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Executive Summary

Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, Inc. (VHB) was contracted by St. Johns County, Florida to
prepare and present a study to assess the feasibility of co‐locating an active rail and
paved multiuse recreational trail within right of way owned by the Florida East
Coast Railway (FEC). The purpose of the feasibility study was to make an
assessment of the constraints, preliminary design considerations, potential
environmental impacts, safety and potential costs for co‐locating the trail within
the FEC right of way and to demonstrate to St. Johns County and the Florida
Department of Environmental Protection Office of Greenways and Trails (OGT) if
the project is feasible.
VHB collaborated with four other firms (Rails to Trails Conservancy, Borrelli +
Partners, Alta Planning and Design and Nodarse & Associates) to provide the
complete package of information required by St. Johns County. RTC was integral in
the development of the collocated trail and rail line solutions. Borrelli + Partners
provided collaboration and input on trail planning, trail identification, connectivity
to other links in St. Johns County’s Master Plan, soft renderings and developing a
strategy for proposed treatments and design solutions. Alta Planning and Design
collaborated with VHB on the ability to collocate the trail with an active rail line. All
of the firms also participated in the preparation of order of magnitude costs for the
various elements in the project. Nodarse & Associates prepared the required Phase
I Environmental Assessment.
The study outlines the proposed trail corridor as a shared use path and assesses the
key design issues involved with the conversion process, including anticipated
project impacts, required environmental clearances and right of way related issues.
Future major design issues identified and addressed as part of the study included:
1) The safety challenge created by an area with limited right of way, and 2) The
presence of wetlands along the planned corridor that will need to be considered
and addressed through future permitting processes.
They showed that the challenges presented can be mitigated by the use of fencing
in areas where the right of way is limited and through the use of an elevated trail
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over wetlands to reduce the amount of impact to the wetland and associated
wildlife in the corridor.
An environmental survey was prepared and in the Appendix documents the results
of field reconnaissance, published and unpublished literature and other resource
materials.
Recommendations in this Study included:
A. Maximizing the distance between the tracks and trail wherever the adjacent
land and environmental impact analysis allows.
B. Identifying the types, frequency, and potential impacts of trail and railroad‐
related maintenance vehicles that will be using the trail, and ensure that the
trail is constructed to accommodate these vehicles and that trail user safety
is not compromised.
C. In constrained areas where the trade‐off is between rail proximity and
documented significant environmental impact and/or significant
construction cost, locating the trail no closer than 10.5 feet from the track
centerline (or 8.14 feet from the nearest track). Wherever possible, the trail
should be located 25 feet from the track centerline.
D. Given the constraints on this corridor and the projected usage, the trail
should be ten (10) feet wide with only infrequent light maintenance or
emergency vehicles using the trail.
E. Given the number of trains and speeds, a barrier is recommended at this
time for sections less than 25 feet from the track center line.
Presented with the recommendation, FEC indicated it could support the concept of
a RWT project within their right‐of‐way. The next steps include developing
agreements between the Railroad, Office of Greenways and Trails, and the County.
Agreements would specify items such as requirements needed to be included in the
design of the trail, and costs for leasing the right‐of‐way.
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Introduction
The St. John’s County Rail with Trail project is part of the St. Augustine to Palatka
Rail Trail, a 26‐mile corridor that has tremendous support on a national, State and
local level. It has been identified as a high priority in the Statewide System of
Greenways and Trails. The State of Florida, the Town of Hastings and St. Johns
County have contributed funds for planning and development of the overall trail
and have agreed to designate local areas to serve as trailheads. In July 2005, U.S.
Representative John L. Mica secured $2.32 million as the first major investment in
the project to complete design and engineering and begin construction.
The Trail section from St. Augustine to I‐95 will extend along active Florida East
Coast (FEC) railroad rights‐of‐way. This will be one of the few rails with trails
projects in Florida, providing both transportation and recreation with the same
corridor. From I‐95 west to Hastings the trail traverses abandoned railroad corridor
adjacent to SR 207 that has been acquired by FDOT. Connections to conservation
areas and local parks include Anastasia State Park, Vilano Beach and Railroad Park
in Hastings. This portion of the trail will be designated as part of the East Coast
Greenway and the St. Johns River Heritage Blueway.
The trail is proposed as an accessible, shared‐use facility with a minimum width of
ten (10) feet, per AASHTO requirements, located within or adjacent to the 100 foot
wide right‐of‐way adjacent to the FEC Railroad. The trail is proposed to serve a
variety of user groups and offer a variety of benefits. User groups include residents
and visitors walking, bicycling, and running. Primary trip purposes could include
utilitarian transportation, as well as tourism, recreation and physical activity. The
benefits of a trail generally include increased visitor stays in the area and related
expenditures, improved access to other trails in the area, improved health and
mobility options for residents, and improved safety.
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Photo: Existing Florida
East Coast Railway right‐

Project Area Description

The St. John Rail with Trail (SJRWT) is a key project for the community and the
public as more and more people realize the importance of fitness and good health,
mobility, fighting obesity, and the desire to maintain the quality of life that exists in
the St. Augustine area. In addition, the Office of Greenways and Trails (OGT) has
identified this segment as a critical link in a planned continuous 101 mile north
Florida trail system which will eventually connect from St. Augustine to Lake City.
This study is being done in support of an existing trail acquisition project being
pursued as part of the OGT and will allow the acquisition to move forward.
The Florida Greenways and Trails Program receives approximately $4.5 million
dollars annually from the Florida Forever Program and is administered by the OGT.
An application for the acquisition of the St. Johns County Rail with Trail project was
submitted to OGT through a partnership between St. Johns County Parks and
Recreation Department and Rails‐to‐Trails Conservancy.
The proposed project study area (Figure 10 is approximately six (6) miles long and is
generally bounded on the east by Palmer Street and on the west by the Interstate
95 bridge area. Figures 2 through 10 show existing conditions along the study
corridor including a stationing plan for the 6 mile corridor which is used to
reference locations during the field reviews conducted for this study.
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Figure 1 – Project Study Area
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Figure 2

Figure 3

Figure 4

Figure 5

Figure 6

Figure 7

Figure 8

Figure 9

Figure 10

As part of the Study, a team of engineers and environmental scientist walked the
corridor to document existing conditions and review potential issues or conflicts
that would need to be addressed later during a design study for the project. The
field trip also identified some suggested treatments for areas based on prior
experience from the Team. Table 1 is a summary of the issues and constraints
identified by the Study Team
Table1. Corridor Overview
Approximate
Location

Corridor Description

STA 9+10

Begin project at the end of Palatka to St. Augustine
Trail. Transition area will occur from rail to trail to a
trail with rail west of the commercial siding and the Y in
the rail line at its dead end at STA 9+00.

