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STIP REMAINING
COST COST

LOCATION COUNTY DISTRICT (2010-2015) (2016+)
ARRA DISTRIBUTION STATEWIDE 1,124
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
SOL LEGARE (FOLLY) CREEK CHARLESTON 6 400 P 22 R 21,050 C

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 42,344 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

S-26-31 WACCAMAW RIVER SWAMP HORRY 5 300 P 700 P 5,000 C
S-26-31 WACCAMAW SWAMP HORRY 30 R
S-26-31 WACCAMAW SWAMP HORRY
S-26-31 WACCAMAW RIVER SWAMP HORRY
S-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 5,613 C
US 76 SCAPE ORE CREEK SUMTER 1 300 P 12 R 3,300 C

SC 174 SAND CREEK CHARLESTON 6 12 R 5,843 C
US 21 ALBERGOTTI CREEK BEAUFORT 6 355 R 4,700 C

US 76 BYP US 521 SUMTER 1 351 P 249 P 5,135 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

S-10-86 CSX RR (L-9999) CHARLESTON 6 770 P 30 R 7,700 C
SC 174 RUSSELL CREEK CHARLESTON 6 30 R 5,910 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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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 Figure1, 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.   

B-16



Page 3 

 
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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FIGURE 2 – TOPOGRAPHIC SITE LOCATION MAP 
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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.   
 
 The approximate latitude and longitude coordinates of the project are N33.66067, 

W79.15407.   
 
 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.     
 

 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 0 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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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 (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. 

 
 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).     

 
 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 
 
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.   
 
Collins, Mark, PhD.  SCDNR.  2005, 2009.  Personal Communication. 
 
Heberling, S.E. (NOAA Fisheries), 2009.  E-mail to Ed Frierson (SCDOT), originally 
dated June 11, 2009. 
 
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. 
 

B-24



Page 3 

USGS, 1986. Kingstree, SC Quadrangle Map, 1:100,000 Scale.   
 
USGS, 1990. Myrtle Beach, SC Quadrangle Map, 1:100,000 Scale.   
 
USGS, 1986. Georgetown, SC Quadrangle Map, 1:100,000 Scale.   
 

B-25



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Potential Impacts to the Shortnose Sturgeon (Acipenser 

brevirostrum) 

Additional Information on Construction Methods 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

B-26



1

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 
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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 
>> 
>>   
>> 
>> 
>>      
> 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
>    
>> *From:* 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 G08 
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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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FHWA South Carolina Division 
Determination of Section 4(f) De minimis Use

State File # PIN DateFed Project # County

Project Description

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. 
  
 

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

Document Type:

Description of the Section 4(f) Resource:

Brief Description of Project Scope:

Applicability Determination:  
(to be applicable answers to all questions must be "yes")

EIS EA CE

1.  Does the project involve a minor take of land from the resource?

a.  Identify the total acreage of the resource:

Yes No

Acres

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

22.124B 30688X 4-24-13BR88(044) Horry/Georgetown

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

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

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.

~1.0 
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Section 4(f) De minimis Finding Use Form Continued:

Page 2 of 4Form Updated: 1-1-11

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

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)? 
  
3.  Has the agency with jurisdiction over the resource concurred in writing with the  
     FHWA's and/or SCDOT's determination that the project will not adversely affect  
     the resource and is the concurrence attached? 
  
 a.  Identify the agency with jurisdiction:

4.  Has the agency with jurisdiction over the resource been informed of FHWA's 
     and/or SCDOT's intent to make a de minimis finding? 
  
b.  If yes, attach the correspondence.  Correspondence attached? 
  
5.  Has the public been afforded an opportunity to review and comment on the effects 
     of the project on the protected activities, features, and attributes of the resource?  
  
 a.  Identify the opportunity for public comment:

II.  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 
     Preservation Act and its regulations?

a.  Identify 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

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

The existing boat landing will be relocated to another nearby location on the Horry County side of the Great Pee Dee River,  new 
access roads from US 701 will be provided.  Completed project will result in improved access and enhanced usage. 

Horry County

A Public Information Meeting was held  on June 17, 2008 and a Location and Design Public Hearing was held on November 10, 2009.
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Form Updated: 1-1-11 Page 3 of 4

Section 4(f) De minimis Finding Use Form Continued:

a.  If so, attach the written concurrence.  Concurrence attached? 
     (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 
     finding based on their written concurrence in the Section 106 determination? 
  
a.  If yes, attach correspondence.  Correspondence attached? 
  
4.  Have the views of the consulting parties participating in the Section 106 consultation 
     been considered?

a.  Attach any relevant correspondence and any necessary responses to consulting 
     party comments.  Correspondence attached?

III.  Alternatives Analysis:

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

Project needs would not be met.

