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Bridge Program

STIP REMAINING
Previous FY FY FY FY FY FY COST COST
PROJECT LOCATION COUNTY DISTRICT STIP(s) 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 (2010-2015) (2016+)
ARRA DISTRIBUTION STATEWIDE 1124
BRIDGE DECK REPAIR STATEWIDE 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500 $15,000
BRIDGE PAINTING STATEWIDE 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 $18,000
BRIDGE INSPECTION & STATEWIDE 3,000 4,500 4,500 4,500 4,500 4,500 4,500 $27,000
UNKNOWN BRIDGE
FOUNDATIONS
BRIDGE REPLACEMENT $753,473
FEDERAL-AID
SC 5|CATAWBA RIVER & S.L RAILROAD (3) LANCASTER/YORK 4 22,406 RC 172 C
SC 171|FOLLY RIVER CHARLESTON 6 500 P 93 R 407 R 21,450 C
[SOLLEGARE (FOLLY) CREEK ] CHARLESTON | ~ 6 [~ " 4oop |~ " 22rR [~~~ R R R
SC 703|INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY (BEN SAWYER BRIDGE) |CHARLESTON 6 37,643 PC
US 601|CONGAREE RIVER AND SWAMPS (4) CALHOUN/RICHLAND 7 2,883 PR 42344 C
US 378|LITTLE PEE DEE RIVER AND SWAMP (6) HORRY/MARION 5 10,542 C
S-20|BOHICKET CREEK CHARLESTON 6 3,641 C
US 15|SCL RAILROAD & STREET SUMTER 1 1,400 P 60 R 14,653 C
US 378|GREAT PEE DEE RIVER FLORENCE/MARION 5 26,401 C
US 21|CATAWBA RIVER YORK 4 6,941 C
US 176|BROAD RIVER RICHLAND 1 24,955 C 205 P
SC 41|WANDO RIVER BERKELEY 6 27,500 RC 27,500 RC
(DESIGN BUILD)
US 701|GREAT PEE DEE RIVER (3) GEORGETOWN/HORRY 5 290 P 300 R 22,500 C
22,500 C
SC 174|STORE CREEK CHARLESTON 6 45 R 3,935 C
US 76|EBL - WATEREE RIVER SWAMP-1 SUMTER 1 14,783 C
US 76|EBL - WATEREE RIVER SWAMP-3 SUMTER
US 76|EBL - WATEREE RIVER SWAMP-2 SUMTER
US 76|EBL & WBL - MILL CREEK RICHLAND 1 198 P 350 P 75 R 6,500 C
US 78|CSX RR & S-39 CHARLESTON 6 1,800 P 1,549 R 579 R 20,050 C
$-26-31]WACCAMAW RIVER SWAMP HORRY 5 300 P 700 P 5,000 C
$-26-31]WACCAMAW SWAMP HORRY 30 R
$-26-31]WACCAMAW SWAMP HORRY
$-26-31]WACCAMAW RIVER SWAMP HORRY
$-26-31]WACCAMAW RIVER SWAMP HORRY
SC 9|BROAD RIVER CHESTER/UNION 4 445 P 481 P 500 R 17,000 C
SC 9|BROAD RIVER CANAL UNION
SC 9|s-46 UNION
SC 9|s-31 UNION
SC 49|ENOREE RIVER LAURENS 2 5613 C
US 76|SCAPE ORE CREEK SUMTER 1 300 P 12 R 3,300 C
SC 174|SAND CREEK CHARLESTON 6 12 R 5843 C
US 21|ALBERGOTTI CREEK BEAUFORT 6 355 R 4700 C
US 76 BYP|US 521 SUMTER 1 351 P 249 P 5135 C
S-36-642|NORTH BRANCH OF SCOTTS CREEK NEWBERRY 2 200 P 25 R 1,900 C
S-10-379|NOISETTE CREEK CHARLESTON 6 20 R 4,300 C
SC 72|FISHING CREEK YORK 4 75 R 4,600 C
S-44-86|BIG BROWN CREEK UNION 4 200 P 1,700 C
25 R
SC 97|ROCKY CREEK CHESTER 4 100 R 6,500 C
US 52|BLACK CREEK DARLINGTON 5 1,105 PR 6,200 C
S-11-41]FURNACE CREEK CHEROKEE 4 100 P 1,000 RC
US 29|SOUTHERN RAILROAD CHEROKEE 4 300 P 550 R 4,900 C
5-10-86|CSX RR (L-9999) CHARLESTON 6 770 P 30 R 7,700 C
SC 174|RUSSELL CREEK CHARLESTON 6 30 R 5910 C
SC 7|CSX & NORTHFOLK SOUTHERN RR & S-39 CHARLESTON 6 2,300 P 2,660 R 14,000 C 11,600 C
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Biological Assessment for the U.S. 701 Bridge Replacement Project Over
the Great Pee Dee River, Pee Dee Overflow, and Yauhannah Lake in Horry/
Georgetown Counties, South Carolina

INTRODUCTION / PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The US 701 Bridge Replacement project consists of the replacement and
realignment of an approximately two mile long section of US 701 located in
Georgetown and Horry Counties. The project involves the replacement of three
bridges on US 701 through rural, undeveloped, light residential and light
commercial portions of Horry and Georgetown Counties. The project would
involve replacing the three existing US 701 bridges over Yauhannah Lake, the
Great Pee Dee River, and the Great Pee Dee River Overflow, as indicated on
the location maps included as Figure 1, Figure 2 and Figure 3. The study area
consists of a corridor that is approximately two miles long, 300 feet wide, and is
centered on the existing US 701 alignment from a point near the US 701 /
Lucas Bay Road intersection in Horry County, to a point near the US 701 /
Trinity Road intersection in Georgetown County. The project involves the
bridge replacements as well as the construction of new roadway approach
alignment. The project corridor crosses the referenced water bodies, as well as
extensive floodplain forested wetlands. The Waccamaw National Wildlife
Refuge occupies much of the project corridor study area.

The existing bridges were built in the early 1950s replacing the older bridges
constructed circa 1920. The existing bridges have been inspected by the
Department and have been rated structurally deficient and are in need of
replacement for public safety reasons. The periodic addition of asphalt or other
highway surfacing materials to the bridge structures causes additional strain
and settling of the structures. The purpose of the project is to replace the
structurally deteriorated and functionally obsolete existing US 701 bridges and
maintain the principal direct rural connection between the larger towns of
Conway and Georgetown, as well as the smaller communities such as
Bucksport and Yauhannah in between.

The Department has considered location and design alternatives in the planning
process. The “no-build” alternative, which consists of the Department making
no improvements, was considered as a baseline for comparison; however, the
“no-build” alternative would not improve the safety and structural characteristics
of the bridge / highway system. Therefore, this alternative is not considered
acceptable.
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Alternatives to the northwest side of the existing route, to the southeast side of
the existing route, and a combination of sides were initially considered in the
development of the recommended project alignment. Four alternative
alignments were included for an in-depth evaluation as part of this study.
Alternatives 1 and 2 are located 72 feet and 55 feet, respectively, northwest of
the existing alignment. Alternatives 3 and 4 are located 55 and 72 feet,
respectively, southeast of the existing alignment. Based on a review of
potential environmental impacts and other considerations, Alternative 3 has
been identified as the preferred alternative.

BIOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT

Pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) a field
survey was conducted on the proposed new right of way. The following list of
endangered (E) and threatened (T) species was obtained from the U. S. Fish
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and NOAA Fisheries:

Horry and Georgetown Counties

Animals

Blue whale — Balaenoptera musculus (E)

Finback whale - Balaenoptera physalus (E)
Humpback whale — Megaptera novaeangliae (E)
North Atlantic right whale — Eubalaena glacialis (E)
Sei whale — Balaenoptera borealis (E)

Sperm whale — Physeter macrocephalus (E)
Green sea turtle — Chelonia mydas (T)

Hawksbill sea turtle — Eretmochelys imbricata (E)
Kemp’s ridley sea turtle — Lepidochelys kempii (E)
Leatherback sea turtle — Dermochelys coriacea (E)
Loggerhead sea turtle — Caretta caretta (T)

West Indian manatee — Trichechus manatus (E)
Shortnose sturgeon — Acipenser brevirostrum (E)
Bald eagle — Haliaeetus leucocephalus (BGEPA))
Red-cockaded woodpecker — Picoides borealis (E)
Wood stork — Mycteria americana (E)

Piping plover — Charadrius melodus (T)

Kirtland’s warbler — Dendroica kirtlandii (E)

Plants

Sea-beach amaranth — Amaranthus pumilus (T)
Pondberry — Lindera melissifolia (E)

Canby’s dropwort — Oxypolis canbyi (E)
American chaffseed — Schwalbea americana (E)
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METHODS

The project area was examined by reconnaissance methods in January,
March and June of 2005. Habitats surveyed were determined by each species
ecological requirements. The species listing information was updated and
verified from the USFWS Ecological Services website and the NOAA Fisheries
Service website in April of 2009.

RESULTS

The two mile section of the US 701 corridor is very rural and is
dominated by the water bodies and wooded floodplain landscape that the three
bridges traverse. The Waccamaw National Wildlife Refuge occupies much of
the project corridor study area. The project corridor consists primarily of two
types of habitat. The predominant habitat is palustrine forested floodplain
wetland, consisting of bald cypress (Taxodium distichum), swamp tupelo (Nyssa
biflora), red maple (Acer rubrum), river birch (Betula nigra), titi (Cyrilla
racemiflora), willow oak (Quercus phellos), and laurel oak (Quercus laurifolia).
At either end of the corridor, the habitat becomes a drier, sandy upland with
loblolly pine (Pinus taeda), water oak (Quercus nigra), and other similar
species.

Wetlands

Wetland impacts will be minimized with longer bridge spanning, best
management practices (BMPs) and utilizing to the degree practicable the
existing US 701 causeway fill. The alignment will also cross, via bridging,
Yauhannah Lake in the Georgetown County portion and the Great Pee Dee
River, located between Georgetown County and Horry County. Due to the
linear nature of the project, and the homogeneity of the habitats, wetland
impacts would be similar for all build alternatives considered; however,
Alternative 3 (55 feet downstream of existing alignment) would result in the least
amount of wetland impacts and is the preferred alternative.

Northwestern Alternatives

The northwestern alternatives studied included an alignment located 55
feet upstream (northwest) of the existing centerline and an alignment located 72
feet upstream of the existing centerline.

The 72" Upstream Alternative would result in a cumulative wetland impact of
approximately 7.47 acres, including impacts for the construction of boat landing
access roads. The 55’ Upstream Alternative would result in cumulative wetland
impacts of approximately 5.82 acres, including the boat landing access roads.
The alignments would also cross, via bridging, Yauhannah Lake in the
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Georgetown County portion and the Great Pee Dee River, located between
Georgetown County and Horry County.

Southeastern Alternatives

The southeastern alternatives studied included an alignment located 55
feet downstream (southeast) of the existing centerline and an alignment located
72 feet downstream of the existing centerline.

The 72" downstream Alternative would result in a cumulative wetland
impact of approximately 5.71 acres, including impacts for the construction of
boat landing access roads. The 55 downstream Alternative would result in a
cumulative wetland impact of approximately 4.45 acres, including the boat
landing access roads. The alignments would also cross, via bridging,
Yauhannah Lake in the Georgetown County portion and the Great Pee Dee
River, located between Georgetown County and Horry County. During
consideration of alternative alignments it has become apparent that Alternative
3 (55 feet downstream) would result in the fewest wetland impacts and would
also result in the fewest relocations and property impacts.

Threatened / Endangered Species

The blue whale (Balaenoptera musculus), the finback whale (Balaenoptera
physalus), the humpback whale (Megaptera novaeangliae), the North Atlantic
right whale (Eubalaena glacialis), the sei whale (Balaenoptera borealis), and the
sperm whale (Physeter macrocephalus) are marine mammals and are listed for
South Carolina as endangered species. These species are oceanic species
and would not be expected to occur in the action area and the project would not
affect these species.

The green sea turtle (Chelonia mydas) and the loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta
caretta) are marine turtles listed as threatened for South Carolina. The
hawksbill sea turtle (Eretmochelys imbricata), the Kemp’s ridley sea turtle
(Lepidochelys kempii), and the leatherback sea turtle (Dermochelys coriacea)
are marine turtles listed as endangered for South Carolina. These species are
marine species, primarily occurring in the near shore and off-shore
environment. Nesting for each of these species has occurred along South
Carolina beaches; however, none of these species would be expected to occur
this far inland in the action area and the project would not affect these species.

The West Indian manatee (Trichechus manatus) is listed as an
endangered species for Horry and Georgetown Counties. According to
manatee sighting information on the SCDNR website, there have been no
known sightnings of manatees this far inland in the Great Pee Dee River.
Manatees would not be expected to occur this far from the marine/estuarine
environment.
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The shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum) is known to exist in the
Great Pee Dee River. Dr. Mark Collins, with the South Carolina Department of
Natural Resources (SCDNR), has indicated that the shortnose sturgeon makes
a spawing migration past the US 701 bridge over the Great Pee Dee River from
January to mid-April. It has been recommended that no blasting, pile driving or
other activities that may disrupt the sturgeon migration be conducted during this
time frame. In the past, the SCDOT and NOAA Fisheries have entered into
agreements regarding seasonal construction moratoriums for similar projects.

The refuge manager has indicated that there have been reports of a pair
of bald eagles (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) in the Yauhannah Lake area;
however, he has not been able to confirm the location. The bald eagle is no
longer considered threatened under the ESA; however, protection is afforded
this species under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act. The project
corridor area is considered to be potential foraging habitat for the bald eagle,
with major water bodies and large trees suitable for perching. However, no bald
eagles were observed during reconnaissance of the project corridor area.
Additonally, no occurrences of the bald eagle were indicated on the SCDNR
Heritage Trust inventory of threatened and endangered species.

No red cockaded woodpecker (Picoides borealis) cavity trees were found
within a half-mile of the project. Additionally, the refuge manager provided a
map of known occurrences of several bird species in the area. Based on this
information, the closest known red cockaded woodpecker colony is located
approximately 4.5 miles southeast of the project.

No wood storks (Mycteria americana) have been observed during
reconnaissance of the project corridor area. The refuge manager has
previously indicated that wood storks are known to use the Waccamaw National
Wildlife Refuge, but not in the project corridor area. No occurrences of the
wood stork in the project corridor area were documented in the SCDNR
Heritage Trust inventory of threatened and endangered species.

The Piping Plover (Charadrius melodus) is not considered likely in the
project area due to the absence of coastal beach and dune habitat.

The Kirtland’s warbler (Dendroica kirtlandii) is a neo-tropical migratory
bird species, and is considered a possible part time resident of Horry and
Georgetown Counties. The species is a transient migrant and is not likely to be
in the project area for a significant period of time as it migrates between the
breeding grounds in Michigan, Wisconsin and Ontario and the wintering
grounds in the Bahamas.

Sea-beach Amaranth (Amaranthus pumilus) is not considered likely in
the project area due to the absence of coastal beach and dune habitat.
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Pondberry (Lindera melissifolia) was not observed in the project corridor
area during reconnaissance efforts. The habitat observed is not considered
suitable for this species, as the species prefers sandy sinks and pond margins,
and is more commonly found associated with karst topography in South
Carolina. No occurrences of this species in this area was documented in the
SCDNR Heritage Trust inventory of threatened and endangered species.

Canby’s dropwort (Oxypolis canbyi) was also not observed during
reconnaissance of the project corridor. The project corridor area is not
considered to contain likely habitat for this species, as the wet margins of the
forested wetland areas are predominantly overshadowed by dense forest
canopy and are not similar to the more typical pond cypress savannahs the
plant prefers. No occurrences of this species in this area was documented in
the SCDNR Heritage Trust inventory of threatened and endangered species.

American chaffseed (Schalbea americana) was not observed during
reconnaissance of the project corridor. The plant is not considered likely to be
present due to the lack of suitable habitat, such as significant fire maintained
areas.

SUMMARY

The 55 downstream alternative is preferred due to various design
criteria, as well as minimized impacts to the wetlands and the fewest relocations
and property impacts. Although the sturgeon is known to exist in the Great Pee
Dee River, based on the planned implementation of an in water construction
moratorium during migration (January — April) and the use of best management
practices throughout the construction project, it has been determined that the
project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect the shortnose sturgeon.
As considerations of potential impacts to the shortnose sturgeon fall under the
jurisdiction of NOAA Fisheries Service, and it has been determined that the
project may affect, but is not likely to affect this species, a separate Biological
Assessment has been prepared for the shortnose sturgeon. Based on the site
reconnaissance and the available background information, the proposed action
is not expected to affect any other threatened or endangered species or critical
habitats currently listed by the USFWS.
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SCLOT

South Carolina
Department of Transportation

May 22, 2009

Mr. Michael Barnett

NOAA Fisheries

Southeast Regional Office
263 13" Avenue South

St. Petersburg, Florida 33701

RE:  Avoidance of Construction Impacts to the Endangered Shortnose Sturgeon — Bridge
Replacements on US 701 over the Great Pee Dee River, Pee Dee Overflow, and Lake
Yauhannah in Horry and Georgetown Counties, File No. 22.124B, PIN 30688

Dear Mr. Barnett:

This letter is intended to request informal consultation regarding potential impacts to the
shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum) for the above referenced project site. The project would
involve replacing three bridges over the Great Pee Dee River Pee Dee Overflow, and Lake Yauhannah.
Improvements also include modifications to the bridge approaches.

The Department has agreed to implement a seasonal moratorium for all in water work between
January 1 and April 15 and work will not impede more than 50 percent of the channel during the months

of January through April. No special measures will be employed outside of this moratorium except for
normal Best Management Practices.

As a result of implementing these measures, the project may affect, but is not likely to adversely
affect, the endangered shortnose sturgeon. Please review the enclosed natural resources report at your
carliest convenience and provide the Department with your comments on this finding,

Thank you for your assistance in this matter. If you have any questions regarding these measures,
you may contact me at (803) 737-1861.

Edward W. Frierson
Environmental Project Manager

EWF:ewf
Enclosures

cc:  Tuhin Basu, TB and Assoc. (letter only)

File: Env/EWF
Post Office Box 191 Phone (803) 737-2314 AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY/
Columbia, South Carolina 28202-0191 TTY (803) 737-3870 AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER
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Biological Assessment of Potential Impacts to the Shortnose Sturgeon
(Acipenser brevirostrum) for the U.S. 701 Bridge Replacement Project Over
the Great Pee Dee River, Pee Dee Overflow, and Yauhannah Lake in Horry/

Georgetown Counties, South Carolina

Introduction / Project Description

The US 701 Bridge Replacement project consists of the replacement and realignment of
an approximately two mile long section of US 701 located in Georgetown and Horry
Counties. The project involves the replacement of three bridges on US 701 through
rural, undeveloped, light residential and light commercial portions of Horry and
Georgetown Counties. The project would involve replacing the three existing US 701
bridges over Yauhannah Lake, the Great Pee Dee River, and the Great Pee Dee River
Overflow, as indicated on the location maps included as Figurel, Figure 2 and Figure 3.
The study area consists of a corridor that is approximately two miles long, 300 feet wide,
and is centered on the existing US 701 alignment from a point near the US 701 / Lucas
Bay Road intersection in Horry County, to a point near the US 701 / Trinity Road
intersection in Georgetown County. The project involves the bridge replacements as
well as the construction of new roadway approach alignment. The project corridor
crosses the referenced water bodies, as well as extensive floodplain forested wetlands.
The Waccamaw National Wildlife Refuge occupies much of the project corridor study
area.

The existing bridges were built in the early 1950s replacing the older bridges constructed
circa 1920. The existing bridges have been inspected by the Department and have
been rated structurally deficient and are in need of replacement for public safety
reasons. The periodic addition of asphalt or other highway surfacing materials to the
bridge structures causes additional strain and settling of the structures. The purpose of
the project is to replace the structurally deteriorated and functionally obsolete existing
US 701 bridges and maintain the principal direct rural connection between the larger
towns of Conway and Georgetown, as well as the smaller communities such as
Bucksport and Yauhannah in between.

The Department has considered location and design alternatives in the planning
process. The “no-build” alternative, which consists of the Department making no
improvements, was considered as a baseline for comparison; however, the “no-build”
alternative would not improve the safety and structural characteristics of the bridge /
highway system. Therefore, this alternative is not considered acceptable.
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Alternatives to the northwest side of the existing route, to the southeast side of the
existing route, and a combination of sides were initially considered in the development of
the recommended project alignment. Four alternative alignments were included for an
in-depth evaluation as part of this study. Alternatives 1 and 2 are located 72 feet and 55
feet, respectively, northwest of the existing alignment. Alternatives 3 and 4 are located
55 and 72 feet, respectively, southeast of the existing alignment. Based on a review of
potential environmental impacts and other considerations, Alternative 3 has been
identified as the preferred alternative.

Review of endangered species listings available from the United State Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has indicated the
potential occurrence of the shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum) within the
waters of the Great Pee Dee River. The shortnose sturgeon is federally listed as
endangered. This Biological Assessment has been prepared to determine the potential
effects of the project on the endangered shortnose sturgeon.

Action Area

The Department proposes to replace the three US 701 bridges over the Great Pee Dee
Overflow, the Great Pee Dee River, and Yauhannah Lake. New roadway approach will
also be necessary. The existing bridges will be demolished upon construction of the
new alignment. The area that has been studied for alternative alignments consists of a
corridor that is approximately two miles long, 300 feet wide, and is centered on the
existing US 701 alignment from a point near the US 701 / Lucas Bay Road intersection
in Horry County, to a point near the US 701 / Trinity Road intersection, in Georgetown
County. Construction of the new bridge system would take place adjacent to the existing
alignment.

Shortnose Sturgeon Information

The shortnose sturgeon is an anadramous fish that inhabits coastal rivers and estuaries
along the eastern coast of the United States, spending most of their time closer to the
estuarine areas and portions of the river where fresh river water meets the saltier
etuarine water. Northern populations tend to use freshwater river environments more
extensively than southern populations. The sturgeon make periodic spawning
migrations into faster moving freshwater areas (NOAA Fisheries, 2009). In South
Carolina, spawning areas can include flooded hardwood swamps along rivers
(Natureserve, 2009). Spawning in South Carolina typically occurs from February to April
(SCDNR, 2009). Shortnose sturgeon are benthic feeders, feeding on mollusks,
crustaceans, insect larvae and polychaete worms.
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The shortnose sturgeon is listed as federally endangered throughout its range. The
federal listing dates to March 11, 1967 and was originally issued under the Endangered
Species Preservation Act of 1966 (Federal Register, March 11, 1967). According to the
National Marine Fisheries Service Final Recovery Plan (1998) there are 19 population
segments defined by river/estuarine system and being somewhat less common in the
southern portions of its range. According to the plan, the shortnose sturgeon occurs in
the river systems emptying into Winyah Bay, specifically the Waccamaw, Pee Dee and
Black Rivers. Shortnose sturgeon were found to be present in the Winyah Bay system
during the late 1970s and early 1980s; however, the recovery plan does not contain data
on population dynamics (NMFS, 1998). Threats to the shortnose sturgeon include
habitat degradation and loss resulting from things such as dams, bridge construction,
channel dredging and pollution; and mortality due to such things as impingement on
cooling water intake screens, dredging and incidental capture in other fisheries (NMFS,
1998). Historically, overfishing, industrial development and damming of rivers has
contributed to population decline (Hill, 2006). The goal of the federal recovery plan is for
populations to recover to levels at which protection under the Endangered Species Act is
no longer necessary.

Direct and Indirect Effects

Direct effects on the shortnose sturgeon could occur as a result of a taking during
construction or through disruption of the spawning migration. A “take” is defined by the
Endangered Species Act to mean harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap,
capture, or collect, or attempt to engage in such conduct. The most likely occurrence of
sturgeon in this area would be during the spawning migration. Measures that can be
taken to protect shortnose sturgeon include avoiding in-water construction work during
the migration period.

Indirect effects to the shortnose sturgeon could occur if bridge construction activities
result in extended impacts to water quality. Best management practices should be
utilized year round during bridge construction activities in order to minimize impacts to
water quality.

Cumulative Effects

Bridge replacement projects are planned for US 378 over the Little Pee Dee River and
the Great Pee Dee River, located approximately 13 miles and 24 miles, respectively,
northwest of the US 701 project. These projects are similar in nature to the proposed
replacement of the US 701 Bridges and would also undergo an environmental
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assessment process. Based on the environmental assessment process, the projects will
be required to take appropriate measures to protect the affected environment, mitigate
potential effects, and utilize best management practices during construction. Based on
this and the distances to these projects it is not expected that significant cumulative
impacts to the shortnose sturgeon will occur.

Conclusions and Determination of Effect

The shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum) is known to exist in the Great Pee Dee
River as a seasonal migrant. The shortnose sturgeon makes a spawning migration past
the US 701 bridge over the Great Pee Dee River from January to mid-April (Mark
Collins, SCDNR, personal communication, 2005). It has been recommended that no
blasting, pile driving in water or other activities that may disrupt the sturgeon migration
be conducted during this time frame. Based on this information, it is recommended that
a seasonal moratorium for all in water work related to the bridge replacement project be
implemented for the period of January through April. The contractor should also use
applicable best management practices year round in order to preserve water quality at
the project site. Additionally, due to the protective measures of the seasonal in water
construction moratorium and best management practices, the project may affect, but is
not likely to adversely affect the endangered shortnose sturgeon.
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Supplemental Information to:

Biological Assessment of Potential Impacts to the Shortnose Sturgeon
(Acipenser brevirostrum) for the U.S. 701 Bridge Replacement Project Over
the Great Pee Dee River, Pee Dee Overflow, and Yauhannah Lake in Horry/

Georgetown Counties, South Carolina

This document is intended as a follow up to the NOAA Fisheries Service May 22, 2009
request for informal consultation regarding impacts to the shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser
brevirostrum) for the above referenced project site. The e-mail response from Sarah
Heberling of NOAA Fisheries, originally dated June 11, 2009, requested additional
information (Heberling, 2009).

The US 701 Bridge Replacement project consists of the replacement and realignment of
an approximately two mile long section of US 701 located in Georgetown and Horry
Counties. The project involves the replacement of three bridges on US 701 through
rural, undeveloped, light residential and light commercial portions of Horry and
Georgetown Counties. The project would involve replacing the three existing US 701
bridges over Yauhannah Lake, the Great Pee Dee River, and the Great Pee Dee River
Overflow. The study area consists of a corridor that is approximately two miles long, 300
feet wide, and is centered on the existing US 701 alignment from a point near the US
701 / Lucas Bay Road intersection in Horry County, to a point near the US 701 / Trinity
Road intersection in Georgetown County. The project involves the bridge replacements
as well as the construction of new roadway approach alignment. The project corridor
crosses the referenced water bodies, as well as extensive floodplain forested wetlands.
The Waccamaw National Wildlife Refuge occupies much of the project corridor study
area.

The additional information gathered regarding the site is contained below.

e The approximate latitude and longitude coordinates of the project are N33.66067,
W79.15407.

o The bridge over the Great Pee Dee River has 34 existing piers, six of which are in
water. Four abandoned concrete piers from a previous bridge are adjacent to the
existing bridge on the downstream side. Two of these piers are in the river and one
is on each river bank.

e Based on available mapping, the distance to the coast from the project, as the
shortest straight line distance, is approximately 10.6 miles. However, the straight
line distance from the project site to where the Great Pee Dee River enters Winyah
Bay, which would be the first access to the Great Pee Dee River coming from the
Atlantic Ocean, is approximately 21 miles, not accounting for river meanders (see
attached map). Although under periods of very low river flow, the freshwater
saltwater interface may extend approximately 16 miles upstream from mile O of the
Waccamaw and Pee Dee Rivers (at the upper reaches of Winyah Bay), under
average flow and tide conditions, the interface only penetrates to approximately 5
miles above this point near the US 17 Bridge (Johnson, 1972). Additionally, the
South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control (SCDHEC) water
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guality monitoring site PD-061 is located at the US 701 Bridge over the Great Pee
Dee River (the project site). The river at this location is classified by SCDHEC as
freshwater. The SCDHEC Hydrologic Unit Monitoring report for this area indicates
that the next downstream monitoring station (MD-275) is located in the
freshwater/saltwater mixing zone. This monitoring station is located approximately
4.5 miles upstream of the Pee Dee River entrance to Winyah Bay and approximately
16.5 miles downstream of the project site at US 701 (SCDHEC Hydrologic Unit
Report 03040207-02). Based on this information it appears that the
freshwater/saltwater interface is located well downstream of the project site.

e According to the Cultural Resources assessment report for this project, which
included a magnetic and acoustic remote sensing survey, the water depth in the
Great Pee Dee River varies based on flow conditions; however, during the survey in
2005, maximum depths were recorded as 22 feet on the north side of the bridge and
30 feet on the south side of the bridge. The maximum depth at the survey site in
Yauhannah Lake was 14 feet (Adams, 2005).

o Telemetry studies by the SCDNR have confirmed one shortnose sturgeon spawning
location in the Great Pee Dee River (Alcoa Power Generating, Inc., 2006). The site
is located near Cashua Ferry, and consists of emergent gravel bars, pebble to small
cobble substrate, fast riffle currents, and a nearby deep channel area (Alcoa Power
Generating, Inc., 2006). The project site does not appear to offer these conditions.
Dr. Mark Collins, with the South Carolina Department of Natural Resources, Marine
Resources Research Institute, has indicated that the shortnose sturgeon probably do
not spawn at this location; however, they may aggregate here and an awareness of
the presence of the sturgeon in this area is warranted (Collins, Personal
Communication, 2009).

References
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Potential Impacts to the Shortnose Sturgeon (Acipenser
brevirostrum)

Additional Information on Construction Methods
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Tuhin Basu

From: Frierson, Ed W [FriersonEW@dot.state.sc.us]

Sent: Thursday, October 01, 2009 9:48 AM

To: Sarah Heberling

Cc: tkbasu@tbaengineering.com; Redfearn, Tyke; Belcher, Jeffery - FHWA
Subject: RE: FW: Response to NOAA Questions

Attachments: SKMBT_C25309100109420.pdf

Sarah,

Attached is a letter with the info you requested. Let me know if you need anything else.
Ed

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

From: Sarah Heberling [mailto:Sarah.Heberling@noaa.gov]

Sent: Wednesday, September 30, 2009 2:20 PM

To: Frierson, Ed W

Subject: Re: FW: Response to NOAA Questions

Hi Ed --

I will not need the EA. As long as the project description is along the

lines of the preferred alternative.

Thanks,
Sarah

Frierson, Ed W wrote:

> Sarah,

> I am working on getting you the info you requested. The EA is not yet
> complete or approved by FHWA. We can send you a copy when completed if
> you want.

> Ed

>

> ----- Original Message-----

From: Sarah Heberling [mailto:Sarah.Heberling@noaa.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2009 3:11 PM

To: Frierson, Ed W

Subject: Re: FW: Response to NOAA Questions

Hi Ed --

The consultation for the US 701 project is moving toward the finish
line; however, I need a complete description of the bridge demo and
reconstruction. Additionally, if an EA or EIS was drafted for this
project, sending that document along would be helpful.

Thank you for your patience!
Sarah

Sarah E. Heberling
NOAA Fisheries Service
Phone: (727) 824-5312
Fax: (727) 824-5309

vV VVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVYV
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> Email: Sarah.Heberling@noaa.gov
> Web: http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/esa/acropora.htm

>

> "What good is a used up world; and how could it be worth having?"
>

>

>

> Frierson, Ed W wrote:

>

>> Sarah,

>>

>> Here is the information you requested. Let me know if any additional
>> info is needed and if you would rather have it sent to you with a
>> transmittal letter.

>> Thanks for your help,
>> Ed Frierson

>> SCDOT Environmental Office

>> *Fprom:* Tuhin Basu [mailto:tkbasu@tbaengineering.com]

>> *Sent:* Wednesday, August 19, 2009 2:40 PM

>> *To:* Redfearn, Tyke; Frierson, Ed W

>> *Cc:* Amado, Bener; Phillips, Henry; hcparrish@tbaengineering.com;
>> 'Richard Ciccolella’

>> *Subject:* Response to NOAA Questions

>> Tyke/Ed,

>> Attached is the additional information Sarah Heberling of NOAA
>> requested in her e-mail to Ed.

>> Tuhin

>> tba
>> *Tuhin K. Basu, PE*
>> Tuhin Basu & Associates, Inc.

>> 7921 Jones Branch Drive, Suite GOS8
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>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>
>>

McLean, Virginia 22102
Direct: 703 447 0082
Tel: 703 918 9870 Ext 101

Fax:703 918 9878
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

Soltheast Repronal Office " -
263 13™ Avenue South

St. Petersburg, FL 33701

(727) 824-5312 FAX 824-5309
http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov

0CT 292009 F/SER31:SEH

Mr. Edward Fnerson

Environmental Project Manager

South Carolina Department of Transportation (SC DOT)
P.O. Box 191

Columbia, SC 29202-0191

Dear Mr. Frierson:

This responds to your May 22, 2009, letter, regarding impacts to federally-listed species from the
construction and demolition associated with three bridge replacement projects in South Carolina.
Specifically, the proposed bridge replacements are for US 701 over the Great Pee Dee River, Pee
Dee Overflow, and Yauhannah Lake in Horry and Georgetown Counties. This consultation is
being conducted with the SC DOT as the non-federal representative designated by the Federal
Highways Administration, South Carolina Division (letter dated March 1, 2004), pursuant to 50
CFR 402.08. You requested concurrence from the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS),
pursuant to section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA), with your determination the project
may affect but is not likely to adversely affect shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum).
NMEFS requested additional information via e-mail on June 11, 2009, and again on July 28, 2009.
SC DOT provided a response via e-mail on August 19, 2009. NMFS requested additional
project details via e-mail on September 23, 2009, and a response was received via e-matl on
October 1, 2009. 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 proposed project consists of the replacement and realignment of an approximately 2-mile-
long section of US 701. Three existing bridges, which were built in the early 1950s, were
inspected by SC DOT and rated structurally deficient. The construction of new roadway
approaches also will be necessary. The new structures will be built adjacent and parallel to the
existing ones. The new in-water bridge piers will consist of concrete substructure units
supported on concrete drilled shafts. In-water construction activities will be limited to
construction of the concrete drilled shafts. Construction of drilled shafts in water typically
consists of the installation of a steel casing (cylindrical in shape) to a specific depth below the
stream bottom and then drilling out the soil within the casing and usually to some depth below
the bottom of the casing. Reinforcing steel cages then will be lowered inside the casings, and
concrete will be placed to fill the casings. Often, some sort of drilling fluid is required to
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maintain the stability of the excavation’s sidewalls prior to the placement of concrete. All
drilling spoils and drilling fluid are disposed of in an EPA-approved manner.

Once road traffic is diverted to the new structures, the existing bridges will be removed,
including the abandoned concrete piers. SC DOT standard specifications require the removal of
existing structures down to the natural stream bottom, unless otherwise directed. Demolition of
the existing bridge elements usually consists of blasting or other operations such as the use of
mechanical demolition equipment to break up the concrete substructure elements. After the
substructure 1s broken up, the pieces will be retneved and disposed of in an appropriate manner.
Before blasting in any stream, river, or lake, the contractor will coordinate all plans and
operations with the local South Carolina Division of Natural Resources (SCDNR) District
Fisheries biologist, and with the District Law Enforcement Captain.

The SC DOT has agreed to implement a seasonal moratorium for all in-water work (including
blasting) between January and mid-Aprl for the project and use applicable best management
practices year-round in order to preserve water quality at the project site. Equipment and
materials associated with the construction of the bridge may need to remain idle in the project
area during the seasonal moratorium for all in-water work, but will not obstruct or impede
passage through more than 50 percent of the channel.

The only ESA-listed species under NMFS’ purview that may occur in the project area is the
shortnose sturgeon. The shortnose sturgeon is a semi-anadromous fish species that inhabits
coastal estuaries and nivers. Adults migrate upstream in early spring to spawn and forage in the
lower reaches of nivers at the fresh tidal water and estuarine water interface. This interface is
also an mmportant nursery habitat area for juveniles, which typically do not migrate. Spawning
takes place 1n the inland reaches of large tidal nvers in the spring and early summer, after which
the adults return to salt or brackish coastal waters.

