. Gulf sturgeon prey may be removed by the
placement of the pier supports; however, prey under the remaining pier will not be affected and
sturgeon will still be able to forage once construction is completed. Water quality impacts from
the project will be insignificant because turbidity resulting from construction will be temporary

Green turtles are listed as threatened, except for breeding populations in Florida and the Pacific Coast of Mexico,
which are listed as endangered.
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and minimized by the use of turbidity curtains. The use of turbidity curtains will prevent Gulf
sturgeon from entering the project site during construction. However, the effects to safe and
unobstructed migratory pathways will be insignificant as access will not be blocked by pier
construction. Impacts to all essential features in designated critical habitat Unit 9 will be
insignificant and will not affect the ability of Unit 9 to provide for normal behavior, growth, and
viability of Gulf sturgeon life stages.

This concludes your consultation responsibilities under the ESA for species under NMFS’
purview. Consultation must be reinitiated if a take occurs or new information reveals effects of
the action not previously considered, or the identified action is subsequently modified in a
manner that causes an effect to the listed species or critical habitat in a manner or to an extent not
previously considered, or if a new species is listed or critical habitat designated that may be
affected by the identified action.

We have enclosed additional information on other statutory requirements that may apply to this
action, and on NMFS’ Public Consultation Tracking System to allow you to track the status of
ESA consultations. If you have any questions, please contact Calusa Horn (727) 824-5312 or by
e-mail at calusa.hornnoaa.gov. Thank you for your continued cooperation in the conservation
of listed species.

Sincerely,

Roy E. Crabtree, Ph.D.
Regional Administrator

Enclosure

Ref: I/SER/2011/01415
File: l514-22.p
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PCTS Access and Additional Considerations for ESA Section 7 Consultations
(Revised 7-15-2009)

Public Consultation Tracking System (PCTS) Guidance: PCTS is an online query system at
https://pcts.nmfs.noaa.gov/ that allows federal agencies and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’
(COE) permit applicants and their consultants to ascertain the status of NMFS’ Endangered
Species Act (ESA) and Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) consultations, conducted pursuant to ESA
section 7, and Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act’s (MSA) sections
305(b)2 and 305(b)(4), respectively. Federal agencies are required to enter an agency-specific
username and password to query the Federal Agency Site. The COE “Permit Site” (no password
needed) allows COE permit applicants and consultants to check on the current status of Clean
Water Act section 404 permit actions for which NMFS has conducted, or is in the process of
conducting, an ESA or EFH consultation with the COE.

For COE-permitted projects, click on “Enter Corps Permit Site.” From the “Choose Agency
Subdivision (Required)” list, pick the appropriate COE district. At “Enter Agency Permit
Number” type in the COE district identifier, hyphen, year, hyphen, number. The COE is in the
processing of converting its permit application database to PCTS-compatible “ORM.” An
example permit number is: SAJ-2005-000001234-IPS-1. For the Jacksonville District, which
has already converted to ORM, permit application numbers should be entered as SAJ (hyphen),
followed by 4-digit year (hyphen), followed by permit application numeric identifier with no
preceding zeros. For example: SAJ-2005- 123; SAJ-2005- 1234; SAJ-2005- 12345.

For inquiries regarding applications processed by COE districts that have not yet made the
conversion to ORM (e.g., Mobile District), enter the 9-digit numeric identifier, or convert the
existing COE-assigned application number to 9 numeric digits by deleting all letters, hyphens,
and commas; converting the year to 4-digit format (e.g., -04 to 2004); and adding additional
zeros in front of the numeric identifier to make a total of 9 numeric digits. For example: ALO5-
982-F converts to 200500982; MSO5-04401-A converts to 200504401. PCTS questions should
be directed to Eric Hawk at Eric.Hawk@noaa.gov. Requests for username and password should
be directed to PCTS.Usersupportnoaa.gov.

EFH Recommendations: In addition to its protected species/critical habitat consultation
requirements with NMFS’ Protected Resources Division pursuant to section 7 of the ESA, prior
to proceeding with the proposed action the action agency must also consult with NMFS’ Habitat
Conservation Division (HCD) pursuant to the MSA requirements for EFH consultation (16
U.S.C. 1855 (b)(2) and 50 CFR 600.905-.930, subpart K). The action agency should also ensure
that the applicant understands the ESA and EFH processes; that ESA and EFH consultations are
separate, distinct, and guided by different statutes, goals, and time lines for responding to the
action agency; and that the action agency will (and the applicant may) receive separate
consultation correspondence on NMFS letterhead from HCD regarding their concerns and/or
finalizing EFH consultation.

Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) Recommendations: The ESA section 7 process does
not authorize incidental takes of listed or non-listed marine mammals. If such takes may occur
an incidental take authorization under MMPA section 101 (a)(5) is necessary. Please contact
NMFS’ Permits, Conservation, and Education Division at (301) 713-2322 for more information
regarding MMPA permitting procedures.



 
Jolene Williams/GUIS/NPS 

07/19/2011 02:06 PM 

To calusa horn <Calusa.Horn@noaa.gov> 

cc  

bcc JBOURDEAU@mactec.com 

  

Subject Re: NMFS Section 7 Consult Ft. Pickens Pier and Ferry 
Service 

  

  
 

Hi Calusa, 

 

Under separate cover, a CD containing the final Fort Pickens Gateway Community 

Transportation Study (ATP), will be sent to you via Fed Ex.  The CD contains background 

information for the information provided below, and the files are too large to email.  I believe I 

have found an electronic copy of the draft chapter 6, which contains most of the information that 

was relayed to me.    

   

The contract for the ferry service has not been prepared even in draft yet, but as is indicated in 

the ATP, the following info is provided for NMFS concurrence under ESA Section 7 

consultation, relative to our finding of may affect but is not likely to adversely affect the 

manatee, sea turtle species, gulf sturgeon, or essential fish habitat.   

 

A.  Please provide the following information related to ferry operations: 

  

1.      How many ferry/vessels will be used?  2 to 3 vessels with 3 to 4 trips per day in each 

direction, with possible seasonal adjustments as trends may dictate, as we expect higher demand 

during summer, lower during winter. ATP states operation 6 days per week Tues thru Sunday.   

2.      Approximate number miles to be traversed during a route/trip (i.e., how many miles will 

be traveled between the project site (proposed Fort Pickens Pier, Pensacola Harbor Pier, and 

Pensacola Beach Pier). per pg 6-3 of ATP, indicates that round trip is 23.3 miles, includes 3 

stops Fort Pickens Ferry Pier, Downtown Pensacola, and Pensacola Beach.  

3.      Approximate size of proposed ferry/vessel?   per ATP, approx size of 65 feet to 

accommodate up to 150 passengers.  MS Ferry service has 3 boats, 65' with 150 pax, 100' with 

320 pax and 110' with 350 pax. 

4.      Vessel/ferry speed within designated ferry route?   estimated similar to MS ferry, at 12 

knots to 14 knots, but MS ferry travels on open seas, so expect that travel in Pensacola Harbor 

will be not as fast.  Two options in ATP pg 6-3, 12 knots cruising speed, or 20 knots cruising 

speed.  

5.      What is the season for the ferry service (when does season commerce and end)?   all 

year, with potential seasonal adjustments as trends may indicate.  we expect to have higher 

usage in the summer and less in the winter.  ATP states a 15 week peak season, expected during 

the summer months between Memorial Day and Labor Day.   

  

B.  Please provide the following information related to recreational/private vessels utilization 



the proposed pier: 

  

1.      Number of recreational vessels capable of mooring at the proposed pier?   0 

2.      What is the anticipated level of use for recreational vessels at the proposed pier?  0 

 

NPS may use pier during emergency evacuations only.  Privately owned recreational vessels 

and vessels operated under Commercial use Permits (CUA) will not be able to use the pier.   

 

C.  Will the ferry service follow the below preventative measures to protect sea turtles form 

being struck by ferry traffic:    YES 

NPS will make sure than these preventative measures are included in ferry service contract, for 
passenger ferry service to Fort Picjkens. 
 

Sea Turtle Avoidance Preventative Measures: 

1. Captain and crew members will observe for the presence of sea turtles while operating the 

vessel.     

2. If sea turtles are observed greater than 50 yards from vessel, the captain will reduce vessel 

speed and alter vessel route to maintain a minimum 50-yard distance.  

3.  If sea turtles are observed within 50 yards from vessel, the captain will reduce vessel speed 

to 5 knots and alter vessel route to maintain a minimum 50-yard distance.  

4. If despite efforts to maintain the distances and speeds described above and a sea turtle 

approaches the vessel, the captain will put the engine in neutral until the turtle is a minimum of 

50 yard away.  

5. If a sea turtle is struck by the ferry, Section 7 consultation must immediately be reinitiated.  

No take of any species is being authorized under this consultation.  All injured or dead sea turtle 

sighting must be reported to the Florida Sea Turtle Stranding and Salvage Network hotline at 

1-800-241-4653.  Incidents of take of sea turtles resulting from ferry traffic must also be 

reported immediately to NMFS, Southeast Regional office via phone at (727) 824-5312 or by 

e-mailing: takereport.nmfsser@noaa.gov.   

 

as indicated in the BA and see map below, sea turtles have been observed occasionally in Pensacola 

Bay near Santa Rosa island, likely foraging in seagrass beds.  Please be assured NPS will stress that 

these conservation measures are implemented via contract conditions for ferry services, 

especially during May through Oct when most sea turtles have been observed.   

 

Excerpt BA pg 5-2 "Sea turtles are known to be present in GUIS waters, but GUIS does not collect 

monitoring data regarding the abundance and distribution of sea turtles in GUIS waters. In the Florida 

District of GUIS, sea turtles are mainly observed in Gulf of Mexico waters. However, jellyfish are a 

common sea turtle prey item (USFWS, 2009b), which may also attract sea turtles into the Perdido Key 

area (west of Santa Rosa Island) and the area north of Santa Rosa Island. Additionally, Atlantic green 

turtles are likely attracted to feed in the seagrass beds in the Perdido Key area and the area north of Santa 

Rosa Island (east of the project area) (USDOI, 2006).. Sea turtles are known to nest on the beaches within 

GUIS during spring and summer, including Santa Rosa Island (Figure 4). According to USDOI (2006), 

loggerhead turtles constitute the majority of sea turtle nesting in the GUIS Florida District. Atlantic green 

sea turtles occasionally nest in the GUIS Florida District, and five Kemp’s Ridley nests and one 

leatherback sea turtle nest have been documented in recent years. Park biologists along with a cadre of 

volunteers mark nests, track dates, and monitor nests.  There is potential for sea turtle encounters 

with the proposed ferry, ferry pier, and other NPS boats and private vessels using the pier. Ferry 

mailto:takereport.nmfsser@noaa.gov


service would introduce additional vessel traffic into Pensacola Bay (up to four roundtrip ferry 

voyages daily), which may lead to increased degradation of water quality. The new pier would 

increase the number of boat trips in Pensacola Bay, would increase the boating activity in the 

vicinity of the proposed pier, and could increase the potential for watercraft collisions with sea 

turtles. Currently, recreational and commercial boating traffic is present in Pensacola Bay, and 

the proposed action would increase the boating traffic in Pensacola Bay. Sea turtles are generally 

highly mobile and generally react quickly to the presence of water vessels. Sea turtles do not 

appear to be overly disturbed by the physical presence of and sounds produced by vessels and 

vessel traffic. They simply dive when approached by a vessel and avoid areas of intensive human 

activity (NMFS, 2002). Additionally, it is anticipated that these highly mobile species, if present, 

would avoid the project site during construction activities because of construction noise, the 

physical presence of machinery and generally higher concentrations of people at any given time. 

Therefore, the proposed action is not anticipated to substantially increase the potential for 

watercraft collisions with sea turtles. However, if sea turtles are dozing and loafing at the sea 

surface, they can be vulnerable to boat strikes. Cooler winter water temperatures can also leave 

sea turtles more vulnerable to boat strikes. No additional commercial fishing is anticipated under 

the proposed action, so no additional sea turtle mortality due to entanglement with commercial 

fishing line or commercial fishing gear is anticipated. With mitigation (Section 7), it is 

anticipated that the proposed action may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect, the protected 

sea turtle species." 

 

 

 
Jolene Williams 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
NEPA, GIS, NAGPRA, Research Permitting 
Gulf Islands National Seashore (GUIS) 
National Park Service 
email:  Jolene_Williams@nps.gov 
phone:  228-230-4132 
 
 

 
 



calusa horn 
<Calusa.Horn@noaa.gov>  

07/11/2011 10:00 AM 

 
To Jolene_Williams@nps.gov 

cc  

Sub
ject 

NMFS Section 7 Consult Ft. Pickens Pier and Ferry Service 

 
  

  
 
 

Hi Jolene, 

    Per our conversation yesterday please provide the following information related to the 

ongoing section 7 consultation for the Ft. Pickens Ferry Pier and Service.  Please let me know if 

you have any questions are concerns.  

 

Please provide the following information related to ferry operations: 

  

1.      How many ferry/vessels will be used? 

2.      Approximate number miles to be traversed during a route/trip (i.e., how many miles will 

be traveled between the project site (proposed Fort Pickens Pier), Pensacola Harbor Pier, and 

Pensacola Beach Pier). 

3.      Approximate size of proposed ferry/vessel? 

4.      Vessel/ferry speed within designated ferry route?  

5.      What is the season for the ferry service (when does season commerce and end)?  

  

Please provide the following information related to recreational/private vessels utilization the 

proposed pier: 

  

1.      Number of recreational vessels capable of mooring at the proposed pier?  

2.      What is the anticipated level of use for recreational vessels at the proposed pier? 

  

Will the ferry service follow the below preventative measures to protect sea turtles form being 

struck by ferry traffic:   

  

Sea Turtle Avoidance Preventative Measures: 

1. Captain and crew members will observe for the presence of sea turtles while operating the 

vessel.     

2. If sea turtles are observed greater than 50 yards from vessel, the captain will reduce vessel 

speed and alter vessel route to maintain a minimum 50-yard distance.  

3.  If sea turtles are observed within 50 yards from vessel, the captain will reduce vessel speed 

to 5 knots and alter vessel route to maintain a minimum 50-yard distance.  

4. If despite efforts to maintain the distances and speeds described above and a sea turtle 

approaches the vessel, the captain will put the engine in neutral until the turtle is a minimum of 

50 yard away.  

5. If a sea turtle is struck by the ferry, Section 7 consultation must immediately be reinitiated.  

No take of any species is being authorized under this consultation.  All injured or dead sea turtle 

sighting must be reported to the Florida Sea Turtle Stranding and Salvage Network hotline at 

1-800-241-4653.  Incidents of take of sea turtles resulting from ferry traffic must also be 



reported immediately to NMFS, Southeast Regional office via phone at (727) 824-5312 or by 

e-mailing: takereport.nmfsser@noaa.gov.   

 

Thank you, 

Calusa 

   

mailto:takereport.nmfsser@noaa.gov


 
calusa horn 
<Calusa.Horn@noaa.gov>  

07/11/2011 10:00 AM 

To Jolene_Williams@nps.gov 

cc  

bcc  

  

Subject NMFS Section 7 Consult Ft. Pickens Pier and Ferry 
Service 

  

  

      

 History:   

  

  

  

 This message has been replied to and forwarded. 

  

   

 
 

Hi Jolene, 

    Per our conversation yesterday please provide the following information related to the 

ongoing section 7 consultation for the Ft. Pickens Ferry Pier and Service.  Please let me know if 

you have any questions are concerns.  

 

Please provide the following information related to ferry operations: 

  

1.      How many ferry/vessels will be used? 

2.      Approximate number miles to be traversed during a route/trip (i.e., how many miles will 

be traveled between the project site (proposed Fort Pickens Pier), Pensacola Harbor Pier, and 

Pensacola Beach Pier). 