STA 27+50

Parallel trail with rail under I‐95 bridge. May need to
bench area for new trail subgrade (see example below).

STA 30+00 to
105+00

Rural land use with some low density residential on
north side. Some wetland crossings and minimal 100
year flood plain. Maintain drainage flow at 85+00 and
105+00 (Moultrie Creek). Wetland crossings at 43+00,
85+00 and 105+00.

STA 105+00
to 170+00

Undeveloped land, predominantly upland vegetation.
Power line crossing at 160+00 and wetland crossing at
167+00. Coordinate permitting with utility company.
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Approximate
Location

Corridor Description

STA 170+00
to 180+00

Nominal residential on north side. Predominantly
undeveloped and no commercial properties.

STA 190+00
to 219+50

Two commercial businesses on south side; need to
avoid siding conflicts. Rail service siding to each
business at 190+00 and 220+00. Best trail location will
be on north side of rail line.

STA 220+00

Holmes Boulevard at grade protected rail crossing. See
example of typical crossing after construction
completion below.
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Approximate
Location

Corridor Description

STA 220+00
to 257+00

Medium density residential each side of rail. See typical
rail with trail section from a similar project below.

STA 257+50

Protected rail crossing at CR 214. See typical crossing
after construction completion from a similar project
(see above photo).

STA 258+00
to 295+00

Rural residential area, low density. Typically large lots
with homes well set back from property lines.

STA 305+00

FEC dual track split, west and southbound. Our project
involves west to southwest rail service line.
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Approximate
Location

Corridor Description

STA 302+00

End of trail with rail, recommended trail head location,
near Palmer Street, north side of tracks. Ideal location
to consider acquisition of additional property for
trailhead and parking. Completed trail will look similar
to that of the project shown below.
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Florida East Coast Railway Background Information
Based on a Data Needs memo developed by the project consulting team and the
FECR, the following baseline information was identified for the purposes of this
study:
Railroad Classification:

Class 2

Primary Function:

Freight, all types

Number of Trains per week:

6

Number of Trains per day:

1

Track Speed Rating:

25 mph

Operating Speed:

20 mph

Crossings:

Multiple locations, most are signalized

Constrained Sections:

I‐95 underpass; sight distance at King St.

Right‐of‐Way Width:

100’ (Typical)

Number of Tracks:

Single Track east of I‐95

Adjacent Uses:

Range of Urban, suburban and rural

Environmental:

Wetlands at multiple locations

Key Concerns:

Safety, movement of freight

Other:

Active rail in corridor terminates west of
the study area; rail‐to‐trail conversion is
under development in adjacent
communities
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Environmental Summary
Field reconnaissance surveys were conducted to classify on‐site habitats and
identify the potential occurrence of plant or wildlife species listed as Endangered
(E), Threatened (T), or as a Species of Special Concern (SSC) by the Florida Fish and
Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) (FAC 39‐27.003‐005) and/or the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service (FWS) (50 CFR 17.17). The results of this effort were
summarized in an Environmental Constraints analysis.
Critical areas identified for wildlife during the screening included a wood stork
colony (#606109) located approximately 12 miles south of the project corridor
according to the Florida Atlas of Breeding Sites for Herons and Their Allies. The
colony was last known to be active in May 1989. However, the colony lies within
the 18 mile wood stork Core Foraging Area (CFA). Impacts to wetlands within the
wood stork’s CFA need to be mitigated within the same CFA or within a wetland
mitigation bank that lies within that CFA.
There was no evidence of gopher tortoise or their burrows observed during the
survey, but because of the potential for occurrence, a follow‐up pre‐construction
survey for gopher tortoises is recommended. No bald eagle nests were found
within the project area, and no bald eagles nests are identified to occur within one
(1) mile of the project site. There were no other listed species observed or
otherwise documented to occur within the project corridor.
Based upon a review of all information collected, a co‐located paved multi‐use trail
is feasible within the FEC right of way. During the study the FEC indicated that it
would be agreeable in concept with the project as long as their restrictions are met.
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Rail-With-Trail Design Guidelines
The proposed trail alignment has been developed by the study team with input
from local agencies and an advisory committee. The trail alignment requires a
compromise between proximity to the railroad tracks, and minimizing the extent of
intrusion (and environmental impacts) into lands that parallel the active railroad.
The proposed trail will also require the cooperation of the FEC, which currently
operates freight railroad service in the proposed corridor.
While there are examples of Rails with Trails present throughout the U.S., there are
no specific Rail‐with‐Trail standards currently in place in Florida. The conditions of
each RWT require an analysis of local opportunities, constraints and conditions.
Therefore, guidelines for developing this project was based on the 2002 publication
by Alta Planning + Design titled: “Rails‐with Trails: Lessons Learned – Final Report
prepared for the US Department of Transportation” .
The ‘Rails‐with‐Trails: Lessons Learned’ report offers the following general
recommendations as they relate to rail‐with‐trails (RWT):
1. RWT designers should maximize the separation between any RWT and
active railroad track, to the extent feasible. The recommended setback
between track centerline and closest edge of the RWT is 7.6 m (25 ft) for
higher speed and higher frequency train lines.
2. Subject to railroad and State and Federal guidelines and the advice of
engineering and safety experts, exceptions to the recommended setbacks
include:
a.
Constrained areas (bridges, wetlands, cut and fill areas)
b. Low speed and frequency train operations
c.
Areas where there is a history of extensive trespassing
In these cases, a positive separation technique is recommended.
3. Adhere to the request or requirements for fencing by the railroad company
to the extent possible. Except where a railroad company has requested
something different, RWTs should be separated by a fence when less than
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7.6 m (25 ft) exists between the trail and a track with moderate or high train
speed and frequency.
4. Minimize the number of at‐grade crossings, seek all reasonable alternatives
to new at‐grade track crossings, and close unnecessary existing at‐grade
crossings as part of the project.
5. Include a full review of existing and potential utilities in the railroad
corridor; including opportunities to install conduit during RWT construction
and include all relevant utility requirements in the easement or license
agreement.