The proposed bridge replacement on US 701 will replace three structurally deficient bridges
associated with the Great Pee Dee River, the Pee Dee Overflow, and Yauhanna Lake. However,
only one of the three spans crosses over the Great Pee Dee River and suitable shortnose sturgeon
habitat; one bridge crosses over floodplain; and one crosses a lake off the main niver stem. The
bridge span in question consists of 34 existing piers, 6 of which are in water. Four abandoned
concrete piers from a previous bridge are adjacent to the existing bridge on the downstream side.
Two of these piers are in the river and one is on each river bank. This bridge would be replaced
on a shghtly new alignment upstream of its present location, within 60 feet of the current
footprint. Based on available mapping, the distance to the coast from the project location over
the Great Pee Dee River, as the shortest straight line distance, is approximately 10.6 miles.
However, the straight line distance from the project site to where the Great Pee Dee River enters
Winyah Bay, which would be the first access to the Great Pee Dee River coming from the
Atlantic Ocean, is approximately 21 miles, not accounting for nver meanders. Under periods of
very low niver flow the freshwater saltwater interface may extend approximately 16 miles
upstream from mile 0 of the Waccamaw and Pee Dee Ravers (at the upper reaches of Winyah
Bay), but under average flow and tide conditions, the interface only penetrates to approximately
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5 miles above this point near the US 17 bridge.! Additionally, the South Carolina Department of
Health and Environmental Control (SCDHEC) water quality monitoring site PD-061 is located at
the US 701 Bridge over the Great Pee Dee River (the project site). The river at this location is
classified by SCDHEC as freshwater. The SCDHEC Hydrologic Unit Monitoring report for this
area indicates that the next downstream monitoring station (MD-275) is located in the
freshwater/saltwater mixing zone. This monitoring station is located approximately 4.5 miles
upstream of the Pee Dee River entrance to Winyah Bay and approximately 16.5 miles
downstream of the project site at US 701.2 Based on this information, it appears that the
freshwater/saltwater interface is located well downstream of the project site. The water depth in
the Great Pee Dee River varies based on flow conditions; however, during a survey conducted in
2005, maximum depths were recorded as 22 feet on the north side of the bridge and 30 feet on
the s}outh side of the bridge. The maximum depth at the survey site in Yauhannah Lake was 14
feet.

Telemetry studies by the SCDNR have confirmed one shortnose sturgeon spawning location in
the Great Pee Dee River.* The site is located near Cashua Ferry and consists of emergent gravel
bars, pebble to small cobble substrate, fast riffle currents, and a nearby deep channel area.” The
project site does not appear to offer these conditions. Dr. Mark Collins, of the SCDNR Marine
Resources Research Institute has indicated that shortnose sturgeon probably do not spawn at this
location; however, they may aggregate here during spawning season and an awareness of the
presence of the sturgeon in this area is warranted.® Therefore, there is a possibility that shortnose
sturgeon may occur in this area of the Great Pee Dee River, which includes the area around the
US 701 bridge.

NMES has analyzed the potential routes of effect to shortnose sturgeon and concurs with the
SCDOT’s determination that they are not likely to be adversely affected by the proposed action.
Because of bridge construction activities, shortnose sturgeon may avoid using the project area as
a migratory pathway between seasonal habitats; however, this effect is discountable. During the
time of year when shortnose sturgeon are likely to be migrating, SCDOT will implement a
seasonal moratorium on all in-water construction activities. Shortnose sturgeon also may be
affected by construction materials and equipment blocking the channel (a migratory pathway);
however, this effect is insignificant. The SCDOT will restrict in-water bridge construction
equipment and materials from impeding more than 50 percent of the channel during the seasonal
moratium. Maintaining at least 50 percent of the channel open in the project area will allow a
pathway for fish to migrate upniver and spawn. Last, shortnose sturgeon may avoid the
immediate area due to elevated noise; however, this effect is discountable. While in-water

' Johnson F.A. 1972. USGS/SCWRC Report 4. A Reconnaissance of the Winyah Bay Estuarine Zone, South
Carolina (Abstract). United States Geological Survey/South Carolina Water Resources Commission.

* South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control (SCDHEC) Hydrologic Unit 03040207-02.
http://www.scdhec.gov/environment/water/shed/pd_main.htm

? Adams N.P. 2005. Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of the Proposed US Hwy 701 Bridge Improvements,
Georgetown and Horry Counties, South Carolina. Submitted to ARM Environmental Services, Inc., June 2005.

* Alcoa Power Generating, Inc. 2006. Yadkin Hydroelectric Project, FERC No. 2197, License Application, Exhibit
E.

® Ibid.

® Collins, Mark. SCDNR. 2005, 2009. Personal Communication to SCDOT.
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construction activities outside of the spawning season may potentially affect shortnose sturgeon
in the project area, it is highly improbable, as shortnose sturgeon are typically found well
downstream of the US 701 bridge at or below the tidal interface outside of the spawning season.
The US 701 bridge over the Great Pee Dee River exists above the tidal interface where adult and
juvenile shortnose sturgeon may occur during the majority of the year; the vast majority of
foraging habitat exists well below the bridge.

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 Sarah Heberling at (727) 824-5312
or by e-mail at Sarah.Heberling@noaa.gov. Thank you for your continued cooperation in the
conservation of listed species.

Sincerely,

Z. A(/&%

174
;faf Roy E. Crabtree, Ph.D.
Regional Administrator

Enclosure
cc: FHA

File: 1514-22.1.3. SCDOT
Ref: I/SER/2009/02821
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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 distnict 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; MS05-04401-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.Usersupport@noaa.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 authonze 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.
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Coordination of Potential Impacts to the Atlantic Sturgeon
(Acipenser oxyrinchus oxyrinchus)
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Tuhin Basu

From: Frierson, Ed W [FriersonEW@dot.state.sc.us]

Sent: Thursday, October 18, 2012 4:15 PM

To: Phillips, Henry; tkbasu@tbaengineering.com

Cc: Redfearn, Tyke; Belcher, Jeffery - FHWA

Subject: FW: 8C 31 and US 701 bridge Section 7 consultation reinitiation

This email should be attached to the Appendix of both of these NEPA documents.

From: Jason Rueter [mailto:jason.rueter@noaa.gov]

Sent: Thursday, October 18, 2012 3:50 PM

To: Frierson, Ed W

Subject: SC 31 and US 701 bridge Section 7 consultation reinitiation

Mr. Frierson,

We have reviewed your requests for Section 7 consultation reinitiation for the subject South Carolina
Department of Transportation projects. SCDOT requested consultation due to modification of one project and
the listing of Atlantic sturgeon for both projects. After reviewing the projects, we have determined there is no
need to reinitiate. The SCDOT's proposed conservation measures for shortnose sturgeon and the effects
analysis (may affect, but not likely to adversely affect) for the projects under previous consultations
(I/SER/2009/03620 and I/SER/2009/02821) would be applicable to Atlantic sturgeon as well. If you have any
questions, please contact me.

Thank you,

Jason Rueter

Gulf Sturgeon Coordinator
Protected Resources
NOAA Fisheries SERO

“The good thing about science is that it's true whether or not you believe in it.”

~Neil deGrasse Tyson
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Farmland Conversion Impact Rating and
Farmland Protection Policy Act
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE NRCS-CPA-106
Natural Resources Conservation Service (Rev. 1-91)

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS

PART | (To be completed by Federal Agency) Sheet 1 of

1 Name of Project Jg 701 Bridge Repl (Horry/Georgetown Cos.)  ederalAgency Involved gy yyan
2. Type of Project Highway/Bridge Replacement 6. County and State Horry/Georgetown Counties, SC
PART Il (To be completed by NRCS)

3. Does the corridor contain prime, unique statewide or local important farmland? VES D NO I:I
(If no, the FPPA does not apply - Do not complete additional parts of this form).
5. Major Crop(s) 6 Farmable Land in Government Jurisdiction

8. Name Of Land Evaluation System Used 9. Name of Local Site Assessment System 10 Date Land Returned by NRCS

Alternative Corridor For
PART lll (To be completed by Federal Agency) Corridor C Corridor D
A Total Acres To Be Converted Directl
B Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly, Or To Receive Services

PART IV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information

A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland
B. Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland
Of Farmland in Or Local Govt Unit To Be Converted
D Percentage Of Farmland in Govt Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value
PART V (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information Criterion Relative
value of Farmland to Be Serviced or Converted of 0 - 100
PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) Corridor
Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(c))

1 Areain Nonurban Use

2. Perimeter in Nonurban Use
3. Percent Of Corridor Being Farmed
4 Protection Provided By State And Local Government
5. Size of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average
6. Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland
Services
8. On-Farm Investments
9 Effects Of Conversion On Farm Services
With E Use

TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS
PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency)

Relative Value Of Farmland {(From Part V)

Total Corridor Assessment (From Part VI above or a local site
assessment)

TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines)

Selected 4 Was A Local Site Assessment Used?
Converted by Project:

ves [ w~o [0

5. Reason For Selection:

MM-\M, 20173

Signature of Person Completing this Part: |DATE

NOTE: Complete a form for each segment with more than one Alternate Corridor
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April 22, 1996

Mr. Kenneth R. Myers

Planning and Environmental Engineer
Federal Highway Administration

1835 Assembly Street

Suite 758

Columbia, SC 29201

Dear Mr. Myers:
RE: Compliance with the Farmland Protection Policy Act

The procedures by which the Department complies with the Farmland Protection Policy
Act (FPPA) for all federal aid highway projects are labor intensive and often delay processing
of the environmental document. In view of information contained in the attached letter, it

appears that this process could be streamlined.

If the Department determines that the site assessment criteria (Part VI of SCS-CPA-
108) score is less than 60 points, an additional assessment by the district office of the Soil
Conservation Service would be unnecessary because the total score would always be less
than 160. Therefore, where the site assessment is determined to be less than 60, the
Department will complete Parts |, ill, V (assign 100 points), and VI, and place the completed
forms in the project file. In addition, the environmental document will summarize the steps
taken to comply with the FPPA. No coordination with SCS would occur.

Should you have any further questions regarding this matter, please contact Mr. Mike
Roberts at 737-1396.

Sincerely,

W
~t

Joj o T A
[0 R

Paul F. Embler
Environmental Program Administrator

Attachment

MAR/sfb

cc: EQM Davis
v/ EQM Frierson

EQM Hunter
EQM Laffoday
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¥Yr. FAzarmsn P. Snvder
Ztate SBighway Engiaser
South Carolina Department of Highways
and Public Transportation
355 Park Streat, P. 0. Box 935
Columbia, South Carclina 239262
Dear Br. Sayvder:
Subjact: Parmland Protection Pelicy Act
¥e have receivad additional guidance regarding the implementatiosn
¢f the subject Act., The informarion provided herein will supple-
ment the gquidancz material Ifcrwardsad to vou undar our lattar of
/23785,
The 301l Conzsrvyation Service's (5C3) regulation
isplementing the Farmland Protection Act (FPPA)
reguires tha SCS Lo provide a complate resgoners Lo
Form AD 1008 within 43 calender daya of its receipt
nere the SCS fails to Drovide the necassary inLOPma ion
or no informaticon at a=ll within 45 davs, the proposad
projact can prazsed as though the FPPA raauiremants 4
aot apply. However, in these cases it ia3 st{ll necessary
to cenaidsr impacts to farmland ia order to comply with
¥EPA reQn;remen-a. The projact environmantzal documant
should identify the farmland impacts and mitigaticdn
measuras and summarize the cocrdinaticn undertaken wit!
the SCS. The eavironmental documant should also
include a ststement =hat (1) the 8CS failed te provide
tne lang ﬂ"agu= icn inforwation within 45 davz, and (2)
rherzfora, in accordance with the 3SC8 regulation
(CFR ¢5&.4(a) )}, the PFEPR doss not apply.
The 5CS hkasg agreed as an alternates to. forwarding a Form
AL 1006 oa =1l projests where only thoss whers the site
assessmant criteria (Fart VI) zcore is more than &0
pointas for each project altevnative pesd to be sub-
mitgﬂd.‘ The rationale is based on its regulatien
{7 C“R 658.4(c) (2} ) which provides that “S5ites
recalving 4 total scours of l=s3s3 than 1460 points be
—-more~-
R
e P
. r——ida - .-

Tehrunry 26, 1445

E’L‘
i

)
{9
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aprl !
aﬁb”

glven a minimal leval of considaration f£f2r protection
and no additional sits2s be svaluated.” The maximum
score that can be aasigned tc the land evaluvatisn (Part
%) is 100 points., Theresfors, where the sit2 assegsment
(Part V1) is leas tnan £0 points, the total scorz
(Parts V and VI) would always b= lass than 160 points.
The 3CS agrees that whera all project alternatives are
acorzd less than 160 points there is little or nc bene-
fit to be derived from submitting Form aD 1006 to its
fiald offices for ccordination. To documeat complianca
with tha 8C2 regulation, the Department nead only
corplate Parts I, IIT, V (asaign 180G points), ard V2
and place the complatzd form in the proiect files. The
project enviroamental documant should summariza the
steps taken to idantify apnd eyaluate2 farmland impacts
and” comply with the FPAA.

Ve will continue to k=2ep the Department appraissd of any farther
clarification of existing guidelines cor new guidelines developed
for implemanting this new program as {t is recsived. If you
shculd have any comments and/or gquestions regarding ths above
information, pleass f2al free to call on us.

i

th

nc2r2ly vyours,

G

- Cl
ivi

oy
{on A

dministrator

[V

O w

/s/ Arthur A. Fendrick
By Arthur A. Fandrick
Agmistant Sivizion Adminiatrator
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USCG Bridge Permit Requirements
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Commandant 2100 Second Street, S.W.
United States Coast Guard Washington, DC 20593-0001
Staff Symbol: G-OPT

Phone: (202) 267-0368
Fax: (202) 267-4046

16591
January 4, 2005

Tuhin Basu & Associates, Inc.
Attn: "Mr. Tuhin K. Basu, PE
7921 Jones Branch Drive
Suite 545

McLean, VA 22102

Dear Mr. Basu:

This is in reply to your letter dated December 17, 2004 to Ms. Kebby Kelley of the U. S. Coast
Guard Environmental Management Division, Washington, DC regarding the replacement of the
U. S. 701 bridges over the Great Pee Dee River, the Pee Dee Overflow and Lake Yauhannah in
Horry/Georgetown Counties, South Carolina. The Coast Guard’s jurisdiction with this project is
limited to any associated bridge work across navigable waters of the United States. We are
forwarding your letter to our Seventh Coast Guard District Bridge Office in Miami, Florida, under
whose cognizance this project would fall. The district office will be able to determine if your
project falls under our jurisdicfion and whether it will require a Coast Guard Bridge Permit. Ifa
permit is required, they will be able to assist you in filing an application for a permit. They will
also be your point of contact for any associated environmental issues surrounding thé development

of an environmental assessment.

Sincerely, .

ol Mt \)

FRANK A. MARTIN, JR.
Chief, Bridge Permits Division
Office of Bridge Administration
U. S. Coast Guard

Copy: D-7 (obr) with incoming letter
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Commander 909 SE 1% Avenue Suite 432

Seventh Coast Guard District Miami, FL. 33131-3050
Staff Symbol: (obr)
Phone: (305) 415-6747
Fax: (305) 415-6763
Email: wiate@d7.uscg.mil

16591
January 26, 2005

Mr. Tuhin K. Basu, PE

Project Manager

Tuhin Basu & Associates, Inc.
7921 Jones Branch Dr., Suite 545
McLean, VA 22102

Dear Mr. Basu:

I am responding to your letter of December 30, 2004 regarding the replacement of 1J:S. Route-
701 bridges over Great Pee Dee River, Pee Dee Overflow, and Lake Yauhannah in
Horry/Georgetown Counties, SC.

My examinati ard
permit will be ectis
federally fund

650.805, a copy of which is enclosed, has the responsibility to determine if a USCG permit is
required. I’ve also enclosed a copy of a locality map indicating the federal project channel.

If federal funds are not utilized in this roadway/bridge project, then a Coast guard bridge permit
is required for the project. The Coast Guard Bridge Permit Application Guide is available at
http://www.uscg.mil/hg/g-o/g-opt/g-opt.htm. Please submit the permit application as outlined
with original 8 1/2" X 11" permit plans showing the project vicinity, and existing and proposed
bridge structures, in plan and elevation views.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please call Mr. Gwin Tate at (305) 415-6747.

W. GWIN TATE II1
Associate Bridge Management Specialist

U.S. Coast Guard
By direction

Enclosures
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SCLCOT

Scouth Carolina
Department of Transportation

September 28, 2009

J. Kenneth Johnson

Federal Highway Administration
1835 Assembly Street, Suite 1270
Columbia, South Carolina 29201

RE: Replacement of U.S. Route 701 Bridges over Great Pee Dee River,
Great Pee Dee Overflow, and Lake Yauhannah in Horry/Georgetown Counties, SC
SCDOT File No. 22.124B, Project No. BR-BR88(044), PIN No. 30688

Dear Mr. Johnson:

The South Carolina Department of Transportation {SCDOT) is currently preparing an
Environmental Assessment (EA) for the above referenced project and this letter is to formally request a
determination regarding the requirement for a USCG permit for the proposed replacement bridge over the
Great Pee Dee River in accordance with the 23 CFR 650 regulations.

The purpose of the project is to replace three structurally deficient and/or functionally obsolete
bridges along a 2-mile segment of US 701 that begins near the US Route 701 / Triity Road intersection
in Georgetown County and extends to the US Route 701 / Lucas Bay Road intersection in Horry County.
The bridges to be replaced are over Lake Yahannnah, the Great Pee Dee River and the Great Pee Dee
River Overflow. The new replacement structures will be positioned on a new roadway alignment in order
to avoid the considerable detour length that would result from closing the existing roadway and
constructing the new bridges on the existing US Route 701 alignment. As part of the environmental
assessment process, several conceptual alternative alignments were evaluated and we have recommended
placing the new US 701 on a parallel alignment downstream from the existing US 701 alignment.

As detailed on the attached schematic, the following are the navigational specifics associated with
proposed replacement bridge over the Great Pee Dee River:

Minimum Vertical Clearance = 38.5 feet (Above MLW)
Minimum Herizontal Clearance = 115 feet
Low Tide Water Depth = 16.5 feet

The new replacement bridge will provide clearances generally equal to or greater than the
clearances provided by the existing US 701 bridges.

9

Post Office Box 191 Phona: (803) 737-2314 AN EQUAL QPPQRTUNITY
Columbia, South Carolina 29202-0191 TIY: (%)3)47’937-3870 AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER



Mr. J. Kenneth Johnson, FHWA
September 28, 2009 — Page 2 of 2

We appreciate your assistance and willingness to work with the SCDOT on this project. Should
you have any questions or require additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me at 803-737-
1430.

Sincerely,

W

William “Tyle” Redfearn III, E.LT.
Assistant Program Manager

Enclosure

CC: Shane Belcher, FHWA

Bener Amado, P.E., SCDOT

Ed Frierson, SCDOT

Henry Phillips SCDOT

Tuhin Basu, P.E., Tuhin Basu & Associates, Inc.
File: PC/WTR
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U.S. Department.of c d 909 S. E. First A
Homelt:l[l:?‘l Sr:?::ri‘t}y Sg\%r:t?lncg;st Guard District gtlaaf?“éyﬁ#b;s; éf;;nue 750\//

. Phone: (305} 415-6989 ‘
United States ho —
Coast Guard Emalisg\?éljgss;;d@uscg mil ﬁa/é'

16211/SC
RECZ szgal 1840
Feder:JHh ey A mfiibuat:onember 4,2009

Mr. Raobert L. Lee GEC
Division Administrator 11 2009
1935 Assembly Street, Ste. 1270 DIVISION O
Columbia, SC 29201 CoLuUmMBIA s}g
Dear Mr. Lee:

We have received your ietter regarding the reptacement of the U.S. 701 Bridges across
the Great Pee Dee River, Great Pee Dee River Overflow and Lake Yauhannah at

Georgetown and Horry Counties, South Carolina.

Your letter dated October 8, 2009 states that the proposed projects fall under 23 CFR
Part 650, Subpart H, section 650.807 which exempts you from obtaining a formal Coast
Guard bridge permits. We do not concur with your determination that a bridge permit is
not required for the proposed project across the Great Pee Dee River. Our research
and examination indicates that Great Pee Dee River is navigated by vessels greater
than 21 feet in length up and downstream of the proposed bridge site. The proposed
project will require approval of the proposed location and plan through issuance of a
Coast Guard Bridge Permit. Enclosed please find the Bridge Permit Application Guide
for your guidance while preparing the application.

We concur with your determination that USCG bridge permits are not required for the

U. S. 701 Bridges across the Great Pee Dee River Overflow and Lake Yauhannah.

Coast Guard permits are not required for any highway bridges constructed with funds

authorized by FHWA and over waters which: are non-tidal; not used or not susceptible

for use in their natural conditions or by reasonable improvement as a means to

transport interstate or foreign commerce; or if tidal, used only by vessels less than 21

feet in length (23 CFR Part 650, Subpart H, section 650. 805) ,

Although no Coast Guard bridge permits will be required, other areas of jurisdiction
apply. The following stipulations must be met:

a. Timely notice of any and all events that may affect navigation shall be given
to the District Commander during construction of the bridge project.

b. Upon completion of design and finalization of the location, this office shall be

contacted regarding approval of lights and other signals that may be required under 33
CFR 118. Approval of said lighting or waiver shall be obtained prior to construction.
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c. Upon completion of construction, the bridge owner shall submit "as built"
drawings (8 1/2 X 11") showing clearances through the bridges and sufficient data to
permit this office to prepare a completion report. This report is used for Coast Guard
and other mariner publications.

If you have any questions regarding our determination or the preparation of the permit

application feel free to call me at (305) 415-6989.

EVELYN SMART

Environmental Protection Specialist
Bridge Administration Branch

Seventh Coast Guard District

By direction of the District Commander

Sincerely,

Encl: Bridge Permit Application Guide

Copy: BMC Barry S. Pierce, USCG ANT Georgetdwn
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Jurisdictional Determination Approval
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USFWS Previous Agreements
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Excerpt from

Final Environmental Impact Statement

Proposed Establishment of Waccamaw National Wildlife
Refuge

Volume |
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
1875 Century Boulevard
Atlanta, Georgia 30345

IN REPLY REFER TQ

To:  Recipients of the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Establishment of
Waccamaw National Wildlife Refuge

The Fish and Wildlife Service is pleased to provide you with a copy of the Final Environmental
Impact Statement (FEIS) for the proposed establishment of Waccamaw National Wildlife Refuge.
The FEIS outlines the actions proposed by the Service to preserve and protect a diversity of wildlife
habitats within the coastal floodplain of Georgetown, Horry, and Marion Counties, South Carolina.

The proposal was developed by the Service in coordination with the State of South Carolina, other
Federal agencies, and private organizations. In the FEIS, five alternatives and their potential impacts
on the environment are evaluated. The Service believes the proposed action to preserve the wetlands
is a positive step in preventing the loss of additional fish and wildlife habitat which is so important

to this area of coastal South Carolina and its people.

Additional copies of the Final Environmental Impact Statement can be obtained free of charge from
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 1875 Century Blvd., Suite 420, Atlanta, Georgia 30345, 1-800-
419-9582. Your interest and support for preserving the area of the proposed Waccamaw National

Wildlife Refuge are appreciated.
Sincgrely yours,

Noreen K. Clough z

Regional Director

Enclosure

B-75



Final Environmental Impact Statement

Proposed Establishment of
Waccamaw National Wildlife Refuge

Georgetown, Horry, and Marion Counties,
South Carolina

Volume 1
U.S. Department of the Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service
Southeast Regional Office
1875 Century Boulevard
Atlanta, Georgia 30345
April 1997

us.
FISH & WILDLIFE
SERVICE

United States Department of the Interior

Fish and Wildlife Service
Southeast Region
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_ Chapter 4

Waccamaw Final Environmental Impact Statement )

generated through the sales of hunting and fishing licenses and associated ancillary
purchases of equipment and other items. Although it is difficult to estimate the
specific amounts of these expenditures which would be directly related to the

proposed refuge, they are expected to be substantial.

4.3.3.4. Transportation

The only primary highway that crosses the study area is U.S. Highway 701, which
crosses the study area within Unit 1. Normally, if road construction or
improvement is considered in the future on lands actually purchased for the refuge,
those lands would be considered Section 4(f) statute lands and would have to be
evaluated under Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966. The
intent of this statute and the policy of the Department of Transportation are not to
prohibit road construction, but to avoid unnecessary impacts on public parks,
recreation areas, refuges, and historic sites. The provisions of Section 4¢f) require .
the Secretary of Transportation to determine: (1) that there is no feasible and *
prudent alternative to the use of the Section 4(f) land, and (2) that such project °
includes all possible planning to minimize harm to such park, recreation area, |
wildlife and waterfowl refuge or historic site. The evaluation must address location :
alternatives and design shifts that avoid the Section 4(f) land while still addressing
the purpose and need of the project. When there are truly unusual factors or when
the costs or community disruption reach extraordinary magnitude, road ;
construction could still occur within refuge lands. However, the requirements of :
Section 4(f) do not apply if the refuge and highway are jointly developed. If a
refuge is planned on a tract of land and a strip of land within the tract is reserved
for a highway corridor at e time the development plan for the tract is established, |

Section 4(f) does not apply.

In view of the importance of the proposed Interstate Highway 73/74 corridor t0

Georgetown and Horry Counties, the Service has agreed to cooperate with the .
SCDOT to identify a 220 foot wide strip of land along both sides of the existing’
right-of-way that will be sufficiently wide to acco nodate the widening of U.S.

701 (where it crosses Uni . 1 of the proposed refuge) to interstate standards and :
deem it a “reserved corridor.” The Service has also agreed to cooperate with the
SCDOT to reserve a 1,000-foot corridor to accommodate road widening to desired -
future standards along other highways that are contiguous with, or adjacent to, the:.
proposed refuge boundaries and to reserve a 1,000 foot corridor along the side of
U.S. 701 and S.C. 544 where they are adjacent, and in close proximity to, the
proposed refuge. The Service will enter into a “joint development agreement” with
SCDOT that delineates the corridor that is being reserved and documents that the
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Waccamaw Final Environmental Impact Statement Chapter 4

requirements of Section 4(f) would not apply to any subsequent highway
construction on the reserved right-of-way as previously planned (See Appendix 5).

The only road that has been considered for proposed new construction is the South
Conway Bypass. It was not included as a viable option in the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for the Carolina Bays Parkway project, however (South Carolina
Department of Transportation 1996). Because the South Conway Bypass remains
an unresolved issue, and no right of way has been identified for it, the Service has
taken no position concerning its status. However, the Service is willing to work
with SCDOT and other appropriate agencies to identify a right of way for the South
Conway Bypass, if and when the Service acquires any lands that may involve the

potential project area.
4.3.3.5. Local Real Estate Tax Revenues

Under this alterrpative, all tracts acquired by the Service in fee title will be
removed from local real estate tax rolls because federal government agencies are
not required to pay state or local taxes. However, the Service makes annual
payments to local governments, as required by the Refuge Revenue Sharing Act

(Public Law 95-469).

Payments for acquired land are computed on whichever of the following formulas
is greatest: (1) three-fourths of 1% of the appraised market value of the lands
acquired in fee title; (2) 25% of the net refuge receipts collected; or (3) 75 cents
per acre of the lands acquired in fee title within the county. The total estimated
annual revenue-sharing payment that would be made to the three counties under this
alternative would be about $198,735. This is the amount that the Service would
pay if all of the lands proposed for acquisition are acquired in fee title. If title
remains in state and private ownerships, revenue sharing payments are not made.
This estimate is based on three-fourths of 1% of the appraised market value as
represented by an analysis of county tax records, appraisal information, and sales

data.
4.3.4. Cultural and Historic Resource Impacts

Historic and archaeological sites would be protected under federal ownership as defined
in the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended through 1992 (Public Law
89-665), the Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 (P.L.96-95), the Native
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 (P.L.101-601), and the
implementing regulations authored by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the
Department of Interior, and the National Park Service.

125
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Appendix 3.

Correspondence between U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
and South Carolina Department of Transportation
documenting agreements on transportation issues

relating to the proposed establishment of
Waccamaw National Wildlife Refuge.
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United States Departmient of the {niciior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

1875 Ceucury Boulevard
Adanta, Georgia 30345

IN REPLY REFER TO:

February 5, 1997

Mzrs. Elizabeth Mabry

Executive Director

South Carolina Department of Transportation
955 Park Street

Post Office Box 191
Columbia, South Carolina 29202-0191

Dear Mrs. Mabry:

Thank you for your letter of January 16, 1997, to Roger Banks of our Charleston Ecological Services
Office wherein you provided us with corridor width information for highways U.S. 701 and S.C. 544
as it relates to the Services’ proposed Waccamaw National Wildlife Refuge. We appreciate the
opportunity we were given to meet with you and your staff on January 2, 1997, to discuss our
proposed refuge and answer any questions you had about how our pr0Ject would impact future
highway projects of the South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT). We thoroughly
understand and appreciate the desire of your agency to maximize its ability fo carry out road
widening, or other forms of modification in the area if the refuge is established. As you requested,

we will address the following highway related issues:

(1) Widening U.S. Highway 701 where it crosses Unit 1 of the proposed refuge.
(2) Widening Highways U.S. 701 and S.C. 544 where they are adjacent, and in close

proximity to, the proposed refuge boundary. )
(3) Widening, or in some way modifying, other highways in the area that are contiguous with

or adjacent to proposed refuge boundaries.
Widening U.S. 701 where it crosses Unit 1 of the proposed refuge.

On November 18, 1994, the S.C. Highway Commission adopted a resolution that specifically states
that between Georgetown, and Conway, South Carolina, the I-73/74 route will follow U.S. Route
701. Subsequently, P 104-59 was signed on November 28, 1995, identifying I-73 and I-74 as “high
priority” corridors. In view of the importance of these future Interstate Highways to Georgetown and
Horry Counties, it is understandable why your agency wants assurance that if the refuge is approved,
Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 will not prevent ot delay future
widening of Highway 701. Inrecognition of SCDOT’s concern about this important matter, the Fish

and Wildlife Service agrees:

(a) If the refuge is approved, at such time as the purchase of the Pee Dee Swamp through
which Highway 701 occurs is being pursued, it (the Service) will cooperate with the SCDOT
to identify a strip of land adjacent to the existing right-of-way Lhat will be sufficiently wide
to accommodatc widening of Highway 701 to interstate standards. Based on data provided
in your letter dated January 16, 1997, the Service agrees to identify a 220 ft. wide strip along
both sides of the existing roadway. These strips along both sides are necessary because
SCDOT does not have adequate information to determine which side of the existing roadway
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could best accommodate the additional lanes. However, since the forested wetland along the
south side of the roadway is relatively undisturbed in contrast to the system along the
northern side that has been cleared to accommodate power lines, we would encourage
widening along the northern side. The 1.7-mile length of roadway in question that crosses
the proposed refuge consists totally of 1.0-mile of solid fill causeway, and .7 miles of
bridging. Since the entire 1.7-mile segment is located in the Pee Dee Floodplain and there
are no existing side roads, there appears to be no need to establish improvements that could
require an additional 1000 ft. of right-of-way as was requested in your letter.

(b) The Service will enter into a “Joint Development Agreement” with SCDOT that
delineates the corridor that is being identified and clearly documents that the requirements
of Section 4(f) will not apply to any subsequent highway construction on the described right-

of-way as previously planned.

Widening of U.S. 701 and S.C. 544 where they are adjacent, and in close proximity to, the
proposed refuge boundary.

At this time, the boundaries of the proposed refuge are depicted on maps in the Environmental
Impact Statement. Any approved boundaries would not actually be surveyed until those lands are
acquired. However, the proposed refuge boundary is sufficiently accurate to predict that there may
be key locations where highways U.S. 701 and S.C. 544 will come close enough for the SCDOT to
have concern about the application of Section 4(f). For reasons outlined in your letter, we concur
with the explanation of why you are recommen ling a 1,000 ft. wide strip along both sides of U.S.
701 (except the 1.7-mile segment across the Pee Dee floodplain), and a 1,000 ft. corridor to be
reserved for future widening along the west side of S.C. 544. In recognition of SCDOT’s concern

about this important issue, the Service agrees:

(a) At such tithe as the refuge is approved and the Service pursues acquisition of lands that
are situated it close proximity to highways U.S. 701 and S.C. 544, we will recognize a 1,000
ft. corridor along the side of the highway that is contiguous with the refuge. The Service will
cooperate with the SCDOT to identify a strip of land within the 1,000 ft. corridor that will
be sufficiently wide to accommodate road widening to desired standards.

(b) The Service will enter into a “Joint Development Agreement” with the SCDOT that
delineates the corridor that is being identified and clearly documents that the requirements
of Section 4(f) will not apply to any subsequent highway construction on the described right-

of-way as previously planned.

Widening, or in some way modifying, other highways in the area that are contiguous with or
adjacent to proposed refuge boundaries:

In our meeting of January 2, 1997, you expressed concern, not only about highways U.S. 701 and
S.C. 544 as discussed above, but also about SCDOT’s ability to make futurc improvements on other
roads that are gontiguous with, or adjacent to, proposed refuge boundaries. Although there are
currently no modifications being proposed for any other roads in the area, other than those discussed
above, you were concerned about taking any action that could jeopardize or delay future
modifications. We understand your concern about making provisions for future projects and

therefore, the Service agrees:
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(a) At such time as the refuge is approved and acquisition of land is pursued, we will notify
the SCDOT prior to the purchase of an land that is near, or contiguous with, an existing
State maintained road or highway. At this time the Service would give the SCDOT the
opportunity to verify that they do have a planned project, or that they want to establish a
corridor that will accommodate any perceived modifications. Based on the explanation given
in your Jetter, we will recognize a 1,000 ft. corridor along the side of any highway that is
contiguous with the refuge. The Service would then cooperate with the SCDOT to identify
a strip of land within the 1,000 ft. corridor that would be sufficiently wide to accommodate

any future modifications.

(b) The Service will enter into a “Joint Development Agreement” with the SCDOT that
delineates the corridor that is being identified and clearly documents that the requirements
of Section 4(f) will not apply to any subsequent highway construction on the described right-

of-way as previously planned.

We trust that the commitments we have made above address the comments in the SCDOT letter of
September 13, 1996, during the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) public comment
period, those concerns that were discussed at our January 2, 1997, meeting, and those expressed in
your letter of January 16, 1997, to our Charleston Ecological Services field office. Upon your review
and concurrenice with these commitments, we will incorporate them in the appropriate sections of
the Final EIS. Ifyou have any comments regarding the above, please contact me at 800-419-9582
by February 21, 1997, in order that we can meet o1 schedule for completion and release of the Final
EIS.

.Thank you for your willingness to work with us on this effort, and we want to assure you that the
Service will do all it can to ensure that establishment of the proposed Waccamaw National Wildlife
Refuge will not impede planned or future activities along existing highways in the area.

Sincerely yours,

I v | M= S PR LR, \ N

Thomas F. Follrath
Senior Realty Officer
Refuges and Wildlife
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Grued of tha Dirvcior
(203) 737-1302 » Fax (863) 737-2053

apuly Director of Enginasiing
South Carolina (803) 737-1314 » Fax (903) 737-2038
Department of Transportation : inistrat
Deputy Dirsctor of Finance and Administration
(803) 737-7240 « Fax (803) 737-1719

955 Park Street February 20, 1997

Post Office Box 191 Deputy Director of Mass Transit

Columbia, South Carolina 29202-0191 (803) 737-8720 « Fax (803) 737-8739
S.C. 544 and U.S. 701

Waceamaw National Wildlife Refuge
Georgetown and Horry Counties

Mr. Thomas F. Follrath
Senior Realty Officer
Refuges and Wildlife

U.S. Fish & Wildlifc Service

1875 Century Boulevard
Atlanta, Georgia 30345

Dear Mr. Follrath:

of February 5 concemning the Waccamaw National Wildlife

Thank you for your letter
n this important

Refuge. I enjoyed our recent meeting and look forward to working with you o

project.
We have reviewed your letter and ¢
understanding that these commitments will be

prior to the purchase of any land that is n

roadway, the Service would coordinate with t
ice would also enter into an agreement

to accommodate future roadway modifications. The Serv
with the SCDOT to document that the requirements of Section 4(f) would not apply to any

subsequent highway construction within the agreed upon corridor.
Thank you again for all of your efforts. Please let me know if I can be of further

assistance.