3.      Approximate size of proposed ferry/vessel? 

4.      Vessel/ferry speed within designated ferry route?  

5.      What is the season for the ferry service (when does season commerce and end)?  

  

Please provide the following information related to recreational/private vessels utilization the 

proposed pier: 

  

1.      Number of recreational vessels capable of mooring at the proposed pier?  

2.      What is the anticipated level of use for recreational vessels at the proposed pier? 

  

Will the ferry service follow the below preventative measures to protect sea turtles form being 

struck by ferry traffic:   

  

Sea Turtle Avoidance Preventative Measures: 

1. Captain and crew members will observe for the presence of sea turtles while operating the 

vessel.     

2. If sea turtles are observed greater than 50 yards from vessel, the captain will reduce vessel 

speed and alter vessel route to maintain a minimum 50-yard distance.  



3.  If sea turtles are observed within 50 yards from vessel, the captain will reduce vessel speed 

to 5 knots and alter vessel route to maintain a minimum 50-yard distance.  

4. If despite efforts to maintain the distances and speeds described above and a sea turtle 

approaches the vessel, the captain will put the engine in neutral until the turtle is a minimum of 

50 yard away.  

5. If a sea turtle is struck by the ferry, Section 7 consultation must immediately be reinitiated.  

No take of any species is being authorized under this consultation.  All injured or dead sea turtle 

sighting must be reported to the Florida Sea Turtle Stranding and Salvage Network hotline at 

1-800-241-4653.  Incidents of take of sea turtles resulting from ferry traffic must also be 

reported immediately to NMFS, Southeast Regional office via phone at (727) 824-5312 or by 

e-mailing: takereport.nmfsser@noaa.gov.   

 

Thank you, 

Calusa 
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"Bourdeau, Jonathan" 
<JBOURDEAU@mactec.co
m>  

12/09/2010 02:21 PM 

 
To "Rick_Clark@nps.gov" <Rick_Clark@nps.gov> 

cc  

Subj
ect 

GUIS Ferry Pier - followup with USACE 

 
  

  
 
 
Rick:  Below are two items that we need clarified by USACE as they begin their design.  These are questions that 

NOAA has asked and we provided general answers, but now that USACE has started design work, we should be 

able to address them specifically to get NOAA signoff.  We need to make sure that USACE is comfortable  with 

these measures, especially the construction dates.  Who is the appropriate USACE contact to pass these to?  Feel 

free to forward them yourself, or if you will provide contact info, I’ll get them sent off.  Thanks! 

--Jonathan 

Jonathan Bourdeau | Senior Scientist | Natural Resources 
MACTEC Engineering and Consulting, Inc. 
3200 Town Point Drive NW, Ste. 100 | Kennesaw, GA 30144 
Office (770) 421-3361 | Fax (770) 421-3486 
Email jbourdeau@mactec.com | Web www.mactec.com  

2.      We will require detailed schematics and the construction methodology for the 

proposed project.  The project site is located within the boundaries of Gulf sturgeon 

critical habitat and a detailed construction methodology and project schematics must be 

provided to determine potential affects to critical habitat features and migratory pathway.   

“How many pilings? Dimensions? If construction from a barge, will it be a shallow draft 

barge? Day or nighttime construction? What time of year?” 

As noted in our July 9, 2010 response to your earlier comments, exact details regarding project 

design and construction methodology are not known at this time.  We anticipate a similar 

approach as an earlier pier project at this site (existing fishing pier) will be used for the proposed 

project.  Final schematics for the proposed pier will be available approximately DATE FROM 

USACE.  The proposed ferry pier will be approximately 260 feet long and approximately 20 feet 

wide, with a floating, attached dock for other small vessels.  Sediment core samples would be 

collected to assist engineers in determining depth of new pilings.  Pilings would be made from 

concrete material.  Approximately ____ pilings will be placed in the water, anticipated to be 

_____ feet apart. Concrete pilings will be  _____inches in diameter. The pier would be oriented 

approximately perpendicular to the shoreline and existing seawall.  The pier would be located 

approximately 1,250 feet east of the existing fishing pier (See Figure XX).   Typical materials 

used in fixed and floating piers include galvanized steel, aluminum, concrete, and concrete with a 

foam core.  Moorings or bumpers may be installed on the pilings to protect the dock.  The 

proposed pier would tie into the existing seawall and would access existing walking trails that 

connect to the seawall and guide visitors to the activity areas within Fort Pickens.  The pier 

would be constructed in compliance with the Florida Building Code and ADA accessible 

standards. Construction will occur during daytime hours.  DESCRIBE CONSTRUCTION 

TECHNIQUE 

  

  

http://www.mactec.com/


3.      Downstream sturgeon migration begins September 1 and continues through 

November. Construction should NOT occur during September due to potential impediment 

of a migratory pathway.  Upstream migration begins March 1 and continues through 

May. NMFS recommends that construction occur between the upstream and downstream 

migration (i.e., June, July, and August OR December, January, and February). 

NPS  understands the project area is located within the critical habitat (migratory path) of the 

Gulf sturgeon, and understands the most critical time periods for Gulf sturgeon migration fall 

between September 1 through November 30 (downstream migration), and March 1 through May 

30 (upstream migration). NPS proposes to conduct pier construction during the months of 

December, January and February; OR June, July and August. If construction of the pier is not 

complete within these 3 month timeframes, NPS will not proceed with construction without first 

consulting NOAA, or construction will be postponed until the next non-migratory 3-month 

period.   

MACTEC’s communications with Patricia Kelly (USFWS, Panama City office ), indicate that 

USFWS had no issue with construction occurring during the May 1 through September 30 

timeframe. Additionally, no permanent impacts/alterations to the substrate in the area of the new 

pier, with the exception of the pilings, are anticipated.  Although shading from the pier decking 

will occur after construction, there is no seagrass in this area, so no impact is anticipated from 

shading. 

  

 



                                                                          

             calusa horn                                                    

             <Calusa.Horn@noaa                                              

             .gov>                                                      

To  

                                       rick_clark@nps.gov                   

             08/17/2010 10:51                                           

cc  

             AM                        "Noah.s >> Noah Silverman"           

                                       <Noah.Silverman@noaa.gov>            

                                                                   

Subject  

                                       NMFS Sec. 7 Ft.  Pickens Passenger   

                                       Ferry Pier                           

 

Hello Rick, 

I have been reassigned the Fort Pickens Passenger Ferry Pier section 7  

consultation. I have discussed the project background with Noah Silverman  

and have additional questions and concerns. In order to determine the  

potential effects to listed species and critical habitat under NMFS  

jurisdiction we will require the following information. 

 

1. Please indicate which design alternative has been selected for the  

proposed project. 

 

2. We will require detailed schematics and the construction methodology  

for the proposed project. The project site is located within the  

boundaries of Gulf sturgeon critical habitat and a detailed construction  

methodology and project schematics must be provided to determine 

potential  

affects to critical habitat features and migratory pathways 

 

3. Downstream sturgeon migration begins September 1 and continues through  

November. Construction should NOT occur during September due to potential  

impediment of a migratory pathway. Upstream migration begins March 1 and  

continues through May. NMFS recommends that construction occur between 

the  

upstream and downstream migration (i.e., June, July, and August OR  

December, January, and February). 

 

4. NMFS is recommending that “No Fishing” signage be posted at the  

proposed pier. 

 

If the NPS does not have the aforementioned information developed, it may  

be necessary to delay section 7 consultation for the proposed project  

until construction details have been developed and a preferred 

alternative  

selected. If you would like to discuss please feel free to contact me at  

727-551-5782. 

Thank you, 

Calusa 

(See attached file: calusa_horn.vcf) 



From: Eric G. Hawk
To: Jolene_Williams@nps.gov
Cc: Teletha Mincey; Calusa.Horn@noaa.gov; Rick_Clark@nps.gov
Subject: Re: Fwd: Re: NMFS Sec 7 Ft. Pickens Passenger Ferry Pier
Date: 07/08/2011 01:13 PM
Attachments: eric_hawk.vcf

Hi All,
That's correct.  This has been ongoing for a while.  We have resubmitted the draft
ESA concurrence to GC and will await the outcome.
Thanks, and have a good weekend. Wet and soggy here!
Eric

Jolene_Williams@nps.gov wrote:

Hi Teletha

Thank you for the updated contact information.  But we had been in 
prior
communication with Calusa Horn about this project, which is why we
addressed this latest letter to her directly.

Background:  This is the 3rd in a series of letters to finalize 
ESA Section
7 consultation with NOAA NMFS regarding the Fort Pickens Passenger 
Ferry
Pier project.  The first letter was sent to Eric Hawk dated 
December 17,
2009 along with the Biological Assessment(See attached file: 
Letter Request
for Info - NOAA - EA Proposal for Ferry Pier.pdf)and Noah 
Silverman
responded to via email April 13, 2010 requesting more information. 
(See
attached file: Letter Email Response  from NMFS FP Ferry Pier 4-
13-2010
.pdf) Supplemental information was provided to Noah Silverman via 
letter
dated July 9, 2010.  (See attached file: Letter Response to NMFS 
FP Ferry
Pier 7-9-2010.pdf)

Calusa Horn responded via email dated August 17, 2010, with 
additional
questions, and stating that she had ben reassigned the Fort 
Pickens
Passenger Ferry Pier section 7 consultation.  (See attached file: 
Letter
Email Response  from NMFS FP Ferry Pier 8-17-2010 .pdf)  We 
followed up and
teleconferenced with Calusa on April 29, 2011, and the outcome is 
this
latest letter dated June 23, 2011.  (See attached file: Letter to 
NMFS FP
Ferry Pier 6-23-2011.pdf)  Attachments have not been included in 
this email
due to size constraints.

Please advise if anything else is needed by NOAA NMFS to complete
consultation under the Endangered Species Act Section 7 in regards 
to this
project.  We request your final review and concurrence 
determination
relative to our finding of may affect but is not likely to 
adversely affect
the manatee, sea turtle species, gulf sturgeon, or essential fish 
habitat.
Subsequent to your review of the information provided, should you 
have any
questions or need additional clarification, please contact Rick 

mailto:Eric.Hawk@noaa.gov
mailto:Jolene_Williams@nps.gov
mailto:Teletha.Mincey@noaa.gov
mailto:Calusa.Horn@noaa.gov
mailto:Rick_Clark@nps.gov
mailto:Jolene_Williams@nps.gov


Clark,
Chief of Science & Resources Management, by calling 850-916-3011 
or by
email at rick_clark@nps.gov, or me, at (228) 230-4132,
jolene_williams@nps.gov.  Thank you for your time and attention to 
this
matter.

Jolene Williams
Environmental Protection Specialist
NEPA, GIS, NAGPRA, Research Permitting
Gulf Islands National Seashore (GUIS)
National Park Service
email:  Jolene_Williams@nps.gov
phone:  228-230-4132

                                                                            
             Teletha Mincey                                                 
             <Teletha.Mincey@n                                              
             oaa.gov>                                                   
To 
                                       jolene williams                      
             07/05/2011 10:26          <Jolene_Williams@nps.gov>            
             AM                                                         
cc 
                                       Eric Hawk 
<Eric.Hawk@noaa.gov>      
                                                                   
Subject 
                                       Re: Fwd: Re: NMFS Sec 7 Ft. 
Pickens 
                                       Passenger Ferry Pier                 
                                                                            
                                                                            
                                                                            
                                                                            
                                                                            
                                                                            

Hello Jolene,
Thank you for your request for ESA Sec 7 consultation.  However, 
for
future requests, please submit directly to me via e-mail with a CC 
to
the gentleman identified above.  You do not have to submit a hard-
copy
via USPS.  Thank you.

calusa horn wrote:
  

Hi Teletha,
  I received this request for consultation on a project.  
Not sure
whether I'm being assigned this project or someone else. 
I thought I
should forward to you apparently they mailed a request 
to us already.

Thanks,
Calusa

-------- Original Message --------
Subject:         Re: NMFS Sec 7 Ft. Pickens Passenger 
Ferry Pier
Date:            Fri, 01 Jul 2011 14:40:41 -0400
From:            Jolene_Williams@nps.gov
To:              calusa horn <Calusa.Horn@noaa.gov>

mailto:rick_clark@nps.gov
mailto:jolene_williams@nps.gov
mailto:Jolene_Williams@nps.gov
mailto:Teletha.Mincey@noaa.gov
mailto:Teletha.Mincey@noaa.gov
mailto:Teletha.Mincey@noaa.gov
mailto:Jolene_Williams@nps.gov
mailto:Eric.Hawk@noaa.gov
mailto:Jolene_Williams@nps.gov
mailto:Calusa.Horn@noaa.gov


Hi Calusa

Regarding the Fort Pickens Ferry Pier Project, here's an 
electronic copy
    

of
  

the letter requesting NMFS ESA Section 7 concurrence, 
that was mailed
    

June
  

23, 2011, that hopefully you have received by now.  If 
you have any
questions, please ask.  (See attached file: Letter to 
NMFS FP Ferry
Pier.pdf)(See attached file: Map FP Ferry Pier 1_1000 no 
arch.pdf)(See
attached file: Map General Location FP Ferry 
Pier.pdf)(See attached file:
Figure 2-1.pdf)(See attached file: Drawings 
FtPickensPier.pdf)

thanks

Jolene Williams
Environmental Protection Specialist
NEPA, GIS, NAGPRA, Research Permitting
Gulf Islands National Seashore (GUIS)
National Park Service
email:  Jolene_Williams@nps.gov
phone:  228-230-4132

    

--
Teletha Mincey
Program Analyst
NOAA Fisheries
Southeast Region
263 13th Ave S
St. Petersburg, FL 33701-5505
(727) 551-5772 - Direct Line
(727) 824-5309 - Fax

  

mailto:Jolene_Williams@nps.gov
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Bourch::ou , Jnnathan 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Rick_ Clark@nps gov 
Tuesday. April13 2010 4 27 PM 
Noah Silverman 

Cc: Ryan. Joy. Jenkms. Josh. Bourdeau. Jonathan Riley_Hoggard@nps.gov: 
Nrna_Kelson@nps gov. Mark_Nrcholas@nps gov 

Subject: 
Attachments : 

Coordrnatron- NOAA. NMFS Sec 7 T&E Review Re Fort Prcken~ Passenger Ferry Prer 
Frgure 10_Craft et al pdf 

Thank you for the opportunity to discuss in more detail the environmental assessment and 
associated biological assessment related to the proposed ferry pier within the Fort Pickens 
area of Gulf Islands National Seashore. 
As I shared with you, MACTEC Engineering and Consulting is working under contract for the 
agency and operating as our agent in completing the above referenced documents. The Park 
will continue to coordinate closely with MACTEC to provide you with a comprehensive and 
consolidated response to the information outlined in your attached message. In the interim, 
biologists and other natural resources professionals from MACTEC may nave reason to contact 
you to coordinate further for additional clarification prior to our compiling and submitting 
the additional information requested. As such, rest assured MACTEC has our full support in 
making these contacts on the Park's behalf. 

We expect to soon be back in contact with you to coordinate further re. 
this matter. 

Thanks, 

Rick 

Rick Clark 
Chief of Science & Resources Management 
Gulf Islands National Seashore 
1801 Gulf Breeze Parkway 
Gulf Breeze, FL 32561 
Voice: 858-916-3811 
FAX: 858-932-9654 

email: rick clark~nps.gov 

Noah Silverman 
<Noah.Silverman@n 
oaa.gov> 

84/13/2818 82:19 
PM 

~ick clarkMnps .gov To 

"R cc yan, Joy" <JMRYA NtaJma c: 2 c. com> 

F t p· Subject 
or lckens Passenger Ferry Pier 



Hello Rick, 

Thanks for talking with me yesterday about your project. Please find attached a Figure from 
a 2ee1 study which used various bio-telemetry techniques to track and identify the movement 
and congregation areas for the Pensacola Bay population of Gulf Sturgeon. Figure 1e 
indicates that a major Gulf sturgeon overwintering/congregation area is directly adjacent to 
your proposed project area. 