Railroad Maintenance
Railroads need to have access to their tracks for routine and emergency
maintenance and other activities. Trains can throw up debris from the roadbed,
including rocks and other objects deliberately placed on the rails by trespassers.
Additional maintenance considerations include physical constraints on or adjacent
to railroad corridors, presence of separation techniques (including fencing), and
historical trespassing or other security issues. It is anticipated that all railroad
maintenance would be from on‐track vehicles rather than using the rail‐with‐trail,
except where other landside access is available or upon mutual agreement
between the FECR and the trail managers. The rail operator should review the trail
plans and their own maintenance activities and provide feedback on an ongoing
basis.
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Setback and Separation
The term ‘setback’ refers to the distance between the edge of the rail‐with‐trail
(RWT) and the centerline of the closest active railroad track while ‘separation”
refers to the treatment of the
space between a RWT and the
closest active railroad tracks,
including fences, vegetation,
ditches, and other items.
Because of the lack of standards
on acceptable setback distances,
the appropriate distance must be
determined on a case‐by‐case
basis.
The factors affecting this decision
include:
• Type and frequency of trains in the corridor
• Speed (“windblast” in high speed corridors),
• Separation Technique
• Topography
• Sight Distance
• Maintenance Requirements
• Historical Problems
• Corridor Ownership
• Environmental Site Conditions – e.g. wetlands, sensitive habitat areas
• Type of train service & materials being hauled
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Standards and Guidelines
State Public Utilities Commissions and the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA)
publish minimum setback standards (also known as "clearance standards") for fixed
objects next to active railroad tracks, the distance between two active tracks, and
adjacent walkways (for railroad switchmen). In the State of Florida, the Public
Service Commission was originally created to regulate the railroad industry in
Florida, but railroads were deregulated in the State in 1985. The Florida
Department of Transportation has current administrative responsibility for railroads
in the State of Florida.
The published setbacks represent the legal minimum dimensions based on the
physical size of the railroad cars, and are commonly employed along all railroads
and at all public grade crossings. These standards are typically applied to the
minimum distance that crossing equipment is located from active tracks. There are
general rail engineering standards described in the Manual of Uniform Traffic
Control Devices (MUTCD) that could apply to the minimum standards in a rail with
trail situation.
For example, these are standards for the setback distance that rail gate crossings
must be set back from the actual rail line to avoid the “dynamic envelope” of the
train. At the absolute minimum, trail users must be kept outside the “dynamic
envelope” of the track (the space needed for the train to operate). According to
the MUTCD (Section 8), the dynamic envelope is “the clearance required for the
train and its cargo overhang due to any combination of loading, lateral motion, or
suspension failure.” This includes the area swept by a turning train.
While the Florida regulations do not explicitly mention rail‐with‐trail setbacks, the
State’s clearance standards are referenced below:

FLORIDA ADMINISTRATIVE CODE
CHAPTER 14‐57 RAILROAD SAFETY AND CLEARANCE STANDARDS
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14‐57.003 Railroad Safety Standards and Clearance Requirements.
(1) This rule adopts the federal minimum safety standards for track, freight car, and
locomotive inspections prescribed by 49 C.F.R. Parts 213, 214, 215, 216, 217, 218,
219, 220, 221, 223, 225, 228, 229, 230, 231, 232, 233, 234, 236, 238, 239, and 240,
as printed in the annual edition of Title 49, Code of Federal Regulations, dated
October 1, 2000, and the federal minimum safety standards for the transportation
of hazardous material by rail as prescribed by 49 C.F.R. Parts 171, 172, 173, 174,
178, 179, and 180, as printed in the annual edition of Title 49, Code of Federal
Regulations, dated October 1, 2000, as rules of the Florida Department of
Transportation; and prescribes reasonable requirements governing clearances
above, beside, and between railroad tracks in the State of Florida. If a later version
of an individual part is subsequently issued and adopted by the Florida Department
of Transportation, that individual part will include the effective date of the revised
standard.
(b) Side Clearances. The minimum side clearance from the center line of a curved
railroad track, shall be one inch per thirty minutes of curvature, in addition to the
minimum side clearance from the center line of tangent standard gage railroad
tracks. The minimum side clearance used or proposed to be used for tangent
standard gage railroad tracks shall be as follows:
1. The minimum side clearance for all structures and obstructions above the top of
the rail, except those hereinafter specifically mentioned, shall be eight feet. (note:
posts, pipes, warning signs, and similar obstructions should, where practicable,
have a side clearance of ten feet.)
2. The minimum side clearance for tracks adjacent to platforms for loading and
unloading conventional railroad cars, where the tops of such platforms are
approximately level with the floors of such cars serving such platforms, may be
reduced to not less than five feet nine inches, on one side of the tracks only.
Warning signs, which direct attention of railroad employees and others to the
reduced clearance, shall be erected as specified in subsection (5)(f)1. of this rule.

3. The minimum side clearance for tracks adjacent to or entering engine terminal or
shop structures, such as engine houses and car repair shops, outdoor locomotive
fueling and servicing facilities, and turntables shall be six feet. When a side
clearance of less than eight feet exists on such tracks, warning signs which direct
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attention of railroad employees to the reduced clearance shall be erected at each
end of the structure. The clearance requirements of this rule do not apply to repair
or servicing platforms and structures inside engine houses and repair shops.
4. The minimum side clearance for platforms, eight inches or less above the top of
the rail, shall be four feet eight inches.
5. The minimum side clearance for switch boxes, switch operating mechanisms, and
accessories necessary for the control and operation of signals, switches, and derails,
projecting four inches or less above the top of the rail, shall be three feet.
6. The minimum side clearance for signals and switch stands, three feet or less
above the top of the rail and located between tracks, where not practicable to
provide clearances otherwise prescribed by this rule because of the distance
between the tracks, shall be six feet.
7. The minimum side clearance for fences of cattle guards shall be six feet nine
inches.
While there are no laws in Florida specific to a rail with trail setbacks, the following
regulations are provided as a reference for operation and management of the
proposed rail‐with‐trail:

The complete text of the Florida Recreational Use Statute (RUS) is provided in the
appendix of this document.
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Setback Recommendations
1. In lieu of a definitive standard, the following guideline was considered as a
baseline for the setbacks on the St. John’s rail‐with‐trail project, based on
the USDOT Rails‐with‐Trails study:
Minimum proposed distance from the centerline of an active railroad to the
outside edge of the St. John’s RWT: 3.2 m (10.5 ft) to 7.6 m (25 ft).
2. This dimension exceeds the minimums established in the Florida
Administrative Code and the FRA guidelines.
3. The ‘Rails‐with‐Trails: Lessons Learned’ report provides the following
guidance on setbacks that are relevant to this project:
1. Constrained Areas:
Many types of terrain pose challenges to a RWT design. While a railroad corridor
may be 30 m (100 ft) wide or greater, the track section may be in wetland or in an
urban area, making the placement of a RWT very difficult. RWT designers often try
and fit the RWT close to the tracks in constrained sections or on existing trestles
and bridges in order to avoid major construction costs. RWTs must maintain a
minimal setback from the tracks, allow railroad maintenance access, and still
achieve a feasible construction budget.
2. Type of Rail Service:
Lower speed and frequency train operations pose fewer hazards than higher speed
and frequency ones. Numerous low speed line RWTs exist or are planned. For
example, Portland’s Springwater‐OMSI Trail, along the 32 km/h (20 mi/h) Oregon
Pacific Railroad, is designed 3.2 m (10.5 ft) from the centerline to edge of trail, with
a fence along the entire length. Railroads providing commuter and inter‐city
passenger service and tourist rail service also tend to be more amenable to RWTs
than a pure freight line or an industrial railroad. In part, this is because passenger‐
oriented service would be attracting people from all directions to stations, and a
RWT may help facilitate access to those stations and increase ridership. Also, these
companies tend to be based locally and have stronger community ties. For all these
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reasons, narrower setbacks may be acceptable, again depending on engineering
judgment.
Based on this guidance, setback and alignment recommendations for the St. Johns /
FECR RWT are as follows:
A. Maximize the distance between the tracks and trail wherever the adjacent
land and environmental impact analysis allows.
B. To enhance the function and aesthetics of the trail, provide connections to
existing trails and provide secondary trail connections to adjacent
neighborhoods and destinations.
C. Identify the types, frequency, and potential impacts of trail and railroad‐
related maintenance vehicles that will be using the trail, and ensure that the
trail is constructed to accommodate these vehicles and that trail user safety
is not compromised.
D. In constrained areas where the trade‐off is between rail proximity and
documented significant environmental impact and/or significant
construction cost, locate the trail no closer than 10.5 feet from the track
centerline (8.14 feet from the nearest track). Wherever possible, the trail
should be located no closer than 25 feet from the track centerline.
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Table 1: Trail Design Criteria
Design Element

Criteria

Design Speed: Paved

20 mph

Horizontal Widths: Paved
Bridge

10’

Graded Shoulders

2’ Minimum

Horizontal Clearance to
Obstructions

4’ Minimum

Separation from Slopes
≥3:1 & Canals/Ditches

6’ or Use FDOT Index No. 452
or 520.

Separation from Parallel
Roadways

Rural: 5’ from roadway
shoulder; Urban: 5’ from edge
of travel

Superelevation

1% Recommended, 2%
Maximum

Radius

100’ Minimum

Stopping Sight Distance
(SSD) Grade = 5%
Descending

130’ (Varies for other grades)

Lateral Clearance on Inside
of Horizontal Curve

Based on sum of SSD for trail
users traveling in opposite
directions

Vertical Alignment Grades

3% Continuous, Length not
exceed 100’ when >3%, 5%
Maximum

Length of Vertical Curve

Based on grades and required
Stopping Sight Distance

Vertical Clearance to
Obstructions

8’ Minimum

Equestrian Use ‐ None

N/A

Bridge Railing Clearance

2’ either side

Railing

Min. 42” height

10’
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Design Element

Criteria

Design Load

H‐10 truck plus live load

Pavement Design

1 ½” Type S‐111 Asphaltic
Concrete
6”
Limerock, Shell, Crushed
Concrete or Asphalt
8”
Type “B” stabilization (LBR 40)

Separation Recommendations
While many of the existing RWTs in the United States have no fencing or barriers
composed of vegetation, ditches, or other passive or natural features, railroad
companies commonly
require new RWTs to
provide fencing. From
the trail manager’s
perspective, fencing is
considered a mixed
blessing. Installing
and maintaining
fencing is expensive.
Improperly
maintained fencing is
a higher liability risk
than no fencing at all.
In all but the most
heavily constructed
Minimum RWT Setback, based on the National
fencing, vandals find
FHWA Rails-with-Trails Study
ways to cut, climb, or
otherwise overcome a
fence to reach their destinations.
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RWT planners should adhere to the request or requirements for fencing by the
railroad company to the extent possible. Over 70 percent of RWTs surveyed in the
National study (43 trails) utilize fencing and other barriers such as vegetation for
separation from adjacent active railroads and other properties. Barriers include
fencing (34 percent), vegetation (21 percent), grade (16 percent), and drainage
ditch (12 percent). The fencing style varies considerably, from chain link to wire,
wrought iron, vinyl, steel picket, and wooden rail. The trail planning agencies for
the nine planned RWT case studies plan to separate the trails through fencing (five
trails), grade or vegetation (three trails), or a combination of fencing and grade (one
trail).
Fencing height ranges between 0.8 m (36 in) and 1.8 m (72 in), although the typical
height is 0.8 to 1.2 m (36 to 48 in). Fencing material is a matter of local preference,
with options including vinyl‐coated chain link, wood, or wrought iron.
Other barrier types such as vegetation, ditches, or berms are often used to provide
separation, especially where the trail is located further than 7.6 m (25 ft) from the
edge of the trail to the centerline of the closest track, or where the vertical
separation is greater than 3 m (10 ft). However, on some very low speed and
density rail lines trails have been placed closer to than 25 feet to the track
centerline with no barrier.
In all existing rails‐with‐trails reviewed in the National RWT Study, the trail
authority is uniformly responsible for barrier installation and maintenance.

Based on this guidance, barrier recommendations for the St. Johns / FECR RWT
were set as:
1. Given the number of trains and speeds, typically barriers would be placed in
the sections where separations of less than 25 feet are proposed between
the centerline of the tracks and the edge of the trail. However, in
accordance with FEC’s request, a barrier is recommended for the entire
length of the project. The project sponsor should monitor safety conditions
on the trail including receiving input from the rail operator to determine if
there is an increase in trespassing or collisions. If it is determined that safety
or trespassing have increased significantly, a barrier could be erected in
those locations to help channelize trail users and people crossing the tracks
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at undesignated locations. The project sponsor should also increase
warnings and citations to trespassers as needed.
2. ‘No Trespassing’ signs should be posted at least every 1,000 feet along the
railroad right‐of‐way, and where there is a history of trespassing. The
national Operation Lifesaver rail crossing safety program should be
integrated into the trail design and management, including multilingual
safety education materials.
The appendix of this document includes additional information on barrier
alternatives and safety programs offered by Operation Lifesaver. A sample lease
agreement is also provided in the appendix for consideration by the involved
parties as this project moves forward.