Elizabeth S. Mabry
Executive Director

ESM: bws
Mr. Roger L. Banks, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

cc:
M. Buford S. Mabry, Chief Counsel, DNR
Mr. William C. Boyd, Esquire, Sinkler & Boyd
Mr. Ed Duncan, Department of Natural Resources
File: PC/TE

AN EQUAL OPPCATUNITY/
AFFIRMATIVE ACTIOM EMPLOYER

CE eI A MBS L TR TVITRRT | IR T A S MBSO TS 0 G TR

U,
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Additional Correspondence between USFWS and SCDOT
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s DY OF PHALTY 0017609

U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SARVICE
Division of Realty

1875 Century Boulevard NE, Room 420
Atlanta, Georgia 30345

DATE: April 30, 2002
To: Craig Sasser
From: Brenda M. Johnson-Turner

Realty Specialist, East Branch
Brenda_Johuson-Turner@fws.gov
(404) 679-7202
(404) 679-7273 fax
1 (800) 419-9582

Subject: SCDOT-Yauhanuah Bluff Site

Pages:_ 2 (ineluding cover shect)

Remarks:  Craig, Tom and Cal want to discuss this Ietter we received from SCDOT,
Please let me know what time you would be able to discuss this today via
couference with Tom, Cal, and Roger Banks. I am in the office today until
4pm. If you will ot be able to discuss today, please let me know that { can

coordinate a time acceptable to all for tomorrow. Thanks, T got your

message and I will lpok for the level 1 as well as the attachment.

If there are problerns with receiving, please call us at (404) 679-7237
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NEURF VRIS

South Garolina
Department ot Transportation

April 24, 2002

Mr. Thomas F. Follrath

Chief, Division of Realty

U.S. Department of the Interior
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Boulevard
Atlanta, GA 30345

Subject: Acquisition of Property on U.S. Route 701 for a Refige Headquarters in
Georgetown County, South Carolina

Dear Mr. Follrath:

Thank you for your letter dated Aptil 9, 2002, concerning the above referenced subject, Iu this

letter, your agency has identified a parcel of property adjacent to U.S. Route 701 to acquire for a Refuge
Headquarters. An agreement between our agencies dated February 5, 1997, identified and preserved a
s of U.8. Route 701 for future widening. Your recent lotter

allow for acquisition and developtnent within this 220-foot
the Pee Dee Swamp.

If futire widening of this roadway becormes necessary, an environmental document prepared to
National Envirommental Policy Act (NEPA) standards will be required. NEPA requires that all
reasonable alternatives must be evaluated, which prevents the Department from restricting consideration
of alternatives for reasonably foreseeable improvements. If the NEPA, analysis determines the preferred
alternative is widening to the south side of U.S. Route 701, then the potential exists for mupacling the

refuge headquarters.

The Department has no objection to the acquisition and development of this property as long as
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service will dgree to incur all necessary costs involved with relocating this
facility, if the preferred altemative impacts this site. If this arrangement were agreeable ta you, an
agreemertt between our agencies outlining the details would need to be executed.

If yort have any additional quéstions, please feel free to contact me at 803-737-1240

RIP:cw

M. Flizahoth 8. Mabry, Execntive Tirector
Mr Roger L. Danks, USTWS

oot

File: End/TWIT
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DATE:

To:

Irom:

Subject:

Pages:

Remarks:

If thers ave problems with receiving, please call us at (404) 679-7237

FAX 0L 330 T

U.S. FISH AND WILDLII'E SERVICE
Division of Realty

1875 Century Boulevard NE, Room 420
Atlanta, Georgia 30345

May 7, 2002

Craig Sasser
Cowmplex Biologist, SC

‘Brenda M. Johnson-Turner
Realty Specialist, East Branch
Brenda, Johnson-Turner@fws.gov
(404) 679-7202

(404) 679-7273 fax

1 (800) 419-9582

SCDOT letter

4 (including cover sheet)

RS DIV O RUALTY

We sent this off today so hopefully they will get the letter tomorrow. If you have

questions, please call me at (404) 679-7202. As always, I appreciate your

assistance.
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FHE DIV O REATIY

United States Departiment of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
i873 Century Boulsyad
Adanta, Georvia 3034535

In Reply Refec To:
FWS/R4/RF/RE MAY 0 7 2007

LA-South Catolina
Waccamaw NWR
Yavohannalr Properties, [ne. (30)

VIA QVERNIGHT MATI,

Mr. Robert J. Probst, Deputy Director
South Carolina Department of Transportation
Post Office Box 19]

Columbia, South Carolina 29202-0191

Deatr Mc. Probst:

We are in receipt of your April 24, 2002 letter wherein you addressed our concern about the
acquisition of property on U.S. Route 701 for our Waccamaw National Wildlife Refuge
Headquarters. Basically, you concluded that your Department would have no objection to the
acquisition and development of this property as long as the Service would agree to incur all
necessary costs to relocate the facility, if it became necessary. Further, you stated that if we were
agreeable to such an arvangement, that an agresment between our agencies would need to be

executed.

As you can fmagine, as a Federal Agency we have no mechanjsm available that would allow us
to agree to pay relocation costs of a facility we are proposing to build. Also, in this particular
case, we have no alternative properties available on which to build a headquarters facility.

In our April 9, 2002 letter lo Mrs. Mabry, we asked if the South Carolina Department of
Transportation 'would be willing to agree that it’s not necessary for the Service to preserve a 220
toot buffer on the south side of U.S, Highway 701, thus frecing up the entire parcel for the new
headquarters facility. We understand your fafire concern abouf NEPA standards that you must
meet If you ever propose to widen this segment of U.S, Highway 701. However, our request to
delete the 220 foot buffer on the south side of the highway was premised on our knowledge of
NEPA requirements, as well as extensive experienec in commenting on proposed highway
alipnments. As we pointed out in our February 3, 1997 letter to Mrs. Mabry, the system along
the northern side of the highway has already been disturbed through clearing for power lines, ctc.,
whereas the forested wetland along the south side of the roadway is relatively undisturbed,
Regardless of whether the headquarters facility was present or not, we believe that the preferred
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Nr. Robert J. Probst

alignment for any future widening of U.S! Highway 701 at this point, would be on the more
highly disturbed north side. I thiuk that it is also appropriate to point out that the original
agreement that was cited in the EIS was specific to thepossible acquisition of the Pee Dee
Swamp Tract. Whereas Yauhannah BIuff (tract in question) is presently outside of our original
acquisition boundary, it was technically not addressed in the EIS, This being the ease, since it is
a “special purpose” acquisition, there might be sore question whether we even need to modify

the original agreement.

[t should be pointed out that our current plans are to locate the physical headquarters structure
as close to the river bluff as possible, positioning it just south, or slightly south, of the 220 foot
right-of-way line. At this time, we only envision locating certain infrastructure components
within the 220 foot area, such as parking facilities, septic system, ete. Our decision as to where
to achually Jocate the headquarters building is somewhat constrained by the presence of
archaeological resources and where they are located on the property.  Fortunately, most of the
archaeological resources that have beep identified to date are located close to the road. If this
trend continues, we should be able to build ¢ur headquarters close to the river bluff as ae

originally planned.

In an effort to reach a compramise position that would meet your possible future needs o build
Highway 701 to Interstate Standards, while at the same time allowing the Service to retain
adeguate space to build our new Headquarters, we would agree to the following solutions;

Your Department could achieve the necessary 250 foot wide footprint 1o meet Interstate

1.

Standards by setting aside 125 feet on both sides of the existing centerline of Highway
701;

2. Assuming that the edge of the existing right-of-way is 75 feet from the centerline, the
Service would only have to cornmit to identifying an additional 50 feet in order to meet
your needs;

3. The Service will commit to preserving this 125 foot sirip frorn the existing centerline of

US Routs 701 on the south side of the highway.

In summary, we request that you agres to allowing the Service to preserve a 125 foot sirip from
the existing centerline on the south side of Highway 701 rather thao the 220 [eet we committed to
in our February S, 1997 letter. Furthermore, this agreemert will document that the requirements
of Section 4(f) would not apply (0 any subsequent highway constiuction within the agreed upon
corridor. If you concir with the aforementionad solutions, please sign below and retitm. Thank
you for your consideration (o this request. ’
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Mr. Robert T, Probst
4
4
If you have additional questions, please feel free to contact me at (404) 679-7198.
Sincerely,

W—Q«mj‘ 'M

'homas F. Follrath

Chief, Division of Realty
CONCURRENCE;
Mr. Robert I. Probst Date

South Carolina Department of Transportation
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July 9, 2003

4\(,[»\ b

Mr. Thomas I7. Follrath

Chief, Realty Division

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1875 Century Boulevard
Atlanta, GA 30345

Subject: Purchase of Property adjacent to US Route 701 in the Pee Dee Swamp and adjacent to
the Waccamaw River near Jackson Bluff in Georgetown and Horry Counties,

South Carolina — KWS/R4/RF/RE

Dear Mr. Follrath:

The South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT) has reviewed your Iétter of

June 11, 2003 concerning the above referenced property acquisition. As per the agreement
between the SCDOT and the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) outlined in letters dated
February 5, 1997 and February 20, 1997, a 220-foot buffer, adjacent to the present right-of-way,
was recognized on both sides of US Route 701 to accommodate future transportation construction

activities and to preclude the néed for Section 4(f) evaluations.

The three proposed sites appear fo be in close proximity or adjacent to US Routs 701,

Although the SCDOT does not presently have ariy plans to widen this section of US 701, widening
could occur due to future traffic demands or safety needs. If the subject property is directly
adjacent to US Route 701, then a 220-foot strip adjacent to the Department's existing right-of-way

needs to be identified and recognized for future widening.

If the required set aside is preserved to accommodate firture widening of US Route 701, the
Department believes that the proposed acquisition would meet the terms outlined in the above
referenced agreement and offers no objections to the acquisition of this site. Thank you for
informing us and allowing us to review your proposal. If you need any further information or have

additional questions, please advise.

Execulive Director

ESM:cw

ce: John V. Walsh, Depnty State Highway Enginses
Robert I. Pratt, [Yirecior of Preconstruciion
Bemry Still, Program Manager

File, Env/JWTL
CTS No 21153
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USFWS Recent Agreements
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
176 Croghan Spur Road, Suite 200
Charleston, South Carolina 29407

August 23,2010

Mr. Edward Frierson
Environmental Project Manager
S.C. Department of Transportation
P.O. Box 191

Columbia, SC 29202-0191

Re:  Biological Assessment, Bridge Replacement, Hwy. 701
Georgetown and Horry Counties, SC, FWS Log No. 42410-2010-1-0577

Dear Mr. Friersor:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has received the Biological Assessment (BA)
regarding the proposed replacement of the Hwy. 701 bridges over the Great Pee Dee River, Pee
Dee River Overflow and Yauhannah Lake on the county line between Georgetown and Horry
Counties, SC. This portion of Hwy. 701 crosses the Waccamaw National Wildlife Refuge
(WNWR). The project as described in the revised BA will construct a replacement bridge south
or downstream of the existing structure. This BA addresses potential impacts to protected
species within the project corridor and was performed to satisfy requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act, 1969 (NEPA) and the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (Act), as
amended.

Upon review of the information provided, the Service concurs with your determination that the
proposed project will have no effect upon species currently protected under the Act. Please
contact the national Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration for consultation
requirements regarding the shortnose sturgeon. Obligations under section 7 of the Act must be
reconsidered if (1) new information reveals impacts of this identified action may affect any listed
species or critical habitat in a manner not previously considered, (2) this action'is subsequently
modified in a manner which was not considered in this assessment, or (3) a new species is listed
or critical habitat is designated that may be affected by the identified action.

TAKE PRI DE”E, +
INAM ERICA—\\_,‘/
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South Carolina 1835 Assembly Street, Suite 1270

Columbia, South Carolina 29201

Yy October 17, 2012 803-765-5411
803-253-3989

In Reply Refer To:
HDA-SC

Mr. Marshall Craig Sasser

Refuge Manager

Waccamaw National Wildlife Refuge
21424 N. Fraser Street

P.O. Box 1439

Georgetown, SC 29440

Dear Mr. Sasser:

The South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT) in coordination with the Federal
Highway Administration South Carolina Division (FHWA-SC) proposes to replace the existing
U.S. 701 bridges over the Great Pee Dee River, Great Pee Dee overflow and Yauhannah Lake.
The U.S. 701 bridge replacement project consists of the replacement and realignment of an
approximately two mile long section of U.S. 701 located in Georgetown and Horry Counties.
The purpose of the project is to replace the existing structurally deteriorated and functionally
obsolete bridges and maintain the principal direct rural connection between the larger towns of
Conway and Georgetown, as well as the smaller communities such as Bucksport and
Yauhannah.

The Waccamaw National Wildlife Refuge (WNWR) was established in 1997 and is located
adjacent to both sides of the existing U.S. 701 bridges. Through coordination with your office,
the newly constructed bridges are proposed to be located north of the existing bridges in order
to minimize impacts to the refuge. By locating the new bridges to the north, impacts to the
Cowford Swamp area will be minimized. Shifting away from Cowford Swamp and the existing
oxbow lake has been the preferred option by your office and others. One other advantage of
shifting to the north would be that lower quality wetlands will be impacted. Wetlands are of a
lesser quality due to an old road bed running along the upstream side of the existing bridges.

A Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation will be prepared in order to evaluate the impacts of the
proposed project prior to the approval of any use of refuge land. This evaluation will address
any feasible and prudent alternatives and all practicable planning measures to minimize harm to
the refuge. In coordination with your office, FHWA-SC feels that the project meets FHWA's
Programmatic Section 4(f) criteria for minor involvements with public parks, recreational lands,
and wildlife and waterfowl refuges (attached).

Permanent impacts to the WNWR include a loss of approximately 5 acres of land parallel and
directly adjacent to the existing bridges. Presently the WNWR encompasses nearly 27,000
acres and the proposed acquisition boundary spans over 55,000 acres. Based on these
acreages, the project would impact 0.0185 percent of the existing refuge. The WNWR should
see no net loss as a result of SCDOT’s plans to replace the property impacted. Table 1
provides a comparison of impacts from the various alternatives. SCDOT plans to work with your
office to find suitable replacement property to be turned over to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) as part of the mitigation for the project’s impacts.
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Mr. Craig Sasser
October 17, 2012

Table 1

We ask for your concurrence that the location of the land to be used as a result of Alternative 2
shall not impair the use of the remaining Section 4(f) property, in whole or in part, for its
intended purpose. The total amount to be acquired does not exceed 1 percent of the refuge
which is within the criteria set by FHWA to qualify the project to be processed under the

Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation for minor involvements with wildiife and waterfowl
refuges.

If you concur with this assessment please sign below and return a copy to my office. We look
forward to a continued coordination with you as this project progresses. Please address any
questions you may have to Mr. J. Shane Belcher at 803-253-3187 or by e-mail at
ieffrey.belcher@dot.qov.

Sincerely,

?‘. S Bdiny

(tor) Robert L. Lee
Division Administrator

Enclosures

CONCURREN

Signed: pate: 1O ' 1] !ﬂ-@l@s
Mr. Marshall Craig Sasser
Refuge Manager — Waccamaw National Wildlife Refuge

Mr. Tyke Redfearn, SCDOT Program Manager
Mr. Henry Phillips, SCDOT NEPA Environmental Coordinator

B-99



3
Mr. Craig Sasser
October 17, 2012

Final Nationwide Section 4(f) Evaluation and Approval for
Federally-Aided Highway Projects with Minor Involvements
with Public Parks, Recreation Lands, and Wildlife and
Waterfowl Refuges

This programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation has been prepared for projects which improve
existing highways and use minor amounts of publicly owned public parks, recreation lands,
or wildlife and waterfowl refuges that are adjacent to existing highways. This programmatic
Section 4(f) evaluation satisfies the requirements of Section 4(f) for all projects that meet
the applicability criteria listed below. No individual Section 4(f) evaluations need be
prepared for such projects. (Note: a similar programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation has been
prepared for projects which use minor amounts of land from historic sites).

The FHWA Division Administrator is responsible for reviewing each individual project to
determine that it meets the criteria and procedures of this programmatic Section 4(f)
evaluation. The Division Administrator's determinations will be thorough and will clearly
document the items that have been reviewed. The written analysis and determinations will
be combined in a single document and placed in the project record and will be made
available to the public upon request. This programmatic evaluation will not change the
existing procedures for project compliance with the National Environmental Pollcy Act
(NEPA) or with public involvement requirements.

Applicability

This programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation may be applied by FHWA only to projects
meeting the following criteria:

1. The proposed project is designed to improve the operational characteristics, safety,
and/or physical condition of existing highway facilities on essentially the same
alignment. This includes "4R" work (resurfacing, restoration, rehabilitation, and
reconstruction), safety improvements, such as shoulder widening and the correction
of substandard curves and intersections; traffic operation improvements, such as
signalization, channelization, and turning or climbing lanes; bicycle and pedestrian
facilities; bridge replacements on essentially the same alignment; and the
construction of additional lanes. This programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation does not
apply to the construction of a highway on a new location.

2. The Section 4(f) lands are publicly owned public parks, recreation lands, or wildlife
and waterfowl refuges located adjacent to the existing highway.

3. The amount and location of the land to be used shall not impair the use of the
remaining Section 4(f) land, in whole or in part, for its intended purpose. This
determination is to be made by the FHWA in concurrence with the officials having
jurisdiction over the Section 4(f) lands, and will be documented in relation to the size,
use, and/or other characteristics deemed relevant.

The total amount of land to be acquired from any Section 4(f) site shall not exceed
the values in the following Table:
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Mr. Craig Sasser
October 17, 2012

Total Size of Section 4(f) Site Maximum to Be Acquired

< 10 acres 10 percent of site
10 acres - 100 acres 1 acre
> 100 acres 1 percent of site

The proximity impacts of the project on the remaining Section 4(f) land shall not
impair the use of such land for its intended purpose. This determination is to be
made by the FHWA in concurrence with the officials having jurisdiction over the
Section 4(f) lands, and will be documented with regard to noise, air and water
pollution, wildlife and habitat effects, aesthetic values, and/or other impacts deemed
relevant.

The officials having jurisdiction over the Section 4(f) lands must agree, in writing,
with the assessment of the impacts of the proposed project on, and the proposed
mitigation for, the Section 4(f) lands.

For projects using land from a site purchased or improved with funds under the Land
and Water Conservation Fund Act, the Federal Aid in Fish Restoration Act (Dingell-
Johnson Act), the Federal Aid in Wildlife Act (Pittman-Robertson Act), or similar
laws, or the lands are otherwise encumbered with a Federal interest (e.g., former
Federal surplus property), coordination with the appropriate Federal agency is
required to ascertain the agency's position on the land conversion or transfer. The
programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation does not apply if the agency objects to the land
conversion or transfer.

This programmatic evaluation does not apply to projects for which an environmental
impact statement (EIS) is prepared, unless the use of Section 4(f) lands is
discovered after the approval of the final EIS. Should any of the above criteria not be
met, this programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation cannot be used, and an individual
Section 4(f) evaluation rust be prepared.

Alternatives

The following alternatives avoid any use of the public park land, recreational area, or wildlife
and waterfowl refuge:

1.
2.

3.

Do nothing.

Improve the highway without using the adjacent public park, recreational land, or
wildlife and waterfowl refuge.

Build an improved facility on new location without using the public park, recreation
land, or wildlife or waterfowl refuge.

This list is intended to be all-inclusive. The programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation does not
apply if a feasible and prudent alternative is identified that is not discussed in this document.
The project record must clearly demonstrate that each of the above alternatives was fully
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Mr. Craig Sasser
October 17, 2012

evaluated before the FHWA Division Administrator concluded that the programmatic
Section 4(f) evaluation applied to the project.

Findings

In order for this programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation to be applied to a project, each of the
following findings must be supported by the circumstances, studies, and consultations on
the project:

1.

Do Nothing Alternative. The Do Nothing Alternative is not feasible and prudent
because: (a) it would not correct existing or projected capacity deficiencies; or (b) it
would not correct existing safety hazards; or (c) it would not correct existing
deteriorated conditions and maintenance problems; and (d) not providing such
correction would constitute a cost or community impact of extraordinary magnitude,
or would result in truly unusual or unique problems, when compared with the
proposed use of the Section 4(f) lands.

Improvement without Using the Adjacent Section 4(f) Lands. It is not feasible
and prudent to avoid Section 4(f) lands by roadway design or transportation system
management techniques (including, but not limited to, minor alignment shifts,
changes in geometric design standards, use of retaining walls and/or other
structures, and traffic diversions or other traffic management measures) because
implementing such measures would result in: (a) substantial adverse community
impacts to adjacent homes, businesses or other improved properties; or (b)
substantially increased roadway or structure cost; or (c) unique engineering, traffic,
maintenance, or safety problems; or (d) substantial adverse social, economic, or
environmental impacts; or (e) the project not meeting identified transportation needs;
and (f) the impacts, costs, or problems would be truly unusual or unique, or of
extraordinary magnitude when compared with the proposed use of Section 4(f)
lands. Flexibility in the application of American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials (AASHTO) geometric standards should be exercised, as
permitted in 23 CFR 625, during the analysis of this alternative.

Alternatives on New Location. It is not feasible and prudent to avoid Section 4(f)
lands by constructing on new alignment because (a) the new location would not
solve existing transportation, safety, or maintenance problems; or (b) the new
location would result in substantial adverse social, economic, or environmental
impacts (including such impacts as extensive severing of productive farmlands,
displacement of a substantial number of families or businesses, serious disruption of
established patterns, substantial damage to wetlands or other sensitive natural
areas, or greater impacts to other Section 4(f) lands or (c) the new location would
substantially increase costs or engineering difficulties (such as an inability to achieve
minimum design standards, or to meet the requirements of various permitting
agencies such as those involved with navigation, pollution, and the environment);
and (d) such problems, impacts, costs, or difficulties would be truly unusual or
unique, or of extraordinary magnitude when compared with the proposed use of
Section 4(f) lands. Flexibility in the application of AASHTO geometric standards
should be exercised, as permitted in 23 CFR 625, during the analysis of this
alternative.
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Measures to Minimize Harm

This programmatic Section 4(f) evaluation and approval may be used only for projects
where the FHWA Division Administrator, in accordance with this evaluation, ensures that
the proposed action includes all possible planning to minimize harm. This has occurred
when the officials having jurisdiction over the Section 4(f) property have agreed, in writing,
with the assessment of impacts resuiting from the use of the Section 4(f) property and with
the mitigation measures to be provided. Mitigation measures shall include one or more of
the following:

1. Replacement of lands used with lands of reasonably equivalent usefulness and
location and of at least comparable value.

2. Replacement of facilities impacted by the project including sidewalks, paths,
benches, lights, trees, and other facilities.

3. Restoration and landscaping of disturbed areas.

4. Incorporation of design features (e.g., reduction in right-of-way width, modifications
to the roadway section, retaining walls, curb and gutter sections, and minor
alignment shifts); and habitat features (e.g., construction of new, or enhancement of
existing, wetlands or other special habitat types); where necessary to reduce or
minimize impacts to the Section 4(f) property. Such features should be designed in a
manner that will not adversely affect the safety of the highway facility. Flexibility in
the application of AASHTO geometric standards should be exercised, as permitted
in 23 CFR 625, during such design.

5. Payment of the fair market value of the land and improvements taken or
improvements to the remaining Section 4(f) site equal to the fair market value of the
land and improvements taken.

6. Such additional or alternative mitigation measures as may be determined necessary
based on consultation with, the officials having jurisdiction over the parkiand,
recreation area, or wildlife or waterfowt refuge.

If the project uses Section 4(f) lands that are encumbered with a Federal interest (see
Applicability), coordination is required with the appropriate agency to ascertain what
special measures to minimize harm, or other requirements, may be necessary under that
agency's regulations. To the extent possible, commitments to accomplish such special
measures and/or requirements shall be included in the project record.

Coordination

Each project will require coordination in the early stages of project development with the
Federal, state and/or local agency officials having jurisdiction over the Section 4(f) lands. In
the case of non-Federal Section 4(f) lands, the official with jurisdiction will be asked to
identify any Federal encumbrances. Where such encumbrances exist coordination will be
required with the Federal agency responsible for the encumbrance.

For the interests of the Department of Interior, Federal agency coordination will be initiated
with the Regional Directors of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the National Park Service,
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and the Bureau of Reclamation; the State Directors of the Bureau of Land Management,
and the Area Directors of the Bureau of Indian Affairs. In the case of Indian lands, there will
also be coordination with appropriate Indian Tribal officials.

Before applying this programmatic evaluation to projects requiring an individual bridge
permit the Division Administrator shall coordinate with the U.S. Coast Guard District
Commander.

Copies of the final written analysis and determinations required under this programmatic
Section 4(f) evaluation shall be provided to the officials having jurisdiction over the involved
Section 4(f) area and to other parties upon request.

Approval Procedure

This programmatic Section 4(f) approval applies only after the FHWA Division Administrator
has:

1. Determined that the project meets the applicability criteria set forth above;

2. Determined that all of the alternatives set forth in the Findings section have been
fully evaluated;

3. Determined that the findings in this document (which conclude that there are no
feasible and prudent alternatives to the use of the publicly owned public park,
recreation area, or wildiife or waterfowl refuge) are clearly applicable to the project;

4. Determined that the project complies with the Measures to Minimize Harm section of
this document;

5. Determined that the coordination called for in this programmatic evaluation has been
successfully completed;

6. Assured that the measures to minimize harm will be incorporated in the project; and

7. Documented the project file clearly identifying the basis for the above determinations
and assurances.

Issued on: 12/23/86 Approved: /Original Signed By/ Ali F. Sevin Office of Environmental
Policy Federal Highway Administration
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT BETWEEN
THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION,
THE SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION,
AND THE UNITED STATES FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

REGARDING THE REPLACEMENT OF THE US 701 BRIDGES OVER THE GREAT PEE
DEE RIVER, THE GREAT PEE DEE RIVER OVERFLOW, AND YAUHANNAH LAKE
GEORGETOWN AND HORRY COUNTIES, SOUTH CAROLINA; FEDERAL PROJECT

NUMBER BR88(044)

WHEREAS, the South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT), with the
assistance of Federal-aid funds administered by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA),
proposes to replace the US 701 Bridges over the Great Pee Dee River, the Great Pee Dee River
Overflow, and Yauhannah Lake in Georgetown and Horry Counties; and

WHEREAS, the existing bridges are located within the SCDOT’s right of way and
adjacent to the Waccamaw National Wildlife Refuge (NWR), a property owned by the United
States, under the jurisdiction of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS); and

WHEREAS, there are conflicting documentations defining the limits of the SCDOT
right of way and the NWR property within the limits of the project, and

WHEREAS, the US 701 bridges are in structurally deficient condition and must be
replaced immediately for the safety of the travelling public, and

WHEREAS, an Environmental Assessment (EA) document must be prepared,

processed and approved before the design and construction of the US 701 facility can begin,
and

WHEREAS, a critical component of the NEPA process and preparation of the EA is the
determination and evaluation of impacts this project may have on the environment and
surrounding properties, including the Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) impacts on the NWR
property, and

NOW, THEREFORE, for the limited purpose of expediting the necessary
environmental review the FHWA, the SCDOT, and the USFWS agree that the Section 4(f) and
Section 6(f) impacts on the NWR property will be calculated and assessed in accordance with
the following stipulations:

L STIPULATIONS

A. The following stipulations will enable the FHWA and the SCDOT to compute and
assess the worst case Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) impacts on the USFWS properties as
part of the environmental review process described above.

B. USA Tract 30 (SCDOT Tract 9) in Georgetown County - The USFWS property line

along US 701as defined in the deed recorded in the County of Georgetown will be
accepted. Total Acreage of Tract is approximately 31.4 acres.
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C. USA Tract 11 (SCDOT Tract 18) in Georgetown County — Approximately 120 ft
wide narrow strip lying in the southeast quadrant where US 701 crosses Yauhannah
Lake will be considered to be owned by US FWS. SCDOT right of way along this
property will be limited to a 100 ft width downstream of the existing centerline of US
701. Total acreage of Tract is included in the total for U.S.A. Tracts 10a, 10b (SCDOT
Tract 17).

D. USA Tract 17p (SCDOT Tract 16) in Georgetown County — The USFWS property
line along US 701 will be accepted. SCDOT right of way along this property will vary.
Total Acreage of Tract is approximately 331.65 acres.

E. USA Tracts 10a, 10b (SCDOT Tract 17) in Georgetown County — A 200 ft wide
(100 ft upstream and 100 ft downstream) SCDOT right of way will be accepted. When
combined with U.S.A. Tract 11 (SCDOT Tract 18), total acreage is approximately
1,299.57 acres.

F. USA Tracts 17m, 17n (SCDOT Tracts 19, 20) in Horry County — A 400 ft (250 ft
upstream and 150 ft downstream) SCDOT right of way will be accepted. When
adjusted to account for the SCDOT right-of-way, total acreage of is approximately
461.66 acres.

IL Limitations of the Above Stipulations

The above stipulations will be valid only for the purpose of computing the Section 4(f)
and Section 6(f) impacts on the USFWS properties in the vicinity of the US 701 project
and reflects a worst case scenario in terms of impacts. The parties agree that no express
or implied admission of legal title to any property interest is intended by these
stipulations and these stipulations will not be valid to prepare the right of way
acquisition calculations.

SIGNATORIES:

Federal Hig

Date: 5/"{/12'

A TR « .
7L€e, Division Administrator

South Carolina Department of Transportation

By:_mu O Wjﬂ?_ Date: |
Mr. Randall D. Williamson, Environmental Engineer

United States Fish and Wildlife Service

By /. Date: wgy_m zl, 20/
Ms. Cynthia Ddfiner, Southeast Regional Director
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Determination of Section 4(f) De minimis Use

Horry County Boat Landing
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FHWA South Carolina Division

Determination of Section 4(f) De minimis Use

State File # {22.124B Fed Project #[BR88(044) PIN [30688X Date|4-24-13 County |Horry/Georgetown

Project Description [US 701 Bridge Replacements over the Great Pee Dee, Great Pee Dee Overflow, and Yauhannah Lake

Form Purpose: This form is based on FHWA regulations regarding Section 4(f) found at 23 CFR 774. The form is to be used
when a determination of de minimis use is to be made for a Section 4(f) property.

Form Instructions: Fill out the form completely based on type of impact and attach the approval from the agency with
jurisdiction over the Section 4(f) resource to the form. When multiple 4(f) properties are impacted by a project and a de
minimis finding is to be made for each property, a separate form must be filled out for each property affected.

Document Type: [] EIS EA [] CE

Description of the Section 4(f) Resource:

Yauhannah Landing, a public, recreational, Horry County maintained boat landing.

Brief Description of Project Scope:

Replacement of the three US 701 Bridges over the Great Pee Dee Overflow, the Great Pee Dee River, and Yauhannah Lake. New roadway
approach will also be necessary. The project would begin at a point near the US 701/Lucas Bay Road intersection in Horry County and
continue southwest for approximately two miles to a point near the US 701/Trinity Road intersection in Georgetown County.

Applicability Determination:

(to be applicable answers to all questions must be "yes")

l. For Public Parks, Recreation Areas, and Wildlife and/or Waterfowl Refuge:

1. Does the project involve a minor take of land from the resource? Yes [] No

a. ldentify the total acreage of the resource: Acres 1~1.0 I

Form Updated: 1-1-11 Page 1 of 4
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Section 4(f) De minimis Finding Use Form Continued:

b. Describe the use of the land from the resource and identify amount of the resource to
be used (acres):

access roads from US 701 will be provided. Completed project will result in improved access and enhanced usage.

The existing boat landing will be relocated to another nearby location on the Horry County side of the Great Pee Dee River, new

2. Does the project not adversely affect the qualities, activities, features, or other

attributes of the resource that qualify it for protection under Section 4(f)? Yes [] No
3. Has the agency with jurisdiction over the resource concurred in writing with the Yes [ No
FHWA's and/or SCDOT's determination that the project will not adversely affect
the resource and is the concurrence attached?
a. ldentify the agency with jurisdiction: Horry County
4. Has the agency with jurisdiction over the resource been informed of FHWA's Yes [] No
and/or SCDOT's intent to make a de minimis finding?
b. If yes, attach the correspondence. Correspondence attached? Yes [] No
5. Has the public been afforded an opportunity to review and comment on the effects
P PP y Yes [] No

of the project on the protected activities, features, and attributes of the resource?

a. ldentify the opportunity for public comment:

A Public Information Meeting was held on June 17,2008 and a Location and Design Public Hearing was held on November 10, 2009.

lIl. For Historic Properties:

1. Does the project have a "No Adverse Effect” or a "No Historic Properties Affected"
on the historic property as defined by Section 106 of the National Historic [] Yes
Preservation Act and its regulations?

[] No

a. ldentify the effects determination for the resource:

b. Describe the use of land from resource and identify the amount of the resource to be used (acres):

2. Has the SHPO and ACHP, if participating in the Section 106 consultation, concurred
in writing with the effects determination? [] Yes

[] No

Form Updated: 1-1-11
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Section 4(f) De minimis Finding Use Form Continued:

a. If so, attach the written concurrence. Concurrence attached? [] Yes 1 No

(Receipt of the SHPO's concurrence with the FHWA's finding, or a non-response after the specific

time qualifies as the necessary correspondence from the official with jurisdiction over
Section 106 properties).

3. Has the SHPO and ACHP, if participating in the Section 106 consultation, been
informed of FHWA's and/or SCDOT's intent to make a de minimis impact/no adverse [] Yes [] No
finding based on their written concurrence in the Section 106 determination?

a. If yes, attach correspondence. Correspondence attached? [] Yes [] No

4. Have the views of the consulting parties participating in the Section 106 consultation [] Yes [] No
been considered?

a. Attach any relevant correspondence and any necessary responses to consulting [] Yes [] No
party comments. Correspondence attached?

lll. Alternatives Analysis:

1. Summarize why the use of the property from the resource cannot be avoided.

Project needs would not be met.
Explain:

Analysis of all alternatives indicate unavoidable impacts to the resource. However, the existing bridges are structurally deficient and
must be replaced for public safety reasons. The completed project will result in improved access to the boat landing thus providing
improved safety.

Substantial impacts to other environmental/cultural/social resources would result.
Explain:

During consideration of alternative alignments it has become apparent that Alternative 2 (55' upstream) would result in the minimum
environmental impacts.

[] Project complexity would increase resulting in greater construction and maintenance costs.
Explain:

[] Other.
Explain:

Form Updated: 1-1-11 Page 3 of 4
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Section 4(f) De minimis Finding Use Form Continued:

. Summarize the measures to minimize harm, This would include, if applicable, any mitigation measures,

rhe Horry County Public Boat Landing will be accessible as much as possible and safe during construction of the proposed praject.
{owever, there will be a period of time when construction activities will take place in and around the boat landing area, and the use of
his facility may be impacted. The proposed project will provide a safer and improved access road system to and from US 701. Overall,
ifter the proposed construction is complete, the boat landing users will enjoy the benefits of safer road systems, enhanced boat landing
acility, and improved parking bays for cars and trailers. The proposed US 701 Project will have positive impact on the Boat Landing

V. Summary and Determination:

use on the Section 4(f) property as evidence with a "No Adverse Effect” finding
nimization of harm to a public park, recreation land or wildlife and waterfowl
e of impacts to the qualifying characteristics and/or the functions of the

Based on the scope of the undertaking; the fact that the undertaking does not adversely affect the function/qualities of the
Section 4(f) resource on a permanent or temporary basis; and with agreement from the official with jurisdiction, the
proposed action constitutes a de minimis/no adverse use and the alternatives analysls is considered satisfied.