In order to better determine the potential routes of effect from the proposed project I will 
need to know the following information: 

1. How do you intend to construct the fishing pier (i.e. will pilings be 
pounded or jet blasted in-place, will barges and cranes be used, 
where will the construction staging areas be located, etc. )? 

2. What is the maximum amount of time necessary to construction the 
in - water portion of the project? 

3. Can the in-water portions of the pier be constructed during the 
summer months (May 1 - September 30)? 

4. Will the NPS comply with NMFS Seaturtle and Smalltooth Sawfish 
Construction Conditions dated March 2ee6? 

5. Will the use of appropriate turbidity barriers be required? 
6. Provide a detailed map and any relevant data indicating sea turtle 

nesting locations ? 
7. Provide a detailed discussion of sea turtle nest monitoring and 

restoration efforts undertaken by NPS? 
8. Will any construction activities take place after dusk or before dawn 

during summer months? If S0 1 will there be lighting of any type 
associated with the construction activities? 

I realize t hat the NPS is in the initial stages of developing their Envil~onmental Assessment 
and may not have all of the requested information. 
It may be necessary to delay section 7 consultati n f th · · 
alternatives have been identified and t . 0 ~r. e proposed proJect unt1l preferred 
available to assist the NPS in l t:ons ~uctlon de~alls have been developed. I am 
order to help avoid and min ' . eva ua lng different project and construction alternat· . 

lmlze any adverse effects to listed species. lves ln 

Thank you, 
Noah 

:~~i. I tried to send a copy of the entire study but the file size 
was ~ o large for your e-

Noah Silverman 
Natural Resource Specialist 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
263 13th Avenue South 
St. Petersburg, FL 337el 
Main : (727) 824-5312 
Direct: (727) 824-5353 
Fax: (727) 824-53e9 
e-mail: 
al.pdf) 

noah.silverman@noaa.gov (S 
ee attached file: Figure 10_Craft et 

2 

























 
Nina Kelson/GUIS/NPS 

04/05/2011 10:12 AM 

 
To "Malsom, Michael F SAM" 

<Michael.F.Malsom@usace.army.mil> 
cc Rick Clark/GUIS/NPS@NPS 

Subj
ect 

Re: Fort Pickens Ferry Pier Application 

(UNCLASSIFIED)Notes Link 

 
  

  
 
Mike - A scanned copy is attached.  The original + one copy are being sent by snail mail to DEP.  The 
highlighted  information below says to send one electronic copy to the Dept., but I could not locate an 
email address.  Could you forward on? 
 
Thanks and let me know if we need to do any other follow up. 
 
Nina 
 

 
 
Nina Kelson 
Deputy Superintendent 
Gulf Islands National Seashore 
Voice:  850-934-2604 
FAX:  850-916-3026 

 
 
 

"Malsom, Michael F  
SAM" 
<Michael.F.Malsom@usac
e.army.mil>  

03/31/2011 02:32 PM 

 
To <nina_kelson@nps.gov> 

cc <Rick_Clark@nps.gov> 

Subj
ect 

Fort Pickens Ferry Pier Application (UNCLASSIFIED) 

 
  

  
 
 
Classification: UNCLASSIFIED 

Caveats: NONE 

 

Nina, 

 

I cut and pasted what FL DEP says has to be submitted in reference to the 

permit application. 

 

 

All information requested in Sections A through F, as applicable, of this 

form should be completed together with location map(s) of sufficient detail 

to allow someone who is unfamiliar with the site to travel to and locate the 

specific site of the activity; construction plans, drawings, and other 

supporting documents that depict and describe the proposed activities; and 

the fee required by Rule 62-346.071, F.A.C. (see Attachment 4 for a summary 

notes:///85256A6A006C931A/38D46BF5E8F08834852564B500129B2C/E4394933929277D485257864006B56A3


of the fee schedule).  This information should be submitted as follows: 

*   Applications to the Department must contain one original of the 

application with original signatures on Section A, one paper copy of all the 

above; and one electronic copy of all the above.  Submit the application to 

the Department office shown in Figure 1A. 

*   ALL applications to the NWFWMD can be submitted through the 

District's web site at: 

http://www.nwfwmd.state.fl.us/permits/permits-ERP.html.  If the applicant 

does not utilize the electronic application, paper copies shall be submitted 

by mail or other delivery service to the appropriate office of the NWFWMD 

shown in Figure 1B.  If a paper application is submitted, it must include all 

requirements for submittal of a paper copy as are used by the Department. 

 

Mike Malsom 

Project Manager / Biologist 

Mobile District Planning and Environmental Division, Coastal Environmental 

Team 

Phone: (251) 690-2023 

Fax: (251) 690-2727  

 

 

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED 

Caveats: NONE 

 

 

 



 
"Malsom, Michael F  
SAM" 
<Michael.F.Malsom@usac
e.army.mil>  

03/30/2011 10:22 AM 

To <Jolene_Williams@nps.gov> 

cc  

bcc  

  

Subject FW: Fort Pickens Ferry Pier Application for FL DEP 
(UNCLASSIFIED) 

  

  
 
 
Classification: UNCLASSIFIED 

Caveats: NONE 

 

Jolene, 

 

Here is the latest copy of the application for Fort Pickens ferry pier.  I 

fixed most of the comments from Rick except Item #5.  We need to wait and see 

what the decision is first.  If there is a restriction of the construction 

period then they will insert that in the permit. 

 

Mike 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Rick_Clark@nps.gov [mailto:Rick_Clark@nps.gov]  

Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2011 4:50 PM 

To: Malsom, Michael F SAM 

Cc: Jolene_Williams@nps.gov; Nina_Kelson@nps.gov 

Subject: Re: Fort Pickens Ferry Pier Application for FL DEP (UNCLASSIFIED) 

 

Mike, 

 

I discussed this matter with GUIS Deputy Sup't. Nina Kelson earlier this week 

and she indicated that she had spoke with you about this matter with the 

intent to go over the application during the planned meeting 3/31. 

Park intent is to know more about the design and configuration for the pier 

before signing off on the application.  In the interim, attached are my 

comments. 

 

Thanks for the advance coordination and opportunity to review the attached 

draft dredge and fill permit application pertaining to the Fort Pickens ferry 

pier within the boundaries of Gulf Islands National Seashore.  My relatively 

minor comments are as follows: 

 

1.  The date on the front cover page indicates 11/1/10.  Does the date need 

to be revised to correlate with the date the final application is submitted, 

or should the date coincide with the start of projected construction? 

 

2.  Part 2, Section A:  Add National Park Service after citation/reference 

for Gulf Islands National Seashore. 

 

3.  Part 2 , Section A:  Change point of contact referenced from myself to 

NPS, GUIS Environmental Protection Specialist Jolene Williams.  Jolene's 

direct contact information is as follows: 

                                          Address:  Gulf Islands National 



Seashore, Mississippi District 

                                                               Science & 

Resources Management Division 

                                                               3500 Park Road 

                                                               Ocean Springs, 

MS 39564 

 

Jolene_Williams@nps.gov 

                                                               228-230-4132 

(Office) 

                                                               228-872-2954 

(FAX) 

                                                               228-323-3176 

(Work Cell) 

 

    Comment:  Jolene will coordinate with Park management as may be 

appropriate during State review of the permit application and/or as may be 

requested by USACOE, Mobile District Office. 

 

4.  Application should be screened further to be sure that any reference is 

to Gulf Islands is plural vs. Island singular, as currently indicated in some 

areas of the application. 

 

5.   Part 5, Project Description & Activity Section: It may be prudent to 

indicate that NOAA, NMFS is likely to indicate as part of their final Section 

7 concurrence determination that no in-water construction activity should 

occur during the Gulf Sturgeon migration through the area.  This is an 

approximate 2-3 month period during the late Winter, early Spring period. 

 

Again, thanks for the opportunity to collaborate further re. this matter. 

 

Rick 

 

 

(See attached file: Fort Picken Complete Application for Fuel Pier 

3-18-11.pdf) 

 

Rick Clark 

Chief of Science & Resources Management 

Gulf Islands National Seashore 

1801 Gulf Breeze Parkway 

Gulf Breeze, FL  32561 

Voice:  850-916-3011 

FAX: 850-932-9654 

email:  rick_clark@nps.gov 

 

 

 

                                                                            

             "Malsom, Michael                                               

             F  SAM"                                                        

             <Michael.F.Malsom                                          To  

             @usace.army.mil>          <rick_clark@nps.gov>,                

                                       <Jolene_Williams@nps.gov>            

             03/29/2011 09:18                                           cc  

             AM                        "Jacobson, Jennifer L SAM"           

                                       <Jennifer.L.Jacobson@usace.army.mil  



                                       >                                    

                                                                   Subject  

                                       Fort Pickens Ferry Pier Application  

                                       for FL DEP (UNCLASSIFIED)            

                                                                            

                                                                            

                                                                            

                                                                            

                                                                            

                                                                            

 

 

 

 

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED 

Caveats: NONE 

 

Rick and Jolene, 

 

Last week, I sent you a copy of the application we will be sending to FL DEP 

for the Ferry Pier Permit.  Please review it and get back with me if you have 

any comments.  I reviewed it this morning a made a few minor corrections. 

Please verity the names, addresses and anything else that you think is 

important. 

 

The plan is to bring the application to our meeting this Thursday and have 

the Superintendent sign it.  Thanks 

 

Mike Malsom 

Project Manager / Biologist 

Mobile District Planning and Environmental Division, Coastal Environmental 

Team 

Phone: (251) 690-2023 

Fax: (251) 690-2727 

 

 

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED 

Caveats: NONE 

 

 

 

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED 

Caveats: NONE 

 

 

 































































































































































 
FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

Kurt S. Browning 
Secretary of State 

DIVISION OF HISTORICAL RESOURCES 
 

 

500 S. Bronough Street  ••••  Tallahassee, FL 32399-0250  ••••  http://www.flheritage.com 
 

���� Director’s Office                         ���� Archaeological Research                         ���� Historic Preservation                        
(850) 245-6300 � FAX: 245-6436            (850) 245-6444 � FAX: 245-6452                 (850) 245-6333 � FAX: 245-6437            

 

September 23, 2011 

 

Ms. Jolene Williams 

Gulf Islands National Seashore 

Mississippi District 

National Park Service 

3500 Park Road 

Ocean Springs, MS 39564-9709 

 

Re: SHPO/DHR Project File No.: 2011-4123 (2011-2444) 

 Fort Pickens Ferry - Sidewalk, asphalt pavement and pavilion 

 Finding of No Adverse Effect by the National Park Service 

 Trip Report on Archaeological Investigations 

 Gulf Islands National Seashore 

Santa Rosa County 

 

Dear Ms. Williams: 

 

Our office reviewed the referenced findings of the field investigations conducted by the Southeastern 

Archaeological District for possible adverse impact to historic properties listed, or eligible for listing, in the 

National Register of Historic Places, or otherwise of historical, architectural or archaeological significance. 

The review was conducted in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, 

as amended and 36 CFR Part 800: Protection of Historic Properties and the implementing state regulations. 

 

Based on the information provided, this office concurs that the proposed referenced undertakings will have no 

adverse effect on historic properties associated with Fort Pickens, with implementation of the recommended 

measures to avoid impacts to historic features – Buildings 15, 16 and 17, the portions of the narrow-gauge rail 

(8ES91) and the Spanish American War period seawall (8ES94), and archaeological monitoring during the 

removal of concrete slab and covered areas.  

 

If you have any questions concerning our comments, please contact me at 850-245-6333 or 

lkammerer@dos.state.fl.us. Thank you for your interest in protecting Florida’s historic properties. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Laura A. Kammerer 

Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer 

For Review and Compliance 
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ABSTRACT 
 

During the fall of 2009 and spring of 2010, the University of West Florida’s Archaeology 

Institute (UWF-AI) conducted an underwater reconnaissance-level cultural resources survey for 

the proposed pier construction area near Fort Pickens, on Santa Rosa Island, Gulf Islands 

National Seashore (GUIS).  The proposed impact area for the underwater portion of the pier 

extends approximately 2000 feet (610 meters) along the bayside shore of Santa Rosa Island, and 

projects into the bay a maximum of 250 feet (76 meters).  Considering the long period of 

maritime activity in Pensacola Bay and off of Santa Rosa Island specifically, a potential exists 

for significant archaeological sites in the area. These could include wrecked or abandoned 

vessels, docks, piers and other structures associated with Pensacola’s maritime heritage.  Our 

investigations involved background research, Florida Master Site File reviews, remote sensing 

(using magnetometer, sidescan sonar and sub-bottom sonar), and diver investigation of magnetic 

and sonar anomalies. 
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General Project Description 
 

This report describes a Phase I cultural resources assessment survey for proposed pier 

construction within an offshore area extending 2000 feet (610 meters) by 250 feet (76 meters) 

along the bayside shore of Santa Rosa Island, Florida (see Figures 1 and 2).  This project was 

designed to locate, identify, record, and evaluate all cultural resources within the project area. 

The archaeological survey was conducted under a fixed price agreement between the University 

of West Florida and the Gulf Islands National Seashore, National Park Service.  The UWF-AI 

principal investigator, Gregory Cook, obtained the required Florida Bureau of Archaeological 

Research permits for underwater archaeological investigations.  No Archaeological Resources 

Protection Act (ARPA) permit was obtained because the archaeological survey was performed to 

assist GUIS with its archaeological management responsibilities. 

 
 

This professional archaeological and historical reconnaissance survey project had two 

objectives: 1) determine whether archaeological sites or historic resources are located within the 

impact area, and; 2) provide cultural resource management recommendations for any 

archaeological or historical resources encountered during the field work.  The proposed work 

includes background research, magnetometer, sidescan sonar and sub-bottom sonar remote 

sensing survey, and diver investigation of targets, but no Phase II (archaeological site 

evaluations) or Phase III (mitigation) investigations.  UWF Maritime Archaeologist Gregory D. 

Cook served as principal investigator and contact person for this research. 
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Figure 1. Project  Location  in the Pensacola Bay System. 
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Figure 2. Project Location on U.S.G.S. 1994 Fort Barrancas 7.5’ quadrangle. 



 

Overview of Archaeological and Historical Settings 
 

The Southeastern United States and Northwest Florida, in particular, has a long, rich, 

cultural history that includes sites originating in Prehistoric (i.e. Paleoindian, Archaic, 

Woodland, and Mississippian), Contact, and Historic Periods. This survey was focused on the 

study and protection of cultural resources located in a small area north of Fort Pickens on the 

western tip of Santa Rosa Island.  The following summary provides background information on 

the prehistoric and historic components of northwest Florida habitation, with a more specific 

focus on the project area vicinity on Santa Rosa Island. 

 
 
Prehistoric Background 

 

In combination, the archaeological investigations undertaken over the last 100 years in 

northwest Florida have produced much data on the prehistory and history of the region, and a 

picture of human adaptation to the northwest Florida area has emerged.  Presented below is a 

brief overview of the few known or reported prehistoric sites with a particular focus on the 

project area. For a more complete delineation of northwest Florida cultural chronology, the 

reader is referred to Bense (1989, 1994), Milanich and Fairbanks (1980), Milanich (1994), and 

Thomas and Campbell (1993). 

 
 

There is only one known site with prehistoric components located in the Fort Pickens 

area of Santa Rosa Island. The Ft. Pickens No. 1 Site (8Es20) was reported by Simons and 

Lazarus (1961) to be located “about 200 yards East of Ft Pickens State Park Picnic Area on 

Pensacola” (Simons and Lazarus 1961; Tesar 1973). No extensive midden associated with this 

site was ever recorded although shell tempered and Wakulla Check Stamped sherds were 

collected from the site prior to the 1973 survey (Tesar 1973: 107). Tesar designated the 

prehistoric components of the site as Weeden Island and Fort Walton Periods (600 A.D.-1750 

A.D.) The site was reevaluated by Louis D. Tesar during archaeological survey and testing of 

Gulf Islands National Seashore in 1973 and again by Dr. Judith Bense in 1985; in both of these 

cases, no cultural material of historic or prehistoric origin was recovered (Tesar 1973:107; Bense 
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1985:39). It was concluded by Tesar and Bense, alike, that landfill activity carried out by the 

state in the late 1950s likely buried or destroyed the site. 