Proposed Rail-with-Trail Cross Sections
The St. John’s RWT project right‐of‐way is generally 100’ wide. FERC has expressed
a preference for the trail to be located along the north property line boundary. If
the tracks are located on the centerline of the right‐of‐way, that would leave 50’
between the track centerline and the north property line. With a 25’ minimum
setback, this would leave 25’ for the trail alignment. Based on a 10’ trail width with
2’ shoulders on each side (a total of 14’), the trail could be aligned within this
available space. Note that this does not allow for possible constraints such as
wetlands, narrowed sections of right‐of‐way or structures that could require a
reduced setback along the trail. The following illustrations show the separation
and setback conditions for the proposed trail at key locations along the proposed
route.
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Typical Section A: ‘Typical’ Conditions

Typical Section B: Wetland Conditions
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Typical Section C: Mulberry Creek

Typical Section D: I-95 Bridge
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Typical Section E: Drainage Crossings
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Typical Section F: Dual Track Conditions

Typical Section G: Southern Residential Area
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Ownership
The proposed trail is to be constructed entirely within FEC owned right of way. FEC
has agreed in concept to the use of their right of way for the multipurpose trail. A
formal agreement will be required to do so. FEC general concerns related to the
agreement included making sure that a second track, if ever needed or required,
could fit within their right of way with the trail there. FEC believes that this is
possible except for the one location where the ROW narrows to 50’. At this
location, the County needs to agree to relocate the trail off of FEC property if
requested by FEC. A copy of the meeting notes from October 24, 2007 in which the
restrictions proposed by FEC where provided is attached as Appendix A.
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APPENDIX
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Appendix A: Fencing Styles and their Applications to Rails‐with‐Trails
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Appendix B: Florida Recreational Use Statute (RUS)

FLORIDA STATUTES
TITLE XXVIII NATURAL RESOURCES; CONSERVATION, RECLAMATION, AND USE
CHAPTER 375 OUTDOOR RECREATION AND CONSERVATION

375.251 Limitation on liability of persons making available to public certain areas
for recreational purposes without charge.
(1) The purpose of this act is to encourage persons to make available to the public
land, water areas and park areas for outdoor recreational purposes by limiting their
liability to persons going thereon and to third persons who may be damaged by the
acts or omissions of persons going thereon.
(2)(a) An owner or lessee who provides the public with a park area or other land for
outdoor recreational purposes owes no duty of care to keep that park area or land
safe for entry or use by others, or to give warning to persons entering or going on
that park area or land of any hazardous conditions, structures, or activities thereon.
An owner or lessee who provides the public with a park area or other land for
outdoor recreational purposes shall not by providing that park area or land:
1. Be presumed to extend any assurance that such park area or land is safe for any
purpose,
2. Incur any duty of care toward a person who goes on that park area or land, or
3. Become liable or responsible for any injury to persons or property caused by the
act or omission of a person who goes on that park area or land.
(b) This section shall not apply if there is any charge made or usually made for
entering or using such park area or land, or any part thereof, or if any commercial
or other activity, whereby profit is derived from the patronage of the general
public, is conducted on such park area or land, or any part thereof.
(3)(a) An owner of land or water area leased to the state for outdoor recreational
purposes owes no duty of care to keep that land or water area safe for entry or use
by others, or to give warning to persons entering or going on that land or water of
any hazardous conditions, structures, or activities thereon. An owner who leases
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land or water area to the state for outdoor recreational purposes shall not by giving
such lease:
1. Be presumed to extend any assurance that such land or water area is safe for any
purpose,
2. Incur any duty of care toward a person who goes on the leased land or water
area, or
3. Become liable or responsible for any injury to persons or property caused by the
act or omission of a person who goes on the leased land or water area.
(b) The foregoing applies whether the person going on the leased land or water
area is an invitee, licensee, trespasser, or otherwise.
(4) This act does not relieve any person of liability which would otherwise exist for
deliberate, willful or malicious injury to persons or property. The provisions hereof
shall not be deemed to create or increase the liability of any person.
(5) The term "outdoor recreational purposes" as used in this act shall include, but
not necessarily be limited to, hunting, fishing, swimming, boating, camping,
picnicking, hiking, pleasure driving, nature study, water skiing, motorcycling, and
visiting historical, archaeological, scenic, or scientific sites.

Source: http://utopia.utexas.edu/explore/equine/recreate/recreate.htm
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Appendix C: Florida State Statutes

Title XXVII
RAILROADS AND OTHER REGULATED UTILITIES
Chapter 351
RAILROADS

351.03 Railroad‐highway grade‐crossing warning signs and signals; audible
warnings; exercise of reasonable care; blocking highways, roads, and streets
during darkness.‐‐