Preparer: Date:
Program Manager: Date:
Environmental Manager: Date:
FHWA: Date: 24-13

Date: 2013.04 24 07:50:51 -04'00'

Form Updated: 1-1-11 Page 4 of 4
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SCCOT

South Carolina
Departiment of Transportation October 22. 2012

Mr. Chris Eldridge
Administrator

Horry County

1301 Second Avenue

Conway, Scuth Carolina 29526

Re:  Horry County Boat Ramp & Replacement of US 761 Bridges Over the Great
Pee Dee River, Great Pee Dee River Overflow, and Yauhannah Lake in Horry/Georgetown
Counties [Project BR88(044); PCN 30688X; File 22.124B]

Dear Mr. Eldridge:

The South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT) proposes to replace three (3)
existing bridges and related roadway along an approximate two (2) mile segment of US 701 over
the Great Pee Dee River, Great Pee Dee River Overflow, and Yauhannah Lake located in Horry
and Georgetown Counties. The purpose of the project is to replace the existing structurally
deficient and functionally obsolete bridges and to maintain the principal direct rural connection
between the cities of Conway and Georgetown, as well as the smaller communities such as
Bucksport and Yauhannah. SCDOT understands that Horry County maintains the public boat
ramp on the north bank of the Great Pee Dee River. In the attached letter dated January 12,
2006, SCDOT informed Horry County of its recommendation for placing the new US Route 701
alignment approximately 55 feet downstream of the existing centerline, and the Horry County
Administrator concurred with SCDOT’s recommendation. In October 2009, SCDOT issued an
Environmental Assessment (EA) document for this project that supported the downstream
preferred alignment.

As you are aware, a major portion of the project corridor traverses the Waccamaw
National Wildlife Refuge (Refuge) which is managed by the United States Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS). Although SCDOT followed accepted Environmental/NEPA guidelines while
determining the downstream preferred alignment, USFWS does not concur with that alignment
and believes that the downstream alignment will adversely impact the Refuge. After much
deliberation and coordination between FHWA, SCDOT, USFWS, and other regulatory agencies
and after USFWS recently provided information to support an upstream alignment, SCDOT
agreed to pursue the upstream alignment located 55 feet upstream of and parallel to the existing
centerline.

This new preferred alignment alternative located upstream of the existing Great Pee Dee
River Bridge requires the removal and relocation of the current boat ramp, but at times that are
safe and practical, SCDOT maintains its previous commitment of keeping the existing or the
relocated boat ramp accessible during construction. The existing US 701 alignment will remain
open to traffic during construction of the new bridges so access to the boat ramp should not be
substantially interrupted, but there may be periodic boat ramp closures. The attached aerial map
shows the proposed upstream alignment and options for the relocated boat ramp. At this time it

Post Offica Box 191 Phone: (803} 737-2314 AN ECUAL OPPOHRTUNITY
Columiya, Sculp Carclina 22202-019% ¥TY: (803) 737-2870 AFFIRIAATIVE ACTICN EMPLCYER
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Mr. Chris Eldridge — Horry County Administrator
October 22,2012 - Page 2 of 2

is important to include the optional locations which will allow more flexibility during
construction. The proposed project includes re-alignment of the boat landing aceess drive which
will improve safety for through traffic as well as the users of the boat landing,

SCDOT further understands that Horry County would like to be involved in the
development of the design and layout of the boat landing area, and SCDOT will continue to
coordinate with Horry County’s engineering staff to be sure that proper input is obtained. To
summarize, SCDOT proposes to replace three (3) existing bridges along US 701 over Yauhannah
Lake, the Great Pee Dee River, and the Great Pee Dee River Overflow with new bridges being
built on a shifted alignment that is upstream of the current US 701 centerline, Although
relocation is ultimately reguired, the public boat ramp on the northern bank of the Great Pee Dee
River which is maintained by Horry County will be temporarily impacted during construction of
these replacement bridges, but by improving safety of and access to the existing boat landing, the
net impacts are beneficial for the community.

That being said, SCDOT determined that the project will not adversely affect the
activities conducted at or the important features and attributes of this boat landing. SCDOT
respectfully requests your concurrence with this determination. If you agree with the above
statements, please sign below and return the letter to me. If you have any questions at all, please
do not hesitate to contact me at (803) 737-1430 or redfearnwt@scdot.org .

Sincerely,

——

William * Redfearn, P.E.
Assistant Program Manager
Pee Dee Region — RPG2

Enclosures

ec: Andrew Markunas, Horry County
J. Shane Belcher, FHWA
Henry Phillips, SCDOT

I concur {do not concur ) w/ith the above determination.

Signed:
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307 Smith Street

Horry County
Conway, SC, 29526
Maintenance Department Phone 843-915-5300
Fax 843-248-1420
Januwary 30, 2006
Mike Barbee, P.E.

SC Dept. of Transportation
955 Park St. PO Box 191
Columbia, SC 25202-0191

RE:  Replacement of U.S. Route 701 Bridges over the Great Pee Dee River,
Great Pee Dee Overflow, and Lake Yauhanuah in Homry/Geargetown

Counties, SC

Dear Mr. Barbee,

As requested, attached is approval by Danny Knight, Horry County
Administrator, for the named project. Please call our effice at the abave number with any

additional comments or concerns.

Deputy Direcior of Maintenance
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Satrh Caralina
Departmant of Transportaion

January 12, 2006

Mr. Damty Knight

Horry County Administrator
307 Smith Street

Coaway, 8C 29526

RE:  Replacement of U8, Route 701 Bridges over the (reat Pee Dee River, Graat
Pee Dee Overflow, and Lake Yautromah s Horry/Georgetosyn Counties, SO
Deay Mr. Kaight:

The Southk Carolina Diepartment of Transportation (SCDOT} is cwrently preparing an
fnvironmental Assesstuent (BA) for the above referenced project. 'The purpose of the project is to
replace three structurally deficient and/or functionally obsolete bridges alvog a 2-mile segment of US
Routs 701 that begins near the US Route 701 / Trinity Road intersection i Georgetown County and

extends to the US Route 701 / Lucas Bay Road infersection in Horry County. The bridges to be replaced
are over Lake Yauhannah, the Great Pee Des River and the Great Pee Dee River Overflow.

The new replacerent structures will be positioned on a new madway alignment in order to avoid
the considerable detowr length that would result from closing the cxisting roadway and coustructing the
new bridges on the existing US Route 701 alignment. As part of the environtoental assessment process,
we have evaluated soveral conceptual aliemative alignments that are generally oriented parallel to the
existing US Route 701 alignment. One of the factors considered in the development and evaluation of
these conceptual alignment altematives is access to the existing boat landing awned by Horry County
Incated on the north bank of the Great Pee Dee River, Becausc of cufrent goometric and sight distance
deficiencies, it iz difficult and unsafe for motorsts fraveling nortitbound en US 701 to tumn into the boat
landing access road or for motorists departing the boat landing 10 travel northbound or santhbound on US

Route 701.

Based on evaluntions of the conceptual aiternstive aligmnents, afl alignments wouid resuli in
anavoidable impacts to the beat ramp facility In varying degrees. However, we have recommended
placing the new US Route 701 alignment approximately S5 feet south, or downstream, of existing US
Route 701, This aligrment, in comparison to the other altematives, has the lsast amount of wetland and
property impacts as well as ndnimal impacts to the existing boat landing. The boat Janding will remain at
its current location aud a new access road will be coustructed.  Additionally, any parking areas impacted
by construction will be reconstructed as necessary, The project witl iraprove access fo the boat landiag
fiom US Route 701 for both northbound and southbound traffic and hence, improve safety for the
residents utitizing the boat Janding. The enclosed map shows the location of the proposed refocated US
Route 701 Alignment in the vicinity of the boat landing facility and the conceptual layout of the new
pecess coad.

I sumimary, the proposed project will have winimal impact to the existiog boat landing on the
Great Pee Dee River, and will provide an overall benefit to Horry ﬁ)g@?)y\ Jumtpving safety and access

GORTS LOUNTY BRI TENANGE
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Mr. Danny Knight
Page 2

to the existing boat landing facility. The information contained in this letter was discussed with Mr. Allen
Wrenn at an on-site meeting held Cetober 4 3005, If you coneur with the above statemeats, we reqaest
that you sign this letter in the space indicated below, After we receive your response, a copy will be
provided for your records. This fetter will also be imcorporated into the appropriate sections of the

Envirorunental Assessment Document.

We appreciate your assistance and willingness fo work with the SCDOT on this project. Should
you hgve any questions or require additional information, plense da not hesitate to contact me at 863-737-
4034,

Mike Barbee, FE
Program Manager

MWB:lgw
Enclosure

Tuhin Basu, Tuhin Basu & Associates, Inc.
Allen Wrenn, Horry County
File:PC/MWB
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Coordination for

Archaeological Site 38GE18
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Tuhin Basu

From: Redfearn, Tyke [RedfearnWT@dot.state.sc.us]

Sent: Wednesday, September 30, 2009 1:47 PM

To: Roberts, Wayne D; Frierson, Ed W

Cc: Tuhin Basu

Subject: RE: US 701 Bridge Improvements Georgetown Horry - DeMinimus 09.30.09

Thank you very much, Wayne! We will incorporate this message into the EA.

William "Tyke" Redfearn Ill, E.I.T.

Assistant Program Manager | Pee Dee - RPG-2
SCDOT Headquarters | Room 508

955 Park Street, Columbia, SC 29201

P: 803-737-1430 | F: 803-737-1881
redfearnwt@scdot.org

From: Roberts, Wayne D

Sent: Wednesday, September 30, 2009 1:25 PM

To: Frierson, Ed W; Redfearn, Tyke

Subject: FW: US 701 Bridge Improvements, Georgetown and Horry Counties

Gentleman,

| just got this email from David Kelly at the SHPO. They concur with our findings and agree that our action can be
considered a de minimus 4(f) situation.

Wayne

From: Kelly, David [mailto:KELLY@SCDAH.STATE.SC.US]

Sent: Wednesday, September 30, 2009 1:01 PM

To: Roberts, Wayne D

Subject: US 701 Bridge Improvements, Georgetown and Horry Counties

Hello Wayne---

| have reviewed the files on the US 701 Bridge Improvements project in Georgetown and Horry Counties. SHPO concurs
with SCDOT's finding that the project will have No Adverse Effect to site 38GE18 (as previously documented in SCDOT's
concurrence letter of 3/13/09) and acknowledges that this can be considered a de minimus 4f situation.

Let me know if you need anything else.

David P. Kelly

Department of Transportation Coordinator
National Register Survey Coordinator

South Carolina Department of Archives and History
8301 Parklane Road

Columbia, SC 29223

Phone (803) 896-6184

Fax (803) 896-6167
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT BETWEEN
THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION,
THE SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION,
THE SOUTH CAROLINA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE, THE
UNITED STATES FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, AND THE CATAWBA INDIAN
NATION TRIBAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE

REGARDING THE REPLACEMENT OF THE US 761 BRIDGES OVER THE GREAT PEE
DEE RIVER, THE GREAT PEE DEE RIVER OVERFLOW, AND YAUHANNAH LAKE
WITHIN THE WACCAMAW NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE
GEORGETOWN AND HORRY COUNTIES, SOUTH CAROLINA

WHEREAS, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in cooperation with the
South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT), proposes to replace the US 701
Bridges over the Great Pee Dee River, the Great Pee Dee River Overflow, and Yauhannah
Lake in Georgetown and Horry Counties; and

WHEREAS, the proposed undertaking is located within the Waccamaw National
Wildlife Refuge, a property owned and managed by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS); and

WHEREAS, the Yauhannah Bluff Site (38GEI8), a property considered eligible for
inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places under Criterion D, has been identified
within the proposed undertaking’s Area of Potential Effects; and

WHEREAS, the FHWA and the SCDOT have consulted with the South Carolina State
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. Sec. 470f) and it’s implementing regulations (36 CFR Part 800)
regarding the protection of historic properties, and

WHEREAS, the FHWA and the SCDOT have consulted with the Catawba Indian
Nation Tribal Historic Preservation Office (CIN-THPO), for which site 383GE18 may have
religious or cultural significance, and has invited the CIN-THPO to sign the MOA as an invited
signatory; and

WHEREAS, the FHWA has consulted with the Eastern Shawnee Tribe of Oklahoma
regarding the effects of the proposed undertaking on site 38GE18 and received no comments;
and

NOW, THEREFORE, the FHWA, the SCDOT, the South Carolina SHPO, the USFWS,
and the CIN THPO agree that the undertaking will be implemented according to the following
stipulations in order to avoid adverse effects to site 38GE18:

L STIPULATIONS

The FHWA and the SCDOT will ensure that the following stipulations are implemented:

A. The southern bridge approach has substantially impacted a small portion of 38GE18.
The project's "area of potential effect” will be limited to this area. To protect the
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adjacent intact portion of 38GE18, the FHWA and SCDOT will ensure that the
boundaries of archaeological site 38GE18 are identified as a “Restricted Area” on all
construction plans (see Exhibit 1). The construction plans will include the following
notation, “no ground-disturbing activities, including construction, heavy equipment
access, and storage for equipment and materials are allowed within the Restricted
Area.” SCDOT will also inform the selected contractor about these restrictions at the
Pre-Construction meeting where all special provisions are discussed.

. SCDOT’s contractor will erect orange tree-save fencing at the edge of the project’s

construction limits within the boundaries of archaeological site 38GE18 to clearly
indicate the location of the “Restricted Area” as shown on the construction plans.

. All construction activities within the boundaries of archaeological site 38GE18 will be

monitored by a professional archacologist who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s
Professional Qualification Standards for Archaeology (48 FR 44738-39).

. SCDOT will provide the FHWA, the USFWS, the SHPO, and the CIN-THPO with a

written report that describes the results of monitoring activities.

Late Discoveries

I11.

. All work within the boundaries of archaeological site 38GE18 will cease immediately if

unanticipated cultural materials (e.g., large, intact artifacts or animal bones; large soils
stains or patterns of soil stains, clusters of stone) or human skeletal remains are
discovered during construction monitoring activities. SCDOT’s archaeologist will
immediately notify the SCDOT Resident Construction Engineer, the USFWS Refuge
Manager, the USFWS Regional Historic Preservation Officer/Regional Archaeologist,
the SHPOQ, the FHWA, and the CIN-THPO about the late discovery.

. An on-site meeting between the SCDOT, the USFWS, the FHWA, the SHPO, and the

CIN-THPO will be held to evaluate the National Register significance of any late
discovery. If the archaeological deposits discovered during monitoring activities are
determined to be significant, the FHWA will comply with 36 CFR Part 800.13(b)(3)
and consult with all parties to this agreement to resolve adverse effects. Depending on
the significance of the deposits, actions to resolve adverse effects may include data
recovery investigation, a written report, public education, and the development of a
separate Memorandum of Agreement.

Curation

Any recovered archaeological collections from USFWS land and associated
documentation will be permanently curated at the Office of Archaeological Research
(ORA) of the University of Alabama Museums in Tuscaloosa, Alabama. The ORA
currently curates portions of the Yauhannah Bluff Site collections deriving from New
South Associates’ archaeological investigations funded by the Service in 2003 and
2006. Artifacts, artifact catalog, field notes, photographs, maps, analytical records, and
a camera-ready report will be submitted to the repository upon completion of the work.
All materials will be packaged following the ORA’s accession standards.
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The archaeological collection derived from the testing and excavation of the Yauhannah
Bluff Site (38GE18) remains the property of the United States Government and may be
recalled at any time for use by the Service. Once placed in the repository, the
archaeological collection and associated documentation shall only be removed for study
by qualified scholars or exhibited with the written permission of the Service Regional
Director.

Any recovered archacological collections associated with human remains will be
reinterred with the human remains as decided on in consultation with the USFWS and
the CIN-THPO.

The FHWA, the SCDOT, the USFWS, the CIN-THPO, and the SHPO will attempt to
resolve any disagreement arising from the implementation of the MOA. In the event
that the terms of this agreement cannot be carried out, the FHWA and the SCDOT will
submit a new (or amended) MOA to the USFWS, the SHPO, and the CIN-THPO for
review. If consultation to prepare a new MOA or amendments proves unproductive, the
FHWA will seek comments from the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

Any signatory to this MOA may request that it be amended or modified at any time,
whereupon the parties will consult with each other to consider such amendment or

If any signatory to this MOA determines that its terms will not or cannot be carried out,
that party shall immediately consult with the other parties to attempt to develop and
amendment per Stipulation IV, above. If within (30) days an amendment cannot be
reached, any signatory may terminate the MOA upon written notification to the other

Once the MOA is terminated, and prior to work continuing on the undertaking, the
FHWA and the SCDOT must either (a) execute an MOA pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.6,
or (b} request comments from the ACHP under 36 CFR § 800.7. The FHWA and the
SCDOT will notify the signatories as to the course of action it will pursue.

V. Dispute Resolution
(ACHP) in accordance with 36 CFR § 800.6(b)(2).
V. Amendment and Modification
modification.
VL Termination
signatories.
VII. Duration

This MOA shall be null and void if its terms are not carried out within ten (10) years
from the date of its execution, unless the signatories agree in writing to an extension for
carrying out its terms.
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Letters of Intent
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Tuhin Basu & Associates, Inc.

7921 Jones Branch Dr., Suite 545 703 447-0082
McLean, Virginia 22102 FAX: 703 918-9878
December 17, 2004

Dr. Wenonah Haire

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
The Catawba Indian Nation

611 East Main St.

Rock Hill, SC 29730

RE: Replacement of U.S. Route 701 Bridges over Great Pee Dee River,
Pee Dee Overflow, and Lake Yauhannah in Horry/Georgetown Counties, SC
SCDOT File No. 22.124B, Project No. BR-BR88(044), PIN No. 30688

Dear Dr. Wenonah Haire:

Our firm, on behalf of the South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT), is currently compiling
information necessary for the completion of an Environmental Assessment (EA) related to the above
referenced project. The project will involve replacing the existing bridges on US 701 from Lake
Yaubannah in Georgetown County, South Carolina, to the Great Pee Dee River Overflow in Horry
County, South Carolina. There are a total of three bridges to be replaced and new roadway alignment will
be necessary. The study area consists of a corridor that is approximately 2 miles long, 300 feet wide, and
is centered on the existing US 701 alignment from a point near the US 701 / Lucas Bay Road intersection,
to a point near the US 701 / Trinity Road intersection. The project corridor crosses the above referenced
water bodies, as well as extensive flood plain forest.

During the data collection process for the EA document, your agency as well as other affected agencies,
may be contacted by us or our environmental subconsultant, ARM Environmental Services, Inc., for
information/coordination related to the referenced project. Additionally, any preliminary comments your
agency may have regarding this project would be appreciated.

We appreciate your assistance and look forward to working with you on this project. Please do not
hesitate to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Sincerely,

TUHIN BASU & ASSOCIATES, INC.

Project Manager

CC: Rob Hamzy (SCDOT)
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Tuhin Basu & Associates, Inc.
7921 Jones Branch Dr., Suite 545 703 447-0082
McLean, Virginia 22102 FAX: 703 918-9878

December 17, 2004

Mr. David Kelly

State Historic Preservation Office

SC Department of Archives & History
8301 Parklane Road

Columbia, SC 29223-4905

RE: Replacement of U.S. Route 701 Bridges over Great Pee Dee River,
Pee Dee Overflow, and Lake Yauhannah in Horry/Georgetown Counties, SC
SCDOT File No. 22.124B, Project No. BR-BR88(044), PIN No. 30688

Dear Mr. David Kelly:

Our firm, on behalf of the South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT), is currently compiling
information necessary for the completion of an Environmental Assessment (EA) related to the above
referenced project. The project will involve replacing the existing bridges on US 701 from Lake
Yauhannah in Georgetown County, South Carolina, to the Great Pee Dee River Overflow in Horry
County, South Carolina. There are a total of three bridges to be replaced and new roadway alignment will
be necessary. The study area consists of a corridor that is approximately 2 miles long, 300 feet wide, and
is centered on the existing US 701 alignment from a point near the US 701 / Lucas Bay Road intersection,
to a point near the US 701 / Trinity Road intersection. The project corridor crosses the above referenced
water bodies, as well as extensive flood plain forest.

During the data collection process for the EA document, your agency as well as other affected agencies,
may be contacted by us or our environmental subconsultant, ARM Environmental Services, Inc., for

information/coordination related to the referenced project. Additionally, any preliminary comments your
agency may have regarding this project would be appreciated.

We appreciate your assistance and look forward to working with you on this project. Please do not
hesitate to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.
Sincerely,

TUHIN BASU & ASSOCIATES, INC.

Tuhin K. Basu, PE
Project Manager

CC:  Rob Hamzy (SCDOT)
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Tuhin Basu & Associates, Inc.

7921 Jones Branch Dr., Suite 545 703 447-0082
McLean, Virginia 22102 FAX: 703 918-9878
December 17, 2004

Mr. Hop Ridgell

Water Quality Certification, Standards
And Wetlands Programs Section

Bureau of Water

SCDHEC

2600 Bull Street

Columbia, SC 29201

RE: Replacement of U.S. Route 701 Bridges over Great Pee Dee River,
Pee Dee Overflow, and Lake Yauhannah in Horry/Georgetown Counties, SC
SCDOT File No. 22.124B, Project No. BR-BR88(044), PIN No. 30688

Dear Mr. Ridgell:

Our firm, on behalf of the South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT), is currently compiling
information necessary for the completion of an Environmental Assessment (EA) related to the above
referenced project. The project will involve replacing the existing bridges on US 701 from Lake
Yauhannah in Georgetown County, South Carolina, to the Great Pee Dee River Overflow in Horry
County, South Carolina. There are a total of three bridges to be replaced and new roadway alignment will
be necessary. The study area consists of a corridor that is approximately 2 miles long, 300 feet wide, and
is centered on the existing US 701 alignment from a point near the US 701 / Lucas Bay Road intersection,
to a point near the US 701 / Trinity Road intersection. The project corridor crosses the above referenced
water bodies, as well as extensive flood plain forest.

During the data collection process for the EA document, your agency as well as other affected agencies,
may be contacted by us or our environmental subconsultant, ARM Environmental Services, Inc., for
information/coordination related to the referenced project. Additionally, any preliminary comments your
agency may have regarding this project would be appreciated.

We appreciate your assistance and look forward to working with you on this project. Please do not
hesitate to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.
Sincerely,
TUHIN BASU & ASSOCIATES, INC.
AY Tuhin K. Basu, PE
Project Manager

CC:  Rob Hamzy (SCDOT)
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Tuhin Basu & Associates, Inc.
7921 Jones Branch Dr., Suite 545 703 447-0082
Mcl.ean, Virginia 22102 FAX: 703 918-9678

December 17, 2004

Mr. Henry Phillips, Manager

Air Assessment and Planning Section
Bureau Of Air Quality

SCDHEC

2600 Bull Street

Columbia, SC 29201

RE: Replacement of U.S. Route 701 Bridges over Great Pee Dee River,
Pee Dee Overflow, and Lake Yauhannah in Horry/Georgetown Counties, SC
SCDOT File No. 22.124B, Project No. BR-BR88(044), PIN No. 30688

Dear Mr. Henry Phillips:

Our firm, on behalf of the South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT), is currently compiling
information necessary for the completion of an Environmental Assessment (EA) related to the above
referenced project. The project will involve replacing the existing bridges on US 701 from Lake
Yauhannah in Georgetown County, South Carolina, to the Great Pee Dee River Overflow in Horry
County, South Carolina. There are a total of three bridges to be replaced and new roadway alignment will
be necessary. The study area consists of a corridor that is approximately 2 miles long, 300 feet wide, and
is centered on the existing US 701 alignment from a point near the US 701 / Lucas Bay Road intersection,

to a point near the US 701 / Trinity Road intersection. The project corridor crosses the above referenced
water bodies, as well as extensive flood plain forest.

During the data collection process for the EA document, your agency as well as other affected agencies,
may be contacted by us or our environmental subconsultant, ARM Environmental Services, Inc., for
information/coordination related to the referenced project. Additionally, any preliminary comments your
agency may have regarding this project would be appreciated.

We appreciate your assistance and look forward to working with you on this project. Please do not
hesitate to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Sincerely,

TUHIN BASU & ASSOCIATES, INC.

WW

¢~ Tuhin K. Basu, PE
Project Manager

CC: Rob Hamzy (SCDOT)
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Tuhin Basu & Associates, Inc.
7921 Jones Branch Dr., Suite 545 703 447-0082
McLean, Virginia 22102 FAX: 703 918-9878

December 17, 2004

Mr. John T. Litton, P.E.

Division of Waste Management
Bureau of Land & Waste Management
SCDHEC

2600 Bull Street

Columbia, SC 29201

RE: Replacement of U.S. Route 701 Bridges over Great Pee Dee River,
Pee Dee Overflow, and Lake Yauhannah in Horry/Georgetown Counties, SC
SCDOT File No. 22.124B, Project No. BR-BR88(044), PIN No. 30688

Dear Mr. John T. Litton:

Our firm, on behalf of the South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT), is currently compiling
information necessary for the completion of an Environmental Assessment (EA) related to the above
referenced project. The project will involve replacing the existing bridges on US 701 from Lake
Yauhannah in Georgetown County, South Carolina, to the Great Pee Dee River Overflow in Horry
County, South Carolina. There are a total of three bridges to be replaced and new roadway alignment will
be necessary. The study area consists of a corridor that is approximately 2 miles long, 300 feet wide, and
is centered on the existing US 701 alignment from a point near the US 701 / Lucas Bay Road intersection,
to a point near the US 701 / Trinity Road intersection. The project corridor crosses the above referenced
water bodies, as well as extensive flood plain forest.

During the data collection process for the EA document, your agency as well as other affected agencies,
may be contacted by us or our environmental subconsultant, ARM Environmental Services, Inc., for
information/coordination related to the referenced project. Additionally, any preliminary comments your
agency may have regarding this project would be appreciated.

We appreciate your assistance and look forward to working with you on this project. Please do not
hesitate to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Sincerely,

TUHIN BASU & ASSOCIATES, INC.

fOr Tuhin ;év Basu, PE

Project Manager

CC:  Rob Hamzy (SCDOT)
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Tuhin Basu & Associates, Inc.
7921 Jones Branch Dr., Suite 545 703 447-0082
McLean, Virginia 22102 FAX: 703 918-9878

December 17, 2004

Mr. Leo Rose

South Carolina Department of Natural Resources
Rembert C. Dennis Building

1000 Assembly Street

P.O. Box 167

Columbia, SC 29202

RE: Replacement of U.S. Route 701 Bridges over Great Pee Dee River,
Pee Dee Overflow, and Lake Yauhannah in Horry/Georgetown Counties, SC
SCDOT File No. 22.124B, Project No. BR-BR88(044), PIN No. 30688

Dear Mr. Leo Rose:

Our firm, on behalf of the South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT), is currently compiling
information necessary for the completion of an Environmental Assessment (EA) related to the above
referenced project. The project will involve replacing the existing bridges on US 701 from Lake
Yauhannah in Georgetown County, South Carolina, to the Great Pee Dee River Overflow in Horry
County, South Carolina. There are a total of three bridges to be replaced and new roadway alignment will
be necessary. The study area consists of a corridor that is approximately 2 miles long, 300 feet wide, and
is centered on the existing US 701 alignment from a point near the US 701 / Lucas Bay Road intersection,
to a point near the US 701 / Trinity Road intersection. The project corridor crosses the above referenced
water bodies, as well as extensive flood plain forest.

During the data collection process for the EA document, your agency as well as other affected agencies,
may be contacted by us or our environmental subconsultant, ARM Environmental Services, Inc., for
information/coordination related to the referenced project. Additionally, any preliminary comments your
agency may have regarding this project would be appreciated.

We appreciate your assistance and look forward to working with you on this project. Please do not
hesitate to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Sincerely,

TUHIN BASU & ASSOCIATES, INC.

Project Manager

CC: Rob Hamzy (SCDOT)
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Tuhin Basu & Associates, Inc.
7921 Jones Branch Dr., Suite 545 703 447-0082
McLean, Virginia 22102 FAX: 703 918-987¢

December 17, 2004

Mr. Mark Caldwell

United States Department of the Interior
Fish & Wildlife Service

176 Croghan Spur Road, Suite 200
Charleston, SC 29407

RE: Replacement of U.S. Route 701 Bridges over Great Pee Dee River,
Pee Dee Overflow, and Lake Yauhannah in Horry/Georgetown Counties, SC
SCDOT File No. 22.124B, Project No. BR-BR88(044), PIN No. 30688

Dear Mr. Mark Caldwell;

Our firm, on behalf of the South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT), is currently compiling
information necessary for the completion of an Environmental Assessment (EA) related to the above
referenced project. The project will involve replacing the existing bridges on US 701 from Lake
Yauhannah in Georgetown County, South Carolina, to the Great Pee Dee River Overflow in Horry
County, South Carolina. There are a total of three bridges to be replaced and new roadway alignment will
be necessary. The study area consists of a corridor that is approximately 2 miles long, 300 feet wide, and
is centered on the existing US 701 alignment from a point near the US 701 / Lucas Bay Road intersection,
to a point near the US 701 / Trinity Road intersection. The project corridor crosses the above referenced
water bodies, as well as extensive flood plain forest.

During the data collection process for the EA document, your agency as well as other affected agencies,
may be contacted by us or our environmental subconsultant, ARM Environmental Services, Inc., for
information/coordination related to the referenced project. Additionally, any preliminary comments your
agency may have regarding this project would be appreciated.

We appreciate your assistance and look forward to working with you on this project. Please do not
hesitate to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Sincerely,

TUHIN BASU & ASSOCIATES, INC.

Project Manager

CC:  Rob Hamzy (SCDOT)
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Tuhin Basu & Associates, Inc.
7921 Jones Branch Dr., Suite 545 703 447-0082
McLean, Virginia 22102 FAX: 703 918-9878

December 17, 2004

Ms. Mary Hope Glenn

Department of the Army

Charleston District, Corps of Engineers
69A Hagood Avenue

Charleston, SC 29403-5107

RE: Replacement of U.S. Route 701 Bridges over Great Pee Dee River,
Pee Dee Overflow, and Lake Yauhannah in Horry/Georgetown Counties, SC
SCDOT File No. 22.124B, Project No. BR-BR88(044), PIN No. 30688

Dear Ms. Mary Hope Glenn:

Our firm, on behalf of the South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT), is currently compiling
information necessary for the completion of an Environmental Assessment (EA) related to the above
referenced project. The project will involve replacing the existing bridges on US 701 from Lake
Yauhannah in Georgetown County, South Carolina, to the Great Pee Dee River Overflow in Horry
County, South Carolina. There are a total of three bridges to be replaced and new roadway alignment will
be necessary. The study area consists of a corridor that is approximately 2 miles long, 300 feet wide, and
is centered on the existing US 701 alignment from a point near the US 701 / Lucas Bay Road intersection,
to a point near the US 701 / Trinity Road intersection. The project corridor crosses the above referenced
water bodies, as well as extensive flood plain forest.

During the data collection process for the EA document, your agency as well as other affected agencies,
may be contacted by us or our environmental subconsultant, ARM Environmental Services, Inc., for
information/coordination related to the referenced project. Additionally, any preliminary comments your
agency may have regarding this project would be appreciated.

We appreciate your assistance and look forward to working with you on this project. Please do not
hesitate to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Sincerely,

TUHIN BASU & ASSOCIATES, INC.

o . :
Tuhin K. %asu, PE

Project Manager

CC:  Rob Hamzy (SCDOT)
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Tuhin Basu & Associates, Inc.
7921 Jones Branch Dr., Suite 545 703 447-0082
McLean, Virginia 22102 FAX: 703 918-9878

December 17, 2004

Mr. David Keys

NOAA Fisheries

Southeast Regional Office — NEPA Coordinator
9721 Executive Center Drive North

St. Petersburg, FL 33702

RE: Replacement of U.S. Route 701 Bridges over Great Pee Dee River,
Pee Dee Overflow, and Lake Yauhannah in Horry/Georgetown Counties, SC
SCDOT File No. 22.124B, Project No. BR-BR88(044), PIN No. 30688

Dear Mr. David Keys:

Our firm, on behalf of the South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT), is currently compiling
information necessary for the completion of an Environmental Assessment (EA) related to the above
referenced project. The project will involve replacing the existing bridges on US 701 from Lake
Yauhannah in Georgetown County, South Carolina, to the Great Pee Dee River Overflow in Horry
County, South Carolina. There are a total of three bridges to be replaced and new roadway alignment will
be necessary. The study area consists of a corridor that is approximately 2 miles long, 300 feet wide, and
is centered on the existing US 701 alignment from a point near the US 701 / Lucas Bay Road intersection,
to a point near the US 701 / Trinity Road intersection. The project corridor crosses the above referenced
water bodies, as well as extensive flood plain forest.

During the data collection process for the EA document, your agency as well as other affected agencies,
may be contacted by us or our environmental subconsultant, ARM Environmental Services, Inc., for
information/coordination related to the referenced project. Additionally, any preliminary comments your
agency may have regarding this project would be appreciated.

We appreciate your assistance and look forward to working with you on this project. Please do not
hesitate to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Sincerely,

TUHIN BASU & ASSOCIATES, INC.

Project Manager

CC: Rob Hamzy (SCDOT)
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Tuhin Basu & Associates, Inc.
7921 Jones Branch Dr., Suite 545 703 447-0082
Mclean, Virginia 22102 FAX: 703 918-9878

December 17, 2004

Ms. Jean Manheimer

South Carolina State Budget & Control Board

State Clearing House for Intergovernmental Review
1201 Main Street, Suite 950

Columbia, SC 29201

RE: Replacement of U.S. Route 701 Bridges over Great Pee Dee River,
Pee Dee Overflow, and Lake Yauhannah in Horry/Georgetown Counties, SC
SCDOT File No. 22.124B, Project No. BR-BR88(044), PIN No. 30688

Dear Ms. Jean Manheimer:

Our firm, on behalf of the South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT), is currently compiling
information necessary for the completion of an Environmental Assessment (EA) related to the above
referenced project. The project will involve replacing the existing bridges on US 701 from Lake
Yauhannah in Georgetown County, South Carolina, to the Great Pee Dee River Overflow in Horry
County, South Carolina. There are a total of three bridges to be replaced and new roadway alignment will
be necessary. The study area consists of a corridor that is approximately 2 miles long, 300 feet wide, and
is centered on the existing US 701 alignment from a point near the US 701 / Lucas Bay Road intersection,
to a point near the US 701 / Trinity Road intersection. The project corridor crosses the above referenced
water bodies, as well as extensive flood plain forest.

During the data collection process for the EA document, your agency as well as other affected agencies,
may be contacted by us or our environmental subconsultant, ARM Environmental Services, Inc., for
information/coordination related to the referenced project. Additionally, any preliminary comments your
agency may have regarding this project would be appreciated.

We appreciate your assistance and look forward to working with you on this project. Please do not
hesitate to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Sincerely,

TUHIN BASU & ASSOCIATES, INC.

V" Tuhin nl? Basu, PE

Project Manager

CC:  Rob Hamzy (SCDOT)
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Tuhin Basu & Associates, Inc.

7921 Jones Branch Dr., Suite 545 703 447-0082
McLean, Virginia 22102 FAX: 703 918-9878
December 17, 2004

Ms. Kebby Kelley

U.S. Coast Guard

Environmental Management Division
2100 Second Street, SW
Washington, D.C. 20593

RE: Replacement of U.S. Route 701 Bridges over Great Pee Dee River,
Pee Dee Overflow, and Lake Yauhannah in Horry/Georgetown Counties, SC
SCDOT File No. 22.124B, Project No. BR-BR88(044), PIN No. 30688

Dear Ms. Kebby Kelley:

Our firm, on behalf of the South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT), is currently compiling
information necessary for the completion of an Environmental Assessment (EA) related to the above
referenced project. The project will involve replacing the existing bridges on US 701 from Lake
Yauhannah in Georgetown County, South Carolina, to the Great Pee Dee River Overflow in Horry
County, South Carolina. There are a total of three bridges to be replaced and new roadway alignment will
be necessary. The study area consists of a corridor that is approximately 2 miles long, 300 feet wide, and
is centered on the existing US 701 alignment from a point near the US 701 / Lucas Bay Road intersection,
to a point near the US 701 / Trinity Road intersection. The project corridor crosses the above referenced
water bodies, as well as extensive flood plain forest.

During the data collection process for the EA document, your agency as well as other affected agencies,
may be contacted by us or our environmental subconsultant, ARM Environmental Services, Inc., for
information/coordination related to the referenced project. Additionally, any preliminary comments your
agency may have regarding this project would be appreciated.

We appreciate your assistance and look forward to working with you on this project. Please do not
hesitate to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Sincerely,

TUHIN BASU & ASSOCIATES, INC.

. a .
Tuhin K. Zasu, PE

Project Manager

CC: Rob Hamzy (SCDOT)
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Tuhin Basu & Associates, Inc.

7921 Jones Branch Dr., Suite 545 703 447-0082
McLean, Virginia 22102 FAX: 703 918-9878
December 17, 2004

Mr. Ben Burroughs, Director
Horry County Historical Society
606 Main St.