 
 

According to Tesar’s (1973) report, there were also twelve other sites containing 

prehistoric components recorded on Santa Rosa Island in Management Area No. 1. Management 

Area No.1 was defined as “an 8.3 mile stretch of land which began 5.3 miles east of Pensacola 

Beach water tower (near where the Pensacola Beach Casino used to be located) and ends at the 

Escambia/Santa Rosa County Line” (Tesar 1973: 128). These consisted of two sites originating 

during the Deptford Period, five during the Santa Rosa-Swift Creek Period, five during Weeden 

Island I, and two during Weeden Island II (Tesar 1973:185). 

 
 
Historical Background 

 

Pensacola, Florida has a long colonial history that begins with Spanish explorations along 

the Gulf Coast in the early 1500s and ends with a second Spanish occupation of the region in 

1821. The cultural activities that took place during the historic period in Pensacola and on Santa 

Rosa Island were often closely connected to military fortifications as this was the main incentive 

for settlement in the area until the early 20th century (see Table 1). As such, the history of the 

Fort Pickens area and Santa Rosa Island is inextricably linked to surrounding fortifications not 

necessarily on Santa Rosa Island, proper. The Pensacola and Santa Rosa Island areas include 

archaeological resources related to First Spanish, British, Second Spanish, and early American 

settlements, fortifications, industrial sites, cemeteries, and shipwrecks. 

 
 

The Colonial Period in Florida extends from 1500 to 1821.  There are three colonial 

periods that are archaeologically recognized in the Pensacola area:  First Spanish (1528-1763), 

British (1763-1781), and Second Spanish (1781-1821).  The First Spanish period officially began 

in Florida in 1513 when Juan Ponce de Leon landed on the Atlantic and Gulf Coasts and took 

possession of Florida for Spain.  The need for slave labor was caused by the collapse of the local 

indigenous populations in the Caribbean and the growing demand for labor in Spanish 

settlements, mines, and plantations in La Española and Cuba.   In 1527, Juan Ponce returned as 
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an adelantado (self-financed governor) and representative of the king, intending to establish a 

permanent town, fort, and mission.  He brought a group of 200 people to southwest Florida, but 

the group was attacked and repelled by hostile Indians. Juan Ponce died from the wound he 

received in these battles (Gannon 1996:16-37). 
 
 
 

 

Table 1.  Historic chronology of northwest Florida. 
 

 

Period 
 

Date Range 
 

Colonial  

 

First Spanish 
 

1528 - 1763 
 

British 
 

1763 - 1781 
 

Second Spanish 
 

1781 - 1821 

  

 

American  

 

Antebellum 
 

1821 - 1860 
 

Late 19th/early 20th century 
 

1860 - 1917 
 

World War I/World War II 
 

1917 - 1940 

 
 
 
 

A second colonization attempt was carried out by Pañfilo de Narváez who landed in 

Tampa Bay in 1528 with 300 men and 40 horses to explore and colonize La Florida. They 

marched north to Tallahassee where hostile Apalachee Indians drove the expedition to the Gulf 

near present-day St. Marks, Florida. Narváez decided to abandon the mission and return to La 

Nueva España by drifting west along the coast in handmade rafts. A storm separated and 

shipwrecked the party near Galveston, embarking Núñez Cabeza de Vaca and three others, 



12  

including an African, Estebanico, on an eight-year odyssey through the southwest and Mexico 
 

(Clune 2004; Hoffman 2002; Howard 1997; Weddle 1985). 
 
 
 

The third colonization attempt in Florida was 11 years later in 1539 by Hernando De Soto 

who landed a large force at Tampa Bay and trekked up the peninsula.  Soto sent Francisco 

Maldonado to explore the Gulf coast to find a bay at which the expedition could rendezvous with 

supply ships the following year. Historians are confident that Maldonado selected Pensacola Bay 

(called Ochuse or Achuse), and captured a local chief or cacique to lead Soto there. Maldonado 

arrived in Pensacola Bay with the supply fleet in the summer of 1540, but Soto and his 

expeditionary force never appeared. Maldonado searched for Soto along the coast, returning to 

Pensacola Bay in 1541 with more supplies, and he continued to search to no avail (Clune 2004; 

Hoffman 2002; Milanich and Hudson 1993:222). 

 
 

Twenty years later in 1559, the fourth and largest Spanish effort to colonize Florida was 

led by Tristan De Luna.  Luna was to establish permanent towns in Pensacola and on the Atlantic 

coast near Paris Island, South Carolina.  He left from Veracruz with 1,500 people and supplies 

arriving in Pensacola Bay in August, naming the settlement Ochuse.  Unfortunately, a hurricane 

struck Pensacola Bay in September, destroying most of the supplies and sinking several ships. 

This loss, combined with the absence of the local Indian population, forced Luna to seek refuge 

in the interior, leaving only a small contingent at Pensacola.  For more than a year, Ochuse 

languished. The Spanish Crown ordered Luna to move on to Santa Elena on the Atlantic coast, 

but he could not rally his officers to attempt another settlement. With Luna’s authority 

undermined, the Viceroy of New Spain, Luis de Velasco (the elder) (1550-64), sent out a 

replacement, Angel de Villafañe, in January 1561.  Villafañe found little worth salvaging at 

Pensacola and, leaving a detachment of about 50 men, sailed for Santa Elena via Havana. 

Another hurricane managed to frustrate Villafane’s settlement efforts, and the first successful 

settlement in Florida was established four years later in 1565 at St. Augustine (Clune 2004; 

Priestly 1928, 1936; Hoffman 2002). 
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Colonization and settlement in Pensacola and West Florida was not attempted by the 

Spanish for the next 125 years, as their attentions were focused on St. Augustine and the 

productive mission system on the Atlantic coast and north Florida.  However, intrusion into the 

Gulf by the French via the Mississippi River spurred the Spanish to try again to establish a 

settlement on the northern Gulf.  In 1686 Juan Enriques Barroto and Antonio Romero surveyed 

the Pensacola Bay area in search of a location for the settlement, and a journal written by an 

ensign aboard, Juan de Reina, has survived.  He called the area “Panzacola” after the name of the 

small Indian group living here, and he described Pensacola Bay as “the best bay I have ever seen 

in my life.”  Encouraged by this report, the viceroy of New Spain sent Admiral Andres de Pez 

and Carlos de Siguenza y Gongora to determine whether Pensacola Bay would be a suitable area 

for a settlement.  Siguenza endorsed Pensacola Bay for settlement, referring to it as the “finest 

jewel possessed by his Majesty.”  The viceroy endorsed the establishment of a settlement on 

Pensacola Bay in 1694, and Andres de Arriola founded Santa María de Galve in November 

1698. 
 
 
 

Presidio Santa María de Galve was a success for 21 years, and it was intensively studied 

between 1995 and 2000 by a team of historians and archaeologists from Archaeology Institute of 

the University of West Florida, led by Judith A. Bense (Bense 2004; Bense and Wilson 1999). 

Santa María consisted of a wooden stockade fort, Fort San Carlos de Austria, and a small 

settlement located on top of a bluff, named Barranca de Santo Tomé, overlooking Pensacola 

Pass.  The study of Santa María de Galve included a document analysis coupled with 

archaeological investigation of the fort wall, six internal buildings and adjacent areas, and the 

village.  The population of this frontier community ranged from 200 to 800 people, and it was 

dominated by a very small but powerful upper class of Spanish officers, officials, and wealthy 

civilians who resided in very restricted areas and had the best food and possessions in the 

settlement. The bulk of the population was made up of convicts and conscripts from Veracruz 

and Mexico City.  The embattled settlement was under siege for more than half of its existence, 

forcing the population to live inside the fort, which literally became a “walled town.”  The 

interior of the crowded fort took on the organization of a Spanish town with a public plaza at the 
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center surrounded by concentric rings of public and residential buildings. Residential areas were 

mostly segregated and reflected the rigid social hierarchy of the community in the distinct 

differences in structures, personal possessions, and ethnicities. In the village, the spatial 

organization was different, but social distinctions were present. The lifelines of this community 

were the situado from New Spain and a reciprocal trade relationship with the French at Mobile. 

The War of the Quadruple Alliance sealed the fate for Santa María de Galve.  France declared 

war on Spain in 1719 and that same year French troops from Mobile captured the presidio.  The 

information recovered from the investigation of Santa María de Galve has been the topic of nine 

M.A. theses (Breetzke 1996; Chapman 1998; Harris 1999; Parker 2001; Pokrant 2001; Renacker 

2001; Simms 2001; Swann 2000; Wilson 2000), an interim report (Bense and Wilson 1999), and 

a research book (Bense 2004). 

 
 

When Pensacola was returned to Spain in 1722, little was left at Santa María de Galve, 

and the Viceroy of Mexico commanded Lieutenant Colonel Alejandro Wauchope to rebuild the 

settlement on Santa Rosa Island.  Presidio Isla de Santa Rosa (8ES22) was constructed near 

Punta de Siguenza at the western tip of the island.  Very little historical information about the 

Santa Rosa settlement has been found, but a first hand account by Wauchope in 1723 described 

the settlement as having a warehouse made from cedar boards, a paymaster office, a house for 

the governor, a powder magazine also constructed from cedar wood, 24 houses for the populace, 

eight large houses for officers, a bake oven, and a lookout tower (Griffen 1959:255-256).  The 

cedar used in construction was both imported from Veracruz and salvaged from Presidio San 

Joseph on St. Joseph’s Bay, used during the three-year French occupation of Pensacola.  The 

only image of the site found to date is a drawing, entitled “A Perspective View of Pensacola” by 

Dom Serres in 1743, which shows the community as seen from the water.  A fort is shown on the 

east edge of the community with many structures to the west including a large church and 

governor’s house.  A main street is depicted with houses lining either side; some of the homes 

appear to be surrounded by wooden enclosures.  The drawing seems to agree with the description 

by Wauchope, although he did not mention the church.  The settlement of Santa Rosa Pensacola 

was in use from 1722 until 1752 when on November 3rd 1752 a hurricane decimated the area. 
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The storm raged for three days and afterwards the only buildings left standing were a storehouse 

and hospital (Faye 1941:162). 

 
 

After the Presidio Isla de Santa Rosa Pensacola was destroyed, some people took refuge 

on the mainland at a small post named San Miguel in the present-historic area of downtown 

Pensacola.  Other members of the garrison, aided by supplies from Mobile, built a blockhouse 

for eight guns a quarter of a mile east of the former Presidio Santa Rosa on the island.  However, 

the new viceroy of New Spain, Marques de las Amarillas, decided to abandon Santa Rosa Island 

and rebuild on the mainland near the blockhouse named San Miguel, eight miles from Pensacola 

Pass.  They built a wooden stockade fort, named Fort San Miguel, and some outside structures, 

but the Spanish lost Florida to the British in 1763 as part of the Treaty of Paris at the end of the 

Seven Years War.  In return, Spain regained their important settlements of Havana and Manila. 

The British greatly expanded the community of Pensacola and the fortifications.  The current 

street grid was laid out and the fort in the center of the community was expanded three times. 

Three forts or redoubts were constructed to protect the northern flank of the community in 

present-day North Hill.  A new fort was constructed to protect Pensacola Pass on top of the 

Barranca de Santo Tomé bluff, about 1500 feet west of the site of the former Presidio Santa 

María de Galve. British Pensacola was the capital of the 14th  North American colony of Great 
 

Britain and, as such, it was much larger in size and population than Spanish Pensacola as they 

were better supplied and encouraged people to develop the area for commercial and personal 

gain.  The revolt of 13 British colonies along the Atlantic seaboard swelled the population of 

Pensacola with refugees and military troops, and spurred the construction of defensive 

fortifications. 

 
 

Spain was encouraged by the revolutionary forces of the United States of America to 

seize West and East Florida from the British, and in 1781, a fleet led by Bernardo Galvez sailed 

into Pensacola Bay and successfully captured Pensacola and the colony of West Florida.  Very 

little damage was done to the town as the fighting took place at the fortifications north of the 

town.  West Florida and remained under Spanish control until 1821 when Florida became an 
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American Territory after a series of successful invasions of Pensacola by Andrew Jackson in 

pursuit of American Indians.  These Creek Indians were hostile to American expansion and had 

sought refuge in Pensacola.  The Spanish finally sold Florida to the United States and withdrew, 

ceding Florida, through the Adams-Onis Treaty, to the United States in 1819.  King Ferdinand of 

Spain signed the treaty in 1820, and it became an American territory in 1821 (McGovern 1974). 

Pensacola was the temporary capital of this new territory and Jackson became interim governor. 

 
 

In 1825, the United States decided to use Pensacola as a naval yard and built a three-fort 

system to defend their new Navy base. This defensive system consisted of Fort Pickens on the 

western tip of Santa Rosa Island (1834), Fort McRee on Perdido Key directly opposite to the 

west (1840), and Fort Barancas (1844) directly to the south on the mainland (Bense 1985). 

 
 

When the Civil War began in 1861, Floridians who lived in the western panhandle area 

had mixed loyalties.  Some citizens from Pensacola, Marianna, and Milton hoped to delay 

secession or postpone it indefinitely, whereas most northwest Floridians were anxious to sever 

ties with the North (Adams et al.1992).  The federal garrison at Fort Pickens, located at the 

entrance to Pensacola Bay, refused to surrender and was one of the few southern fortifications 

held by the Union for the duration of the war. The Confederates unsuccessfully attacked Fort 

Pickens in October 1861, and artillery bombardments took place in 1861-62 between Pickens 

and nearby Confederate-held forts.  But by early 1862, with more strategic regions of the South 

in peril from Union advances, Pensacola was abandoned by the Confederacy.  After 

implementing a scorched earth policy on the region's industrial complexes, the Confederate 

forces retreated from Pensacola in the spring of 1862.  Pensacola was practically abandoned for 

the remainder of the war, and various skirmishes between Union and Confederate forces 

occurred throughout northwest Florida until 1865 and the war's end (Parks, Rick and Simons 

1978; Parks 1986: 67-74; Rucker 1990: 625-750).  The remoteness of the western panhandle 

provided a haven for people coming to avoid conscription into the Confederate Army.  Those 

people, some of whom were Union collaborators, supplied Union ground forces and blockade 

ships with valuable information and guided Union forces on raids throughout the region. 
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Most citizens of the state welcomed the cessation of hostilities and the opportunity to 

return to a normal life. The economy, however, was in shambles and property values plummeted 

(Adams et al. 1992).  The lack of adequate transportation to inland areas impeded economic 

development and population growth.  The end of the war also brought anarchy to northwest 

Florida.  Bands of former soldiers, deserters, and criminals terrorized the population. Local 

governments collapsed and in 1866 several northwest Florida counties were placed under martial 

law. 

 
 

During the period after the Civil War, Fort Pickens fell into a period of disuse until 1898 

when several large guns were mounted on a platform in the middle of the fort, called the battery 

of Pensacola. During World War I, Fort Pickens served as a training camp for artillery crews, 

and during World War II the western tip of Santa Rosa Island was fortified with additional 

batteries to defend the Navy Yard from Axis powers (Coleman 1982; Bense 1985). 