Explain:

Explain:

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

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

Other.
Explain:

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

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.

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

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

 
 
703-918-9870 
FAX: 703-918-9878 

 
MEETING MINUTES 
 
 
MEETING DATE: April 28, 2005 

MEETING. 
LOCATION: 

US 701 Project Site 

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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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. 

2. 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. 

3. 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. 

4.  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. 

5. Representatives of SCDNR and FWS voiced their preference to have the new alignment positioned to 
the north of the existing bridge. 

6. Leo Rose questioned whether the new alignment could utilize portions of the existing roadway and 
fill.  It 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. 

7. 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. 

8. 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. 

9. 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. 

10. 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. 

11. 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. 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. 

13. 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. 

14. 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. 

15. 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. 

16. 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. 

17. 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. 

18. 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. 

19. 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. 

20. 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. 

21. 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 
 
 The agency representatives preferred to have the new alignment placed to the north (upstream) of the 

existing roadway. 

 The new and existing roadway fill should be equipped with wildlife crossing/flood relief structures 
located at high land locations. 

 It is preferred that the new bridges utilize a drainage collection system instead of the direct discharge 
method currently used on the existing structure. 

 The new bridge structures should minimize the number of substructure units. 

 Threatened endangered species must be taken into consideration in the selection of the new 
alignment. 

 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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REVISED MEETING MINUTES 
 
 
MEETING DATE: October 4, 2005 

MEETING. 
LOCATION: 

US 701 Project Site 
(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 Yauhannah 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.belcher@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 
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 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 alternative alignments to the 
agencies for comments. 
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2. Harry Parrish presented the conceptual alternative 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 not feasible due to the considerable distance from existing 
US 701 (i.e., approximately a minimum of 250 feet). 

3. The wetland impacts, cultural resource impacts and property impacts were also presented for each of 
the four conceptual alternative alignments.  It was noted that Alternative 3 has the least amount of 
impacts to wetlands, cultural resources and properties. 

4. 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 alternative 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.     

5. 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. 

6. 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. 

7. 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. 

8. 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. 

9. 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. 

10. Mark Caldwell stated that USFWS still prefers an alignment upstream from existing US 701.  Mark 
Caldwell also questioned whether the new roadway fill would have 1½:1 slopes or 2:1 slopes.  
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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 Yauhannah 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 generally similar to 
the ROW lines shown in Tuhin Basu & Assoc.'s (TBA's) concept alignment plans. 

2. The group located in the field two survey pins shown in TBA's conceptual alignment plans and 
located the approximate limits of construction for the proposed US 701 roadway. 

3. 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. 

4. 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. 

5. Shane Belcher indicated that a noise study may have to be performed for the project. 

6. 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. 

7. 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 Yauhannah bluff area. 

8. It was recommended that if Alignment Alternative 3 is selected, an archaeologist should be on hand 
during ground disturbing activities at the Yauhannah bluff site. 
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SUMMARY OF MEETING DISCUSSIONS 
 
• Alternative Alignment No. 3 (55 foot downstream alignment) has the least amount of wetland, 

cultural resource and property impacts compared to the other alignments. 

• Limits of construction for Alignment Alternative 3 are within the 125 foot buffer zone adjacent to the 
USFWS property. 

• Some removal of the existing roadway fill would be good on-site mitigation of impacts. 

• Use of steeper fill slopes should be considered to reduce wetland impacts, if geotechnical 
recommendations permit. 

• 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 
LOCATION: 

USFWS Waccamaw National Wildlife Refuge Visitors Center 

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 
Craig Sasser          

Representing 
USFWS 

Email Address 
Marshall_sasser@fws.gov 

Phone No. 
843-527-8069 

Mark Caldwell 
J. Shane Belcher 
Tyke Redfearn 

USFWS 
FHWA 
SCDOT 

Mark_caldwell@fws.gov 
Jeffrey.belcher@fhwa.dot.gov 
Redfearnwt@scdot.org 

843-727-4707 
803-253-3187 
803-737-1430 

Ed Frierson 
Henry Phillips  

SCDOT 
SCDOT 

FriersonEW@scdot.org 
Phillipsmh@scdot.org 

803-737-1861 
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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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. 
 

B-221



 2

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: 

 Draft EA will be sent to USFWS (Craig and Mark) + USCG by FHWA 
 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. 
 CS and MC research costs for bat boxes. 
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On Tuesday, June 17th, 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

 
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.

ANNOUNCEMENT 
PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING 
TO BE HELD ON THE PROPOSED 

REPLACEMENT OF US 701 BRIDGES 

PUBLIC MEETING TO BE CONDUCTED BY THE SOUTH 
CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
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                   US 701 Bridge Replacement Project                            
                                Site Location Map 
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       Design Public Hearing Meeting Input
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