Conway, SC 29526

RE: Replacement of U.S. Route 701 Bridges over Great Pee Dee River,
Pee Dee Overflow, and Lake Yauhannah in Horry/Georgetown Counties, SC
SCDOT File No. 22.124B, Project No. BR-BR88(044), PIN No. 30688

Dear Mr. Ben Burroughs:

Our firm, on behalf of the South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT), is currently compiling
information necessary for the completion of an Environmental Assessment (EA) related to the above
referenced project. The project will involve replacing the existing bridges on US 701 from Lake
Yauhannah in Georgetown County, South Carolina, to the Great Pee Dee River Overflow in Horry
County, South Carolina. There are a total of three bridges to be replaced and new roadway alignment will
be necessary. The study area consists of a corridor that is approximately 2 miles long, 300 feet wide, and
is centered on the existing US 701 alignment from a point near the US 701 / Lucas Bay Road intersection,
to a point near the US 701 / Trinity Road intersection. The project corridor crosses the above referenced
water bodies, as well as extensive flood plain forest.

During the data collection process for the EA document, your agency as well as other affected agencies,
may be contacted by us or our environmental subconsultant, ARM Environmental Services, Inc., for
information/coordination related to the referenced project. Additionally, any preliminary comments your
agency may have regarding this project would be appreciated.

We appreciate your assistance and look forward to working with you on this project. Please do not
hesitate to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Sincerely,

TUHIN BASU & ASSOCIATES, INC.

A" Tuhin Kéasfw

Project Manager

CC:. Rob Hamzy (SCDOT)
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Tuhin Basu & Associates, Inc.
7921 Jones Branch Dr., Suite 545 703 447-0082
McLean, Virginia 22102 FAX: 703 918-9878

December 17, 2004

Ms. Sherry A. Suttles, Executive Director
Atlantic Beach Historical Society
P.O.Box 1732

N. Myrtle Beach, SC 29598

RE: Replacement of U.S. Route 701 Bridges over Great Pee Dee River,
Pee Dee Overflow, and Lake Yauhannah in Horry/Georgetown Counties, SC
SCDOT File No. 22.124B, Project No. BR-BR88(044), PIN No. 30688

Dear Ms. Sherry A. Suttles:

Our firm, on behalf of the South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT), is currently compiling
information necessary for the completion of an Environmental Assessment (EA) related to the above
referenced project. The project will involve replacing the existing bridges on US 701 from Lake
Yauhannah in Georgetown County, South Carolina, to the Great Pee Dee River Overflow in Horry
County, South Carolina. There are a total of three bridges to be replaced and new roadway alignment will
be necessary. The study area consists of a corridor that is approximately 2 miles long, 300 feet wide, and
is centered on the existing US 701 alignment from a point near the US 701 / Lucas Bay Road intersection,
to a point near the US 701 / Trinity Road intersection. The project corridor crosses the above referenced
water bodies, as well as extensive flood plain forest.

During the data collection process for the EA document, your agency as well as other affected agencies,
may be contacted by us or our environmental subconsultant, ARM Environmental Services, Inc., for
information/coordination related to the referenced project. Additionally, any preliminary comments your
agency may have regarding this project would be appreciated.

We appreciate your assistance and look forward to working with you on this project. Please do not
hesitate to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Sincerely,

TUHIN BASU & ASSOCIATES, INC.

Fart

Tuhin K. Basu, PE
Project Manager

CC:  Rob Hamzy (SCDOT)
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Tuhin Basu & Associates, Inc.

7921 Jones Branch Dr., Suite 545 703 447-0082
MecLean, Virginia 22102 FAX: 703 918-9878
December 17, 2004

Ms. Linda Coleman Croyle, President
Georgetown County Historical Society
PO Box 861

Georgetown, SC 29442

RE: Replacement of U.S. Route 701 Bridges over Great Pee Dee River,
Pee Dee Overflow, and Lake Yauhannah in Horry/Georgetown Counties, SC
SCDOT File No. 22.124B, Project No. BR-BR88(044), PIN No. 30688

Dear Ms. Linda Coleman Croyle:

Our firm, on behalf of the South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT), is currently compiling
information necessary for the completion of an Environmental Assessment (EA) related to the above
referenced project. The project will involve replacing the existing bridges on US 701 from Lake
Yauhannah in Georgetown County, South Carolina, to the Great Pee Dee River Overflow in Horry
County, South Carolina. There are a total of three bridges to be replaced and new roadway alignment will
be necessary. The study area consists of a corridor that is approximately 2 miles long, 300 feet wide, and
is centered on the existing US 701 alignment from a point near the US 701 / Lucas Bay Road intersection,
to a point near the US 701 / Trinity Road intersection. The project corridor crosses the above referenced
water bodies, as well as extensive flood plain forest.

During the data collection process for the EA document, your agency as well as other affected agencies,
may be contacted by us or our environmental subconsultant, ARM Environmental Services, Inc., for
information/coordination related to the referenced project. Additionally, any preliminary comments your
agency may have regarding this project would be appreciated.

We appreciate your assistance and look forward to working with you on this project. Please do not
hesitate to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Sincerely,

TUHIN BASU & ASSOCIATES, INC.

fr me

Project Manager

CC:  Rob Hamzy (SCDOT)
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Tuhin Basu & Associates, Inc.
7921 Jones Branch Dr., Suite 545 703 447-0082
MclLean, Virginia 22102 FAX: 703 918-9878

December 17, 2004

Mr. Henry Reynolds, Chairman

Georgetown County Historic Preservation Commission
633 Front Street

Georgetown, SC 29440

RE: Replacement of U.S. Route 701 Bridges over Great Pee Dee River,
Pee Dee Overflow, and Lake Yauhannah in Horry/Georgetown Counties, SC
SCDOT File No. 22.124B, Project No. BR-BR88(044), PIN No. 30688

Dear Mr. Henry Reynolds:

Our firm, on behalf of the South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT), is currently compiling
information necessary for the completion of an Environmental Assessment (EA) related to the above
referenced project. The project will involve replacing the existing bridges on US 701 from Lake
Yauhannah in Georgetown County, South Carolina, to the Great Pee Dee River Overflow in Horry
County, South Carolina. There are a total of three bridges to be replaced and new roadway alignment will
be necessary. The study area consists of a corridor that is approximately 2 miles long, 300 feet wide, and
is centered on the existing US 701 alignment from a point near the US 701 / Lucas Bay Road intersection,
to a point near the US 701 / Trinity Road intersection. The project corridor crosses the above referenced
water bodies, as well as extensive flood plain forest.

During the data collection process for the EA document; your agency-as-well as -other affected agencies,
may be contacted by us or our environmental subconsultant, ARM Environmental Services, Inc., for
information/coordination related to the referenced project. Additionally, any preliminary comments your
agency may have regarding this project would be appreciated.

We appreciate your assistance and look forward to working with you on this project. Please do not
hesitate to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Sincerely,

TUHIN BASU & ASSOCIATES, INC.

ﬁf' Tuhin g Basu, PE

Project Manager

CC:  Rob Hamzy (SCDOT)
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Tuhin Basu & Associates, Inc.

7921 Jones Branch Dr., Suite 545 703 447-0082
McLean, Virginia 22102 FAX: 703 918-9878
December 17, 2004

The Committee for African Americans
History Observances

1623 Gilbert Street

Post Office Box 1507

Georgetown, South Carolina 29442

Attention: Mr. D. H. Drayton, Board Chairman

RE: Replacement of U.S. Route 701 Bridges over Great Pee Dee River,
Pee Dee Overflow, and Lake Yauhannah in Horry/Georgetown Counties, SC
SCDOT File No. 22.124B, Project No. BR-BR88(044), PIN No. 30688

Dear Mr. D. H. Drayton:

Our firm, on behalf of the South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT), is currently compiling
information necessary for the completion of an Environmental Assessment (EA) related to the above
referenced project. The project will involve replacing the existing bridges on US 701 from Lake
Yauhannah in Georgetown County, South Carolina, to the Great Pee Dee River Overflow in Horry
County, South Carolina. There are a total of three bridges to be replaced and new roadway alignment will
be necessary. The study area consists of a corridor that is approximately 2 miles long, 300 feet wide, and
is centered on the existing US 701 alignment from a point near the US 701 / Lucas Bay Road intersection,
to a point near the US 701 / Trinity Road intersection. The project corridor crosses the above referenced
water bodies, as well as extensive flood plain forest.

During the data collection process for the EA document, your agency as well as other affected agencies,
may be contacted by us or our environmental subconsultant, ARM Environmental Services, Inc., for
information/coordination related to the referenced project. Additionally, any preliminary comments your
agency may have regarding this project would be appreciated.

We appreciate your assistance and look forward to working with you on this project. Please do not
hesitate to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Sincerely,

TUHIN BASU & ASSOCIATES, INC.

CC:  Rob Hamzy (SCDOT)
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Tuhin Basu & Associates, Inc.
7921 Jones Branch Dr., Suite 545 703 447-0082
McLean, Virginia 22102 FAX: 703 918-9878

December 17, 2004

Mrs. S. Perry Davis

Daughters of the American Revolution SC Society
Post Office Box 68

Pinewood, South Carolina 29125

RE: Replacement of U.S. Route 701 Bridges over Great Pee Dee River,
Pee Dee Overflow, and Lake Yauhannah in Horry/Georgetown Counties, SC
SCDOT File No. 22.124B, Project No. BR-BR88(044), PIN No. 30688

Dear Mrs. S. Perry Davis:

Our firm, on behalf of the South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT), is currently compiling
information necessary for the completion of an Environmental Assessment (EA) related to the above
referenced project. The project will involve replacing the existing bridges on US 701 from Lake
Yauhannah in Georgetown County, South Carolina, to the Great Pee Dee River Overflow in Horry
County, South Carolina. There are a total of three bridges to be replaced and new roadway alignment will
be necessary. The study area consists of a corridor that is approximately 2 miles long, 300 feet wide, and
is centered on the existing US 701 alignment from a point near the US 701 / Lucas Bay Road intersection,
to a point near the US 701 / Trinity Road intersection. The project corridor crosses the above referenced
water bodies, as well as extensive flood plain forest.

During the data collection process for the EA document, your agency as well as other affected agencies,
may be contacted by us or our environmental subconsultant, ARM Environmental Services, Inc., for
information/coordination related to the referenced project. Additionally, any preliminary comments your
agency may have regarding this project would be appreciated.

We appreciate your assistance and look forward to working with you on this project. Please do not
hesitate to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Sincerely,

TUHIN BASU & ASSOCIATES, INC.

/S Tuhin K. Basu, PE
Project Manager

CC:  Rob Hamzy (SCDOT)

B-146



Tuhin Basu & Associates, Inc.

7921 Jones Branch Dr., Suite 545 703 447-0082
McLean, Virginia 22102 FAX: 703 518-9878
December 17, 2004

Ms. Cynthia Nesmith

Palmetto Trust for Historic Preservation
8301 Parklane Road

Columbia, South Carolina 29223

RE: Replacement of U.S. Route 701 Bridges over Great Pee Dee River,
Pee Dee Overflow, and Lake Yauhannah in Horry/Georgetown Counties, SC
SCDOT File No. 22.124B, Project No. BR-BR88(044), PIN No. 30688

Dear Ms. Cynthia Nesmith:

Our firm, on behalf of the South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT), is currently compiling
information necessary for the completion of an Environmental Assessment (EA) related to the above
referenced project. The project will involve replacing the existing bridges on US 701 from Lake
Yauhannah in Georgetown County, South Carolina, to the Great Pee Dee River Overflow in Horry
County, South Carolina. There are a total of three bridges to be replaced and new roadway alignment will
be necessary. The study area consists of a corridor that is approximately 2 miles long, 300 feet wide, and
is centered on the existing US 701 alignment from a point near the US 701 / Lucas Bay Road intersection,
to a point near the US 701 / Trinity Road intersection. The project corridor crosses the above referenced
water bodies, as well as extensive flood plain forest.

During the data collection process for the EA document, your agency as well as other affected agencies,
may be contacted by us or our environmental subconsultant, ARM Environmental Services, Inc., for
information/coordination related to the referenced project. Additionally, any preliminary comments your
agency may have regarding this project would be appreciated.

We appreciate your assistance and look forward to working with you on this project. Please do not
hesitate to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Sincerely,

TUHIN BASU & ASSOCIATES, INC.

Project Manager

CC:  Rob Hamzy (SCDOT)
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Tuhin Basu & Associates, Inc.

7921 Jones Branch Dr., Suite 545 703 447-0082
MecLean, Virginia 22102 FAX: 703 918-9878
December 17, 2004

Mr. Emest J. Sifford, Jr., State President
Sons of the American Revolution, SC Society
Post Office Box 1347

Mount Pleasant, South Carolina 29465-1347

RE: Replacement of U.S. Route 701 Bridges over Great Pee Dee River,
Pee Dee Overflow, and Lake Yauhannah in Horry/Georgetown Counties, SC
SCDOT File No. 22.124B, Project No. BR-BR88(044), PIN No. 30688

Dear Mr. Emest J. Sifford:

Our firm, on behalf of the South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT), is currently compiling
information necessary for the completion of an Environmental Assessment (EA) related to the above
referenced project. The project will involve replacing the existing bridges on US 701 from Lake
Yauhannah in Georgetown County, South Carolina, to the Great Pee Dee River Overflow in Horry
County, South Carolina. There are a total of three bridges to be replaced and new roadway alignment will
be necessary. The study area consists of a corridor that is approximately 2 miles long, 300 feet wide, and
is centered on the existing US 701 alignment from a point near the US 701 / Lucas Bay Road intersection,
to a point near the US 701 / Trinity Road intersection. The project corridor crosses the above referenced
water bodies, as well as extensive flood plain forest.

During the data collection process for the EA document, your agency as well as other affected agencies,
may be contacted by us or our environmental subconsultant, ARM Environmental Services, Inc., for
information/coordination related to the referenced project. Additionally, any preliminary comments your
agency may have regarding this project would be appreciated.

We appreciate your assistance and look forward to working with you on this project. Please do not
hesitate to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Sincerely,

TUHIN BASU & ASSOCIATES, INC.

Project Manager

CC: Rob Hamzy (SCDOT)
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Tuhin Basu & Associates, Inc.
7921 Jones Branch Dr., Suite 545 703 447-0082
McLean, Virginia 22102 FAX: 703 918-9878

December 17, 2004

Mrs. William M. Webster, III
Colonial Dames of America

200 Byrd Boulevard

Greenville, South Carolina 29605

RE: Replacement of U.S. Route 701 Bridges over Great Pee Dee River,
Pee Dee Overflow, and Lake Yauhannah in Horry/Georgetown Counties, SC
SCDOT File No. 22.124B, Project No. BR-BR88(044), PIN No. 30688

Dear Mrs. William M. Webster, III:

Our firm, on behalf of the South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT), is currently compiling
information necessary for the completion of an Environmental Assessment (EA) related to the above
referenced project. The project will involve replacing the existing bridges on US 701 from Lake
Yauhannah in Georgetown County, South Carolina, to the Great Pee Dee River Overflow in Horry
County, South Carolina. There are a total of three bridges to be replaced and new roadway alignment will
be necessary. The study area consists of a corridor that is approximately 2 miles long, 300 feet wide, and
is centered on the existing US 701 alignment from a point near the US 701 / Lucas Bay Road intersection,
to a point near the US 701 / Trinity Road intersection. The project corridor crosses the above referenced
water bodies, as well as extensive flood plain forest.

During the data collection process for the EA document, your agency as well as other affected agencies,
may be contacted by us or our environmental subconsultant, ARM Environmental Services, Inc., for
information/coordination related to the referenced project. Additionally, any preliminary comments your
agency may have regarding this project would be appreciated.

We appreciate your assistance and look forward to working with you on this project. Please do not
hesitate to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Sincerely,

TUHIN BASU & ASSOCIATES, INC.

:
Tuhin K. gasu, PE

Project Manager

CC:  Rob Hamzy (SCDOT)
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Tuhin Basu & Associates, Inc.
7921 Jones Branch Dr., Suite 545 703 447-0082
MclLean, Virginia 22102 FAX: 703 918-9878

December 17, 2004

Ms. Theresa E. Floyd .

Georgetown County Council

PO Drawer 421270

Georgetown, South Carolina 29440-1270

RE: Replacement of U.S. Route 701 Bridges over Great Pee Dee River,
Pee Dee Overflow, and Lake Yauhannah in Horry/Georgetown Counties, SC
SCDOT File No. 22.124B, Project No. BR-BR88(044), PIN No. 30688

Dear Ms. Theresa E. Floyd:

Our firm, on behalf of the South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT), is currently compiling
information necessary for the completion of an Environmental Assessment (EA) related to the above
referenced project. The project will involve replacing the existing bridges on US 701 from Lake
Yauhannah in Georgetown County, South Carolina, to the Great Pee Dee River Overflow in Horry
County, South Carolina. There are a total of three bridges to be replaced and new roadway alignment will
be necessary. The study area consists of a corridor that is approximately 2 miles long, 300 feet wide, and
is centered on the existing US 701 alignment from a point near the US 701 / Lucas Bay Road intersection,
to a point near the US 701 / Trinity Road intersection. .The project corridor crosses the above referenced
water bodies, as well as extensive flood plain forest.

During the data collection process for the EA document, your agency as well as other affected agencies,
may be contacted by us or our environmental subconsultant, ARM Environmental Services, Inc., for
information/coordination related to the referenced project. Additionally, any preliminary comments your
agency may have regarding this project would be appreciated.

We appreciate your assistance and look forward to working with you on this project. Please do not
hesitate to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Sincerely,

TUHIN BASU & ASSOCIATES, INC.

ﬁ/ Tuhin K. Basu, PE
Project Manager

CC:  Rob Hamzy (SCDOT)
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Tuhin Basu & Associates, Inc.
7921 Jones Branch Dr., Suite 545 703 447-0082
McLean, Virginia 22102 FAX: 703 918-9878

December 17, 2004

South Carolina Historical Society
108 2 Courthouse Square
Edgefield, South Carolina 29824

Attention: Mr. Bettis Rainsford, Esquire

RE: Replacement of U.S. Route 701 Bridges over Great Pee Dee River,
Pee Dee Overflow, and Lake Yauhannah in Horry/Georgetown Counties, SC
SCDOT File No. 22.124B, Project No. BR-BR88(044), PIN No. 30688

Dear Mr. Bettis Rainsford:

Our firm, on behalf of the South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT), is currently compiling
information necessary for the completion of an Environmental Assessment (EA) related to the above
referenced project. The project will involve replacing the existing bridges on US 701 from Lake
Yauhannah in Georgetown County, South Carolina, to the Great Pee Dee River Overflow in Horry
County, South Carolina. There are a total of three bridges to be replaced and new roadway alignment will
be necessary. The study area consists of a corridor that is approximately 2 miles long, 300 feet wide, and
is centered on the existing US 701 alignment from a point near the US 701 / Lucas Bay Road intersection,
to a point near the US 701 / Trinity Road intersection. The project corridor crosses the above referenced
water bodies, as well as extensive flood plain forest.

During the data collection process for the EA document, your agency as well as other affected agencies,
may be contacted by us or our environmental subconsultant, ARM Environmental Services, Inc., for

information/coordination related to the referenced project. Additionally, any preliminary comments your
agency may have regarding this project would be appreciated.

We appreciate your assistance and look forward to working with you on this project. Please do not
hesitate to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.

Sincerely,

TUHIN BASU & ASSOCIATES, INC.

for 2y forut.

Project Manager

CC:  Rob Hamzy (SCDOT)
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Tuhin Basu & Associates, Inc.

7921 Jones Branch Dr., Suile 545 703 447-0082
McLean, Virginia 22102 FAX: 703 918-9878
December 30, 2004

Mr. Greg Shapley

Commander, Seventh Coast Guard District
Brickell Plaza Federal Building

909 S.E. 1** Avenue

Miami, FL 33130-3050

RE: Replacement of U.S. Route 701 Bridges over Great Pee Dee River,
Pee Dee Overflow, and Lake Yauhannah in Horry/Georgetown Counties, SC
SCDOT File No. 22.124B, Project No. BR-BR88(044), PIN No. 30688

Dear Mr. Greg Shapley:

Our firm, on behalf of the South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT), is currently compiling
information necessary for the completion of an Environmental Assessment (EA) related to the above
referenced project. The project will involve replacing the existing bridges on US 701 from Lake
Yauhannah in Georgetown County, South Carolina, to the Great Pee Dee River Overflow in Homry
County, South Carolina. There are a total of three bridges to be replaced and new roadway alignment will
be necessary. The study area consists of a corridor that is approximately 2 miles long, 300 feet wide, and
is centered on the existing US 701 alignment from a point near the US 701 / Lucas Bay Road intersection,
to a point near the US 701 / Trinity Road intersection. The project corridor crosses the above referenced
water bodies, as well as extensive flood plain forest.

During the data collection process for the EA document, your agency as well as other affected agencies,
may be contacted by us or our environmental subconsultant, ARM Environmental Services, Inc., for
information/coordination related to the referenced project. Additionally, any preliminary comments your
agency may have regarding this project would be appreciated.

We appreciate your assistance and look forward to working with you on this project. Please do not
hesitate to contact us should you have any questions or need additional information.
Sincerely,

TUHIN BASU & ASSOCIATES, INC.

FOr Tuhin K. Basu, PE
Project Manager

CC:  Rob Hamzy (SCDOT)

B-152



SCCST

South Carolina Department of Transportation

US 701 over Pee Dee Overflow,
Great Pee Dee River and Lake Yauhannah
Horry/Georgetown Counties, SC

’CBO(, Tuhin Basu & Associates, Inc.
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/_\R/\/\ ENVIRONMENTAL
SERVICES, INC.

ASSESSMENT & REMEDIAL SERVICES DIVISION

VIA FACSIMILE (843) 946-9390

January 3, 2005

Mr. Steve Knight

South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control
Waccamaw EQC District Office

1705 Oak Street Plaza, Suite #2

Myrtle Beach, SC 29577

RE: Replacement of U.S. Route 701 Bridges over Great Pee Dee River,
Pee Dee Overflow, and Lake Yauhannah in Horry/Georgetown Counties, SC

Corridor Assessment
Dear Mr. Knight;

Our firm is currently assisting the SCDOT in compiling information regarding any
potential environmental concerns within the immediate area of the above referenced
project. A map of the project area is attached. We are investigating any issues related
to potential soil or ground water contamination in the area, so that they may be factored
into the roadway planning project.

We have reviewed available regulatory data and have identified two UST sites and have
submitted an FOI request to the Columbia office to review those files. The available
data also indicates two Emergency Response incident reports apparently related to a
spill in this area. The incident appears to have occurred on March 2, 1996 on US 701
and was tractor trailer related; however, limited details were available. | wanted to see if
you or anyone in your office had any specialized knowledge of this incident, or any other
potential environmental concerns that may not be readily available in a review of
regulatory data.

| appreciate any information you may be able to provide. | will contact your office soon
to follow up. If you have any questions or comments regarding this, please contact me
at (803) 783-3314, or e-mail me at rciccolella@armenv.com.

Sincerely,
ARM Environmental Services, Inc.

Richard Ciccolella
Staff Scientist

Attachment (1 map)

1210 1 STREET SOUTH EXTENSION / COLUMBIA, SC 29209 / phone (803)783-3314 fax (803)783-
2587
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MM ENVIRONMENTAL
SERVICES, INC.
ASSESSMENT & REMEDIAL SERVICES DIVISION
VIA FACSIMILE 898-3816

January 3, 2005

Freedom of Information Office

South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control
2600 Bull Street

Columbia, South Carolina 29201

Re: Freedom of Information Request
Dear FOI Staff;

Please accept this letter as an FOI request to review DHEC file information for the
following sites:

e Carris R. Cribb Site
8911 HWY 7018
Conway (Horry County), SC
DHEC UST ID #16574

e Pee Dee Grocery
9150 Hwy 7018
Conway (Horry County), SC
DHEC UST ID #10475

e HWY 701N — Yauhannah, SC (Spill)
Georgetown County, SC
Emergency Response Notification #96481605

e HWY 701N — Yauhannah, SC (Spill)
Georgetown County, SC
Emergency Response Notification #96485571

If you have any questions or comments regarding this request, please contact me at
783-3314. Thanks for the help.

Sincerely,
ARM Environmental Services, Inc.

Richard Ciccolella
Staff Scientist

1210 1 STREET SOUTH EXTENSION / COLUMBIA, SC 29209 / phone (803)783-3314 fax (803)783-
2587
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Page 1 of 1

Harry Parrish

From: Richard Ciccolella [rciccolella@armenv.com]
Sent: Friday, January 07, 2005 4:14 PM

To: Mark Collins

Cc: Harry Parrish

Subject: Shortnose Sturgeon

Dr. Mark Collins

SCDNR

Marine Resources Division
217 Ft. Johnson Road
P.O. Box 12559
Charleston, SC 29412

Dr. Collins,

We are assisting Tuhin Basu & Associates with the collection of data necessary for the completion of an SCDOT
Environmental Assessment related to the proposed replacement of the US 701 Bridges over the Great Pee Dee
River, Pee Dee Overflow, and Lake Yauhannah, between Georgetown and Horry Counties.

The shortnose sturgeon is listed for both of these counties, and I understand that it may potentially occur in the
Great Pee Dee River. | also understand that the sturgeon would likely make seasonal migrations upstream and
downstream. | wanted to see if you could provide some input as to when the sturgeon would likely be present in
the study area, as well as any other information that may be helpful in the planning stages of this project. | have
attached location maps of the project area.

I sincerely appreciate your time. Please feel free to contact me at the number below or my e-mail address.
Thank you,

Richard Ciccolella

ARM Environmental Services, Inc.
1210 First Street South Ext.
Columbia, SC 29209

(803) 783-3314

(803) 783-2587
rciccolella@armenv.com

Project Area Location Maps
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Agency Letter Responses
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South Carolina

Department of Natural Resources
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John E. Frampton

Director
February 14, 2005 D. Breck Carmichael, Jr.
Deputy Director for
Mr. Tuhin K. Basu Wildlife and )
7921 Jones Branch Drive Freshwater Fisheries
Suite 545
McLean, Virginia 22102

REF: U.S. Route 701 Bridge Replacement Over the Great Pee Dee River, Pee Dee Overflow,
and Lake Yauhannah; Pin No. 30688; Horry and Georgetown Counties

Dear Mr. Basu:

Personnel with the South Carolina Department of Natural Resources have reviewed the
information provided on the above referenced project, evaluated the projects potential impacts on
natural resources and offer the following comments.

The proposed work includes the complete replacement of three bridges, along US 701 in Horry
and Georgetown counties. The proposed new bridges would be part of a 2-mile long, 300-foot
wide corridor centered on the existing US 701 alignment from a point near the Lucas Bay Road
intersection to a point near the Trinity Road intersection. The project corridor crosses above the
Great Pee Dee River, the Pee Dee Overflow, Lake Yauhannah, and through extensive floodplain
forest.

After reviewing the information from the provided narrative, local maps, and GIS files, the
Department has a number of environmental concerns with this project. Almost the entire project
corridor falls within the Waccamaw National Wildlife Refuge, an expansive portion of forested
floodplain wetland. Also, two colonies of Rafinesque’s big-eared bat (Corynorhinus rafinesquii)
have been observed roosting under the bridges proposed for replacement. Additionally, fill has
been placed in the floodplain to build the approaches to the existing bridges. Consequently, the
available fish and wildlife habitat has been fragmented and sheet flow across the Great Pee Dee
River floodplain may have been impeded.

Forested floodplain areas perform numerous natural functions and serve significant public
benefits including temporary storage of floodwaters, moderation of peak flows, maintenance of
water quality, groundwater recharge, and prevention of erosion. Their associated plant
communities provide food, cover and nesting sites for a variety of wildlife species. These plant
communities also help to maintain water quality by serving as bio-filters to remove sediment,
nutrients and other pollutants.

The approaches to the river for the new bridge should to the extent practicable avoid
encroachment into valuable forested floodplain areas. Where wetland impacts are unavoidable,
the Department typically recommends 2:1 slopes on road embankments and no center median to
minimize impacts. These slopes should be stabilized with the appropriate native vegetation.

The Department believes that onsite mitigation options may exist for those wetland impacts that
are unavoidable. Onsite mitigation options should be explored fully before other mitigation

options are considered.

Rembert C. Dennis Building ¢ 1000 Assembly St « PO. Box 167 ¢ Columbia, S.C. 29202 e Telephone: 803/734-3886
EQUAL OPPORTUNITY AGENCY www. B+ 46t .sc.us PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPERQ‘;



Page 2
RE: U.S. Route 701 Bridge Replacement (Pin No. 30688); Horry and Georgetown Counties
February 14, 2005

According to the South Carolina Heritage Trust Database, Rafinesque’s big-eared bat
(Corynorhinus rafinesquii) has been observed at two of the bridges proposed for replacement.
This database reflects only known occurrences and should not be considered a complete account
of the species potentially occurring within the project area. Rafinesque’s big-eared bat is a state
endangered species considered imperiled statewide because of its rarity. We recommend that
activities related to bridge construction and replacement be tailored to minimize impacts to this
rare species.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on DOT projects and look forward to
providing more input on this project as the plans mature.

Leo Rose
Environmental Programs Manager

Ir

cc: Travis Hughes - USACE
Quinton Epps — SCDHEC
Rob Mikell - SCDHEC/OCRM
Kacy Campbell - USEPA
Mark Caldwell - USFWS -
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Catawba Indian Nation

Tribal Historic Preservation Office
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Catawba Indian Nation

Tribal Historic Preservation Office THPO # 2005-131-1
P. O. Box 750

Rock Hill, South Carolina

803-328-2427 Fax 803-328-5791

31 January 2005

Tuhin Basu & Associates, Inc.

7921 Jones Branch Dr., Suite 545

McLean, Virginia 22102

RE: THPO #

2005-131-1 SCDOT BR-BR88 (044), Replacement of Rt. 701 Bridges over Great Pee Dee, & Lake Yauhannah in Horry/Georgetown
Counties, SC

This letter is acknowledgement of receipt of your request 17 December 2004 for information
regarding the presence of historic properties or traditional cultural, religious, and/or sacred sites
of the Catawba Indian Nation that may be impacted by the above referenced undertakings. The
documented historic presence of the Catawba and their ancestors over much of Virginia, North
Carolina and South Carolina presents a strong likelihood of such sites being encountered at these
locations.

We cannot complete this request without additional information. Please see the attached
checklist. The fee for the review process is $150.00 for each project listed. If it is necessary for
a site visit to take place, either before or after a Cultural Resource Management survey is
conducted, the subsequent costs and travel expense are also to be paid by you and/or your client.
However, we will contact you to discuss the reason and the subsequent related fees in advance.

While the State Historic Preservation Officer is required by National Historic Preservation Act to
respond to requests such as yours within thirty days, Federally recognized Indian Tribes are under
no such obligation. Nor does lack of response within your timeframe constitute Tribal assent to
this project. Furthermore, Tribal assent, in writing does not satisfy your responsibilities with
respect to any Federal or State laws concerning potential effects on historic properties. In
addition to the above, we require you to provide appropriate notice to this office of any future
activities at this site that may affect our legal and statutory interests in this location.

If you have questions, please feel free to contact our office at 803-328-2427, Beckee Garris, ext.
232 or Sandra Reinhardt, ext. 233.

Sincerely, Yy ‘
M /f? tendion ol f"' M Gilbert Blue, Chief, Catawba Indian Nation
Wenonah G. Haire Executive Committee, Catawba Indian Nation

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer John E. George, Traditional Medicine, Catawba Indian Nation

WGH/ssr
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THPO # 2005-131-1

List of additional information needed to complete the Catawba Indian Nation Tribal Historic Preservation
Office review of the following proposed project:

Project Name
Project Number
THPO Review Number
1. The name, complete address, phone number, fax number and e-mail address of the project
manager.
__ X 2. The project location plotted on a USGA 7.5’ topo map.

3. The project name, address and/or location (street or highway), directions to nearest city, county,
state and your project reference number.

4. The project location plotted on a standard county highway map.

5. A brief description of the proposed project. Please include the size of the proposed project site
and the size of the area where ground-disturbing activities will be taking place and the type of disturbance
anticipated. Please include the height of towers.

6. A brief description of current and former land use.
X_ 7. Alist of all recorded archaeological sites within one mile of the project area.

X 8. Alist of all eligible and potentially eligible National Register of Historic Places sites within one
mile of the proposed project area.

9. A scope of work for proposed archaeology submitted by a professional archacologist. Please
contact the THPO before the proposed archaeological work is performed. We will advise you if this
archaeological plan may pose a threat to Traditional Cultural Places and/or Sacred sites of the Catawba
Indian Nation.

10. A copy of the report for archacological surveys conducted in the project area.

11. Color photos of the proposed project site. It is not necessary to send original color photos if you
can provide high-resolution color copies.

X __12. A letter of concurrence from the appropriate State Historic Preservation Office.

—

WGH/ssr
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United States Coast Guard

(Washington, DC)
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Commandant 2100 Second Street, S.W.
United States Coast Guard Washington, DC 20593-0001
Staff Symbol: G-OPT
Phone: (202) 267-0368
Fax: (202) 267-4046

U.S. Department of
Homeland Security

United States
Coast Guard

16591
January 4, 2005

Tuhin Basu & Associates, Inc.
Attn: Mr. Tuhin K. Basu, PE
7921 Jones Branch Drive
Suite 545

McLean, VA 22102

Dear Mr. Basu:

This is in reply to your letter dated December 17, 2004 to Ms. Kebby Kelley of the U. S. Coast
Guard Environmental Management Division, Washington, DC regarding the replacement of the

U. S. 701 bridges over the Great Pee Dee River, the Pee Dee Overflow and Lake Yauhannah in
Horry/Georgetown Counties, South Carolina. The Coast Guard’s jurisdiction with this project is
limited to any associated bridge work across navigable waters of the United States. We are
forwarding your letter to our Seventh Coast Guard District Bridge Office in Miami, Florida, under
whose cognizance this project would fall. The district office will be able to determine if your
project falls under our jurisdiction and whether it will require a Coast Guard Bridge Permit. Ifa
permit is required, they will be able to assist you in filing an application for a permit. They will
also be your point of contact for any associated environmental issues surrounding the development

of an environmental assessment.
Sincerely,

Qﬁmgﬁ- MM/'(LZ:\-( )

FRANK A. MARTIN, JR.
Chief, Bridge Permits Division
Office of Bridge Administration
U. S. Coast Guard

Copy: D-7 (obr) with incoming letter
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United States Coast Guard
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Commander 909 SE 1 Avenue Suite 432
Seventh Coast Guard District Miami, FL 33131-3050

Staff Symbol: (obr}

Phone: (305) 415-6747

Fax: (305) 415-6763

Email: wtate@d7.uscg.mil

U.S. Department of
Homeland Security

United States
Coast Guard

16591
January 26, 2005

Mr. Tuhin K. Basu, PE

Project Manager

Tuhin Basu & Associates, Inc.
7921 Jones Branch Dr., Suite 545
McLean, VA 22102

Dear Mr. Basu:

I am responding to your letter of Decemberé@i@%regarding—the%vplaeemmﬁ
701 bridges over Great Pee Dee River, Pee Dee Overflow, and Lake Yauhannah in

Horry/Georgetown Counties, SC.

My examination indicates that this site is a federal project channel, and a formal Coast Guard
permit will be required for the proposed bridge replacement project. However, if this project is
federally funded, then the Federal Highway Administration (FHA), as outlined in 23 CFR
650.805, a copy of which is enclosed, has the responsibility to determine if a USCG permit is
required. I’ve also enclosed a copy ofa locality map indicating the federal project channel.

If federal funds are not utilized in this roadway/bridge project, then a Coast guard bridge permit
is required for the project. The Coast Guard Bridge Permit Application Guide is available at
http://www.uscg.mil/hg/g-o/g-opt/g-opt.htm. Please submit the permit application as outlined
with original 8 1/2" X 11" permit plans showing the project vicinity, and existing and proposed
bridge structures, in plan and elevation views.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please call Mr. Gwin Tate at (305) 415-6747.

W. GWIN TATE III

Associate Bridge Management Specialist
U.S. Coast Guard

By direction

Enclosures
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federal Highway Administration, DOT

bridge.