351.03 Railroad‐highway grade‐crossing warning signs and signals; audible
warnings; exercise of reasonable care; blocking highways, roads, and streets during
darkness.‐‐
(1) Every railroad company shall exercise reasonable care for the safety of
motorists whenever its track crosses a highway and shall be responsible for erecting
and maintaining crossbuck grade‐crossing warning signs in accordance with the
uniform system of traffic control devices adopted pursuant to s. 316.0745. Such
crossbuck signs shall be erected and maintained at all public or private railroad‐
highway grade crossings.
(2) Advance railroad warning signs and pavement markings shall be installed and
maintained at public railroad‐highway grade crossings in accordance with the
uniform system of traffic control devices by the governmental entity having
jurisdiction over or maintenance responsibility for the highway or street. All
persons approaching a railroad‐highway grade crossing shall exercise reasonable
care for their own safety and for the safety of railroad train crews as well as for the
safety of train or vehicle passengers.
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(3) Except as provided in subsection (4), any railroad train approaching within
1,500 feet of a public railroad‐highway grade crossing shall emit a signal audible for
such distance.
(4)(a) The Department of Transportation and the Federal Railroad Administration
may authorize a municipality or county to implement a whistle ban provided the
following conditions are met:
1. A traffic operations system is implemented to secure railroad‐highway grade
crossings for the purpose of preventing vehicles from going around, under, or
through lowered railroad gates.
2. The municipality or county has in effect an ordinance that unconditionally
prohibits the sounding of railroad train horns and whistles during the hours of 10
p.m. and 6 a.m. at all public railroad‐highway grade crossings within the
municipality or county and where the municipality, county, or state has erected
signs at the crossing announcing that railroad train horns and whistles may not be
sounded during such hours. Signs so erected shall be in conformance with the
uniform system of traffic control devices as specified in s. 316.0745.
(b) Upon final approval and verification by the department and the Federal
Railroad Administration that such traffic operations system meets all state and
federal safety and traffic regulations and that such railroad‐highway grade crossings
can be secured, the municipality or county may pass an ordinance prohibiting the
sounding of audible warning devices by trains upon approaching such railroad‐
highway grade crossings between the hours of 10 p.m. and 6 a.m.
(c) Nothing in this subsection shall be construed to nullify the liability provisions of
s. 768.28.
(5)(a) Whenever a railroad train engages in a switching operation or stops so as to
block a public highway, street, or road at any time from one‐half hour after sunset
to one‐half hour before sunrise, the crew of the railroad train shall cause to be
placed a lighted fuse or other visual warning device in both directions from the
railroad train upon or at the edge of the pavement of the highway, street, or road
to warn approaching motorists of the railroad train blocking the highway, street, or
road. However, this subsection does not apply to railroad‐highway grade crossings
at which there are automatic warning devices properly functioning or at which
there is adequate lighting.
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(b) A person who violates any provision of paragraph (a) is guilty of a misdemeanor
of the second degree, punishable as provided in s. 775.082 or s. 775.083.
History.‐‐s. 34, ch. 1987, 1874; RS 2264; GS 2841; ch. 7940, 1919; RGS 4529; CGL
6592; s. 1, ch. 73‐336; s. 52, ch. 76‐31; s. 5, ch. 80‐289; ss. 2, 3, ch. 81‐318; ss. 1, 12,
14, ch. 82‐90; s. 1, ch. 84‐73; s. 39, ch. 86‐243; ss. 2, 5, 6, ch. 92‐192; s. 143, ch. 99‐
13.

Source: http://www.leg.state.fl.us/Statutes
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Appendix D

 Environmental Resources
This section documents the results of field surveys conducted on March 8, 9, and
10, 2006. These surveys were conducted to classify on‐site habitats and identify
the potential occurrence of plant or wildlife species listed as Endangered (E),
Threatened (T), or as a Species of Special Concern (SSC) by the Florida Fish and
Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) (FAC 39‐27.003‐005) and/or the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service (FWS) (50CFR 17.17).
Overview
The St. Johns County Rails with Trails project site consists of approximately 66.3
acres located in St. Augustine, Florida. The corridor lies within Sections 33, 34, 27,
43, 41, and 45, Township 7S, Range 29E, and Section 33 and 4 Township 8S, Range
29E in St. Johns County, Florida. See Figure 2 – Quadrangle Map.
Methods
Preliminary investigations included review of published and unpublished literature
and other resource materials, review of databases on protected species, and field
investigations of the project site. Sources reviewed include, but were not limited
to, the Natural Resource Conservation Commission (NRCS), Soil Survey of St. Johns
County, Florida, USGS Quadrangle (topographic) maps, Digital Ortho Quarter
Quadrant Color Infrared Satellite Imagery, color aerial photography, FWC website
and Eagle Nest Locator, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s website.
Subsequent field investigations included recording or habitat types and
characteristic plants for each community, listed species survey, and a review of on‐
site soil types. Field observations were made during comprehensive
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Insert Figure 2
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inspections of the study area, (50’on either side of the rail centerline). Data
collection and subsequent analysis utilized mobile GIS for field QA procedures and
mapping.
For purposes of this report, listed animal species are those listed as Endangered
(F.A.C. 39‐27.003), Threatened (F.A.C. 39‐27.004), or Species of Special Concern by
FWC (F.A.C. 39‐27.005), those plant and animal species listed as Endangered or
Threatened by the FWC (50 CFR 17.11 and .12), and plants listed as Endangered or
Threatened by the Florida Department of Agriculture under Section 581.185,
Florida Statutes.
Vegetative and Land Use Analysis
In general, the railroad ROW borders undeveloped forest, residential
neighborhoods, roads, industrial, and commercial properties. Habitat types were
identified using the Florida Land Use and Cover Forms Classification System
(FLUCFCS), See Figure 3 – FLUCFCS Map.
Uplands
80% of the project area (53.4 acres) were classified as uplands, distributed among
the following 7 FLUCFCS categories:

Insert Figure 3
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Residential (110 and 120) – This land use type makes up approximately 16.5 acres
and borders the railroad ROW mainly in the eastern section of the project corridor.
Heavy industrial (156) – This land‐use type makes up approximately 3.0 acres,
generally immediately adjacent to the rail.
Herbaceous (310) – This community represents 0.1 acres and consists of saw
palmetto, wire grass (Aristida stricta), flatsedge (Cyperus sp.), and non‐native sod
grasses. Portions of these dry prairie areas transitioned to small, disturbed areas of
Shrub and Brushland (320).
Pine Flatwoods (411) – This community makes up approximately 26.4 acres.
Vegetation found in this community consists of slash pine (Pinus elliottii), longleaf
pine (Pinus palustris), saw palmetto (Serenoa repens), cabbage palm, (Sabal
palmetto), wax myrtle (Myrica cerifera), and gallberry (Ilex glabra). Also included
within this habitat type were areas of pine plantings (441).
Hardwood conifer mixed (434) – This community represents approximately 6.5
acres. Vegetation in this area consists of laurel oak (Quercus laurifolia), slash pine,
longleaf pine, saw palmetto, and cabbage palm. Bays were frequent in transitional
portions of this habitat type, where canopy was generally dense and understory
was minimal.
Disturbed Lands (740) – Approximately 0.4 acres of disturbed land are present
within the corridor, as rural land in transition without positive indicators of
intended activity (741). This is an area of cleared land is within and adjacent to the
ROW for I‐95. Vegetation consists mainly of bahia grass (Paspalum notatum) and
other field grasses.
Roads and Highways (814) – This cover type is located where I‐95 crosses over the
railroad. It represents approximately 0.5 acres of the total area within the project
corridor.
Wetlands
Approximately 20% of the project area (12.9 acres) were classified as wetlands,
distributed among the following three (3) FLUCFCS categories:
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Mixed wetland hardwoods (617) occur in 15 locations within the project area,
totaling approximately 11.1 acres in the ROW. The canopy in this habitat type
contains occasional slash pine, pond pine (Pinus serotina), sweetbay (Magnolia
virginiana), swamp bay (Persea palustris), red maple (Acer rubrum), loblolly pine
(Pinus taeda), sweet gum (Liquidambar styraciflua), and swamp tupelo (Nyssa
sylvatica). Carolina willow (Salix caroliniana) is present along disturbed edges and
ditches. Other vegetation consists of saw palmetto, cattail (typha sp.), soft rush
(Juncus effuses), flatsedge, wiregrass, beakrush (Rhynchospora sp.), St. John’s Wort
(Hypericum sp.), swamp fern (Blechnum serrulatum), cabbage palm, sawgrass
(Cladium jamaicense), maidencane (Panicum hemitomon), Virginia chain fern
(Woodwardia virginica), Dixie iris (Iris hexagona), pickerelweed (Pontederia
cordata), elderberry (Sambucus Canadensis), laurel oak, and spikerush (Eleocharis
sp.). Red maple seedlings generally dominate the understory. Most of these
wetland areas show some sign of disturbance or ditching parallel with the existing
rail.
Cypress (621) – This community represents approximately 1.4 acres. Vegetation
consists of cypress (Taxodium sp.) as a dominant canopy element, with scattered
red maple, sweet bay, swamp bay, saw palmetto, cabbage palm, slash pine, pond
pine, loblolly pine, Virginia chain fern, swamp fern, sawgrass, pickerelweek,
maidencane, and cattail. These areas also exhibit signs of disturbance through
ditching.
Bay swamp (611) – This community type is approximately 0.4 acres and found in
three (3) locations within the ROW of the railroad. The canopy is co‐dominated by
red maple, sweet bay, and swamp bay. The remainder of the vegetation within this
habitat type consists of saw palmetto, cabbage palm, longleaf pine, Virginia chain
fern, maidencane, swamp fern, cypress, Carolina willow, slash pine, elderberry,
beakrush, pond pine, and spikerush.
Impacts to wetlands need to be avoided or minimized whenever possible. Any
impacts to the wetland communities will require permits through St. Johns River
Water Management District and/or Army Corp of Engineers. Mitigation for these
impacts would be required wither on‐site or through the Tupelo Mitigation Bank.
Soils
As delineated by the NRCS Soil Survey of St. Johns County, Florida, the project site is
underlain by St. Johns fine sand, Myakka fine sand, Immokalee fine sand, Pomona
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fine sand, Symrna fine sand, St. Johns fine sand, Floridian fine sand, Riviera fine
sand, Pottsburg fine sand, Bluff sandy clay loam, Immokalee‐Urban land complex,
and Astatula‐Urban land complex. Figure 4 – Soils map illustrates the location and
extent of the soil type.
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Insert Figure 4
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St. Johns fine sand is very poorly drained, nearly level soil in depressions generally
found in the flatwoods. Myakka fine sand is nearly level, poorly drained soil that
occurs in flatwoods and is formed in marine deposits of sandy material. Immokalee
fine sand is poorly drained, nearly level soil generally found on broad flats and low
knolls in the flatwoods. Pomona and Symrna fine sand are poorly drained, nearly
level soils on broad areas in the flatwoods. St. Johns fine sand is a poorly drained,
nearly level soil in broad flatwoods and landscapes adjacent to drainage ways.
Floridana fine sand is frequently flooded, very poorly drained, nearly level soil on
flood plains and in broad, shallow drainage ways.
Riviera fine sand is frequently flooded, poorly drained, nearly level soil found in
poorly defined drainage ways and on flood plains. Pottsburg fine sand is poorly
drained, nearly level soil in the flatwoods and it is formed in deep sandy marine
sediments. Bluff sandy clay loam is frequently flooded, very poorly drained, nearly
level soil in drainage ways and on floodplains. Immokalee‐Urban land complex
consists of poorly drained, nearly level Immokalee soils and urban land. Astatula‐
Urban land complex consists of nearly level to sloping, excessively drained Astatula
soils on broad upland ridges and urban land.
Listed Species
A field survey was conducted on March 8, 9, and 10, 2006 to assess the potential
presence of listed flora and/or fauna species. Observation of wildlife species was
determined by sight, sound, or other evidence. Special attention was given to the
potential presence of gopher tortoise (Gopherus polyphemus) and bald eagle
(Haliaeetus leucocephalus), though all potential species (Table 1) were considered.
The survey effort for gopher tortoises consisted of pedestrian transects throughout
suitable habitat within the ROW. There was no evidence of gopher tortoises or
their burrows observed during the survey. Because of the potential for occurrence,
a follow‐up pre‐construction survey for gopher tortoises is recommended.
On‐site areas with mature pine trees were visually scanned for the presence of bald
eagle nests. No bald eagle nests were found within the project area. A bald eagle
was observed flying over the railroad near wetland 19, and the 2005 FWC records
of known bald eagle nests were checked for the presence of nests within or
adjacent to the property. There are no bald eagle nests identified to occur within
one (1) mile of the project site.
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On‐site wetlands are potential habitat for American alligators. These are protected
as Species of Special Concern by Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission.
Any potential impacts to wetlands should address the unlikely potential to impact
the American alligator, because of mitigation requirements and the adaptive
transient nature of alligators.
According to the Florida Atlas of Breeding Sites for Herons and Their Allies (FWC),
1991), there is a wood stork colony (#606109) located approximately 12 miles south
of the project corridor. This colony was last known to be active in May 1989. It lies
within the 19 mile wood stork Core Foraging Area (CFA). Impacts to wetlands
within the wood stork’s CFA need to be mitigated within the same CFA or within a
bank that lies within that CFA.
No other protected wildlife or plant species were observed during the survey.
Other Wildlife
Non‐protected species observed or otherwise noted to utilize this site included
armadillo (Dasypus novemcinctus), northern cardinal (Cardinalis cardinalis), feral
hog (Sus scrofa), black racer (Coluber constrictor), white tailed deer (Odocoileus
virginianus), wild turkey (Meleagris gallopavo), yellow‐rumped warbler (Dendroica
coronata), white‐eyed vireo (Vireo griseus), southern leopard frog (Rana
utricularia), raccoon (Procyon lotor), grey squirrel (Sciurus carolinensis), fish crow
(Corvus ossifragus), oak toad (Bufo quercicus), green treefrog (Hyla cinerea), blue
jay (Cyanocitta cristata), red‐bellied woodpecker (Melanerpes carolinus), six‐lined
racerunner (Cnemidophorus sexlineatus), cricket frog (Acris gryllus), red‐tailed
hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), turkey vulture (Cathartes aura), bobcat (Lynx rufus), and
opossum (Didelphis marsupialis).
Historical & Cultural Resources
The National Register of Historic Places was reviewed to identify known historic and
cultural resources in proximity to the project corridor. Table 2 lists the sites from
the National Register within St. Johns County.
It is unlikely that any historic or archaeological sites will be affected by the trail
project given the nature of the proposed work and the fact that the trail is within
existing right of way that likely has already been disturbed by the existing active
railway.
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Should the project have the potential to impact cultural or historical resources, a
full review will need to be conducted as part of the preliminary design phase.
Appropriate avoidance or mitigation measures will need to be implemented, if
warranted, to protect these resources.
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Table 2

RESOURCE NAME

ADDRESS

CITY

LISTED

Abbott Tract Historic
District

Roughly bounded by
Matanza’s Bay, Pine, San
Marco, and Shenandoah
Aves.

St. Augustine

1983-07-21

Alcazar Hotel

79 King Street

St. Augustine

1971-02-24

Avero House

39 St. George St.

St. Augustine

1972-06-13

Bridge of Lions

King St.

St. Augustine

1982-11-19

Castillo de San Marcos
National Monument

1 Castillo Dr.

St. Augustine

1966-10-15

Cathedral of St. Augustine

Cathedral St. between
Charlotte and St. George
Streets

St. Augustine

1970-04-15

Fish Island Site

Address Restricted

St. Augustine

1972-06-13

Fort Matanzas National
Monument

15 miles South of St.
Augustine

St. Augustine

1966-10-15

Fort Mose Site, Second

Address Restricted

St. Augustine

1994-10-12

Gonzalez-Alvarez House

14 St. Francis Street

St. Augustine

1970-04-15

Grace United Methodist
Church

8 Carrera Street

St. Augustine

1979-11-29

Hastings Community
Center

401 N. Main Street

Hastings

2007-02-21

Hastings High School

6195 S. Main Street

Hastings

2006-06-14

Hotel Ponce De Leon

74 King St., bounded by
King, Valencia, Sevilla,
and Cordova Streets, See
also: St. Augustine
Historic District

St. Augustine

1975-05-06

Lincolnville Historic District

Bounded by Cedar,
Riberia, Cerro and
Washington Streets and
DeSoto Place

St. Augustine

1991-11-29

Lindsley House

214 St. George St.

St. Augustine

1971-09-10

Llambias House

31 St. Francis St.

St. Augustine

1970-04-15

Lopez, Xavier, House

93 ½ King St.

St. Augustine

1993-07-01
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RESOURCE NAME

ADDRESS

CITY

LISTED

Markland

102 King St.

St. Augustine

1978-12-06

Model Land Company
Historic District

Roughly bounded by
St. Augustine
Ponce de Leon Blvd., King,
Cordova, and Orange
Streets

1983-08-02

O’Reilly House

131 Aviles Street

St. Augustine

1974-10-15

Old St. Johns County Jail

167 San Marco Ave.

St. Augustine

1987-08-27

Record Building

154 Cordova Street

St. Augustine

2006-04-26

Rodriguez-Avero-Sanchez
House

52 St. George St.

St. Augustine

1971-04-16

Sanchez Homestead

7270 Old State Road. 207

Elkton

2001-10-12

Sanchez Powder House
Site

Marine St.

St. Augustine

1972-04-14

Shell Bluff Landing
(8SJ32)

Address Restricted

Ponte Vedra Beach

1991-04-25

RESOURCE NAME

ADDRESS

CITY

LISTED

Solla—Carcaba Cigar
Factory

88 Riberia St.

St. Augustine

1993-05-06

Spanish Coquina Quarries

Florida AIA, Anastasia
State Park

St. Augustine Beach

1972-02-23

St. Augustine Alligator
Farm Historic District

999 Anastasia Blvd.

St. Augustine

1992-09-10

St. Augustine Civic Center

10 Castillo Dr.

St. Augustine

2005-04-21

St. Augustine Lighthouse
and Keeper’s Quarters

Old Beach Rd.

St. Augustine

1981-03-19

St. Augustine Town Plan
Historic District

Roughly bounded by
Grove Ave., the Matanzas
River, and South and
Washington Streets

St. Augustine

1970-04-15

Villa Zorayda

83 King Street

St. Augustine

1993-09-23

Walker, Horace, House

33 Old Mission Avenue

St. Augustine

1998-01-30

Ximenez-Fatio House

20 Aviles St.

St. Augustine

1973-07-25

58 P:\61052.00\reports\Latest\St. John's RWT Report april 2009.docx

Transportation
Land Development
Environmental

S e r vi c e s
135 West Central Boulevard
Suite 800
Orlando, Florida 32801-2476
407 839-4006
FAX 407 839-4008

Meeting Notes
Attendees:

Place:

Heidi Eddins
Charles Stone
Wil Smith
Billy Zeits
Robert Brown

FEC Office, Jacksonville

Date/Time:

October 24, 2007

Project No.:

61052.00

Re:

Notes taken by:

SJRWT and FEC
R.S. Brown

The purpose of the meeting was to follow up on the status of the FEC review of the
design guidelines report (Report) presented to the County in June 2006 and last
reviewed with FEC on February 1, 2007 in their offices.
1. “Fortress” is the new owner of FEC.
2. The railroad has had opportunity to study the plans with Cross Sections (see
notes form Feb 1, 2007 Meeting for details) and are ready to agree with the
proposed concept of collocating the bike trail within the FEC right-of-way.
3. The Railroad’s general concern related to any agreement included:
a. Making sure that a second track, if ever needed or required, could fit
within their right-of-way with the trail there.
b. The railroad believes now this is possible except for the one location
where the ROW narrows to 50 feet.
c. At this location the County would need to agree to relocate the trail off
the property if requested by the Railroad.
4. Next steps:
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a. FEC to contact OGT to start fee negotiations
b. Stipulations within the Agreement would have to included:
i. The Railroad preserves all rights to development of the property
in the future.
ii. Railroad assumes no liability, even if their fault.
iii. Fencing, as stated in the Alternatives Report, would have to be
provided as part of the project.
iv. No equestrian uses permitted
c. Limits of project should extend west past I-95 to approximately Allen
Neice Road where the State has bought the property already
d. The eastern starting point should be downtown connecting to the city
of St Augustine’s trail starting point.

60 P:\61052.00\reports\Latest\St. John's RWT Report april 2009.docx