 
 
Previous Research 

Formal archaeological investigations in northwest Florida began in the 1880s with a 

survey of shell midden sites along Florida's Gulf Coast (Walker 1885).  Walker identified and 

excavated portions of shell middens and burial mounds in Escambia, Okaloosa, and Santa Rosa 

counties .  Among these are Escribano Point (8SR2) and East Pensacola Heights (8ESl).  The 

Escribano Point site, located at the head of East Bay, contained extensive midden deposits and 

produced several human burials.  The East Pensacola Heights Site, located on Emanuel Point, 

contained burials within two sand mounds, and a shell midden.  At the turn of the Twentieth 

century, C. B. Moore visited the northern Gulf Coast and investigated numerous sites within the 

region: the Santa Rosa Sound Site (8SR1), the Maester Creek Mound (8SR870) and Graveyard 

Point (8SR3) in Santa Rosa County, and the Fort Walton Temple Mound (8OK6) in Okaloosa 

County, Florida (Moore 1901). 
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The next substantive archaeological research within the northwest Florida region was 

conducted by Columbia University under sponsorship of the National Park Service (Willey 

1949).  This extensive investigation of a 500 mile stretch of the Gulf Coast of Florida included 

surveys as well as test excavations at scores of sites. Many were tested in Escambia, Okaloosa 

and Santa Rosa counties.  In his monumental Archeology of the Florida Gulf Coast, Willey 

(1949) developed a prehistoric chronological framework which has formed the basis of all 

prehistoric chronologies for the region.  This synthesis defined eight cultural periods and 

produced the first ceramic typologies for the Gulf Coast. Although the typologies have been 

refined over the years, the basic structure remains. 

 
 
 

Following Willey's ground breaking work, archaeological investigations were undertaken 

in northwest Florida by Sears (1954), Fairbanks (1959; 1964) and Lazarus (1958; 1961).  During 

the 1960s, Florida State University performed several limited investigations at sites in Santa 

Rosa and Escambia Counties.  These investigations located the site of the presidio Santa Rosa 
 

Punta de Siquenza (8ES22), the "Second Pensacola", on Santa Rosa Island (occupied between 
 

1719 and 1752) and documented structural remains and refuse pits from this settlement (Smith 
 

1965).  Other significant archaeological research undertaken in the region during this period 

includes Phelps' (1966) work in the central Florida Panhandle, and the survey of the Naval Live 

Oaks Reservation in Santa Rosa County by Tesar (1973).  In addition, Percy (1974), Brose 

(1984) and Sears (1977) generated refined chronologies for this area, especially for the 

Woodland and Mississippian stages. 

 
 
 

A number of cultural resource preservation planning studies have been performed by 

UWF faculty and staff in the last few years for state, regional and local government agencies. 

These studies include an analysis of historic surveys in the northwest Florida region (Bense and 

Adams 1991) as well as historic preservation plans for several counties and municipalities:  the 

City of Pensacola (Bense 1989); Fort Walton Beach (Phillips 1992b); and Okaloosa (Phillips 

1992c), Santa Rosa (Phillips and Bense 1990a), and Escambia (Phillips 1992d) counties. 
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Archaeological investigations have also been undertaken at numerous historic sites in 

northwest Florida (cf. Carruth 1989; Lee and Joy 1989; Little, Curren, and McKenzie 1989). 

Phillips (1993b) conducted extensive excavations at Arcadia (8SR384), a water-powered mill 

complex near Milton.  This work documented three Antebellum mill structures, described an 

industrial artifact assemblage, and modeled the systems that powered the complex.  Phillips 

(1993b) conducted a reconnaissance survey of water and steam powered mill sites that identified 

and described approximately 50 mill or mill related sites in Escambia, Santa Rosa and Okaloosa 

counties.   A second mill survey conducted by the UWF Archaeology Institute documented 

approximately 30 additional water-powered mills (Phillips 1996).  A synthesis of this mill 

research described a model of Colonial and antebellum settlement in the northwest Florida 

interior (Phillips 1998). Much historic archaeological research has been conducted in Pensacola 

(cf. Bense 1985; 1989; Joy 1989a; 1989b; Joy and Lloyd 1988; Fabbro 1992; Stringfield 1992). 

Recent excavations in the Colonial community and inside the fortifications of Pensacola have 

documented First Spanish Colonial structures and features (ca. 1752-1763), British Colonial 

structures, fortifications, and features (ca. 1763-1781), and produced significant subsistence data. 

Ten years of archaeological research in Pensacola has produced the first detailed description of 

the historical archaeological assemblages in Pensacola (Bense 1999). 

 
 

Several cultural resource management compliance archaeological projects have been 

conducted in the area in recent years.  These CRM projects include surveys along a portion of the 

shore of Choctawhatchee Bay (Huston and Thomas 1984; Phillips 1985) and Santa Rosa Sound 

(Phillips 1984), the University of West Florida main campus (Phillips and Bense 1990b, Harris 

and Phillips 1995), the mouth of the Perdido River (Phillips 1991), and interior areas of 

Okaloosa and Santa Rosa counties (Phillips 1989c, 1990; Phillips and McKenzie 1992b).  Large 

scale surveys and limited test excavations have been undertaken on Eglin Air Force Base 

(Thomas and Campbell 1993), at Sandestin (New World Research 1985), and along a proposed 

pipeline corridor extending for about 62 miles through interior areas of Escambia, Santa Rosa 
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and Okaloosa counties (Phillips 1994) .  Test excavations in southern Okaloosa County have also 

been conducted in Fort Walton Beach at Pirate's Bay (8OK183) by Thomas and Campbell 

(1984).  The Eglin investigations (Thomas and Campbell 1993) identified over 880 cultural 

occurrences, produced a predictive model of archaeological site locations, and provided a 

comprehensive synthesis of the archaeological research undertaken in northwest Florida. 

 
 
 
Previous Underwater Research 

 
Pensacola’s maritime history is documented back to 1559, with the arrival of Don 

Tristán de Luna y Arellano’s fleet.  Since that time, Pensacola has had five different nations fly 

their flags in ownership of this historic port and all have one thing in common:  maritime 

activity.  The following is a summary of the previous work accomplished on submerged cultural 

resources in Pensacola’s waterways, with specific focus on Santa Rosa Island and the vicinity of 

the project area.  Previous works that are summarized before 1992 were compiled from the 

“Submerged Historical Resources of Pensacola Bay” report by Franklin et al. (1992).  Prior to 

the 1970s, underwater sites were periodically visited by the Army Corps of Engineers to remove 

obstructions to navigation and by private salvors to salvage ships’ equipment. 

 
 
 

In 1973, the first two major surveys of Pensacola waterways were conducted to record 

submerged cultural resources in the vicinity of the newly established Gulf Islands National 

Seashore (GINS).  These surveys concentrated on the areas of Gulf Breeze, Santa Rosa Island, 

and Perdido Key and sought to locate and minimize the threat to submerged cultural resources 

due to increased public use (Franklin et al. 1992).  The preliminary reconnaissance survey 

conducted by Lenihan (1974) found “18 potential submerged cultural resources.”  Later that 

same year, Louis Tesar found seven potential shipwreck sites located on land and in the water 

(1973).  Concurrently, G. Norman Simons, at that time director of the Pensacola Historical 

Museum, prepared a listing of known Pensacola shipwrecks from a variety of historical and 

archival sources. 
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The U.S. Army COE conducted a survey of Pensacola’s harbor channel and basin near the 

Navy Yard in 1986.  During the two-week period, 173 anomalies were located and 56 were 

confirmed with side scan sonar (U.S. Army COE 1986).  From these targets, 12 were selected for 

further investigation.  In 1987, Tidewater Atlantic Research (TAR) was subcontracted to assess 

the 12 targets located in 1986 (Franklin et al. 1992).  The U.S. Army COE rediscovered seven 

targets and local sport divers identified two others.  Of the nine targets located, all but one was 

either modern debris or lacked cultural material.  The one target to produce any cultural material 

was a shipwreck thought to be the Convoy.  This site was documented with a preliminary site 

plan, video, and photographs (Tidewater Atlantic Research 1987). 

 
 
 

In 1990, representatives of the Navy Homeport Project deepened the entrance channel of 

Pensacola Bay.  While dredging, a bronze howitzer became lodged in the dredge pump.  This 

discovery led to a survey of the area by the U.S. Army COE to determine if an unrecorded 

shipwreck was located in the project area.  After a four-day visual and magnetic inspection, only 

modern debris was found and the U.S. Army COE concluded that the howitzer was an isolated 

occurrence (U.S. Army COE 1990a; U.S. Army COE 1990b). 

 
 
 

During dredging operations of the slip at the Pensacola Naval Air Station in December of 
 

1990, a submerged wooden structure was encountered.  Panamerican Consultants, Inc. was 

contracted to determine the identity of the structure and assess its significance.  The investigation 

determined that the structure represented the remains of a wharf foundation caisson intentionally 

sunk in the early 1830s (Mistovich et al. 1991). 

 
 
 

In the early 1990s the State of Florida recognized the lack of a comprehensive research 

and management plan for the large number of submerged cultural resources located within state 

waters.  The Florida BAR developed a pilot study for such a management plan by gathering an 



22  

inventory and assessing sites in an area known to contain significant cultural resources.  The 

Pensacola area was chosen for this pilot study due to the abundance of shipwreck sites of various 

ages located in broad environmental conditions. The study used archived and published 

materials, interviews, and remote sensing with both magnetometer and sonar.  This study, called 

the Pensacola Shipwreck Survey, found 162 possible targets. Of these, 33 were identified as 

significant sites and were recorded.  These sites ranged in length from 16 feet to 350 feet and in 

age from the 18th century to the first half of the 20th century.  More than 20 of the significant sites 
 

were located near historic maritime activity centers such as shipyards, mills, and wharves 
 

(Franklin et al. 1992). 
 
 
 
 

The second phase of the Pensacola Shipwreck Survey began in 1992.  This portion of the 

survey addressed recommendations for constructing a regional model, established the USS 

Massachusetts as a State Underwater Archaeological Preserve, and intensified the remote 

sensing survey to locate additional submerged sites (Spirek et al. 1993).  From the additional 

remote sensing, 52 targets were chosen for ground-truthing.  After visual inspection of targets by 

divers, two shipwrecks dating to the First Spanish Period (1513-1763) and three ballast piles 

were discovered. 
 
 
 
 

After the discovery of the two ships in 1992, the Florida BAR focused their attention on 

the vessel located near Emanuel Point.  It became clear after the first field season that it is the 

earliest shipwreck located in Florida waters to date and may have been associated with the fleet 

of Tristan de Luna, one of the first European attempts to colonize the United States (Smith et al. 

1995).  Positive identification that this wreck was from the Luna fleet of 1559 was determined 

from a preponderance of artifactual evidence found at the site. As excavations continued, the 

vessel was found to be larger than previously thought and work continued until 1998 (Smith et 

al. 1998).  During the later stages of excavation, the horde of artifacts led to master theses in 

colonization and lifeway patterns of 16th-century Spanish settlers (Scott-Ireton 1998, Pugh 2001; 
 

Rogers 2003). 
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Discovered by a local diver in the 1980s, the Florida BAR designated the Santa Rosa 

Island Wreck as an archaeological site in 1992 (Spirek et al. 1993).  UWF archaeologists 

relocated the vessel in May of 1998 and began excavations to establish the wreck's identity.  At 

the close of the 1998 investigations, a date range of 1680 to 1720 was determined by artifact 

analysis.  The vessel exhibited characteristics similar to 18th-century ships and was constructed 

exclusively of New World hardwoods, which were the preferred building materials of Spanish 

shipwrights during the eighteenth century (Bratten et al. 1999a). 

 
 
 

Work continued on the Santa Rosa Island Wreck through 2000, and evidence was 

gathered to aid in the further identification of the vessel (Bratten et al. 1999b; Hunter et al. 2000; 

Cozzi et al. 2001; Bratten et al. 2003).  Historical research into the vessel’s identity suggests that 

the remains are the Nuestra Señora del Rosario y Santiago Apostol, a large frigate and former 

member of the Spanish Windward Fleet that had patrolled Gulf and Caribbean waters.  The 

Rosario was lost in a 1705 hurricane shortly after arriving at Presidio Santa María de Galve 

(1698-1719), located near the modern city of Pensacola, Florida (Hunter 2001). 

 
 
 

While excavating the Santa Rosa Island Wreck in 1998, recording of the Catharine also 

took place. The Catharine was a Norwegian ship lost in 1894 off the south coast of Santa Rosa 

Island near Fort Pickens, and is a popular sport diving wreck.  Two objectives were 

accomplished on this wreck:  the visible hull timbers were mapped and exposed artifacts were 

collected and conserved (Bratten et al. 1999a).  Following hurricane Georges the wreck was 

evaluated for damage and the site plan updated (Burns 2000). 

 
 
 

Another investigation at this time involved UWF archaeologists, graduate students, and 

field school students investigating a late 19th-century fishing schooner known as Hamilton’s 

Wreck (Hunter et al. 2000).  This vessel’s identity remains unknown, but Robin Moore (2002) 
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analyzed the uses of different schooner types within Pensacola’s Maritime economy to place this 

vessel in a historical context. 

 
 
 

When the UWF field season started in 2000, a reconnaissance survey was undertaken to 

locate and record submerged contact period and colonial archaeological resources in selected 

areas of Pensacola Bay.  Investigations were conducted on 40 remote sensing targets that 

included nine previously recorded shipwrecks.  The targets ranged from cultural remains to 

shipwrecks, and 11 potentially significant sites were identified (Cozzi et al. 2001). 

 
 

In 2001, a small grant from UWF was divided between two graduate students to record 

two shipwrecks for master theses (Raupp et al. 2003).  One vessel, located in the Blackwater 

River and known as the Snapper Wreck, is a fishing schooner.  Investigation of this vessel 

revealed construction features associated with Pensacola's fishing industry and an infiltration of 

New England boat building techniques to the region (Raupp et al. 2003; Raupp 2004).  The other 

vessel investigated was the English bark Rhoda, located in Pensacola Bay off Santa Rosa Island. 

Archaeological documentation by Rawls indicated that the remains were consistent with a 19th- 

century Canadian built sailing vessel. Archival research established the Rhoda's role in 
 

Pensacola’s lumber trade (Rawls 2004). 
 
 
 
 

In 2003, the NPS’s Southeast Archeological Center (SEAC) requested the UWFAI to 

assess current conditions of 12 submerged sites located in the GINS waters (Cozzi and Bratten 

2003).  These sites were observed and minimal recording was done.  Recommendations for each 

of the sites were provided to the NPS for future management of the cultural resources. 

 
 
 

Due to concerns regarding increasing construction along Pensacola’s downtown 

waterfront, activities in 2005 centered on the identification of submerged cultural resources in 

this area (specifically from the mouth of Bayou Chico to Bayou Texar).  Specifically, staff and 
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students of UWFAI conducted remote sensing (magnetometer and side scan sonar survey) and 

ground truthing to re-examine previously explored sites as well as search for new historic or 

archaeological structures. Several hundred magnetic anomalies were detected.  Analysis of the 

survey data produced 44 magnetometer and 21 side scan sonar targets designated for further 

investigation.  One of these targets was identified as the previously known B-Street Schooner 

(8ES1903), which lie in a more exposed condition than originally reported in the 1992 Pensacola 

Shipwreck Survey (Franklin et al. 1992).   This site was documented by students in the 

University of West Florida's Maritime Archaeological Field Methods course in summer of 2005. 

 
 

Most recently, UWF archaeologists and students have been involved with investigations 

of the second shipwreck discovered from the Luna fleet of 1559.  Dubbed “Emanuel Point II”, as 

its specific identity remains unknown, this site was discovered during the 2006 field methods 

course in underwater archaeology.   Test excavations on the vessel’s bow, midships and stern 

have been conducted in the 2007-2009 seasons (Cook et al. 2009; Bratten 2009; Cook 2009; 

Worth 2009). 

 
 
 

Research Design 
 
Project Objectives 

This cultural resources assessment survey had three objectives: 1) to identify 

archaeologically sensitive areas within the proposed work reach; 2) to conduct a Phase I level 

cultural resource assessment to locate and assess the significance of any archaeological 

properties of this area; and 3) to provide management recommendations for any archaeological 

or historical resources encountered during the field work.  The work conducted did not include 

Phase II (archaeological testing) or Phase III (mitigation) investigations. 

 
 
Remote Sensing Methods 

The reconnaissance survey was conducted by personnel with extensive remote-sensing 
 

experience.  All work was performed in compliance with the requirements set forth in the 
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Performance Standards for Submerged Remote Sensing Surveys published by the Florida 

Division of Historical Resources at: 

(http://www.flheritage.com/preservation/compliance/review/Remote_Surveys.pdf). 

 

Due to the fact that the project area saw significant maritime activity for much of the 

historic period, and was the site of multiple piers and wharfs throughout the 19th and 20th 

centuries, there was considered a high potential for submerged sites and structure remnants 

associated with Pensacola‘s maritime heritage (see Figure 3).  The area’s long history of cultural 

activity in combination with an even longer history of natural disasters has led to a considerable 

amount of cultural debris scattered along the shores and shallows of the survey area, some of 

which are visible from the shore. It was, however, unclear prior to documentary research and 

archaeological investigations how much of this debris was affiliated with the significant 

historical activities associated with the island and how intact such sights might be. 
 
 
 

The waterfront area extending approximately 2000 feet (610 meters) along the bayside 

shore of Santa Rosa Island and projecting into the bay 250 feet (76 meters) was surveyed with 

magnetometer, sidescan sonar, and sub-bottom sonar during the period from 10/19/2009 through 

3/30/2010. Basic bathymetric data in the project area includes a water depth of 0-10 meters (0-32 

feet) and a tidal range of 1.15 feet.  A particularly shallow area on the eastern edge of the survey 

area was investigated by archaeologists using SCUBA and snorkel gear because remote sensing 

was not an option as the water was too shallow for travel by boat and there was not enough depth 

in the water column for the remote sensing equipment to work appropriately. 

 
 
Survey Equipment 

The survey utilized a Standard Horizon DS-150 depth finder, a Sea Spy Overhauser 
 

magnetometer, a Marine Sonics 600 kHz. sidescan sonar, and a Stratabox 10kHz. sub-bottom 

profiler sonar (see Figures 4 and 5).  Locational control was maintained using a Garmin 

GPSMAP 76 global positioning unit. Survey data was input to Hypack 2009a survey software 

http://www.flheritage.com/preservation/compliance/review/Remote_Surveys.pdf
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Figure 3. Map of project area with reconstructed shorelines and location of an 1834 wharf. 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 4. Graduate archaeology student Sarah Linden monitors the side scan sonar 
computer. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 5. Graduate archaeology student Elizabeth Murphy during setup for the 
sub-bottom sonar survey. 



29  

 

running the Windows XP Pro operating system on a Dell Inspiron 8200 laptop. UWF personnel 

utilized a Rhino 21 ft. johnboat for survey operations. 

 
 

UWF archaeologists conducted the magnetometer survey with a Marine Magnetics 

SeaSpy magnetometer, which measures the intensity of magnetic forces, both natural or 

“ambient” magnetics found everywhere on earth, as well as deviations from the ambient 

background which could indicate the presence of magnetic (ferrous) anomalies caused by 

historic or archaeological sites.  The unit of measurement with the SeaSpy system is the nano- 

Tesla (nTesla); the nTesla value in northwest Florida averages approximately 48,600 nTesla, and 

any derivation detected from this average is considered a potential anomaly.  As the sensor 

passes through the magnetic field surrounding a ferrous mass, the strength, or intensity, of that 

anomaly is recorded digitally in relation to locational data provided by the GPS unit.  The 

SeaSpy towed magnetometer is a highly accurate overhauser omnidirectional instrument capable 

of registering changes in the earth’s magnetic field to one tenth of a nano-Tesla. UWF 

archaeologists recorded magnetometer readings every quarter of a second (approximately every 

foot at typical survey speeds). Iron elements common on historic sites such as chain, anchors, 

cannon, fasteners and even ballast stone affect the signature received by magnetometers, 

indicating a magnetic anomaly which may suggest the presence of significant archaeological 

remains (Murphy and Saltus 1998).  The magnetometer data is then extrapolated on a map 

showing the line traveled by the survey vessel, with concentrations of magnetic anomalies 

plotted for diver investigation. 
 
 

The ability of the magnetometer to detect magnetic anomalies, which may be caused by 

submerged cultural resources such as archaeological sites, has led to the widespread use of this 

technology in underwater archaeology remote sensing surveys.  Magnetometers were first used 

in locating archaeological shipwreck sites in the 1960s (Hall 1966), and have since become a 

reliable tool in the location of submerged historic sites (for case studies, see Arnold 1976, 1996; 

Clausen and Arnold 1976; Green 1987; Nelson 1979).  The interpretation of magnetic data is not 
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an exact science, however.  Many variables can contribute to a magnetic signature, including: the 

size, mass and area of the object; the object’s orientation to the Earth’s magnetic field; the 

distance of the object from the magnetometer sensor; and the orientation of the sensor to the 

object.  The size of the magnetic anomaly is one factor in the analysis of potential dive “targets”, 

along with the anomaly’s duration, whether it appears on more than one survey line, and whether 

it represents a single point source or a more complex series of dipoles (the latter tend to be more 

closely associated with significant cultural material).  It should be noted that other sources can 

create magnetic anomalies, such as dock facilities, navigation buoys, metal structures such as 

bridges, etc., which is why diver investigation of targets is required to verify the magnetic source 

(Green 2004: 62-69). 

 
 

For the side scan sonar component of the survey, archaeologists used the Marine 

Magnetics Centurion splash-proof system, which incorporates a 600 kHz. sonar “fish”, splash- 

proof computer, 30 meter cable and miscellaneous computer cables and hardware for 

computer/fish connectivity.  The first use of side scan sonar for archaeological applications 

occurred in 1963, when Dr. Harold Egerton successfully located the lightship Vineyard with a 

prototype sonar that he developed (Fish and Carr 1990: 1-2). Side scan sonar detects anomalies 

by sending out acoustic energy on either side of the sensor or tow-fish.  Any objects lying on the 

seafloor will reflect some of this energy.  This typically shows up in the sonar readings as a 

bright area signifying the physical object that reflected the sonar energy (also called a “hard 

return”) beyond which is an area of shadow where the acoustic energy was reflected (Green 

2004: 76; Mazel 1985: 2-6).  Under ideal circumstances side scan sonar is capable of providing 

near-photographic images of the bottom on either side of the trackline of a survey vessel.  With 

the Marine Sonic software, sonar anomalies can be measured in dimensions of length, width, 

area and height, providing a significant amount of information about potential archaeological 

sites even without physically seeing the anomaly. Generally side scan sonar works best in flat 

areas without reef or rock structure which can block the acoustic energy and mask the presence 

of ballast stone, exposed hull structure or other indications of a shipwreck site.  The primary 

drawback with side scan sonar is its inability to detect buried sites. 
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Sub-bottom survey was conducted using a Stratabox 10kHz. Geophysical Instrument, 

which allows sonar penetration of the seafloor for profiling purposes. The Stratabox unit is a 

portable, high-resolution marine sediment imaging instrument capable of delivering 6 cm. of 

marine sediment strata resolution with a maximum bottom penetration of up to 40 meters.  It is 

designed for inshore and coastal geophysical marine survey up to 150 meters of water depth. 

 
 

Survey lines were established within the area running generally east to west, parallel to 

the shoreline (see Figure 6). These transects were spaced 10 meters (32.8 feet) apart to obtain 

overlapping coverage of the survey area. Eleven pre-planned survey lines, measuring a total of 

8,800 meters (5.5 miles) were plotted to adequately cover the area. A few areas close to the shore 

were too shallow to safely navigate in the research vessel, and were inspected visually by 

snorkelers/divers.  HYPACK navigational software was used to delineate the survey area and to 

plan survey lanes. The survey function of HYPACK allows the integration of GPS locational 

data, magnetometer data, and depth-sounding data for analysis.  During the survey, information 

was displayed in real time and readings were recorded on the hard drive for later analysis. An 

electronic navigation chart US5FL72M.000 obtained from NOAA was used as the background 

map for the HYPACK software. This vector chart in S-57 format is an approved navigation chart 

in the WGS84 ellipsoid with Universal Transverse Mercator (UTM) display.   A laptop computer 

running Hypack navigational software integrated several data streams including the remote 

sensing devices, GPS, magnetometer readings, and speed.  This entire system is powered by a 

12-volt battery, and can be operated by as few as two crewmembers.  After completion of the 

magnetometer remote-sensing survey, the data was collected and analyzed at UWF Archaeology 

Institute.  Magnetometer data was post-processed using the TIN modeling feature in HYPACK 

2009a to create a surface model of the magnetic signatures, on which potential magnetic and 

sonar targets were plotted for diver investigation (see Figures 7 and 8). 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 6. Pre-plotted survey lines for the remote sensing survey, and real-time results 
from the magnetometer survey. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 7. HYPACK surface area model of magnetometer data, with both magnetic 
and sonar targets identified. 
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Figure 8.  HYPACK magnetometer data surface area map overlaid on satellite imagery, 
with both magnetic and sonar targets identified. 

 
 
 
 
Diver Investigation Methods 

 

Diving investigation, or “ground-truthing” requires a four-person dive crew as stipulated 

by the UWF Guide to Scientific Diving; a two diver buddy team, a standby/safety diver suited up 

and ready to enter the water should the primary divers require assistance, and a dive leader who 

remains on the surface and directs diving operations. Dives were conducted using a UWF 

pontoon boat as a diving platform.  UWF nautical archaeologists are required to abide by the 

diving regulations as stipulated in the UWF Guide to Scientific Diving (copy on file, UWF 

Marine Services), and all divers who participated in this research are certified scientific divers 

through UWF’s diving program. 
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The standard procedure for investigating targets involves relocating the magnetic or sonar 

anomaly using differential GPS, dropping a weighted buoy on the target location, and anchoring 

the diving platform near the buoy marker.  The dive leader then conducts a dive briefing while 

the primary divers and standby diver suit up and prepare to enter the water.  The underwater 

search procedure involves the divers descending on the buoy location and conducting circle- 

searches.  Typically one diver stays at the center of the circle by the buoy weight with the 

measuring tape, extending out 3 meters (9.8 feet) of tape to the second diver who swims the 

circle while visually scanning the seafloor.  The searching diver typically carries a probe and 

metal detector to aid in determining if any buried anomalies exist. Upon finishing a circle, the 

central diver feeds out another 3 meters of tape, and the second diver commences another circle 

search.  This process continues until the divers either locate the source of the anomaly, or 

complete a 15 meter (49 feet) radius circle search, at which point the target would be considered 

unlocatable. 

 
 

Upon locating the anomaly, the second diver typically signals the central diver, who 

attaches the tape to the buoy weight and then joins the second diver to investigate the anomaly. 

Divers record the anomaly using tapes, folding rules and mylar slates, as well as underwater 

cameras when visibility allows.  Alternatively the object is recovered for surface photographs 

and measurements.  This methodology is continued until all anomalies have been accounted for, 

or the locations of anomalies have been thoroughly searched. 

 
 
Expected Results 

 

Due to the prehistoric and historic habitation of Santa Rosa Island, and particularly the 

maritime activities in the project area through the historic period, a significant potential existed 

for the discovery of previously unknown archaeological sites.  The remote sensing methods 

utilized, along with UWF’s established procedures for diver investigations, made it likely that 

any potential significant sites would be detected and investigated during the course of the 

project. 
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Unexpected Discoveries 
 

The procedures for dealing with unexpected discoveries, including the discovery of 

human remains are detailed below.  In the unlikely event that after construction has commenced, 

archaeological or historical deposits in excess of 50 years of age are encountered, all work 

should cease and a professional archaeologist should be consulted to evaluate the cultural 

deposits and make management recommendations to the SHPO.  The University of West Florida 

Archaeology Institute will provide this assessment on request.  As an alternative approach, the 

developer may contact the Florida Department of Historic Preservation, Compliance and Review 

Section for guidance. 

 
 

In the event of the unexpected discovery of human remains, all work should cease 

immediately.  This is in accordance with Chapter 1A-44 Procedures for Reporting and 

Determining Jurisdiction Over Unmarked Human Burials and Florida Statute 872.05. The 

individual in charge of the activity should notify the appropriate District Medical Examiner 

(DME) within seven days of the discovery and the Senior Archaeologist at UWFAI.  The DME 

shall determine if the remains are over 75 years of age, and if so shall notify the State 

Archaeologist.  Any activity that will disturb the remains should cease until authorization from 

the appropriate authority is given to resume work. 

 
 
Archaeological Fieldwork Activities 

 

Magnetometer Survey 
 

UWF conducted the magnetometer survey on 30 October 2010, towing the magnetometer 
 

‘fish’ 15 meters (50 feet) behind the research vessel to minimize any magnetic interference from 

the boat. Eleven pre-planned survey lines adequately covered the area, though some off-line 

navigation near shore was required to avoid grounding the boat or damaging the fish (Figure 6). 

Post-survey analysis suggested the presence of two principle anomalies, designated FPM-1 and 

FPM-2 (Fort Pickens Magnetic 1 and 2).  FPM-1 is clearly associated with the modern and 

adjacent abandoned pier features, as can be seen when the magnetometer data is geo-referenced 
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with satellite images of the area (see Figure 8).  FPM-2 is a high nTesla target that extends over 

four survey lines (40 meters or 130 feet) offshore and is associated with visible rubble onshore 

and in the shallows in the satellite image shown in Figure 8.  Detailed information on both 

magnetometer targets can be seen in Table 2.  Besides these two anomalies, the remainder of the 

magnetometer data is very stable, reading around 48,260 nTeslas which reflects the ambient 

magnetic signature of the area.  This “quiet” magnetometer data suggests a low likelihood of 

magnetic anomalies other than the FPM1 and FPM2 targets. 

 
 

Table 2: Summary of Data Relating to Magnetic Anomalies 
 

Target No. nTESLA Description Duration Northing/Easting* 
FPM-1 1,200 Modern Pier 38 meters 3355497/471882 

FPM-2 613 Concrete/Rubble 76 meters 3355398/ 472231 

*UTM coordinates, WGS-84 datum, Zone 16. 
 

 
 
 
 

Side Scan Sonar Survey 
 

UWF staff and students conducted the side scan sonar survey on 30 October 2010.  The 

sonar “fish” was initially mounted off of the bow while concurrently conducting the 

magnetometer survey, but wave action led to excessive vertical movement of the fish, creating 

unsatisfactory results.  Upon completion of the magnetometer survey, the sonar fish was towed 

from the stern with greatly improved survey data (Figure 9).  Analysis of the sonar data led to the 

identification of four anomalies, broadly defined as any bump, shape, or object that does not 

appear to be part of the natural seafloor (Table 3 and Figure 10). Despite advances in sonar 

technologies and increasing experience of sonar operators, interpretation of side scan sonar 

records remains a qualitative, rather than quantitative, process (Fish and Carr 1990: 81). 

Numerous factors affect the sonar image; “false images” can be generated due to schools of fish, 

acoustic noise from dolphins or whales, the wakes of passing boats, surface conditions, 

thermoclines or density changes in the water, etc.  While none of the sonar images generated 

during the survey appeared particularly likely to represent archaeologically significant 
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Figure 9.  Mosaic of side scan sonar data collected in the project area. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 3: Summary of Data Relating to Side Scan Sonar Anomalies 

Target Number Dimensions Investigation Result Northing/Easting* 
 

FPS-1 4 m. Natural depression 3355395 / 472594 

FPS-2 9.49 m. Natural sand ridge 355401 / 472525 

FPS-3 1.26 m. No anomaly located 3355440 / 472083 

FPS-4 3.52m. Natural depression 3355438 / 472353 

*UTM coordinates, WGS-84 datum, Zone 16. 
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(d) 

 

Figure 10. Sonar Target Images of (a) Target FPS-1; (b) Target FPS-2; (c) Target FPS-3; 
(d) Target FPS-4. 



 

submerged features, the four anomalies selected seemed different enough from the natural 

bottom to warrant diver investigation. 

 
 
Sub-Bottom Sonar Survey 

 

The P.I.’s strategy for utilization of sub-bottom sonar surveys is to aid in the delineation 

of suspected sites or anomalies, rather than as a prospecting tool for locating unknown sites or 

for surveying large areas.  While sub-bottom sonar can provide insights into deposits lying below 

the surface of the seafloor, the narrow width of the sonar beam requires extremely narrow lane 

spacing if the goal is the location of potential historic or prehistoric sites. In addition, the limited 

resolution of sub-bottom imagery generally makes it impossible to determine if buried sonar 

anomalies represent cultural or natural deposits without sub-surface testing through probing, 

coring or excavation (Faught 2002: 287; Budz personal communication, 2010).  Due to these 

concerns, sub-bottom sonar was not used for the general survey area covered by the 

magnetometer and side scan sonar.  Upon analyzing the magnetometer data, however, anomaly 

FPM-2 appeared to line up closely with a historic wharf structure plotted in the project area 

dating to the 1830s (see Figure 3).  As a means of testing whether sub-surface structure relating 

to this feature still exists, an attempt was made to use sub-bottom sonar to identify and/or 

delineate any such features.  Survey lanes specifically for the sub-bottom sonar survey were 

established at 5 meter (16.4 feet) intervals in the area of the magnetic anomaly and historic pier 

location to maximize chances of detecting any sub-surface structure (see Figure 11).  The 

Stratabox sub-bottom sonar averaged 2 to 3 meters (6.5 to 9.8 feet) of bottom penetration, but no 

anomalies were visible in the sonar data (Figure 12). 
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Figure 11. Pre-planned survey lines for the sub-bottom survey of the pier area. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 12. Example of sub-bottom data collected in the potential pier area. 



 

Diver Investigation 
 

UWF nautical archaeology students and staff conducted diver investigations of magnetic 

anomaly FPM-2 and the four side scan targets. Each of the side scan anomalies were investigated 

from a UWF research vessel as a diving platform, and target FPM-2 was examined by deploying 

divers from shore. 

 
 

The side scan anomalies FPS-1 through FPS-4 turned out to be natural features on the 

bay bottom, with the exception of FPS-3, in which divers could not locate any anomaly.  This 

may have been caused by a false image generated by the sonar, or due to the fact that the 

anomaly was caused by subtle natural features on the seafloor that were not distinguishable 

enough to be noticed by the divers.  The targets FPS-1, FPS-2 and FPS-4 were readily 

discernible as pronounced grooves, ridges, or depressions, all of which are likely caused by the 

considerable tidal activity that occurs in the vicinity of Pensacola Pass. 

 
 

Diver investigation of FPM-2 resulted in the discovery of two distinct scatters of rubble, 

primarily composed of concrete or a similar type of poured cement, as well as the remains of 

pilings extending a short distance out of the bay floor (Figure 13). The eastern rubble scatter 

extends offshore from visible fragments on the beach and in shallow water approximately 20 

meters (65 feet), and is composed of concrete, brick and other artifacts measuring 10 meters (33 

feet) across in 3 meters (10 feet) of depth (Figures 14 and 15).  The western rubble pile is more 

compact, lying approximately 7 meters (23 feet) offshore, measuring 10 meters (32 feet) in 

diameter (Figures 16 and 17).  In both features, individual concrete pieces range from over a 

meter (3.3 feet) in length to just 10 centimeters (3.9 inches) in size.  While some concrete pieces 

remain articulated to each other, none appears to be in its original location, and may in fact 

represent a dumping or disposal activity, though more research would be required to determine 

this for sure.  The two rubble features are separated by 7 meters (23 feet) of sandy bay floor with 

no visible cultural remains.  Two pilings extend north from the shore toward the western rubble 
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Figure 13. Map of recorded features in the pier area. Note the western and eastern rubble scatters, 
and intact pilings leading offshore toward the western rubble feature.



 

 
 

 

Figure 14. Underwater photograph of mortared brick in the eastern rubble scatter. 
 

 

Figure 15. Underwater photograph of concrete feature in eastern rubble scatter. 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 16. Underwater photograph of wooden piling associated with western rubble 
scatter. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 17. Underwater photograph of articulated concrete structure in western rubble 
scatter. 
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scatter approximately 1 meter (3.3 feet) apart, and portions of two others are offset from these 

slightly and extend 2 meters (6.6 feet) further offshore from the other pilings (Figures 13 and 

16).  All pilings appear to be composed of wood with iron straps on their outside surfaces, and 

average 60 cm (24 in.) in diameter.  Use of the underwater metal detector suggests that others 

may lie buried as they progress offshore, but no hand fanning or bottom disturbance was 

conducted to verify this. 

 
 

Divers covered the area of the magnetic anomaly conducting a visual search using 

compasses for navigation and recording distance and depth as they progressed, visually 

searching an area 135 meters (443 feet) offshore to the north, and 100 meters (328 feet) 

east/west, with a maximum depth of 10 meters (32 feet).  Within this area, divers noted the two 

rubble features shown in Figure 13 as the principle visible cultural elements, with occasional 

debris or other material randomly scattered on the bay floor. 

 
Changes to Research Design 

No significant changes to the research design were warranted as the archaeological 

fieldwork progressed.  Not all of the eleven pre-planned survey lines could be completed in their 

entirety due to shallow waters near shore, but these areas were visually inspected either by 

diving, snorkeling or wading. 

 
 
 
 
Results and Conclusions 

Laboratory Methods 

During the fieldwork, no cultural material was recovered for analysis, negating the need 

for laboratory methods or curation concerns.  Selected field maps, drawings and photographs 

were digitized at UWF’s Archaeology Institute as needed to facilitate the site evaluations, project 

synthesis and production of this report.  All remote sensing data was analyzed at the 

Archaeology Institute as well. 
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Findings in Relation to Project Objectives 

The objectives of this cultural resource assessment survey were to locate, identify and 

evaluate all archaeological resources within the project area. The methods employed were 

designed to recover sufficient data to assess the potential significance of any cultural properties 

according to the criteria established for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places 

(NRHP). These objectives were accomplished during the course of this project. 

 

UWF staff and students conducted intensive magnetometer, side scan sonar and sub- 

bottom sonar surveys of the project area, followed by diver investigations of magnetic and sonar 

anomalies identified through analysis of the survey data.  None of the offshore sonar anomalies 

appear to be cultural in origin, and instead are natural features on the seafloor.  Analysis of 

magnetic anomaly FPM-2 suggested that it represented a large (613 nTesla in magnitude), 

complex anomaly with a significant duration (76 meters), and that it closely matched the 

documented location of an 1830s era wharf or pier structure (see Figure 18).  Diver investigation 

of this anomaly revealed the presence of intact pilings, as well as two rubble piles in the vicinity, 

composed primarily of concrete or poured cement features.  Various types of concrete were 

developed and used since classical times; the great dome of the Pantheon, built in 27 B.C., is 

made of concrete.  In the modern era, engineers and bricklayers experimented with various mixes 

of concrete beginning as early as the sixteenth century.  Aspdin’s patent for Portland Cement, 

which revolutionized construction with cement or concrete-like material, dates to October 21st, 
 

1824 (Potter 1908: 2-4, 35).  While it is yet unknown if the concrete rubble is associated with the 

historical pier known to be in the area, the location of the concrete, magnetic anomaly and 

documented location of the pier may warrant further investigation if this specific area were to be 

impacted by construction. A recommended avoidance area, that extends beyond the magnetic 

signature of FPM-2 and outside of the reconstructed location of the 1830s-era wharf, is shown in 

Figure 18.  GPS coordinates for each corner of the avoidance area are included in Table 4. 
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Table 4: GPS Coordinates for Avoidance Area Plotted in Figure 18. 
 

Corner Northing* Easting* 
 

Southwest 3355386 472163 

Northwest 3355461 472193 

Northeast 3355437 472304 

Southeast 3355393 472296 

*UTM coordinates, WGS-84 datum, Zone 16. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 18. Approximate location of 1830s-era wharf overlying magnetic surface area map, with 
recommended avoidance area. 
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Management Recommendations 

In fall of 2009 and spring of 2010, the University of West Florida, Archaeology Institute 

conducted a Phase I underwater cultural resource assessment survey for proposed pier 

construction within an offshore area extending 2000 feet (610 meters) by 250 feet (76 meters) 

along the bayside shore of Santa Rosa Island, Florida.  The results of these investigations 

indicate that a significant magnetic anomaly, designated as FPM-2, is located in the same area as 

an 1830s-era wharf structure.  Diver investigations of the anomaly led to the identification of two 

rubble scatters, composed of concrete features, bricks and other artifacts, and the remains of four 

wooden pilings as shown in Figure 13.  For this phase I investigation, no phase II (archaeological 

testing) or phase III (mitigation) was performed.  At this point in the investigation, it is unknown 

if the rubble features noted by divers are associated with the 1830s wharf structure, with later 

activity in the project area, or are the result of dumping or disposal behavior  The principal 

investigator recommends avoidance of the area in case any remains of the wharf exist beneath 

the bay floor sediments (see Figure 18). 
 
 
 
 

In assessing all remote sensing and diver groudtruthing data regarding potential criteria 

for application to the National Register as contained in 36 C.F.R. 60, the principal investigator 

concludes that the site has the potential to meet criterion D, or sites that “have yielded or may be 

likely to yield, information important in history or prehistory.”  While a direct association 

between observed cultural material and documented historic wharf structure remains to be 

determined, enough circumstantial evidence warrants avoidance of the area if at all possible 

during construction of the proposed pier. 
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Introduction  

 

The University of West Florida’s Archaeology Institute (UWF) conducted follow-

up Phase II archaeological investigations of the proposed ramp from the seawall to the 

proposed Ferry Pier at Fort Pickens, on Santa Rosa Island, Gulf Islands National 

Seashore (GUIS).  At a meeting and conference call on March 25, 2011, participants 

agreed that Option B was the preferred corridor through the underwater remnants of the 

original wharves associated with Fort Pickens construction and maintenance.  It was 

unclear, however, if a ramp from the Option B pier to the seawall would impact cultural 

materials.  GPR remote sensing data for the beach portion in Grid 3 showed four 

amorphous anomalies east and west of a broad void area.  Shovel testing in the western-

most anomaly revealed that recently deposited sands were present to a depth of at least 

110cm below surface. 

 

The meeting participants requested that the GPR survey be extended south across 

the beach grass to the base of the seawall and that the ramp corridor for Option B be 

examined for remnants of pilings or other cultural features using a backhoe to remove 

recently deposited sands.  UWF archaeologists conducted the additional fieldwork from 

March 29 through April 6, 2011.  A second meeting/conference call was scheduled for 

Thursday, April 14, 2011 to discuss the results. 
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Methods 

 

Follow-up activities by UWF archaeologists included conducting GPR survey of 

two additional 15x20 m grids (Grid 6 and 7) abutting the south edge of original Grids 3 

and 4. UWF archaeologists also flagged the proposed wharf centerline at the water’s 

edge, as well as the limits of the possible building in Grid 2.  UWF underwater 

archaeologists placed buoys on the east edge of the iron piling wharf and on the west 

edge of the scatter west of the terracotta pipe wharf in order to mark the limits of Option 

B.  The eastern edge of the concrete pile was also marked with a buoy.  Corps 

archaeologists staked the proposed ramp centerline across the beach. The ramp is planned 

to be 16 ft wide.   

 

After the additional remote sensing, GUIS provided a John Deere end 

loader/backhoe and operator to work with the UWF archaeologists.  The end loader 

removed the recent sand overburden and exposed cultural features along the ramp 

corridor.  Machine access to the corridor was maintained by gradually sloping the west 

edge of the excavated area. Sand was removed from approximately 10 ft on both sides of 

the centerline.  The southeast edge of the ramp corridor intersected the current sand ramp 

and road over the seawall.  This sloping area was not excavated so the road would not be 

destabilized. Once archaeological features were encountered at 80 to 100 cm below 

surface, the backhoe bucket (which had a steel bar placed across its teeth) was used to 

remove overburden above the features (Figure 1).  UWF archaeologists exposed the 

features using hand tools.  The features were photographed, mapped in plan view, and the 

excavation block location was recorded with a total station.  The excavation was not 

backfilled, and the feature was left exposed for further inspection  by the NPS and the 

Corps. 

 

Results 

 

The additional GPR survey revealed the buried edge of the seawall (Figure 2).  

This edge could be either the actual toe of the wall, or more likely, the end of the riprap. 
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A linear structure perpendicular to and east of the original wharf ramp was noted in Grid 

7.  No other notable features were revealed in Grid 6 or 7.  The perpendicular linear 

feature will not be intersected by the proposed ramp. 

 

The machine excavations revealed a structure composed of a series of granite 

blocks, cement in the shape of barrels, and brick and concrete rubble (Figure 3).  This 

structure corresponds with the location of the western-most anomaly in Grid 3 (Figure 4).  

Three feature numbers were assigned in the field (Figure 5).  Feature 1 consists of a 

series of rectangular granite blocks and concrete barrels generally arranged in a U-shape.  

Feature 1 measures approximately 5.5 m east-west and 3 m north-south. The longer, 

north side of the feature consists of 9 granite blocks laid side-by-side north to south with 

the outside ends facing the water.  The east side of the U consists of  5 rectangular granite 

blocks and block fragments arranged side-by-side east and west with the outside ends 

facing east.  Two levels of granite blocks were exposed at the south end of the east arm.  

The west side of the U is irregular and includes one rectangular granite block aligned 

east-west, two square granite block fragments, and approximately 8 complete and 

fragmented cement barrels.  Feature 2 is a low-lying concentration of brick and concrete 

rubble in the center of Feature 1.  The rubble includes abundant glass, iron fragments and 

sea shells.  Feature 3 is an unmodified cypress log lying along the north edge of the 

granite blocks.  It had not been squared or trimmed, and had no fasteners in it.  It was 

buried in sand with abundant shell hash. 

 

The rectangular concrete blocks of Feature 1 appear to be recycled elements of 

the original gun platforms at Fort Pickens.  Two of the blocks have pairs of either iron 

fasteners (16) or lead-lined holes that would have seated fasteners (1).  The fasteners 

would have secured the iron traverse circle that the wheels of the gun carriage turned on 

to the granite platform (Figure 6). On Block 16 the stain of the iron traverse circle is still 

visible (Figure 7).  Several of the blocks are curved (6, 8) or have angled ends (1, 2, 6, 7, 

16) that can be seen on extant Fort Pickens gun platforms.  Several rectangular blocks 

have mortar still adhering to their ends (11, 12, 13).  The complete blocks measure 1–1.5 

m in length, and are 30–40 cm square. 
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The barrels may be the hardened remains of Rosendale cement containers.  No 

barrel staves were present, but stains on the cement revealed where they had been at one 

time (Figure 8).  Rosendale or natural cement was used along with Portland cement in the 

construction of the original Fort Pickens as well as in several re-buildings.  It is 

mentioned frequently in the archival records.  Similar cement barrels were reportedly 

used in construction along the beach and appear to be associated with the ramp from the 

wharf to the fort (Bob Bradley, personal communication 2011) (Figure 9). 

 

The brick rubble, iron, glass and concrete concentration (Feature 2) appears to be 

fill deposited purposefully inside the U-shaped structure.  Scattered brick, iron, glass and 

concrete fragments extend to the south of Feature 1 as well.  Judging from the GPR 

results, it is likely that brick, concrete, glass, and iron rubble is abundant across the area 

of the former wharf ramp.   

 

The cypress log (Feature 3) does not appear to be a part of the granite structure 

(Figure 10).  Rather, it appears to be a tree that was washed ashore in a storm, was 

stopped by the granite block structure, and was buried with sand and shell hash.  Because 

the log was not an in situ feature, no dendrochronology sample was taken.  The storm that 

deposited the Feature 3 log along side Feature 1 could have dated as recently as 2004 

(Hurricane Ivan). 

 

Discussion and Recommendations 

 

The gun platform debris in Feature 1 could be associated with one or two events 

that occurred at Fort Pickens.  In 1899, the Northwest Bastion exploded.  According to 

Bearss (1982:197) the rubble from the bastion and north curtain casemates was used for 

riprap to protect Battery No. 3 (Alexander Trueman) in 1904-05.  In 1916, the 

breastwork, gun platforms, and parapet of the south wall of Fort Pickens were removed.  

According to Bearss (1982:115), the rubble was used to riprap the seawall.  It may be 
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possible to correlate the Feature 1 granite blocks with one of these two events by 

comparing the size and morphology of the blocks to still extant features of the fort. 

 

The organization of Feature 1 suggests that both the gun platform debris and the 

cement barrels were carefully placed in a U-shape. The closed end of the U produced a 

barrier fronting the bay.  The open, back side of the U was filled with additional rubble 

from the fort.  The GPR results suggest there may be a series of these structures aligned 

along the beach with at least two structures east and west of the original wharf ramp. In 

addition to these relatively formal structures, there is abundant brick, concrete, and iron 

debris scattered across the area associated with the former wharf. 

 

The structure marked by Feature 1 could be considered significant under Criterion 

C, in that it is an element of a significant site.  It might also qualify under Criterion D for 

its potential to reveal information about re-use of dismantled elements of the fort.  The 

barrels of cement will be of particular interest to masons and other craftsmen 

participating in restoration of 19th century forts along the Gulf Coast.   

 

It should be possible for the pilings for the proposed Ferry Pier Ramp in the 

Option B Corridor to be placed so they avoid the granite blocks of Feature 1.  Feature 1 

covers an area measuring 3.0 (N-S) by 5.5 (E-W) m.  If the pilings cannot avoid the 

granite blocks and cement barrels, the NPS may want to recover a sample for interpretive 

purposes.  The new pilings will undoubtedly impact riprap and wharf rubble throughout 

the Option B corridor.  These rubble features should not be considered significant 

elements of the National Register District. 
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MEMORANDUM 

September 20, 2011 

To:  David W. Morgan, Director, Southeast Archeological Center 

From:  Daniel M. Seinfeld, Archeological Technician 

Subject: Trip Report on Archeological Investigations Prior to the Construction of the Fort 
Pickens Ferry Pier Sidewalk and Pavilion, Gulf Islands National Seashore, Santa 
Rosa Island, Florida, September 19, 2011. SEAC Acc. 2543 

 

In September of 2011 Jeff Halstead, Exhibit Specialist of Gulf Islands National Seashore (GUIS), 
contacted the Southeast Archeological Center (SEAC) regarding section 106 evaluation of an area of 
potential impact prior to construction of a proposed pathway and pedestrian area for a ferry pier in the 
Fort Pickens Historic District (9ES93). The proposed construction is in an archeologically sensitive area 
(Cook and Murphy 2010; Lawson and Lydick 2006; Seibert 2010; Tesar 1973). Archeological Technician 
Eric Bezemek and I conducted subsurface testing to determine the presence of significant resources in the 
area.  

Previous Investigations 

Archeologists from SEAC and the University of West Florida have conducted previous 
investigations in the proposed construction area (Cook and Murphy 2010; Seibert 2010; Tesar 1973). 
Tesar (1973) discussed historic structures in this location as part of a wider program of archeological 
survey and testing at GUIS. SEAC archeologists conducted site assessments in the area in 2006 following 
Hurricane Ivan (Lawson and Lydick 2006). In 2010, a team of SEAC archaeologists excavated five 
shovel test pits between Buildings 15 and 17 to fulfill compliance for a communications tower. Shovel 
test units uncovered construction fill and trash dating to the early 20th century. The archeologists 
uncovered no cultural features and the tower was constructed as planned (Seibert 2010). 

A team of University of West Florida archeologists conducted underwater survey for the 
proposed ferry pier (Cook and Murphy 2010). The team used magnetometer and side scan sonar, sub-
bottom sonar, and diver investigation to identify archeologically significant underwater resources. They 
discovered the remains of constructions including rubble, mortared brick, wooden pilings, and concrete. 
These remains may be related to an 1830s era pier (Cook and Murphy 2010). The principle investigators 
recommended avoiding impacting the area around the approximate location of the 1830s wharf (Cook and 
Murphy 2010). 
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Structures in the Proposed Construction Area 

The proposed construction area is located within Fort Pickens Historic District (8Es93), a 
collection of Spanish American War era structures dating to the late 19th and early 20th centuries (Tesar 
1973:123). This area is located to the south of the Spanish American War period seawall (8Es94) that was 
used as early as 1896 and completed in 1910 (Tesar 1973:123–124, 174). This area contains three 
standing structures, Building 15 (ASMIS number GUIS-29.010), Building 16 (ASMIS number GUIS-
29.011), and Building 17 (ASMIS number GUIS-29.009) (Figures 1 and 2). Building 15 is a brick 
structure constructed in 1907 that was used for loading mines for coastal defense (Lawson and Lydick 
2006:70). This structure was incorrectly designated a train repair shop (9Es92) in Tesar’s (1973:122) 
survey (Lawson and Lydick 2006:70). Building 15 was constructed on the footprint of another mine-
loading station that was destroyed in the 1899 Bastion D explosion (Lawson and Lydick 2006:70). The 
narrow-gauge railway that runs to this building are the remnants of a rail used to bring mines to the 
building for servicing (Figure 2 and 3). The Quartermaster Corps took control of the building in the 1930s 
and used it as a vehicle repair shop. It continued to be used for vehicle maintenance and welding through 
the present day. Building 15 was mistakenly labeled as Building 16 in previous reporting on this area 
(Seibert 2010).  

Building 16 is a brick structure located opposite from Buildings 15 and 17. This building was a 
mine storage facility constructed in 1900 (Lawson and Lydick 2006:71). Building 16 used the foundation 
of an identical mine storage facility constructed in 1898 and destroyed in the 1899 explosion at Fort 
Pickens. The Quartermaster Corps took over the structure in the 1930s (Lawson and Lydick 2006:71). 
The building continues to be used to be used for maintenance work.  

Building 17 is a concrete structure dating to the early 1900s that occupies the location of an 
engineering warehouse destroyed in the 1899 explosion (Lawson and Lydick 2006:73). The structure has 
been used as both a storage area and a carpentry shop. The concrete slab foundation to the west of 
Buildings 15 and 17 lacks historical documentation. Given the other structures in the area, it was likely 
built in the early 20th century and was used for military storage. The area to the south of these buildings is 
covered in concrete and gravel and is used for parking by park staff. 

Subsurface Testing 

On September 19th, 2011 we departed from SEAC to conduct subsurface testing at GUIS. We 
arrived at approximately 9:30 AM central time and consulted with Jeff Halstead regarding the location of 
the proposed construction.  We placed nine shovel tests at 10 meter intervals on the proposed construction 
area and adjacent areas (Figure 1). The shovel test units had a 30 centimeter (cm) diameter and were dug 
to a depth of 100cm. The soil from the shovel tests was screened through a ¼ inch mesh, and the 
recovered artifacts were placed them in sealable plastic bags. We noted and discarded modern artifacts 
such as wire nails as well as abundant construction material such as bricks and concrete. Other items, 
such as coal and roofing shale were too abundant to collect in whole. We discarded a majority of these 
items, but noted their presence and collected representative samples. After completing each shovel test, 
we took a global positioning system (GPS) position using a Trimble GeoXH capable of sub-meter 
accuracy. 
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  Shovel tests units 1–4 were located on or near the footprint of the proposed sidewalk. We dug 
these test units to a depth of 100cm. Shovel test 1 was located on the base of a ramp for a path leading 
over the sea wall. This test unit contained a 10cm deep level of humic soil overlaying a 10cm thick level 
of shell fill. Under this shell we encountered a 30cm thick level of mottled sand fill. The shell in shovel 
test 1 is likely from fill for the ramp construction near the sea wall (Figures 2 and 3). Under this fill we 
encountered a buried A horizon of light gray (10YR 7/2) sand overlaying a stratum of dark grayish brown 
(10YR 4/2) sand. We encountered 19th and 20thcentury trash and structural remains throughout this unit 
including coal, nails, glass, brick, cement, and metal fragments. Shovel tests 2 and 3 were located off of 
the ramp and lacked the layer of shell fill. Both units contained 45–65cm of sand fill followed by a 10cm 
deep deposit of coal overlaying a buried A horizon. The artifacts and mottled sand in the upper strata of 
these units are consistent with this area being filled-in during the Spanish American War era for 
construction. Some of the construction material and fill we encountered may be from buildings destroyed 
during the 1899 explosion at Fort Pickens. Seibert (2010) encountered similar stratigraphy and artifacts in 
shovel test units between Buildings 16 and 17.  

Shovel test unit 4 was located on the proposed pathway to the south of Building 15. This unit was 
highly disturbed, containing ceramic sewer pipe and heavy metal cable at a depth of approximately 40cm. 
These artifacts likely date to the use of heavy metal cables in Building 15 during the Spanish American 
War era (Lawson and Lydick 2006:70). We recovered other historic artifacts including nails and slag 
from the bottom of the unit. The depths of these artifacts suggest that this unit is in a layer of fill. The area 
directly to the north and east of shovel test unit 4 is covered in broken concrete and has the remains of the 
narrow-gauge rail running into Building 15. 

Shovel test units 5–7 were located between the concrete slab building footprint and Buildings 16 
and 17. These units covered the area of the proposed pavilion. Shovel test 5 had a level of shell fill 
followed by alternating levels of dark grayish brown (10YR 4/2) and light gray (10YR 7/2) sands. We 
encountered modern trash throughout this unit, including copper mesh, a spark plug, and wire nails. Tests 
units 6 and 7 contained dark grayish brown (10YR 4/2) sand over a stratum of light gray (10YR 7/2) 
sand. These two units contained a mix of historic artifacts, such as wrought nails and spikes, and modern 
trash, such as wire cut nails and machine-blown glass. There was no clear stratigraphic difference 
between the modern and historic materials, suggesting that these test units are in recently disturbed soil, 
perhaps related to destruction from Hurricane Ivan in 2004 (Lawson and Lydick 2006). We were forced 
to terminate shovel test 7 at only 55cm because of extensive concrete rubble. This rubble may have 
originated from the concrete slab foundation directly to the south of unit 7 (Figure 1). 

We attempted to excavate shovel test 8 in proposed asphalt zone to the south of the concrete slab. 
We encountered a level of eroded concrete underneath 5cm of sand and grass. We were unable to dig 
through the concrete. Testing with the shovel revealed that the remainder of this proposed asphalt area is 
covered in concrete as well, even in areas containing some topsoil.  

Shovel test unit 9 was in the grassy area to the east of the proposed sidewalk. We encountered 
late 19th and early 20th century artifacts as well as modern glass throughout this unit. We found a high 
concentration of bricks that forced us to terminate this unit at 60cm. These artifacts suggest that this area 
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is mostly fill soil containing construction material. Some of the construction debris may be related to the 
destruction of original buildings in the area during the 1899 explosion. 

After completing shovel testing we photographed the project area and took GPS points on the 
concrete slab building footprint and the three structures. We departed at approximately 5:00 PM central 
time, returning to Tallahassee at 9:30 PM eastern time.  

Conclusions and Recommendations 

SEAC recommends that construction of the ferry pier pathway, asphalt area, and pavilion may 
continue as planned. All of the artifacts we encountered were likely associated with the Spanish American 
War era buildings that remain standing in the survey area. Some artifacts may represent debris from 
military buildings associated with coastal defense that were destroyed in the 1899 explosion at the fort. 
Shovel test units demonstrated that much of the area was covered with approximately 50cm of fill 
associated with the construction of buildings during the Spanish American War era. Subsurface evidence 
for this filling includes debris filled soils beneath the ground level of the buildings and the buried A 
horizon at 50cm below the surface in shovel test units. We found no evidence to support or refute Cook 
and Murphy’s (2010) suggestion that the rubble found in the underwater survey could have dated to the 
1830s. All records and collected artifacts will be curated under SEAC Accession number 2543. 

We recommend that care be taken to avoid damaging historic features, including Buildings 15, 16 
and 17; the remaining portions of the narrow gage rail (8Es91); and the Spanish American War period 
seawall (8Es94). SEAC recommends that a monitor be present during construction because we were 
unable to conduct subsurface testing beneath the concrete slab foundation and other concrete-covered 
areas. Personnel from the National Park Service Historic Architecture program should be contacted before 
the concrete slab foundations or any additional structures are added or removed.   

We also suggest adding signage describing the history of the buildings and narrow-gauge rails 
because of the historic significance of these structures and the increased pedestrian traffic that this area 
will see due to the ferry pier. The signs could explain the role of the structures in the Spanish American 
War era coastal defense program at Fort Pickens.  
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Figures 

 

 

Figure 1. Map of survey area including the locations of shovel test units, structures, and proposed 
construction areas. 
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Figure 2. Photograph showing the survey area including views of Buildings 15, 16, and 17, the Spanish 
American War era seawall (8 ES 94), the narrow-gauge rail tracks (8 Es 91) and the concrete slab 
foundation. The parking area and ramp up the seawall are also visible. 

 

 

Figure 3. Photograph showing Building 15 (ASMIS number GUIS-29.010) and the narrow-gauge rail (8 
Es 91). The pathway for the proposed sidewalk is to the right of Building 15 and in front of the narrow-
gauge rail. 
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FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

Kurt S. Browning 
Secretary of State 

DIVISION OF HISTORICAL RESOURCES 
 

 

500 S. Bronough Street  ••••  Tallahassee, FL 32399-0250  ••••  http://www.flheritage.com 
 

���� Director’s Office                         ���� Archaeological Research                         ���� Historic Preservation                        
(850) 245-6300 � FAX: 245-6436            (850) 245-6444 � FAX: 245-6452                 (850) 245-6333 � FAX: 245-6437            

 

September 23, 2011 

 

Ms. Jolene Williams 

Gulf Islands National Seashore 

Mississippi District 

National Park Service 

3500 Park Road 

Ocean Springs, MS 39564-9709 

 

Re: SHPO/DHR Project File No.: 2011-4123 (2011-2444) 

 Fort Pickens Ferry - Sidewalk, asphalt pavement and pavilion 

 Finding of No Adverse Effect by the National Park Service 

 Trip Report on Archaeological Investigations 

 Gulf Islands National Seashore 

Santa Rosa County 

 

Dear Ms. Williams: 

 

Our office reviewed the referenced findings of the field investigations conducted by the Southeastern 

Archaeological District for possible adverse impact to historic properties listed, or eligible for listing, in the 

National Register of Historic Places, or otherwise of historical, architectural or archaeological significance. 

The review was conducted in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, 

as amended and 36 CFR Part 800: Protection of Historic Properties and the implementing state regulations. 

 

Based on the information provided, this office concurs that the proposed referenced undertakings will have no 

adverse effect on historic properties associated with Fort Pickens, with implementation of the recommended 

measures to avoid impacts to historic features – Buildings 15, 16 and 17, the portions of the narrow-gauge rail 

(8ES91) and the Spanish American War period seawall (8ES94), and archaeological monitoring during the 

removal of concrete slab and covered areas.  

 

If you have any questions concerning our comments, please contact me at 850-245-6333 or 

lkammerer@dos.state.fl.us. Thank you for your interest in protecting Florida’s historic properties. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Laura A. Kammerer 

Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer 

For Review and Compliance 
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