(48 FR 52296, Nov. 17, 1983; 48 FR 53407, Nov.
28, 1983] '

$650.702 Special considerations.

to
or
ess
than 10 tons. Consideration will also be
sit-
in
een
~.located discretionary bridge funds.

ered in the discretionary bridge can-
didate
(©)
given
tion
begun

Subpart H—Navigational
Clearances for Bridges

SoURcE: 52 FR 28139, July 28, 1987, unless
otherwise noted.

§650.801 Purpose.

clearances.

§650.803 Policy.

It is the policy of FHWA:

(a) To provide clearances which meet
the reasonable needs of navigation and
provide for cost-effective highway op-
erations,

(b) To provide fixed bridges wherever
_racticable, and

§650.805

(c) To consider appropriate pier pro-
tection and vehicular protective and
warning systems on bridges subject to
ship collisions. :

$650.805 Bridges
USCG permit.

(a) The FHWA has the responsibility
under 23 U.S.C. 144(h) to determine
that a USCG permit is not required for
bridge construction. This determina-
tion shall be made at an early stage of
project development so that any nec-
essary coordination can be accom-
plished during environmental proc-

requiring a

not

21 feet in length.
(c) The highway agency (HA) shall
assess the need for a USCG permit or

vessels using the waterway are un-
known.

permit is not required and'that pro-
posed navigational clearances are rea-
sonable.

246
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§650.807
proposed a.ctim’l may substantially af-
fect local navigation.

§650.807 Bridges requiring a USCG
permit.

(a) The -USCG has the responsibility
(1) to defermine whether a USCG per-
mit is required for the improvement or
construction of a bridge over navigable
waters except, for the exemption exer-
cised by FHWA in §650.805 and (2) to ap-
prove the bridge location, alignment
and appropriate navigational clear-
ances in all bridge permit applications.

(b) A USCG permit shall be required
when a bridge crosses waters which
are: (1) tidal and used by recreational
boating, fishing, and other small ves-
sels 21 feet or greater in length or (2)

______used or susceptible to use in their nat-

ural condition or by reasonable im-
provement as a means to transport
interstate or foreign commerce. If it is
determined that a USCG permit is re-
quired, the project shall be processed in
accordance with the following proce-
dures.

(¢) The HA shall initiate coordina-
tion with the USCG at an early stage
of project development and provide op-
portunity for the USCG to be involved
throughout the environmental review
process In accordance with 23 CFR part
T7l. The FHWA and Coast Guard have
developed internal guidelines which set
forth coordination procedures that
both agencies have found useful in
streamlining and expediting the permit
approval process. These guidelines in-
clude (1) USCG/FHWA Procedures for
Handling Projects which Require a
USCG Permit! and (2) the USCG/FHWA
Memorandum of Understanding on Co-
ordinating The Preparation and Proc-
essing of Environmental Projects. 2

(d) The HA shall accomplish suffi-
cient preliminary design and consulta-
tion during the environmental phase of

1This document is an internal directive in
the USCG Bridge Administration Manual,
Enclosure la, COMDT INST M165%0.5, change
2 dated Dec. 1, 1983. It is available for inspec-
tion and copying from the U.S. Coast Guard
or the Federal Highway Administration as
prescribed in 49 CFR part 7, appendices B and
D. N
2FHWA Notice 6640.22 dated July 17, 1981, is
available for inspection and copying as pre-
scribed in 49 CFR part 7, appendix D.

23 CFR Ch. | (4-1-99 Edition)

project development to investigate
bridge concepts, including the feasi-
bility of any proposed movable bridges,
the horizontal and vertical clearances
that may be required, and other loca-
tion considerations which may affect
navigation. At least one fixed bridge
alternative shall be included with any
proposal for a movable bridge to pro-
vide a comparative analysis of engi-
neering, social, economic and environ-
mental benefit and impacts.

(e) The HA shall consider hydraulic,
safety, environmental and navigational
needs along with highway costs when
designing a proposed navigable water-
way crossing. .

(f) For bridges where the risk of ship
collision is significant, HA’'s shall con-
gider, in addition te USCG require-
ments, the need for pier protection and
warning systems as outlined in FHWA
Technical Advisory 5140.19, Pier Pro-
tection and Warning Systems for
Bridges Subject to Ship Collisions,
dated February 11, 1983.

(g) Special navigational clearances
shall normally not be provided for ac-
commodation of floating construction
equipment of any type that is not re-
quired for navigation channel mainte-
nance, Jf the navigational clearances
are influenced by the needs of such
equipment, the USCG should be con-
sulted te determine the appropriate
clearances to be provided.

(h) For projects which require FHWA
approval of plans, specifications and
estimates, preliminary bridge plans
shall be approved at the appropriate
level by FHWA for structural concepts,
hydraulics, and navigational clear-
ances prior to submission of the permit
application.

(i) If the HA bid plans contain alter-
native designs for the same configura-
tion (fixed or movable), the permit ap-
plication shall be prepared in sufficient
detail so that all alternatives can be
evaluated by the USCG. If appropriate,
the USCG will issue a permit for all al-
ternatives. Within 30 days after award
of the construction contract, the USCG
ghall be notified by the HA of the alter-
nate which was selected. The USCG
procedure for evaluating permit appli-
cations which contain alternates is
presented in its Bridge Administration

246
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DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY Commander (obr) 909 S.E. 1* Avenue, Rm 432
U.S. COAST GUARD Seventh Coast Guard District Miami, FL. 33131-3050
Form D7-1103 (Rev. 5-02) (305) 415-6747

BRIDGE PROJECT QUESTIONNAIRE
The Coast Guard must determine whether or not a Bridge Permit is required for your project. By
you providing full and accurate information on this form, you will assist in our decision making
process. Errors or misstatements may require redesigning of your bridge, and may subject you to
civil penalty sanctions. If you have any questions regarding this form, do not hesitate to contact
the Bridge Administration Branch at the letterhead address or phone number. Regarding the site
of your proposed bridge, please provide the following information:
NAVIGATION DATA:
I.  Name of waterway:
la. At proposed site, mileage along waterway measured from mouth or confluence

1b. Waterway is a tributary of at mile

2. Geographical Location:
(Road Number, City, County, State)

3. Township, section and range, if applicable:
4.  Is the waterway tidally influenced at proposed bridge site? Range of tide?

5. Depth and width of waterway at proposed bridge site:

Depth Width
At Mean High Tide
At Mean Low Tide
6.  Check the type(s) of present vessel traffic on the waterway:
Canoe Rowboat Small Motorboat Cabin Cruiser
Houseboat Pontoon Boat __ Sailboat _Tug and tow None

6a. Provide the vertical clearance required for the largest vessel using the waterway
6b. Provide a photograph of each type vessel using the waterway.
7. Are these waterways used to transport interstate or foreign commerce? Yes No

7a. Are these waters susceptible to use in their natural condition, or by reasonable
improvement, as a means to support interstate or foreign commerce? Yes No

7b. To your knowledge, are there any planned waterway improvements to permit larger vessels
to navigate? . If so, what are they?
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8. Are there any natural or manmade obstructions, bridges, dams, weirs, etc. downstream or
upstream? Yes No

8a. Ifyes, provide upstream/downstream location with relation to the proposed bridge.

8b. If the obstruction(s) are bridges, provide vertical clearance at mean high water and mean
low water and horizontal clearance normal to axis of the waterway. Vertical Clearance:
MHW MLW Horizontal clearance

8c.  Provide a photograph of the bridge(s) from the waterway showing channel spans.
9.  Will the proposed structure replace an existing bridge?

9a. Provide permit number and issuing agencies of permits for the bridge(s) to be replaced.

9b. Provide the vertical clearance above mean high water and mean low water and the
horizontal clearance normal to axis of waterway. Vertical Clearance: MHW MLW
Horizontal Clearance

9c. Provide a photograph of the to-be-replaced bridge from the waterway, showing the channel
span(s).

10. List the names and addresses of persons who property adjoins bridge right of way.

11. List names and addresses/location of marinas, marine repair facilities, public boat ramps,
private piers/docks along waterway within % mile of site.

12.  Attach a location map and plans for the proposed bridge; show the vertical clearances
above mean high water and mean low water and the horizontal clearance normal to axis of

the waterway.

13.  Attach three (3) photographs taken at the proposed bridge site: one looking upstream, one
looking downstream, and one looking along the alignment centerline across the bridge site.

DATE: SIGNATURE:
Proposed Bridge Owner or Agent

ATTACHMENTS: Location Map
Bridge Plans
Photographs
Additional pages of names and addresses (if necessary)
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United States Department of Commerce
National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration

B-175



UNITED STATEs DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmaospheric Administration

NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE
Southeast Regional Office

9721 Executive Center Drive North

St. Petersburg, FL 33702

(727) 570-5312, FAX 570-5517
JAN -7 http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov

Dear Colleague:

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries) Protected Resources Division has reviewed
your letter pursuant to section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) concerning replacement of

30688)

There are no ESA-listed species or designated critical habitat under our purview in the action
area.

We cannot determine impacts to threatened or endangered species, or designated critical habitat,
under NOAA Fisheries’ purview because the letter lacks sufficient information to evaluate the project.
Enclosed are guidelines to conduct a proper biological evaluation.

Please provide a letter from the lead federal action agency designating you to conduct ESA
section 7 consultation with this office.

_ x_ Enclosed is a list of federally-protected species under the jurisdiction of NOAA Fisheries for the
state of Georgia. Biological information on federally-protected species and candidate species can be
found at the following website addresses: http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/prot_res/prot_res.html;
http://noflorida.fws.gov/SeaTurtles/seaturtle-info. htm); http://endangered. fws.gov/wildlife.html#Species;
http://www.cmc-ocean.org/main.php3; http:/floridaconservation.org/psm/turtles/turtle. htm;
http://obis.env.duke.edu/data/sp_profiles.php; www.mote.org/~colins/Sawfish/SawfishHomePage html;
www.floridasawfish.com; www.flmnh.ufl.edu/fish/sharks/InNews/sawprop.htm;.Gulf sturgeon critical
habitat rule and maps (http://alabama.fws.gov/gs/); http://www.cccturtle.org;.

It is NOAA Fisheries' opinion that the project will have no effect on listed species or critical
habitat protected by the ESA under NOAA Fisheries’ purview. No further consultation with NOAA
Fisheries pursuant to section 7(a)(2) of the ESA is required unless the project description changes.

Consultation with NOAA Fisheries, Habitat Conservation Division (HCD), pursuant to the Magnuson-
Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act’s requirements for essential fish habitat consultation
may be required. Please contact HCD at (727) 570-5317. If you have any ESA questions, please contact
our ESA section 7 coordinator, Eric Hawk, at (727) 570-5312, or by e-mail at eric.hawk(@noas.cov.

_x_Other:

David M. Bernhart
Assistant Regional Administrator
for Protected Resources
x Enclosure
Ref: I/SER/2004/
File:1514-22.1..3 2004
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Endangered and Threatened Species and Critical Habitats
under the Jurisdiction of the NOAA Fisheries

Listed Species

Marine Mammals
blue whale

finback whale
humpback whale
right whale

sei whale

sperm whale

Turtles

green sea turtle
hawksbill sea turtle
Kemp's ridley sea turtle
leatherback sea turtle
loggerhead sea turtle
Fish

shortnose sturgeon
smalltooth sawfish

Georgia

Scientific Name

Balaenoptera musculus
Balaenoptera physalus
Megaptera novaengliae
Eubalaena glacialis
Balaenoptera borealis
Physeter macrocephalus

Chelonia mydas
Eretmochelys imbricata
Lepidochelys kempii
Dermochelys coriacea
Caretta caretta

Acipenser brevirostrum
Pristis pectinata

Designated Critical Habitat
Right whale: Between 31°15'N (approximately the mouth of the Altamaha River,
Georgia) and 30°15'N (approximately Jacksonville, Florida) from the coast out to 15

nautical miles offshore; the coastal waters between 30°15'N and 28°00'N

Status

Endangered
Endangered
Endangered
Endangered
Endangered
Endangered

Threatened'
Endangered
Endangered
Endangered
Threatened

Endangered
Endangered

Date Listed

12/02/70
12/02/70
12/02/70
12/02/70
12/02/70
12/02/70

07/28/78
06/02/70
12/02/70
06/02/70
07/28/78

03/11/67
04/01/03

(approximately Sebastian Inlet, Florida) from the coast out to 5 nautical miles.

Species Proposed for Listing

None

Proposed Critical Habitat
None

! Green turtles are listed as threatened, except for breeding populations of green turtles in Florida and on the Pacific Coast of
Mexico, which are listed as endangered

B-177



Georgia

Candidate Species? Scientific Name

none

Species of Concern® Scientific Name

Fish

Atlantic sturgeon Acipenser oxyrhynchus oxyrhynchus
dusky shark Carcharhinus obscurus
goliath grouper Epinephelus itijara

night shark Carcharinus signatus

sand tiger shark Odontaspis taurus

speckled hind Epinephelus drummondhayi
Warsaw grouper Epinephelus nigritus

white marlin Tetrapturus albidus

2 The Candidate Species List has been renamed the Species of Concemn List. The term “candidate species” is limited to species
that are the subject of a petition to list and for which NOAA Fisheries has determined that listing may be warranted (69 FR 19975).
% Species of Concern are not protected under the Endangered Species Act, but concerns about their status indicate that they may
warrant listing in the future. Federal agencies and the public are encouraged to consider these species during project planning so
that future listings may be avoided.
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B-179



Page 1 of 2

Harry Parrish

From: Richard Ciccolella [rciccolella@armenv.com]
Sent:  Monday, January 10, 2005 11:16 AM

To: Harry Parrish

Subject: Fw: Shortnose Sturgeon

Harry,
See string below for Dr. Mark Collins' reply to my sturgeon question regarding migration.

Richard Ciccolella
ARM Environmental Services, Inc.

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

From: Mark Collins

To: Richard Ciccolelia

Sent: Monday, January 10, 2005 10:14 AM
Subject: RE: Shortnose Sturgeon

Shortnose sturgeon definitely occur in the PeeDee. Based on our telemetry work, they make a spawning
migration past that bridge (upriver and then downriver) during January-midApril. | would suggest that period be a
window of no blasting, piledriving, or other loud construction activity that might disrupt the migration.

Mark R. Collins, Ph.D.

Marine Resources Research Institute
SC Dept. of Natural Resources
P.0O.Box 12559

Charleston, SC 29422

843-953-9815

From: Richard Ciccolella [mailto:rciccolella@armenv.com]
Sent: Friday, January 07, 2005 4:14 PM

To: Mark Collins

Cc: Harry Parrish

Subject: Shortnose Sturgeon

Dr. Mark Collins

SCDNR

Marine Resources Division
217 Ft. Johnson Road
P.O. Box 12559
Charleston, SC 29412

Dr. Collins,

We are assisting Tuhin Basu & Associates with the collection of data necessary for the completion
of an SCDOT Environmental Assessment related to the proposed replacement of the US 701
Bridges over the Great Pee Dee River, Pee Dee Overflow, and Lake Yauhannah, between
Georgetown and Horry Counties.

The shortnose sturgeon is listed for both of these counties, and | understand that it may potentially
occur in the Great Pee Dee River. | also understand that the sturgeon would likely make seasonal
migrations upstream and downstream. | wanted to see if you could provide some input as to when

B-180
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Page 2 of 2

the sturgeon would likely be present in the study area, as well as any other information that may be
helpful in the planning stages of this project. | have attached location maps of the project area.

| sincerely appreciate your time. Please feel free to contact me at the number below or my e-mail
address.

Thank you,

Richard Ciccolella

ARM Environmental Services, Inc.
1210 First Street South Ext.
Columbia, SC 29209

(803) 783-3314

(803) 783-2587
rciccolella@armenv.com

Project Area Location Maps
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Harry Parrish

From: Richard Ciccolella [rciccolella@armenv.com)]
Sent:  Wednesday, January 12, 2005 9:06 AM

To: Harry Parrish

Subject: Fw: US 701 Environmental Assessment

Harry, attached is a response | recieved from Craig Sasser, the Waccamaw NWR manager.

Richard Ciccolella
ARM Environmental Services, Inc.

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

From: Marshall_Sasser@fws.gov

To: Richard Ciccolella

Sent: Tuesday, January 11, 2005 7:18 PM
Subject: Re: US 701 Environmental Assessment

Richard,

| am sorry that | missed your call last week. | should be in the office on Wednesday if you have a chance to call. |
have contacted several state and federal biologists for all known nesting and/or species occurrence data. One of
the longest known nesting locations on the great Pee Dee River for the American swallow-tailed kite is in the
forested wetlands adjacent to the Pee Dee bridge (east side) on refuge lands. | look forward to discussing the

details with you soon.

Thanks,
Craig

Marshall Craig Sasser

Refuge Manager - Waccamaw NWR
1601 North Fraser Street

P.O. Box 1439

Georgetown, SC 29440

843/527- 8069 Office
843/5627- 8494 Fax

"Richard Ciccolella" <rciccolella@armenv.com> .
To "Craig Sasser" <Marshall_Sasser@fws.gov>

cc
01/07/2005 09:25 AM Subject US 701 Environmental Assessment

Please respond to
Ciccolella" <rciccolella@armenv.com>

1-7-05
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Craig,
We are assisting Tuhin Basu and Associates with the collection of data necessary for the completion of an EA for
the proposed US 701 bridge replacement project over the Great Pee Dee River, Pee Dee Overflow, and Lake

Yauhannah. | think Natalie Adams has contacted you previously.

1 need to start looking into the wetland and endangered species issues as soon as possible, and would need to do
field reconnaissance/delineation along the project corridor. | definitely wanted to check with you prior to initiating
field work, and would like to get your input regarding any known occurences of T/E species in that area.

I will try to call you later today, but wanted to give you a heads up via e-mail. Also feel free to call me at the
number below.

Thanks,

Richard Ciccolella

ARM Environmental Services, Inc.
1210 First Street South Ext.
Columbia, SC 29209

(803) 783-3314

(803) 783-2587
rciccolella@armenv.com
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/.\RN\ ENVIRONMENTAL
SERVICES, INC.

ASSESSMENT & REMEDIAL SERVICES DIVISION

DATE OF CONVERSATION: 1-14-05 (11:00 AM)

PERSON CALLED:_Marshall Craig Sasser (Waccamaw NWR Manager)

PERSON MAKING CALL: Richard Ciccolella

SUBJECT: T & E and Refuqge Issues

DISCUSSION:
Discussed T/E species in the 701 area. The refuge owns most of the property along the corridor.

Longest known nesting location for the American Swallow Tailed Kite is located in the forested
wetlands east of Pee Dee bridge (near “Calford’s Swamp”’?). Have documented the nesting
area for about 4-5 years. Craig has mapped some of this and may be able to provide. The kite is
not currently listed as T or E, but is a state “species of concern”.

Potential bald eagle nest in Yauhannah lake. Thinks it’s probably outside our study area, but
they have not actually located the nest. There have been reports of a pair of eagles in the this
area that have been displaying territorial behavior.

Wood Storks use the refuge, but are not known to use the 701 study area (150 feet on either side
of 701). Has seen white ibis near Calford’s lake, and they are pretty close.

Craig does not feel that the listed plants (ie Pond Berry and Canby's Dropwort) would likely be
in the study area.

Craig has recently found some mussel species in the back end of “Calford’s Lake? ", near a
beaver dam. This is probably close to the study corridor. He has collected some specimens and
submitted them to the endangered species office in Charleston. He is waiting to hear back
regarding the mussels status. This area is accessible from the landing on Bulls Creek (off of
Bucksport Road). Not much is known about mussels in the Pee Dee.

Briefly discussed the SCDOT / FWS corridor agreement regarding the 4F buffer. I told him I
had a copy of the FWS EIS with the letter in the appendix. He said he may also have a letter
regarding an additional agreement related to the visitors center property, and the modification
of SCDOT row.

Craig feels that the kites and the mussels may be the biggest issues.

PO BOX 50285 COLUMBIA, SC 29250 / (803)783-3314 fax (803)783-2587 / www.armenv.com
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/_\R/\/\ ENVIRONMENTAL
SERVICES, INC.

ASSESSMENT & REMEDIAL SERVICES DIVISION

DATE OF CONVERSATION: 2-1-05 6:39am

PERSON CALLED: Richard Ciccolella. (ARM)

PERSON MAKING CALL: Gwin Tate—US Coast Guard (305) 415-6747

SUBJECT: _ Federal Project Channel definition

DISCUSSION:

Mr. Tate left message regarding the definition of “Federal Project Channel”. | had asked
him for a definition earlier (for Harry Parrish), and he had said he did not know, but
would find out (he is new to the bridge section).

His phone message indicated that he has not been able to find a definition of this term.
He has searched the various regulations and can’t find a definition. He says it is a
Corps of Engineers term, but he has spoken with at least 6 Corps personell and can not
get an answer. He says he has put in approximately 6 hours on this so far, and that he
will keep working on it.

PO BOX 50285 COLUMBIA, SC 29250 / (803)783-3314 fax (803)783-2587 / www.armenv.com
B-185



/_\R/\/\ ENVIRONMENTAL
SERVICES, INC.

ASSESSMENT & REMEDIAL SERVICES DIVISION

DATE OF CONVERSATION: 1-25-05

PERSON CALLED: Gwin Tate — US Coast Guard (305) 415-6747

PERSON MAKING CALL: Richard Ciccolella. (ARM)

SUBJECT:
DISCUSSION:

Called Mr. Tate at 1450. His letter has been reviewed by senior personell. He is
making revisions, and should get it out tomorrow.

The Pee Dee River is navigable at this point, so it appears that it would be a permit
situation. They are doing research on the Pee Dee Overflow and Lake Yauhannah.
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ASSESSMENT & REMEDIAL SERVICES DIVISION

DATE OF CONVERSATION: 1-25-05

PERSON CALLED: Richard Ciccolella. (ARM)

PERSON MAKING CALL: Gwin Tate — US Coast Guard (305) 415-6747

SUBJECT: Coast Guard Bridge Permits

DISCUSSION:

Mr. Tate called me at 9:15 AM in response to a message | had left for Greg Shapley
(USCG ~ Commander 7" CG District) on 1-24-05.

Mr. Tate said that if the body of water is navigable a Coast Guard Permit is required.
However, regardless of navigability, if federal money is involved a CG permit may be
required. In the case of a federally assisted project, the determination as to whether or
not a permit is required would be made by the Federal Highway Administation (FHA).

Mr. Tate said that he is drafting a response letter to Tuhin Basu & Associates to more
fully explain the situation. He will have the letter reviewed by more senior CG personnel
and should get the letter out today. He will fax me a copy of the letter later today.

Mr. Tate is in the office from 6:30 to 3:00.
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DATE OF CONVERSATION: 1-25-05

PERSON CALLED:_Mary Hope Glenn — Corps of Engineers (843)329-8044

PERSON MAKING CALL Richard Ciccolella. (ARM)

SUBJECT: __Corps of Engineers Permits

DISCUSSION:

I called Ms. Glenn at 1410 to follow up on a message | left for her on 1-24-05,
Discussed potential permit situation. | told her | thought it would need a section 404
wetland permit (with 401 water quality certification and Coastal Zone certification). She
said that Section 10 would apply, but it doesn’t matter since it would all be one joint
permit application.

She also said that the Pee Dee is navigable at this point for Corps purposes, but she is
not sure what criteria the Coast Guard uses for navigability determinations.

The permit the SCDOT needs may fall under the SCDOT general permit, depending on

amount of fill, etc., but the Corps will make the permit determinations based on the
application received from the SCDOT.
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DATE OF CONVERSATION: 2-7-05

PERSON CALLED: Mark Caldwell (US Fish & Wildlife — SCDOT Liaison

PERSON MAKING CALL: Richard Ciccolella

SUBJECT: _Letter of Intent / FWS Response

DISCUSSION:

Called to touch base w/ Mr. Caldwell regarding December 17, 2004 Letter of Intent from
TBA. He found it in his files and stated that he had decided to wait for the circulation of
the EA / Biological Assessment before commenting. He was also familiar with the
project from speaking with Ed Frierson (SCDOT) earlier. | told him we had obtained the
endangered species county lists from the USFWS website,and had spoken with the
refuge manager, and should have good information for the report..
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RECORD OF TELEPHONE CONVERSATION

DATE OF CONVERSATION: 2-11-05 (10:50)

PERSON CALLED:Leo Rose (SCDNR — 803-734-1280 )

PERSON MAKING CALL: Richard Ciccolella

SUBJECT: _ Letter of Intent / Repsonse

DISCUSSION:

Called to touch base w/ Mr. Rose regarding December 17, 2004 Letter of Intent from
TBA. He found the letter in his files. He said he typically provides response comments
if the letter specifically requests a response. Said he can provide response, but has
several projects on his desk right now.

We discussed the proposed project briefly, and | told him we were in the data collection
phase and had obtained the county lists of threatened and endangered species. He
also-mentioned the Big Eared Bat, which has two SCDNR listed occurrences at the US
701 bridges.

We discussed the fact that there would be an interagency meeting coming up and he
said the formal meetings usually occur within the first few days of a month in Columbia
or Charleston; however, some meetings occur on the project site.

He will try to get a letter out, but also said he can bring comments to the interagency
meeting when that occurs. He may also discuss the project with the USFWS, as the
corridor goes through the Waccamaw refuge.

PO BOX 50285 COLUMBIA, SC 29250 / (803)783-3314 fax (803)783-2587 / www.armenv.com
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DATE OF CONVERSATION: 2-11-05 (10:35)

PERSON CALLED:Henry Phillips (DHEC Bureau of Air Qual. — 803-898-3260)

PERSON MAKING CALL: Richard Ciccolella

SUBJECT: _Letter of Intent / Repsonse

DISCUSSION:

Called to touch base w/ Mr. Phillips regarding December 17, 2004 Letter of Intent from
TBA. He said that he had received the letter and had passed it on to his staff. He said
that they had not responded because the letter of intent appeared to be preliminary and
they thought they would be receiving a more detailed package. However, he also said
even if they got a more detailed package their response would be general, and that the
corridor area is in attainment and therefore is not subject to Transportation
Conformity.

Mr. Phillips also indicated that this phone conversation could constitute his response if
that was all that was needed from his department.

PO BOX 50285 COLUMBIA, SC 29250 / (803)783-3314 fax (803)783-2587 / www.armenv.com
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DATE OF CONVERSATION: 2-11-05 (9:25) — He called back at 9:50

PERSON CALLED:John Litton (DHEC Div. Of Waste Mgmt — 803-896-4172)

PERSON MAKING CALL: Richard Ciccolella

SUBJECT: _ Letter of Intent / Repsonse

DISCUSSION:

Called to touch base w/ Mr. Litton regarding December 17, 2004 Letter of Intent from
TBA. | described letter to him and he said he would look into it and contact a staff
member who typically handles responses to these letters. He said he would likely call
back in an hour or so.

Mr. Litton called back at 9:50. He has spoken with a member of his staff (David -), who
doesn't have a recollection of the letter. | told him | would fax the letter to him (Mr.
Litton) at fax #896-4002.

| also decscribed the corridor to Mr. Litton, and he said that he is not aware of any
RCRA TSD sites in the area. However, he did mention that we potentially should also
contact other DHEC offices, including the CERCLA people and the UST people.

PO BOX 50285 COLUMBIA, SC 29250 / (803)783-3314 fax (803)783-2587 / www.armenv.com
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ASSESSMENT & REMEDIAL SERVICES DIVISION wWW armenv.com

FACSIMILE TRANSMITTAL

T0O: John Litton FAXi#: 896-4002 #PAGES: 3 (Incl. Cover)
COMPANY / AGENCY: SCDHEC Bureau of Land and Waste Management
FROM: Richard Ciccolella

RE: US 701 Bridges over Great Pee Dee River, Pee Dee Overflow,
And Lake Yauhannah in Horry / Georgetown Counties, SC
Letter of Intent, Dated December 17, 2004

DATE: February 11, 2005

COMMENTS:

Mr. Litton,
Thank you for your help today. Attached please find a copy of the

December 17, 2004 letter of intent from Tuhin Basu and Associates, Inc.
Any comments you can provide would be much appreciated.

- Richard Ciccolella

1270 17" STREET SQUTH EXTENSION / COLUMBIA, SC 29209 / phone (803)783-3314 iax (803)783-2587
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Harry Parrish

From: Richard Ciccolella [rciccolella@armenv.com]

Sent:  Wednesday, February 16, 2005 11:16 AM

To: Harry Parrish

Subject: Fw: FW: Waccamaw Survey - Question from Refuge Manager

Harry - Please see string of messages below. Craig Sasser, the refuge manager, is asking about the surveying
work being conducted by BP Barber. They would like to see if they can get a copy of the survey, and they have
apparently also discussed with Wayne Hall the possibility of incorporating a deceleration lane for their visitor
center into the 701 design.

May be something to discuss with SCDOT.

Richard Ciccolella

ARM Environmental Services, Inc.
1210 First Street South Ext.
Columbia, SC 29209

(803) 783-3314

(803) 783-2587
rciccolella@armenv.com

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

From: Marshall Sasser@fws.gov

To: Richard Ciccolella

Cc: Dale_Bailey@fws.gov ; Dahnert, Roger
Sent: Wednesday, February 16, 2005 10:00 AM
Subject: Re: FW: Waccamaw Survey

Richard,

See message below. Is there any way that we can get an electronic copy of this survey. We recently met with
Wayne Hall from SCDOT and during this meeting, Wayne mentioned that SCDOT might be able to combine a

deceleration lane for our facility with the construction needs of the overall project.

Thanks,
Craig

Marshall Craig Sasser

Refuge Manager - Waccamaw NWR
1601 North Fraser Street

P.O. Box 1439

Georgetown, SC 29440

843/527- 8069 Office
843/527- 8494 Fax

"Dahnert, Roger" <Roger.Dahnert@Woolpert.com>

To Marshall_Sasser@fws.gov

02/15/2005 02:08 PM CC Dale_Bailey@fws.gov
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Subject FW: Waccamaw Survey

Craigqg,

This is a great idea. Please see if it possible to get an electronic copy
of the referenced survey. If you have questions, please let us know.

Roger A. Dahnert, AIA
Woolpert Architecture
704-525-6284

Fax: 704-525-8529
Mobile: 704-562-5330

From: Pack, Andrew

Sent: Tuesday, February 15, 2005 7:50 AM
To: Dahnert, Roger

Cei: Finke, Bill; Lord, Stephen

Subject: Waccamaw Survey

Roger:

When we were at the Waccamaw project site the other week, I noticed that
BP Barber were performing surveying work along the highway. This was for
either for the proposed highway improvements or for future utilities. Not
even sure who they are under contract with, but it maybe a good idea to
have our client research and see if they could obtain copy of any survey
(fieldwork) that they are preparing from the owner/ agency. We have
limited budget for the survey. Our surveyors have in their scope and fee
to include surveying along the roadway, but if they (USFWS) could obtain,
it may assist with costs on surveying services, so we could concentrate
our survey within the property line (within the 5 ac).

BP Barber & Associates, Inc. Phone number is (803) 254-4400. Do not have a
contact person.

Andrew R. Pack, RLA, ASLA

Associate

Woolpert, Inc.

Planning & Design

8731 Red Oak Boulevard . Suite 101 . Charlotte, NC 28217
phone 704.525.6284 x247

VVVVVVVVVVVYVVYVVVYVYVVVVVVVYVVVYVVYVYVYVYYY
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Tuhin Basu & Associates, Inc. 703-918-9870
7921 Jones Branch Drive, Suite GO8 FAX: 703-918-9878
McLean, VA 22102 www.tbaengineering.com

October 9, 2009

Mr. Mike Young

FEMA Floodplain Coordinator
Georgetown County Building Division
120 Broad Street

Georgetown, SC 29442

RE: Replacement of U.S. Route 701 Bridges over Great Pee Dee River,
Great Pee Dee River Overflow, and Lake Yauhannah in

Horry/Georgetown Counties, SC
SCDOT File No. 22.124B, Project No. BR-BR88(044), PIN No. 30688

Dear Mr. Young:

Our firm, on behalf of the South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT), is currently nearing
completion of an Environmental Assessment (EA) related to the above referenced project. The project
will involve replacing the existing bridges on US 701 from Lake Yauhannah in Georgetown County,
South Carolina, to the Great Pee Dee River Overflow in Horry County, South Carolina. There are a total
of three bridges to be replaced and new roadway alignment will be necessary. The study area consists of
a corridor that is approximately 2 miles long on the existing US 701 alignment from a point near the US
701 / Lucas Bay Road intersection, to a point near the US 701 / Trinity Road intersection. The project
corridor crosses the above referenced water bodies, as well as extensive flood plain forest.

The project hydraulic analysis and design is being carried out based on SCDOT guidelines and applicable
FEMA regulations. The referenced project area is Zone A floodplain without a detailed studied area.
Based on the designation, we are not required to coordinate with FEMA as long as the proposed project
will not cause resulting backwater above 1.0 ft. The completed one-dimensional hydraulic analysis
indicates that the resulting backwater will be within that limit. We would like to share the attached one-
dimensional hydraulic analysis with the completed SCDOT’s Floodplains Checklist with you and your
staff. We will perform a two-dimensional hydraulic analysis for the project when the design of the
bridges will be advanced. The results of the two-dimensional analysis will be used to estimate scour and
design scour countermeasures for the proposed bridges.

We are pleased to share the attached information with you. Please do not hesitate to contact us should
you have any questions or need additional information.

Sincerely,

Tuhin K. Basu, PE
Project Manager

CC: Bener Amado (SCDOT)
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Tuhin Basu & Associates, Inc. 703-918-9870
7921 Jones Branch Drive, Suite G08 FAX: 703-918-9878
McLean, VA 22102 www.tbaengineering.com

October 9, 2009

Mr. Mike Odea

Flood Control Officer

Horry County Code Enforcement
Government & Justice Center — Suite 1D09
1301 Second Avenue

Conway, SC 29526

RE: Replacement of U.S. Route 701 Bridges over Great Pee Dee River,
Great Pee Dee River Overflow, and Lake Yauhannah in

Horry/Georgetown Counties, SC
SCDOT File No. 22.124B, Project No. BR-BR88(044), PIN No. 30688

Dear Mr. Odea:

Our firm, on behalf of the South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT), is currently nearing
completion of an Environmental Assessment (EA) related to the above referenced project. The project
will involve replacing the existing bridges on US 701 from Lake Yauhannah in Georgetown County,
South Carolina, to the Great Pee Dee River Overflow in Horry County, South Carolina. There are a total
of three bridges to be replaced and new roadway alignment will be necessary. The study area consists of
a corridor that is approximately 2 miles long on the existing US 701 alignment from a point near the US
701 / Lucas Bay Road intersection, to a point near the US 701 / Trinity Road intersection. The project
corridor crosses the above referenced water bodies, as well as extensive flood plain forest.

The project hydraulic analysis and design is being carried out based on SCDOT guidelines and applicable
FEMA regulations. The referenced project area is Zone A floodplain without a detailed studied area.
Based on the designation, we are not required to coordinate with FEMA as long as the proposed project
will not cause resulting backwater above 1.0 ft. The completed one-dimensional hydraulic analysis
indicates that the resulting backwater will be within that limit. We would like to share the attached one-
dimensional hydraulic analysis with the completed SCDOT’s Floodplains Checklist with you and your
staff. 'We will perform a two-dimensional hydraulic analysis for the project when the design of the
bridges will be advanced. The results of the two-dimensional analysis will be used to estimate scour and
design scour countermeasures for the proposed bridges.

We are pleased to share the attached information with you. Please do not hesitate to contact us should
you have any questions or need additional information.

Sincerely,

TUHIN BASU & ASSOCIATES, INC.

ke . 6%
n K. Basu, PE
Project Manager

CC: Bener Amado, SCDOT
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Tuhin Basu & Associates, Inc. 703-918-9870
7921 Jones Branch Dr., Suite 545 FAX: 703-918-9878
McLean, Virginia 22102

MEETING MINUTES

MEETING DATE:  April 28, 2005

MEETING. US 701 Project Site

LOCATION:

TO: Attendees (Listed Below)

FROM: Harry Parrish

PROJECT: Replacement of US 701 Bridges over Great Pee Dee River,

Pee Dee Overflow and Lake Yauhannah
SC File No. 22.124B, Project No. BR-BR88(044), PIN No. 30688

SUBJECT: Agency Field Meeting

The purpose of the field meeting was to introduce and describe the proposed US 701 Bridge Replacement
project to the various regulatory and government agencies and also obtain comments and concerns from
the agencies. The participants initially met at the Pee Dee Grocery at the northern end of the project and
proceeded to the Great Pee Dee River boat landing to discuss the project. The following people and their
affiliation were in attendance:

Name Firm Email Address Phone No.
Rob Hamzy SCDOT HamzyRA@scdot.org 803-737-1616
Wayne Hall SCDOT halljw@dot.state.sc.us 803-737-1872
J. Shane Belcher FHWA Jeffrey.belcher@fhwa.dot.gov 803-253-3187
Hamilton Duncan  FHWA Hamilton.Duncan@fhwa.dot.gov 803-253-3881
Mark Caldwell U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Mark_Caldwell@fws.gov 843-727-4707
Craig Sasser U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Marshall_Sasser@fws.gov

Leo Rose SCDNR RoseL@dnr.sc.gov 803-734-1280
Jeff Thompson SCDHEC-OCRM thompsdj@dhec.sc.gov 843-744-5838
Kay Davy NOAA - Nat’l Marine Fisheries Kay.davy@noaa.gov 843-953-7202
David Kelley SC Dept. of Archives and History  Kelly@scdah.state.sc.us 803-896-6184
Alan Wrenn Horry County wrenna@horrycounty.org 843-248-1370
Tuhin Basu Tuhin Basu & Assoc., Inc. tkbasu@tbaengineering.com 703-447-0082
Harry Parrish Tuhin Basu & Assoc., Inc. hcparrish@tbaengineering.com 703-918-9870
Richard Pittenger ~ ARM Environmental Services, Inc.  rpittenger@armenv.com 803-783-3314
Richard Ciccolella ARM Environmental Services, Inc. rciccolella@armenv.com 803-783-3314

The following is a summary of the major discussions held during this agency field meeting.

1. Rob Hamzy and Harry Parrish gave a brief description of the project and explained the primary
purpose of the project was to replace the existing conditionally and functionally deficient bridges.
The bridges will remain in service until the new structure is built, hence the roadway will be placed
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MEETING MINUTES
April 28, 2005
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10.

11.

on a new alignment generally parallel to the existing structure. Alignments both upstream and
downstream of the bridge are currently being studied. The study corridor is limited to a width of 300
feet centered about the existing roadway. The group viewed a general project layout plan prepared by
TBA showing two sample alignments.

Rob Hamzy stated that based on prior agreements with Fish and Wildlife Services, a 440-foot wide
corridor thru the wildlife refuge has been reserved for possible widening/reconstruction of US 701
eliminating the need for a 4f evaluation.

It was questioned why the strip of land below the transmission lines is not shown as a wetland in the
aerial map viewed by the group. It was explained the wetlands within the study corridor have been
delineated and surveyed. Wetland limits outside the study corridor were obtained from the National
Wetland Inventory. Two different colors were used in the layout plan to differentiate the surveyed
wetlands from the NWI wetlands.

It was questioned whether the existing bridge and causeway would be removed after the new bridges
and roadway were built. Rob Hamzy indicated the bridges would be removed; however, the existing
causeway would remain. Rob further explained that although there are no immediate plans to widen
US 701 the Consultant is required to keep the possibility of future widening in mind when developing
the alignments for the project.

Representatives of SCDNR and FWS voiced their preference to have the new alignment positioned to
the north of the existing bridge.

Leo Rose questioned whether the new alignment could utilize portions of the existing roadway and
fill. 1t was further stated that this approach is being utilized on the US 601 bridge replacement project
over the Congaree. Harry Parrish indicated that this was one of the many alignments that is currently
being studied. However, due to the limited length of causeway, it can not be done everywhere and it
does result in a zigzag pattern over a very limited distance which is not preferable.

Jeff Thompson and Mark Caldwell questioned whether the new roadway fill would be adjacent to or
overlap with the existing roadway fill to minimize impacts to the wetlands. They prefer not to see
two separate causeways. Harry Parrish showed a couple of conceptual typical roadway sections
developed to date. The typical sections in the drawing showed the new roadway fill overlapping the
existing roadway fill.

Several agencies voiced a preference to eliminate the causeway areas and bridge the entire wetland
area. SCDOT indicated the project has limited funds and this alternative could double the cost of the
project.

Mark Caldwell questioned if the length of the new bridges would be the same as the existing bridge
lengths. Harry Parrish indicated the lengths would be similar or slightly longer due to longer span
lengths and an increase in superstructure depth.

Mark Caldwell also questioned if there were any culverts in the existing causeway. Harry Parrish
indicated there are no existing culverts to his knowledge. Mark Caldwell and Leo Rose expressed a
desire to have culverts installed in the causeways to permit access by wildlife below the road. The
crossing locations should coincide with high ground areas adjacent to the causeway. Leo Rose
indicated the culverts could also be used as a flood relief structure. TBA will investigate possible
locations for the wildlife crossings.

Jeff Thompson suggested instead of culverts, perhaps small bridge sections may be a better solution,
given the difficulty in staging construction between the new alignment and the existing causeway.
Mark Caldwell stated the ideal solution would be to remove the existing causeway as mitigation for
the new roadway.
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

It was questioned how the bridge drainage would be handled (i.e., is the project considering direct
drainage discharge similar to the existing structures). Harry Parrish indicted the new bridge would
be equipped with drainage collection devices instead of the direct discharge method currently used for
the existing structure. It was mentioned that sediment erosion and stormwater runoff controls should
be considered for the existing fill and new roadway fill. Craig Sasser mentioned that the wetlands in
the power line ROW have already been disturbed and are more of a marsh wetland than a forested
wetland. If the new roadway is placed to the north of the existing roadway, the wetlands in the
vicinity of the powerlines could serve a filtration function for the stormwater runoff.

Leo Rose and Mark Caldwell stated there are big eared bats below two of the existing structures and
provisions should be made to relocate the bats to appropriate locations since they are on the
endangered species list. Possible options are to build bat boxes below the new structures or attempt
to relocate the bats to a wooded area.

Kay Davy indicated that shortnosed sturgeons and the American Shad are present at the site and must
be taken into consideration as part of the project. Wayne Hall mentioned the Department understands
that certain steps must be taken to minimize impact to these species, such as a seasonal moratorium
on construction in the Great Pee Dee River.

Craig Sasser mentioned the swallow-tailed Kite has been documented to exist in this area and it is the
longest known nesting location in this part of the country. The kite is on the state endangered species
list. Craig Sasser also stated the freshwater mussels are present in Cowford’s Lake. He has sent
specimens to the Charleston USFWS office for identification.

Craig Sasser mentioned a beaver dam is present on the south side of the existing roadway fill. This
may be a concern if the new roadway is aligned on the south side of the existing roadway.

Alan Wrenn of Horry County questioned how the existing boat ramp would be handled as part of the
project. He mentioned the local residents feel very strongly about the boat ramp and would not be
pleased if the boat ramp is closed. SCDOT indicated the ramp may need to be relocated, but the
Department would work with the County in regards to the ramp’s final location and minimizing
impacts during construction. Alan Wrenn stated the Socastee bridge and the US 17 bridge have a
boat ramp concept that the county would prefer to see utilized if the US 701 boat ramp is relocated or
reconstructed. Mark Caldwell suggested that a new boat ramp could possibly be constructed on the
opposite side of the river, in a non-wetland area.

Craig Sasser mentioned the access to the existing boat ramp is fine if you are entering from or exiting
towards Horry County, but is very unsafe entering from or exiting towards Georgetown county. The
new project should address this issue.

Several agencies indicated the new bridge should minimize the number of substructure units. TBA
stated that generally the number of substructure units would be reduced with the new bridge.

Mark Caldwell questioned why the existing bridges could not be left in place. Rob Hamzy indicated
that it becomes a liability issue and is only viable if some other agency is willing to accept liability.

In a separate conversation, Rob Hamzy informed Craig Sasser that the Department would work with
FWS regarding the request from FWS for the project to incorporate a deceleration lane for the
entrance into the proposed FWS cultural center and the request to obtain copies of the survey
information developed for the US 701 project.
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After a short break, the group reconvened to summarize the meeting discussions and major concerns.
Rob requested the agencies provide by email any additional brief written comments they have on the
proposed project. The emails should be sent directly to Wayne Hall.

SUMMARY OF MEETING DISCUSSIONS

e The agency representatives preferred to have the new alignment placed to the north (upstream) of the
existing roadway.

e The new and existing roadway fill should be equipped with wildlife crossing/flood relief structures
located at high land locations.

o Itis preferred that the new bridges utilize a drainage collection system instead of the direct discharge
method currently used on the existing structure.

e The new bridge structures should minimize the number of substructure units.

e Threatened endangered species must be taken into consideration in the selection of the new
alignment.

e The boat ramp should be keep open as long a possible and a new boat ramp, if required, should utilize
details from the sample projects.
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Tuhin Basu & Associates, Inc. 703-918-9870
7921 Jones Branch Dr., Suite 545 FAX: 703-918-9878
McLean, Virginia 22102

REVISED MEETING MINUTES

MEETING DATE:  October 4, 2005

MEETING. US 701 Project Site

LOCATION: (Great Pee Dee River Boat Landing)

TO: Attendees (Listed Below)

FROM: Harry Parrish

PROJECT: Replacement of US 701 Bridges over Great Pee Dee River,

Pee Dee Overflow and Y auhannah Lake
SC File No. 22.124B, Project No. BR-BR88(044), PIN No. 30688

SUBJECT: Agency Field Meeting

The purpose of the field meeting was to coordinate and discuss with the various regulatory and
government agencies the conceptual alignment alternatives prepared for the project. The following
people and their affiliation were in attendance:

Name Firm Email Address Phone No.

Rob Hamzy SCDOT HamzyRA @scdot.org 803-737-1616
Mike Barbee SCDOT BarbeeMW @scdot.org 803-737-4034
Ed Frierson SCDOT friersonew@scdot.org 803-737-1861
J. Shane Belcher FHWA Jeffrey.bel cher@fhwa.dot.gov 803-253-3187
Mark Caldwell U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Mark_Caldwell @fws.gov 843-727-4707
Craig Sasser U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Marshall_Sasser@fws.gov 543-527-8069
Susan Davis SCDNR DavisS@dnr.sc.gov 843-953-9003
Alan Wrenn Horry County wrenna@horrycounty.org 843-248-1370
Nancy Cave Coastal Conservation League nancyc@scccl.org 843-545-0403
Tuhin Basu Tuhin Basu & Assoc., Inc. tkbasu@tbaengineering.com 703-447-0082
Harry Parrish Tuhin Basu & Assoc,, Inc. hcparrish@tbaengineering.com 703-918-9870
Micah Ceary Tuhin Basu & Assoc.,, Inc. msceary @tbaengineering.com 703-918-9870
Richard Pittenger ~ ARM Environmental Services, Inc.  rpittenger@armenv.com 803-783-3314
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The following is a summary of the magjor discussions held during this agency field meeting.

1. Rob Hamzy gave a brief description of the project and explained this meeting was a follow-up to the
agency field meeting held last April for the project. Rob also indicated that based on comments from
the last field meeting, the Consultant has developed several conceptual alternative alignments for the
project. The purpose of the meeting was to present the conceptual aternative alignments to the
agencies for comments.
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10.

Harry Parrish presented the conceptual aternative alignments to the group. Harry indicated that ten
(10) alignments were initially developed and after evaluating the advantages and disadvantages of
each alternative, the list of feasible alternatives was reduced to four (4). All four alignments selected
for further evaluation are located parallel to the existing US 701 alignment. The alignments are as
follows: Alternative 1 is positioned 72 feet upstream from the existing alignment (measured from
centerline to centerline of alignments); Alternative 2 is located 55 feet upstream from the existing
alignment; Alternative 3 is positioned 55 feet downstream from the existing alignment; and,
Alternative 4 is located 72 feet downstream from the existing alignment. It was also explained that
positioning an alignment near the existing power line easement in the previously disturbed wetland
area upstream from existing US 701 was nhot feasible due to the considerable distance from existing
US 701 (i.e., approximately a minimum of 250 feet).

The wetland impacts, cultural resource impacts and property impacts were also presented for each of
the four conceptual aternative alignments. It was noted that Alternative 3 has the least amount of
impacts to wetlands, cultural resources and properties.

The impact of the proposed alternative alignments on the boat landing owned by Horry County was
discussed. The alignment alternatives positioned upstream from existing US 701 (i.e., Alternatives 1
& 2) would require relocation of the existing boat landing. All aternative alignments presented
include the construction of a new access road to the boat landing as part of the project. It was also
mentioned that turning lanes from US 701 to the boat landing access road would be provided. The
proposed access road configuration and turning lanes from US 701 would provide safer access to the
boat landing than the current condition and would be a benefit to the County.

Harry Parrish indicated that the proposed bridges will have longer spans than the existing structures
and the proposed bridge profile will be slightly higher than the existing bridge profile. Additionally,
the proposed bridge lengths are generally longer than the existing bridge lengths. The proposed Great
Pee Dee River Bridge is approximately 1,000 feet longer the existing Great Pee Dee River Bridge.

Craig Sasser of USFWS informed the group that in establishing the Waccamaw National Wildlife
Refuge, USFWS entered into an agreement with SCDOT to preserve an 1,000 foot wide corridor
along US 701 for future widening or modifications of the roadway. The agreement also states that
Section 4(f) will not apply to any highway construction within this corridor. Craig Sasser indicated
the original agreement did not cover the Yauhannah bluff property purchased by USFWS and a
separate agreement was executed to preserve a 125-foot-wide strip along the downstream side of
existing US 701 for future widening of the roadway.

Mark Caldwell questioned whether SCDOT has selected a preferred alignment. Rob Hamzy
indicated that the Department is leaning towards Alternative 3 since it has the least amount of
wetland, cultural resource and property impacts. However, this decision is not final.

Mark Caldwell questioned whether the existing roadway fill would be removed once the new
roadway is constructed. Rob Hamzy stated that at this time, the existing roadway fill would not be
removed since US 701 will be widened at some point in the future. Mark Caldwell indicated that
building wildlife crossings through the existing fill would be a good idea if the fill is not removed.
Mark Caldwell also stated that in those locations where the proposed bridges are longer than the
existing bridges, removing the existing fill back to the end of the proposed bridge would help to
mitigate impacts.

Susan Davis stated that some removal of the existing roadway fill would be good on-site mitigation
for the construction of the US 701 project.

Mark Caldwell stated that USFWS still prefers an alignment upstream from existing US 701. Mark
Caldwell aso questioned whether the new roadway fill would have 1%21 slopes or 2:1 dopes.
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Steeper fill slopes would help to minimize impacts. Rob Hamzy stated that the fill side slopes would
be dependent on geotechnical recommendations.

In closing, Rob requested the participants send by email any additional comments they have on the
proposed project. The emails should be sent directly to Mike Barbee at barbeemw@scdot.org.

A smaller group reconvened at the Y auhannah bluff site to get a better view of the area where the US 701
Alternative 3 alignment transverses the USFWS proposed Visitors Center site.

1.

Craig Sasser presented the project team with a copy of the latest survey plot for the Yauhannah bluff
site. It was confirmed that the Department's ROW lines on the survey plot was generaly similar to
the ROW lines shown in Tuhin Basu & Assoc.'s (TBA's) concept alignment plans.

The group located in the field two survey pins shown in TBA's conceptual aignment plans and
located the approximate limits of construction for the proposed US 701 roadway .

It was confirmed that the limit of construction for US 701 Alternative Alignment 3 is within the 125-
foot buffer zone established by USFWS. However, a small strip of the construction limits extends
beyond the Department ROW line. It was agreed this area would be handled by easement, not right-
of-way acquisition.

Craig Sasser stated that Alignment Alternative 3 has the least amount of impacts, but he was
concerned about the impacts to the USFWS's proposed Visitors Center access road. Rob Hamzy
suggested that USFWS's consultant (Woolpert) coordinate the entrance issues directly with Tuhin
Basu & Assoc., Inc.

Shane Belcher indicated that a noise study may have to be performed for the project.

It was mentioned that consultation with the Catawba Indian Tribe should be done as soon as possible
since Alignment Alternative 3 is located adjacent to the Yauhannah bluff where there are known
Indian burial sites. Craig Sasser mentioned that he had discussed the possible bridge replacement
with the Catawbas and they had concerns about the project.

It was stated that the project subconsultant that prepared the cultural resource report for the US 701
project should coordinate their findings with USFWS's consultant for their Visitor's Center to
confirm that the findings are consistent in the Y auhannah bluff area.

It was recommended that if Alignment Alternative 3 is selected, an archaeologist should be on hand
during ground disturbing activities at the Y auhannah bluff site.
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SUMMARY OF MEETING DISCUSSIONS

e Alternative Alignment No. 3 (55 foot downstream alignment) has the least amount of wetland,
cultural resource and property impacts compared to the other alignments.

e Limitsof construction for Alignment Alternative 3 are within the 125 foot buffer zone adjacent to the
USFWS property.

e Someremoval of the existing roadway fill would be good on-site mitigation of impacts.

o Use of steeper fill slopes should be considered to reduce wetland impacts, if geotechnical
recommendations permit.

o USFWS's Consultant (Woolpert) should coordinate the proposed Visitors Center access road directly
with Tuhin Basu & Assoc., Inc.
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MEETING MINUTES

MEETING DATE: September 29, 2009

MEETING USFWS Waccamaw National Wildlife Refuge Visitors Center
LOCATION:

TO: Attendees (Listed Below)

FROM: Tuhin Basu

PROJECT: Replacement of US 701 Bridges over Great Pee Dee River,

Pee Dee Overflow and Lake Yauhannah
SC File No. 22.124B, Project No. BR-BR88(044), PIN No. 30688

SUBJECT: Project Coordination Meeting with USFWS

The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the project planning status, coordinate with USFWS the
proposed entrance to the Visitors Center, and review future development plans for the refuge property.
The following people and their affiliation were in attendance:

Name Representing Email Address Phone No.

Craig Sasser USFWS Marshall_sasser@fws.gov 843-527-8069
Mark Caldwell USFWS Mark_caldwell@fws.gov 843-727-4707
J. Shane Belcher FHWA Jeffrey.belcher@fhwa.dot.gov 803-253-3187
Tyke Redfearn SCDOT Redfearnwt@scdot.org 803-737-1430
Ed Frierson SCDOT FriersonEW@scdot.org 803-737-1861
Henry Phillips SCDOT Phillipsmh@scdot.org 803-737-1872
Tuhin Basu Tuhin Basu & Assoc., Inc. tkbasu@tbaengineering.com 703-447-0082
Harry Parrish Tuhin Basu & Assoc., Inc. hcparrish@tbaengineering.com 703-918-9870
Micah Ceary Tuhin Basu & Assoc., Inc. msceary @tbaengineering.com 703-918-9870
Richard Ciccolella ARM Environmental Services, Inc.  rciccolella@armenv.com 803-783-3314

The group met in the conference room of the new Waccamaw NWR Visitors Center at approximately
2:00 pm. Tyke Redfearn opened the meeting. Micah Ceary requested from USFWS a copy of the as-
built plans for the Visitors Center entrance to the refuge property. TBA will need the copy to incorporate
the deceleration lane into the US 701 project drawings. Craig Sasser indicated the need for the adequate
Visitors Center signage on US 701. The southbound traffic on the bridge approaches this area with high
speeds. It appears that the current visibility to the entrance should be improved. There has been one
accident while a car was attempting to make a left turn from US 701 South to the Visitors Center. This
issue should be considered during the design of the new highway. Harry Parrish recognized the need for
a safe access to the Visitors Center particularly for the US 701 southbound traffic. He also emphasized
the need for having adequate line of site for all drivers exiting the Visitors Center, including the school
bus drivers carrying children. Mark Caldwell asked if an acceleration lane (center median) for vehicles
leaving the Visitors Center going south has been considered. Harry Parrish indicated that the southbound
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center lane needs to be considered, but that is something that cannot be committed to without further
evaluation. Craig Sasser questioned the possibility of the project becoming 4-lanes. Tuhin Basu
responded that a 4-lane facility is not intended for the project. A 2-lane facility is being replaced by a 2-
lane facility at this time. Shane Belcher also indicated that the plans are only for a 2-lane facility. Craig
Sasser was concerned that a 4-lane facility is inevitable. Craig Sasser indicated that he wanted some
foresight in the planning process for the refuge and must know if US 701 will have 4 lanes. He indicated
that there is not much room on the bluff property and that the archeological remains would have to be
considered if encroachment for a 4-lane highway is planned. Craig Sasser said he understood that there
was an agreement in place for the road encroaching into the refuge.

The subject of pumping the roadway discharge into the refuge pond was also discussed. It was decided
that this issue would be further discussed when the group goes outside to see the area.

Tyke Redfearn addressed a previous USFWS comment regarding possible installation of culverts for
wildlife passage. Tyke Redfearn indicated that to install culverts the road would need to be closed which
was not possible as all the US 701 traffic would be stopped or detoured. He also indicated that the bridge
over the Great Pee Dee River will be more than 800” longer compared to the existing structure. This will
provide increased opportunity for wildlife passage. Micah Ceary indicated that each of the bridges will
be longer than the existing structure, and that the existing causeway fill will be pulled back to the new
abutments. Craig Sasser inquired about installing a wildlife passage closer to the upland portion of the
highway. He has observed that smaller animals, such as reptiles, are getting hit by cars, and these animals
are more likely to use a crossing closer to the upland portions. Mark Caldwell asked if directional boring
could be done for culverts. Harry Parrish responded that it would depend on the size of the culverts.
Craig Sasser indicated that some of the existing causeway fill may have a lot of debris associated with it
(glass, tires, etc) and that this debris may need to be sorted out if fill is removed.

Mark Caldwell asked about the method of bridge construction. Harry Parrish indicated that a temporary
road will be used and those areas will be restored after construction. These areas will have the minimum
required room to do the work. Mark is concerned that this will bring construction closer to Cowford Lake
and that the old growth forest in this area would take a long time to replace. Harry Parrish indicated that
maybe the temporary road could go underneath the existing structures. Tyke Redfearn indicated that the
method of construction will depend on the contractor, but for engineering/planning purposes the worst
case scenario is being presented in the EA. Micah Ceary indicated that TBA is trying to keep everything
as tight to the existing alignment as possible and that construction equipment may use mats. Mark
Caldwell indicated that mats or stone would be better than fill for temporary impacts. Tuhin Basu showed
a sketch to be included in the EA which shows the anticipated temporary impact area during construction.
Shane Belcher indicated that for the EA, worst case scenario would have to be considered and that further
details would need to be worked out during permitting. Craig Sasser asked if any alternative was
considered on the upstream side of existing US 701. Tuhin Basu and Tyke Redfearn replied that the
upstream side has been considered.

Craig Sasser stated that new types of asphalt surfaces are being used for noise abatement. But he also
read that this would require enrollment in a FHWA pilot study program. Shane Belcher concurred with
that requirement for the study program, but stated that Open Graded Friction Course pavement cannot be
used for noise abatement. Craig Sasser commented that the refuge headquarters would be a category “B”
for noise. Shane Belcher confirmed that it would be a category “B” and that the refuge would be treated
like a park. Craig Sasser indicated that they have just gone through a 15 year planning review and have
concluded that Bull Island would likely meet the criteria for a wilderness area. USFWS will move
forward with trying to get Bull Island designated as a wilderness area for noise abatement criteria. Shane
Belcher commented that the presence of people would still keep Bull Island out of Category “A” for noise
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abatement criteria. Shane Belcher indicated that if certain items are already planned/programmed, then
FHWA must be made aware of those and FHWA might have to consider the issues. Craig Sasser
indicated they have these only in the planning process, but he feels Bull Island was a wilderness area.

Craig Sasser indicated that he would do a Compatibility Determination for the refuge. Craig Sasser will
need to go through a checklist to determine if the project is compatible, and he wanted a win/win
situation.

Craig Sasser said that noise was an issue and he was concerned that the receptors for the noise analysis
were residential and not some of the natural areas. Shane Belcher indicated that everything was
compared to the FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC). Under these criteria, a park will be treated like
there were people present, which would be Category B. Shane said if Bull Island were to be considered a
Category “A”, the “no-build” and “future build” numbers would be compared, and, if the “future build”
did not exceed the NAC, nothing would be required for noise. Bull Island would need to be designated as
a Wilderness Area prior to FHWA making a final decision on the NEPA document in order for it to be
given consideration under the Criteria "A". Mr. Belcher noted that FHWA HQ would have to make the
call on Bull Island meeting the Criteria "A" qualifications. Exceeding the NAC is what causes the need
for abatement. Shane Belcher stated again that there are no criteria for animals (i.e., non-humans) and
that the refuge would be treated like a park. Craig Sasser said that he read that various bird species could
be affected by noise, especially during the breeding season. Shane Belcher agreed and pointed out that
CAL-Trans has done a lot of research on this and FHWA prepared a synthesis report on the topic (dated
Sept. 2004). Craig Sasser stated he was concerned that during the fall/winter deciduous trees lose their
leaves and that noise attenuation would be lessened even more at that time. Tyke Redfearn indicated that
the worst case scenarios were evaluated in the noise study. Shane Belcher indicated that the longer
bridging with fewer bridge joints for the proposed project may decrease the noise levels but that it would
not be able to be verified that fewer joints would reduce the noise levels. Craig Sasser stated that his goal
was not to interfere with the proposed US 701 project, but to find the best solutions. He said he wanted it
quieter at the refuge Visitors Center and he would rather have the new road away from the refuge Visitors
Center. Craig commented that the truck tire noise was the biggest issue.

Tyke Redfearn asked TBA to discuss the bridge design as it pertains to noise. In response, Harry Parrish
said he believed that currently the numerous bridge joints are the significant contributors to noise. The
new bridges will incorporate far fewer joints. Harry Parrish also indicated that the bridge side barriers
will be closed and approximately 42 inches high and this would probably help with the noise. Micah
Ceary said he thought the bridge barriers would deflect noise upward. Shane Belcher said he felt the
higher new bridges could keep noise above the receptors but if the nests were above the bridges it would
be hard to provide any abatement. Craig Sasser asked the possibilities of using earthen barriers as noise
barriers, like on the upland portion of the “bluff”. Shane Belcher said that it could be done but he felt this
would require a lot of soil and right of way to make it high enough to be effective. Tyke Redfearn said
that would create a blockage of view.

Craig Sasser said he would hope that during the design phase, things can be planned to reduce impacts.
He was concerned that the project would leave little forested wetland between the road and Cowford
Lake, and that this would take some of the natural buffer away from the Cowford Lake. Craig Sasser
again brought up the Swallow Tailed Kites in the Cowford Lake area and also indicated that there was an
artificial kite nest site that had been installed there and had been successful, which was rare.

Mark Caldwell asked if the EA had considered a back and forth alignment crisscrossing the existing

alignment. He commented that such alignments had been successful before. Harry Parrish responded
that alignments such as this were considered during the conceptual alignment study phase, and it became
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apparent that there would be no way to make a smooth transition given the limited length of causeway
between the longer bridges. The possibility of planting evergreens as a noise barrier was discussed.
Shane Belcher indicated that the planted trees would need to be on the order of 100 feet thick to provide a
substantial reduction. Craig Sasser asked if it was possible to look into the noise impact comparison if the
alignment is placed on the upstream side of the existing US 701. Craig Sasser provided an aerial map of
the area he was interested in for comparison purpose. Micah Ceary asked Craig Sasser how much higher
the kite nests are in relation to the bridge. Craig Sasser said he thought it would be 20 feet higher. Craig
Sasser said his biggest concern was excessive clearing between the bridge and Cowford Lake, and he was
concerned that this would remove a lot of the existing natural buffer. Mark Caldwell brought up various
items related to construction that can be done to limit construction noise, such as, no dump-truck tailgate
banging and turning off the truck back up alarms. Shane Belcher commented that pile driving could also
be a large contributor to construction noise impacts. Harry Parrish indicated that pile driving would be
minimal and that most of the substructure consists of drilled shafts. Micah Ceary showed Craig Sasser on
an aerial photograph the approximate limits of construction. Micah Ceary demonstrated that there would
be a wooded buffer between the construction area and Cowford Lake.

Craig Sasser said he would need the approved EA so that he could do the Compatibility Determination
which is now required based on the Refuge Improvement Act. Craig Sasser said if the EA demonstrates
that the noise will be the same, wetland impacts are minimized, etc., and then the Compatibility
Determination will be satisfactory. SCDOT will send a copy of the completed EA to USFWS. USFWS
will provide comments and perform the Compatibility Determination. Craig Sasser said that the
Compatibility Determination should be made when the project goes to permitting since that is the
important part of the environmental process. Shane Belcher said that as long as the commitments are
made in the EA, the EA must be honored, and the commitments cannot be undone because of value
engineering determinations. Mark Caldwell asked whether this project will be a “design/build” or a
“design/bid/build” project. The answer was it will be a “design/bid/build” project. Mark Caldwell said
that was good to hear because that arrangement will help to minimize any “back and forth” on issues and
commitments.

The group then went outside for a tour of the Visitors Center grounds. Craig Sasser showed the group a
small wetland swale that USFWS is considering acquiring. Craig Sasser indicated that this may be used
as partial mitigation for the project’s effects on the wetlands. Craig Sasser guided the group to view the
storm detention pond on the refuge property. He indicated the pond did not turn out the way they had
anticipated and USFWS is currently pursuing legal action against the responsible contractor. Micah
Ceary requested elevations for the pond area to assist in evaluating the feasibility of channeling roadway
drainage from US 701. Micah Ceary indicated that USFWS would be responsible for design of the pond
and volume of water needed requirements. The group proceeded to the intersection of the Visitors Center
driveway and US 701. The TBA staff again stated that additional evaluations would be required to
determine if a left turn lane from southbound US 701 into the Visitors Center could be accommodated in
the project.

The group gathered at the parking lot of the Visitors Center before departing. The subject of culverts for
wildlife passage was raised again. Craig Sasser and Mark Caldwell asked what size culverts could be
driven through the causeway. Mark Caldwell also asked if the culverts, if installed, would be round or
box type. Tyke Redfearn indicated they would be round. Mark Caldwell indicated that box culverts
would be better because there would be a natural bottom for the animals to use instead of a concrete
bottom. Tyke Redfearn asked Craig Sasser and Mark Caldwell to provide some information about what
type/size culverts they would like to see, and also, how much fencing would be necessary to funnel the
animals to the culvert crossings. Craig Sasser asked if there were plans to place rip-rap at the base of the
causeway since the rip-rap could act like a fence and keep animals from climbing the causeway and force
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them to use the culverts. Craig Sasser indicated that he did not like fencing because of the potential for
trash and debris accumulation. Harry Parrish replied that currently the plans are only to place rip-rap at
the bridge abutments to prevent scouring and not to place any rip-rap along the causeway.

The meeting ended in the parking lot at approximately 4:45 PM.
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MEETING MINUTES

MEETING DATE: September 13, 2011

MEETING USFWS Waccamaw National Wildlife Refuge Visitors Center
LOCATION:

TO: Attendees (Listed Below)

FROM: Tuhin Basu

PROJECT: Replacement of US 701 Bridges over Great Pee Dee River,

Pee Dee Overflow and Lake Yauhannah
SC File No. 22.124B, Project No. BR-BR88(044), PIN No. 30688

SUBJECT: Project Coordination Meeting with USFWS

The purpose of the meeting was to arrive at a conclusion regarding the Archeological MOA and the
current ROW. In his email of August 10, 2011 to Tyke Redfearn, Craig Sasser indicated that he had been
following up with Jackie Cumpton and Richard Kanaski, both of United States Fish & Wildlife Service
(USFWS) almost daily and expected to finish up the MOU and ROW issues some time soon. In that

email, Craig Sasser suggested a meeting in early September. The meeting was set on September 13, 2011
at 11:00 AM.

The following people and their affiliation were in attendance:

Name Representing
Craig Sasser USFWS - Refuge
Mark Caldwell USFWS - Regulatory
Patrick Tyndall FHWA
Tyke Redfearm SCDOT —RPG 2
Henry Phillips SCDOT - Env
Wayne D. Roberts SCDOT - Env
Jeff Craves SCDOT - Env
Tuhin Basu Tuhin Basu & Assoc., Inc.
Micah Ceary Tuhin Basu & Assoc., Inc.
Via Conference Call
Rick Kanaski USFWS — Arch.
Jackie Cumpton USFWS - R/W

The group met in the conference room of the new Waccamaw NWR Visitors Center at approximately
11:00 AM. The topics discussed at the meeting are as follows:

B-213



MEETING MINUTES
September 13, 2011
Page 2 of 3

Archeological MOA

Rick Kanaski apologized for not being able to attend the meeting in person. Wayne Roberts indicated
that the revised draft Archeological MOA was submitted to Rick for his review and concurrence August
2010. Rick indicated that the Archeological MOA was close to being finalized. Wayne and Rick agreed
that artifacts from the known Yauhannah Bluff site should be keep in the depository in Alabama in order
to keep the collection together. Findings from other areas throughout the project will be kept in
Columbia, South Carolina in the SKIA depository.

Wayne Roberts indicated that SCDOT is currently working with the Catawba tribe on a procedure for
dealing with unearthed remains the US 378 project. Rick requested the new policy once the discussions
are complete. For the Archeological MOA, both agreed that the procedure for burial on unearthed
remains will be determined by the appropriate tribe, and options can include burial on local USFWS land
(pending hydrologically stable), approved local SCDOT burial site (similar to or possibly the US 378
site), or the tribe may handle the burial directly on not USFWS or SCDOT land.

Rick Kanaski requested an updated Archeological MOA based on this meeting’s agreements to be sent to
himself and Craig Sasser. Wayne Roberts indicated that the updated Archeological MOA could be
completed in a couple of days. Patrick Tyndall indicated that FHWA will send the Catawba tribe a
coordination letter to apprise the tribe of the current status of the project and Archeological MOA.

Permitting Procedure for USFWS

Craig Sasser and Tyke Redfearn discussed the permitting procedure for gaining access to USFWS
property. Craig indicated that the process steps are as follows:

1. EA

2. Appropriate and Compatibility Determination (CD)

3. Permit approval by USFWS
Tyke Redfearn questioned whether SCDOT could buy ROW from USFWS. Patrick Tyndall said that the
permitting procedure stated above and final agreements with respect to ROW can be handled during the
ROW phase of the project. The major focus is on coming to agreement as to land ownership and then
proceeding to revised the EA.

Right of Way

Patrick Tyndall indicated that final concurrence of right-of-way is on the critical path for the US 701
project and that the project cannot move forward until property ownership is clearly established project
wide.

Jackie Crumpton indicated that USFWS has been reviewing the USFWS properties in the wildlife refuge
and are not prepared to sign an agreement at this point. She indicated that Jeanette a reality specialist will
be working on this issue. Jackie Crumpton indicated that this is the number 1 priority and she would like
to bring in John Beasley to perform survey work as needed. USFWS is unclear as to the full extents of
their properties given the old means and bounds descriptions. Patrick Tyndall requested the full
disclosure of all findings by early October 2011, and Jackie indicated that USFWS only needed 14 days
to perform this work. Tyke Redfearn offered SCDOT assistance and indicated that SCDOT right-or —way
records are on file in Horry County Courthouse. He also indicated that there are not records of SCDOT
right-of-way in Georgetown County.
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Revised EA

Patrick Tyndall again restated that the three next steps are as follows:

1. Completed Archeological MOA (SCDOT)

2. Survey of USFWS properties (USFWS)

3. Revised / New EA (SCDOT)
Patrick indicated that current EA contained assumptions before, but better information is now available.
Patrick stated that the revised / new EA will take a hard look at the current impacts, consider new
alternatives, and will determine the preferred alignment based on these findings. Patrick also suggested
adding USFWS and United States Coast Guard (USCG) as cooperating agencies. Mark Caldwell
indicated that USFWS may not be able to participate as a cooperating agency due to possible conflicts of
interest, but would check on this item. Patrick stated that USFWS being a cooperating agency does not
mean that USFWS agrees with the finding in the EA or will sign the CD. Regardless of whether USFWS
is a cooperating agency, FHWA / SCDOT will provide USFWS a copy of the EA for their review and
comment prior to releasing the EA to the public. Patrick added that once the EA is released to the public,
the public will have time to review the document before the public hearing.

Moving Forward

Craig Sasser questioned the process of moving this project forward. Patrick Tyndall indicated that Tuhin
Basu & Associates (TBA) could proceed with revisions to the EA and Tyke Redfearn agreed. Micah
Ceary (TBA) suggested a meeting between TBA and USFWS to discuss current situation of the refuge
within the project limits. Micah indicated that USFWS should be prepared to provide documentation of
the following items:

1. Trials (in CAD file or GPS coordinates)

2. Access Location and Utilization (Entrance along South side of Great Pee Dee River)

3. Shallow-tail Kite Locations
Patrick Tyndall suggested that TBA bring the EA chapter on know issues to the meeting, so that USFWS
can review and provide comments. Micah Ceary suggested providing a general layout of the relocated
USFWS Visitor Center driveway in order for USFWS to review and comment. Craig indicated that if the
current USFWS driveway was relocated further south, an archeological study would need to be
performed. Craig stated that USFWS only investigated the portion of the property impacted by the
Visitor Center project.
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MEETING DATE: March 15,2012

MEETING USFWS Waccamaw National Wildlife Refuge Visitors Center
LOCATION:

TO: Attendees (Listed Below)

FROM: Tuhin Basu

PROJECT: Replacement of US 701 Bridges over Great Pee Dee River,

Pee Dee Overflow and Lake Yauhannah
SC File No. 22.124B, Project No. BR-BR88(044), PIN No. 30688

SUBJECT: Project Coordination Meeting with USFWS

The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the project planning status, and coordinate with USFWS on
USFWS property lines in the vicinity of the US 701 alignment. The following people and their affiliation
were in attendance:

Name Representing Email Address Phone No.

Craig Sasser USFWS Marshall_sasser@fws.gov 843-527-8069
Mark Caldwell USFWS Mark _caldwell@fws.gov 843-727-4707
Patrick Tyndall FHWA Patrick. Tyndall@fthwa.dot.gov 803-765-5460
J. Shane Belcher FHWA Jeffrey. belcher@thwa.dot.gov 803-253-3187
Bener Amado SCDOT AmadoB@dot.state.sc.us 803-737-0181
Tyke Redfearn SCDOT RedfearnWT@dot.state.sc.us 803-737-1430
Ed Frierson SCDOT FriersonEW@dot.state.sc.us 803-737-1861
Henry Phillips SCDOT PhillipsMH@dot.state.sc.us 803-737-1872
Tuhin Basu Tuhin Basu & Assoc., Inc. tkbasu@tbaengineering.com 703-447-0082
Harry Parrish Tuhin Basu & Assoc., Inc. heparrish@tbaengineering.com 703-918-9870
Micah Ceary Tuhin Basu & Assoc., Inc. msceary@tbaengineering.com 703-918-9870

The group met in the conference room of the Waccamaw NWR Visitors Center at approximately 11:00
AM. Craig Sasser asked if it was necessary to have Richard Kanaski on the phone for this meeting.
Shane Belcher said if FWS has no major issues with the archaeological MOA, then it was not necessary
to get Richard Kanaski on the phone. Currently, this MOA is being reviewed by the USFWS Legal
Department. Patrick Tyndall said the MOA was fine with the FHWA, and the MOA should be signed by
all parties in 25 days.

The property line issues were discussed next. Tyke Redfearn made references from the “Surveyor’s
Preliminary Legal Description Review”, prepared by Leon McGee of USFWS. USA Tract 30, SCDOT
Tract 9 was discussed. The property was acquired by USFWS in February, 2009 based on an unrecorded
survey by S. D. Cox, dated June 1925. The USFWS deed shows 31.4 acres of land. A copy of the Cox
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survey has not been found yet. However, there is another survey of the same property prepared by Robert
Frank in June 2002. The Frank survey lists the property as 22.9 acres. The USFWS property line along
US 701 shown in the Frank Survey Plot is consistent with the SCDOT’s Preliminary Right of Way Plans
prepared for this project. To keep the US 701 project EA moving forward, Tyke Redfearn suggested that
the USFWS deed showing 31.4 acres be accepted at this time. It will only indicate more conservative
result (i.e., more project impact) on the USFWS property.

Patrick Tyndall said this assumption is important to proceed with the 4(f) evaluation process quickly. He
also mentioned that a MOA should be prepared to acknowledge agreement by all parties in the location of
the USFWS property lines along US 701. The project impact for 4(f) determination will be computed
based on the MOA. Actual acreage will be determined during the right of way acquisition stage. This
MOA should be signed by USFWS, SCDOT and FHWA. Craig Sasser mentioned he had information on
all properties purchased utilizing LWCF funds, except for one parcel. Patrick Tyndall reiterated that all
4(f)/6(f) impacts will be computed based on the USFWS property lines in Georgetown County as
currently filed in the County Courthouse, and the MOA should be signed accordingly. This will give the
opportunity to go ahead with the project.

DOT Tract 16 was discussed. In this tract there is a 0.26 acres in a triangle shape where the property line
location along US 701 is not consistent with the adjoining USFWS properties. Consultant’s surveyor is
performing a survey at this time to locate the corner pins of this property. Harry Parrish mentioned that
he was not optimistic that the surveyors would be able to find the original corner pins. Patrick Tyndall
mentioned that if the surveyors do not find any corner pins then it will be assumed that this property
belongs to the USFWS.

DOT Tract 17 was discussed. Tract 17 extends on both sides of US 701 in Georgetown County along the
Great Pee Dee River. USFWS deeds and plats show SCDOT right of way as a 200 ft wide strip through
the parcel. It was agreed that SCDOT will accept the USFWS definition of SCDOT right of way in this
area.

DOT Tracts 19 and 20 were discussed. DOT Tracts 19 and 20 are along the Great Pee Dee River in Horry
County. It was stated that based on Leon McGee’s survey review, the USFWS deed and survey are in
error. SCDOT actually has 400 ft wide right of way between these two tracts. It was agreed that the
project would proceed with the SCDOT right of way definition.

Patrick Tyndall mentioned that deeds are not required to proceed with the NEPA process. The MOA
should have an introduction saying that we are assuming some boundary limits only to compute the 4(f)
6(f) impact calculations.

Craig Sasser mentioned the North Carolina Bridge Compatibility Determination document. Craig will
send a copy of this document to SCDOT. This documentation shows mitigation plans. It will be a good

guidance for the project team.

The distance of the Cowford Lake Bank from the existing US 701 alignment was discussed. This
information will be confirmed as the surveyors submit their plans.

Patrick Tyndall summarized the meeting with the following comments:

e The archeological MOA is being reviewed by USFWS legal. It should be signed by all parties in
25 days.
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e For the right of way lines, where there are discrepancies, we will refer to the USFWS data.

* A Right of Way MOA should be written and signed by all parties. A draft Right of Way MOA
should be ready in March.

e The Environmental Impact Matrix will be revised.

e Will provide best engineering guide to determine the Cowford Lake noise situation and determine
what we can and cannot do in this regard.
Some of the EA chapters will be revised. Instead of requesting reviews of the EA by chapters,
the completed draft EA will be submitted to USFWS for review.

There should be a meeting every month to discuss the outstanding project issues and help to keep
the project moving. The next meeting will be held around April 15™.
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703-918-8870
FAX: 703-918-9878

MEETING MINUTES

MEETING DATE:  April 17,2012

MEETING U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
LOCATION: 176 Croghan Spur Road - Suite 200
Charleston, SC 29407
TO: Attendees (Listed Below)
FROM: Tuhin Basu
PROJECT: Replacement of US 701 Bridges over Great Pee Dee River,

Pee Dee Overflow and Lake Yauhannah
SC File No. 22.124B, Project No. BR-BR88(044), PIN No. 30688

SUBJECT: Project Coordination Meeting with USFWS

The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the processing status of the Draft Archaeological MOA and the
ROW MOA. The following people and their affiliation were in attendance:

Name Representing Email Address Phone No.

Craig Sasser USFWS Marshall sasser@fws.gov 843-527-8069
Mark Caldwell USFWS Mark_caldwell@fws.gov 843-727-4707
Tyke Redfearn SCDOT RedfearnWT@dot.state.sc.us 803-737-1430
Henry Phillips SCDOT PhillipsMH@dot.state.sc.us 803-737-1872
Tuhin Basu Tuhin Basu & Assoc., Inc. (TBA)  tkbasu@tbaengineering.com 703-447-0082

The group met in the conference room of the U. S. Fish and Wildlife’s (USFWS) Charleston, SC office at
approximately 10:30 AM. Craig Sasser mentioned that the Archaeological MOA was sent to USFWS
Legal by Richard Kanaski and is under review. Craig also mentioned that he did not get any comments
regarding the ROW MOA. Tyke Redfearn said that the discussions included in the ROW MOA will not
hold good for ever. These items are only valid for computing the impacts to be included in the revised
EA. Tuhin Basu said it would be helpful to obtain at this time the documentations showing which
USFWS tracts were purchased using LWCF money. These documentations will be included in the
revised EA.

Craig Sasser mentioned that a 4-lane US 701 (highway and bridge) will be needed for managing the
refuge site. Both Mark Caldwell and Craig Sasser expressed their preferences of having the new bridge
on the upstream side and close to the existing power line. Tyke Redfearn said that SCDOT has asked
TBA to study another alignment on the upstream side of the existing bridge.
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US.Department
of Transportation

Federal Highway
Administration

MINUTE-MEMORANDUM

From: J. Shane Belcher Date: 2-15-13
Environmental Coordinator
Federal Highway Administration

TO: Meeting Attendees

SUBJECT: US 701 Bridges [BR88(044)] Meeting Minutes from 2-13-13

The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the status of the EA and continue discussion of
project mitigation. The following were in attendance:

Craig Sasser (CS)  USFWS (Refuge Mgr ) Marshall_Sasser@fws.gov 843-527-8069
Mark Caldwell (MC) USFWS Mark_Caldwell@fws.gov 843-727-4707
Tyke Redfearn (TR) SCDOT (PM) RedfearnWT@scdot.org 803-737-1430
Henrey Phillips (HP) SCDOT (EMO) PhillipsMH@scdot.org 803-737-1872
Ed Frierson (EF) SCDOT (EMO) FriersonEW@scdot.org 803-737-1861
Shane Belcher (SB) FHWA jeffrey.belcher@dot.gov 803-253-3187
Andrew Brunner (AB) FHWA andrew.brunner@dot.gov =~ 803-253-5693

The group met at the WNWR Visitor's Center in Georgetown, SC. SB opened up the meeting
by discussing the status of the revised EA. SB stated that the consultant has been working on
the document and CS should receive a copy sometime next week. CS stated he would prefer a
hard copy. SB stated he would send a hard copy and forward the link for the electronic version
to CS and MC. HP noted the need for the document to stay within USFWS.

SB stated that at the moment the only solid mitigation/commitment items were the
improvements at the refuge entrance, replacement land for lost refuge property, and protections
for the archaeological site within the project limits. SB noted that over the years several other
mitigation items have come up but nothing solid had been agreed to. SB thought it best to
discuss and find out if any of those items were going to be back on the table for USFWS so we
could work out any details prior to a FONSI determination and to hopefully prevent surprises
from coming out of USFWS’ Compatibility Determination (if needed). CS mentioned that there
was some leeway on whether USFWS would need to complete a Compatibility Determination.
This may be possible if there is no major change in right-of-way limits. CS would check on the
language so that language could be added to the EA.

TR mentioned upstream alignment shift. SB & MC agreed that upstream is the preferred
alignment and is not a “commitment.” SB mentioned that the upstream preferred alignment was
presented at ACE meeting & regulatory agencies (including USACE) were okay with upstream.
(USACE SOPs will be followed) MC stated that he thinks that there will not be any major issues
from other regulatory agencies.
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SB mentioned some of the other past suggestions of USFWS such as bridge runoff being
diverted into Refuge borrow pit, bat boxes being erected, and thought that there may be others.
CS mentioned concern about unknown impacts to the Refuge’s Volunteer Village on upstream
approach side of US 701. CS stated that the noise is already intolerable in early morning and
noted that shifting towards this site would cause greater noise issues. CS asked if it was
possible for SCDOT to remove the old material from the original 1920’s bridge (such as timber
creosote piles & fill areas) after the new bridges were in place. TR stated that might be
something SCDOT could look at but stated removal might cause more damages to the refuge
and USFWS may have its own specialized techniques for delicate removal/cleanup. interested
in installing structures away from the bridges to lure the bats away and CS may want to
consider helping in this effort. CS stated that due to the Rafinesque Big Eared Bat
nesting/roosting on the existing bridges would it be possible for SCDOT and USFWS work
together to install some bat boxes once the new bridges were in place. The premise would be
that if the bats do not take to the new bridges then the boxes would be available to them. CS
stated he would provide more info to SCDOT on the issue. Regarding the Refuge borrow pit,
CS understood that diverting runoff may not work, but CS asked for fill dirt to improve the
borrow pit's safety (currently has very steep walls). TR stated that there is a good possibility
that SCDOT can help improve the pit.

The need for SCDOT to replace lost refuge property was discussed amongst the group in detail.
CS inquired about possibility of transferring the unused Horry R/W to USFWS, and TR stated
that there is a good chance for this to happen. SB asked CS how USFWS would feel about
funds being placed in an escrow for USFWS to purchase property at their leisure. CS stated
that USFWS preferred that method because he has been working with many property owners in
the area and the funds could be utilized to assist USFWS with any purchases of those
properties. Everyone at the meeting agreed this was the best and cleanest way to handle the
property mitigation. CS mentioned that his concerns are about mitigation for wetlands, uplands,
and existing improvements, and CS wanted to make sure that everyone understood those
needs. SB stated that everyone does understand that. TR asked about any current land deals
for comparison and estimating purposes, and CS mentioned that the latest deal included a 50-
acre tract with half upland and half wetland that is within the Refuge acquisition boundary. CS
mentioned that part of this tract could be used to relocate the Volunteer Village.

CS/MC inquired about the plan for the old bridges, and TR stated that they would be
demolished. MC stated that this would be a great way to provide access for fishing and refuge
visitors. TR stated that maintenance is now and will continue to be an issue. CS stated that he
mentioned this to USFWS engineers and they were not in favor of adopting the old bridges.

SB closed the meeting by asking CS if USFWS would require a separate MOA to address
mitigation items. SB stated that it is standard for FHWA to have commitments/mitigation items
listed in the EA (which is a binding legal document) and that typically serves as FHWA's
agreement to complete those items. MC stated that commitments/mitigation items can also be
conditions of the USACE permit, and the Corps will then regulate. CS stated he would discuss
with his higher ups and let the group know.

Action Items:
e Draft EA will be sent to USFWS (Craig and Mark) + USCG by FHWA
e CS would research Compatibility Determination criteria and language to include in EA
(this could be added after everyone reviews the Draft EA)
¢ TR would discuss the “shelving” idea and debris removal with SCDOT design and get
back to the group.
e CS and MC research costs for bat boxes.
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ANNOUNCEMENT
PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING
TO BE HELD ON THE PROPOSED
REPLACEMENT OF US 701 BRIDGES

PUBLIC MEETING TO BE CONDUCTED BY THE SOUTH
x CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Public Information Meeting

Topic: Proposed Replacement of
US 701 Bridges

When: Tuesday, June 17, 2008
Where: Mt. Tabor Baptist Church
Intersection of US 701 and Tabor

Drive

Time: Drop-in format between 4:00 p.m.
and 6:00 p.m.

On Tuesday, June 17", the South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT) will
hold a public information meeting at the Mt. Tabor Baptist Church in Yauhannah
Community, Georgetown County. The church is located at the US 701/Tabor Drive
intersection, about 3 miles south of the bridge. The objective of this meeting is to
introduce the US 701 Bridge Replacement project to the community and to solicit their
comments.

The project is located in Georgetown and Horry Counties and consists of the replacement
and realignment of approximately 2.4 miles of US 701 including the replacement of the
three existing structurally deteriorated and functionally obsolete bridges over the Great
Pee Dee River, Pee Dee River Overflow and Yauhannah Lake. Please see the map on the
reverse side. The proposed realignment begins at the US 701/Trinity Road intersection in
Georgetown County and ends at the US 701/Lucas Bay Road intersection in Horry
County. Several alternative alignments were studied, and the preferred alternative
alignment is located 55 feet downstream of existing US 701. Preliminary alignment
drawings will be available for review by the public. Representatives of SCDOT and its
consultant will be available to answer questions. An information package and comment
sheets will also be available.

For additional Information on this meeting contact Mr. Bener Amado, P.E, Program Manager,
SCDOT (803) 737-0181
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PROPOSED REPLACEMENT OF U.S. 701 BRIDGES IN
HORRY/GEORGETOWN COUNTIES

PUBLIC MEETING COMMENTS
(Please Print)

(Please choose one:)

NAME w.  Eldie  Yount—

Ms.
Mr. & Mrs.
ADDRESS [8C Sosoh dy  Gewsetens SC. 29%ye
Street/Route City State Zip Code
COMMENTS |
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Ygre arz -rm/&‘#mf_@a_aw\o AL e
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e

Mail Comments to: Mr. Bener Amado
RPG - 2 Bridge Engineer

xﬁ S. C. Department of Transportation
b Post Office Box 191

Columbia, SC 29202

Written comments will be accepted until July 2, 2008.
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PROPOSED REPLACEMENT OF U.S. 701 BRIDGES IN
HORRY/GEORGETOWN COUNTIES

PUBLIC MEETING COMMENTS
(Please Print)

(Please choose one:)

NAME -
Mrs.
Mr 8 M. @70&\ e Towie
ADDRESS 5 Bgueway %‘(AOM ey Ad Y
Street/Route | City () State Zip Code
\
COMMENTS pl&a&t« K*J—'fo ot ORer~

“Mail Comments to: Mr. Bener Amado
RPG - 2 Bridge Engineer

xﬁ S. C. Department of Transportation
- Post Office Box 191

Columbia, SC 29202

Written comments will be accepted until July 2, 2008.
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PROPOSED REPLACEMENT OF U.S. 701 BRIDGES IN
| HORRY/GEORGETOWN COUNTIES
PUBLIC MEETING COMMENTS

(Please Print)
(Please choose one:)

NAME wr..~

MI‘S

Mr&Mrs %////3/\4 ﬁ/f‘l/lf

ADDRESS 57/§064/d7/ 70)=—S rorvay SC 29527

Street/Route City State Zip Code

COMMENTS

/'7 /;fdrca-(?(ru/“ N ST JUL\ugaU\}LlLa
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\_1

=

Mail Comments to: Mr. Bener Amado
RPG - 2 Bridge Engineer

xﬁ S. C. Department of Transportation
- Post Office Box 191

Columbia, SC 29202

Written comments will be accepted untii July 2, 2008.
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PROPOSED REPLACEMENT OF U.S. 701 BRIDGES IN
HORRY/GEORGETOWN COUNTIES

PUBLIC MEETING COMMENTS
(Please Print)

(Please choose one:)

NAME Mr.

Mrs.

ADDRESS ;4538/ %—DAM ;J.Mﬁo% 245¢ Ly

Street/Route City State Zip Code
COMMENTS LA el H énr% hsd do s addo
TJor [cha

Mail Comments to: Mr. Bener Amado
RPG - 2 Bridge Engineer

xﬁ S. C. Department of Transportation
db Post Office Box 191

Columbia, SC 29202

Written comments will be accepted until July 2, 2008.
B-249



Design Public Hearing Meeting Input

B-250



PROPOSED BRIDGE REPLACEMENTS
ON US 701 OVER THE GREAT PEE DEE RIVER, PEE DEE
RIVER OVERFLOW AND YAUHANNAH LAKE

Georgetown and Horry Counties

Project:

In an effort to maintain safe roadways for the citizens of Georgetown and Horry Counties, the
South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT) is proposing replacement of the existing
bridges over the Great Pee Dee River, Pee Dee River Overflow and Yauhannah Lake along an
approximate 2 mile stretch of US 701. The SCDOT determined that these three (3) bridges are
structurally deficient and functionally obsolete.

The new bridges will be constructed adjacent to the existing roadway alignment. The new
structures will provide two travel lanes, one in each direction of travel. New bridge approach
roadways and new connecting roadways between the bridges will also be constructed.

Hearing and Hearing Agenda:

The Hearing will be conducted on Tuesday, November 10, 2009, between 6:00 p.m. and 8:00
p.m. at the Mt. Tabor Baptist Church in Yauhannah Community, Georgetown County. The
church is located at the US 701/Tabor Drive intersection, about 3 miles south of the bridge.
From 6:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m., an informal drop-in type format will be held. The presentation and
formal comment portion of the hearing will be held from 7:00 p.m. until 8:00 p.m. Citizens who
would like to make public comments should sign up to speak no later than 6:45 p.m. Each
speaker will be allotted two (2) minutes to speak and their time is not transferable to another
person.

Purpose of the Hearing:
The Public Hearing will provide information concerning the proposed bridge replacement and

solicit input from area residents. Another purpose of the hearing will be to gather information
from the public or any interested organization on historic or cultural resources in the area.
Engineering and environmental personnel from SCDOT and its consultant will be available prior
to the formal hearing to discuss the project with interested citizens on an individual basis.
Tentative schedules for construction and right of way acquisition will be discussed. Further
project details, including an environmental assessment of the project’s effects, will be available
for review and property owners near the project area are requested to attend. Maps and
drawings of the proposed improvements will be available and attendees may ask questions and
provide comments regarding the possible social, economic, and environmental effects of the
project.

Review

The environmental document, related maps and displays as well as other pertinent data will be
available for public review fifteen days prior to the hearing at the SCDOT's Central Office at 955
Park Street in Columbia and at SCDOT's District office at 3018 E. Palmetto Street in Florence.
Additional information concerning the project may be obtained by contacting Assistant Program
Manager W. “Tyke” Redfearn at 803-737-1430 in Columbia. Persons with disabilities who may
require special accommodations to attend the hearing should contact Mrs. Karen Davis at 803-
737-1549.

South Carolina Department of Transportation
and Federal Hiahwav Administration
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ANNOUNCEMENT
LOCATION AND DESIGN PUBLIC HEARING
TO BE HELD ON THE PROPOSED
REPLACEMENT OF US 701 BRIDGES

PUBLIC HEARING TO BE CONDUCTED BY THE SOUTH
CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Public Hearing

Topic: Proposed Replacement of
US 701 Bridges

When: Tuesday, November 10, 2009

Where:Mt. Tabor Baptist Church
Intersection of US 701 and Tabor
Drive

Time: 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.
Sign-in begins at 6:00 p.m. Formal
presentation begins at 7:00 p.m.

On Tuesday, November 10th, the South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT)
will hold a Location and Design Public Hearing at the Mt. Tabor Baptist Church in
Yauhannah Community, Georgetown County. The church is located at the US 701/Tabor
Drive intersection, about 3 miles south of the bridge. The objective of this meeting is to

discuss the proposed US 701 Bridge Replacement project with the community and solicit
their comments.

The project is located in Georgetown and Horry Counties and consists of the replacement
and realignment of approximately 2.4 miles of US 701 including the replacement of the
three existing structurally deteriorated and functionally obsolete bridges over the Great
Pee Dee River, Pee Dee River Overflow and Yauhannah Lake. See map on reverse side.
The proposed realignment begins at the US 701/Trinity Road intersection in Georgetown
County and ends at the US 701/Lucas Bay Road intersection in Horry County. Several
alternative alignments were studied, and the preferred alternative alignment is located 55
feet downstream of existing US 701. Further project details, including an environmental
assessment on the project’s effects, will be available for review. Representatives of
SCDOT and its consultant will be available to answer questions. An information package
and blank comment sheets will also be available.

For additional Information on this meeting contact Mr. W. “Tyke” Redfearn, Assistant Program
Manager, SCDOT (803) 737-1430.

B-252



B-253



B-254



B-255



B-256



B-257



B-258



B-259



701 Bridge Replacement Great Pee Dee/Y auhannah Page 1 of 11

US 701 Bridge Replacement Project of
Great Pee Dee River, Great Pee Dee River

Overflow, and Yauhannah Lake
Formal Public Hearing

Mit. Tabor Baptist Church
18504 N. Fraser Street
Georgetown, SC 29440
November 10, 2009

7:00 P.m.

ADVANTAGE COURT REPORTING
OF MYRTLE BEACH

7201 Enterprise Road, Myrtle Beach, S.C. 29588
650-6263
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Carolina Bays Parkway (SC31) Extension 9/8/09 Page 2 of 11

Team Members Present:

Henry Phillips, SCDOT, Public Hearing Officer
Tyke Redfearn, SCDOT, Project Manager
Edward W. Frierson

Kenneth Johnson

Barry Frierson

Holly Moody

Oscar Rucker

Jeffrey S. Belcher

Harry Parrish

Tubin Basu

Micah Ceary

Richard Pittenger

Richard Ciccoliella

* Those team members listed are those known to be present at the
formal hearing; however, this list may not include all team members
attending both the formal and informal hearings.
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HENRY PHILLIPS: I think we can go ahead and
get started. On my watch, I have seven p.m., so that was
our announced time to begin. I'd like to welcome
everyone for coming out tonight. This is a public hearing
to receive information and for you to make comments
through the appropriate channels on the bridge
replacement project out here on US 701. My name is
Henry Phillips. I'm the public hearing officer for tonight's
formal portion of this program. I do want to remind folks
it's not -- this formal portion is not a question and answer
session, okay? In a little bit, you'll hear a presentation
from Mr. Tyke Redfearn about the project. We only have
one person who signed up to speak tonight, so as soon as
we're past that, we can go back out, and any questions that
may have come up in your mind, based on what Mr.
Redfearn passes along, certainly that will be an
opportunity to either ask him or any of the other folks that
are here as well. T also want to also mention that, you
know, this portion of the hearing is being recorded. We
do have a court reporter over here to take those comments.
Those comments will be included in with the official
public record for this particular project. I'm not aware of
any, but normally I take this opportunity to allow any
elected -- local elected officials to make a statement and

stuff. I'm not aware if there are any here or not. If there
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are, if you want to raise your hand and say anything, I'l
certainly give you that opportunity. Okay. All right.
Next, we'll go ahead and move into Mr. Redfearn’s
presentation. Tyke Redfearn is the project manager for
this particular project.

TYKE REDFEARN: Good evening, everyone, and
thank you for taking your time out of your busy schedules
to attend this public hearing. My name is Tyke Redfearn,
and I am an assistant program manager for the South
Carolina Department of Transportation, commonly known
as SCDOT. T'll be presenting the bridge replacement
project along US 701, also known as North Fraser Street
and 4th Avenue. We realize that many of you may have
questions, concerns, and or comments about the US 701
bridge replacement project, and your statements are
extremely important to the success of this project. We are
here tonight to provide information about the project and
record your statements. As earlier mentioned, please be
aware that we will respond to your comments via written
correspondence at a later date. The proposed project
includes the replacement of three existing bridges along
US Route 701. The proposed improvements include
replacement of existing fourteen hundred forty foot bridge
over Yauhannah Lake, the existing sixteen hundred three

foot bridge over Great Pee Dee River, and the existing
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“thirteen hundred twenty foot bridge over the Great Pee

Dee River overflow. The Yauhannah Lake bridge to the
southwest is located wholly in Georgetown County. The
Great Pee Dee River bridge in the center crosses the
Horry/Georgetown County line, and the overflow bridge
to the northeast is located entirely in Horry County.
Construction costs are preliminarily estimated to be in
excess of forty million dollars. The preferred alignment,
located fifty-five feet downstream of the existing
centerline, is adjacent and parallel to the existing roadway.
During construction of the two mile stretch of new bridges
and related roadway, traffic will remain open on the
existing US 701 bridges. SCDOT will continue to monitor
the existing bridges to ensure that safe travel is possible.
After traffic shifts to the new highway, we'll demolish the
existing bridges. The traveling surface of the new bridges
will consist of two twelve foot driving lanes with ten foot
shoulders, and the new roadway will have two twelve foot
driving lanes with six foot paved shoulders and four foot
unpaved shoulders, for a total of ten foot. With the
preferred alternative, the Horry County public boat
landing will not be relocated, and as much as practicable,
we intend to maintain access to the landing during
construction. The purpose of the project is to replace

these bridges that maintain the direct connection between
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the cities of Conway and Georgetown, as well as the
communities of Bucksport and Yauhannah. The need for
these replécements is twofold. First of all, the SCDOT
determined through regular inspections that these bridges
are structurally deficient and functionally obsolete.
Second, if these bridges were closed and abandoned, the
available detour route adds over thirty-seven miles to a
one-way trip from the Yauhannah community to Conway,
which makes the total one way distance over fifty-five
miles. As you already know, this would cause entirely too
much inconvenience for you in your daily travels. To
review the proposed schedule, the engineering phase is
currently underway. During this phase, we conduct
environmental research. We develop and design bridge
and roadway construction plans and specifications. And
among other activities, we obtain regulatory permits. This
phase will continue until the construction contractor
begins with his work on the project. The environmental
assessment was recently completed, and the preliminary
right-of-way plans are nearing completion. The right-of-
way plans allow us to determine the properties impacted
along the project corridor, and the environmental
assessment is a report of potential environmental impacts.
Shortly after the commenting deadline, all of your

comments will be reviewed and individually responded to

B-265
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in writing. Next, the regulatory permits will be submitted
for approval, and final right-of-way plans will be
completed. If all goes smoothly, we anticipate that the
right-of-way acquisition will begin in late spring of this
year. During right-of-way acquisition -- I'm sorry, next
year. During right-of-way acquisition, the affected
property owners will be contacted by an SCDOT right-of-
way agent. Once underway, we estimate that it will take
approximately six to nine months to complete the right-of-
way acquisition phase, and approximately one year to
complete the permitting process for the project. We
expect the construction phase to begin in the spring of
2011, and the project should be completed in
approximately twenty-four to thirty months, with expected
project completion occurring in spring or summer of 2013.
As I earlier mentioned, we are especially interested in your
input, and there are several ways for you to provide your
comments. As most of you are aware, you may have
signed up to issue an oral comment when you arrived.
You may also fill out the comment forms provided, and
place them in the drop box tonight, or you may fill them
out and later drop them in the mail. The deadline for
submitting a written comment is Wednesday, November
25th, 2009. That's the day before Thanksgiving. All

comments, whether oral or written, will be addressed in
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writing after the deadline. I would like to thank the
project team, the design team, that spent a lot of hard
hours working on this project. I thank you for your hard
work. And then T would like to thank you all for coming
tonight, and taking your time to express your concerns.
On behalf of FHWA and SCDOT, we appreciate your
patience and cooperation during construction of these new
bridges, so that the project may be safely completed in a
timely manner.

HENRY PHILLIPS: Thanks, Tyke. Allright.
Normally this is the time where I go over all the rules that
apply to the citizens who come up to speak, but seeing as
we only have one person who signed up to speak tonight,
and I think she's probably well aware of our process, 1
won't bore y'all with all those details. But just to let you
know that the - when we do have these public hearings,
usually the process is that, if you attend, and you wish to
speak, you would sign up in advancé, and then we go from
there, and each person is given like two minutes, is what
we go with, to get up and make their statements, their
comments, those sort of things. And then they're asked to,
you know, sit down and let the next person come up. So --
but in this case, we only have one person signed up to
speak, so I will go ahead and turn it over to Ms. Nancy

Cave.
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NANCY CAVE: I am Nancy Cave with the Coastal
Conservation League, and we are in the process of just
reviewing all of the documentation that we received on the
Environmental Assessment, and have not made any
decisions yet in regards to our positioning on this. But one
thing I would like to ask to be just considered is that this
bridge replacement is somewhat unique, because itis
going to be in a wildlife refuge. And this wildlife refuge
should be considered a very special place for all of us. So
I think we need to take that in mind, and I would hope that
the SCDOT, the Federal Highway, and the engineers will
consider the concerns of the refuge and the impacts that it
could have on the refuge going into the future. And those
impacts need to be considered as both direct, indirect, and
cumulative impacts that will occur because of this bridge
replacement. And we would also suggest that all the
alternatives for this siting of this bridge and the bridge
span be thoroughly looked at as they affect the wildlife
refuge and the community that is on both sides of this
bridge. And we would also suggest that the
accommodations being made by the bridge design be also
-- those accommodations on later widening of the
Highway 701 be considered. Thank you.

HENRY PHILLIPS: Thank you, Ms. Cave. All
right. That does conclude the formal portion tonight with
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the one speaker. It did certainly allow us more time for
you to continue looking at the displays that are out here.
Certainly, as Tyke mentioned, if you have some comments
that you wish to leave with us, please fill those out.
There's a comment box back there. If you do have some
questions, there are number of folks here, both from the
SCDOT and some of our representatives. We also have
with us., from the Federal Highway Administration office
in Columbia, Mr. Shane Belcher over there, who can also
assist in maybe helping you with some of your questions.
That is all we have as far as the formal portion goes. I do
thank you all for coming out tonight.

(THE HEARING CONCLUDED AT 7:12P.M.)
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )
COUNTY OF HORRY ) CERTIFICATE

I, Sarah B. Fry, a Notary Public in and for the State of
South Carolina, do hereby certify that the foregoing proceedings
were taken by me and thereafter transcribed by me; that the 10
pages contain a full, true, and correct transcription of all the
proceedings; that I am not of kin to any parties to this cause of
action, nor am I interested in its outcome.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my
hand and seal this 2nd day of December, 2009.

U
SARAH B. FRY
My commission expires 7/10/2010
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SCCOT

South Carolina_ .
Department of Transportation

January 22, 2013

Mr. Thomas Gremillion

Southern Environmental Law Center

601 West Rosemary Street, Suite 220
Chapel Hill, North Carolina 27516-2356

RE:  Environmental Assessment dated October 21, 2009 — US 701 Bridge Replacements
over the Great Pee Dee River, Overflow, and Yauhannah Lake in Horry/Georgetown Counties
[File 22.124B — Project BR88(044) — PIN 30688X]

Dear Mr. Gremillion:

Thank you for submitting comments regarding the Environmental Assessment dated
October 21, 2009, for the proposed US Route 701 Bridge Replacement Project in Horry and
Georgetown Counties. Your comments are included in the project file, and they will be
considered as the project progresses. Your opinion is extremely important, and we appreciate
your willingness to be involved.

As a result of additional information discovered after the 2009 Public Hearing, SCDOT
postponed construction of the new bridges. Since then, we investigated and analyzed this new
information, and as a result of that analysis, we decided to revise the proposed plan. Early this
summer, we expect to publish a revised EA and to host a second Public Hearing to share the
revised plan for the new bridges.

Again, I thank you for your comments, and if you have any questions or would like to
discuss anything in detail, please do not hesitate to contact me at (803) 737-1430.

Sincerely,
7}7\
William ¢ Redfearn, P.E.
Assistant Pro Manager
RPG2 - Pee Dee Region
ec: Henry Phillips, SCDOT Environmental
Post Office Box 191 Phone: (803) 737-2314 AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY

Columbia, South Carolina 29202-0191 TTY: ﬁgﬁ.}q-swo AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER



SCCOT

South Carolina
Department of Transportation

January 29, 2013

Mr. Jay Herrington

Field Supervisor

Fish & Wildlife Service

United States Department of the Interior
176 Croghan Spur Road, Suite 200
Charleston, South Carolina 29407

RE:  Environmental Assessment dated October 21, 2009 — US 701 Bridge Replacements
over the Great Pee Dee River, Overflow, and Yauhannah Lake in Horry/Georgetown Counties
[File 22.124B — Project BR88(044) — PIN 30688X]

Dear Mr. Herrington:

Your predecessor submitted comments regarding the Environmental Assessment (EA)
dated October 21, 2009, for the proposed US Route 701 Bridge Replacement Project in Horry
and Georgetown Counties. The comments are included in the project file, and they will be
considered as the project progresses. Your office’s opinion is extremely important, and we
appreciate your willingness to be involved.

Since completion of the 2009 EA, we conducted extensive coordination and investigation
that will culminate with the completion of a revised EA. Early this summer, we expect to
publish the revised EA and to host a second Public Hearing to share the revised plan for the new
bridges.

Again, I thank you for your comments and for your assistance. If you have any questions
or would like to discuss anything in detail, please do not hesitate to contact me at (803) 737-
1861.

Sincerely,

Wy

Edward W, Frierson
NEPA Environmental Coordinator/Biologist
wit:EWF

€c: Mark Caldwell, USFWS
J. Shane Belcher, FHWA
Henry Phillips, SCDOT Environmental
W. Tyke Redfearn, SCDOT RPG2

Post Office Box 191 Phone: (803) 737-2314 AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY

Columbia, South Carolina 29202-0191 TTY: &02%’2-3870 AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER








