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Wade, Blair

From: Riddle, Nicole L. <RiddleNL@scdot.org>

Sent: Tuesday, June 23, 2015 12:54 PM

To: Parker, G. Clifton; Glover, Samuel; Rozier, Jim; berryre@dhec.sc.gov; 

TomDavis@scsenate.gov; CAMPSEN@scsenate.org; westonnewton@schouse.org; 

CurtisBrantley@schouse.gov; ShannonErickson@schouse.gov; 

BillHerbkersman@schouse.gov; KennethHodges@schouse.gov; 

AndyPatrick@schouse.gov; sanforcc@dhec.sc.gov; michael_allen@nps.gov; 

williabn@dhec.sc.gov; psommerville@bcgov.net; wmcbride@bcgov.net; 

rmcfee@bcgov.net; gkubic@bcgov.net; erniewilson@fipsd.org; 

generalmanager@frippislandliving.com; manager@harborislandoa.com; billyk@islc.net; 

diane.leone@sc.usda.gov; wprokop@cityofbeaufort.org; mcconney.ramona@epa.gov; 

laycock.kelly@epa.gov; travis.hughes@usace.army.mil; 

elizabeth.williams@usace.army.mil; stephen.a.brumagin@usace.army.mil; 

Larry.Knightner@hud.gov; emjohnson@scdah.state.sc.us; leader@sc.edu; 

MixonG@dnr.sc.gov; daviss@dnr.sc.gov; PerryB@dnr.sc.gov; Mark_Caldwell@fws.gov; 

prestohs@dhec.sc.gov; wilsonde@dhec.sc.gov; giffinma@dhec.sc.gov; 

reecemc@dhec.sc.gov; neeldg@dhec.sc.gov; sirondl@dhec.sc.gov; 

hathcoam@dhec.sc.gov; brownrj@dhec.sc.gov; ROBERTLN@dhec.sc.gov; 

shealyrg@dhec.sc.gov; dparrish@scprt.com; rbuxton@schac.sc.gov; 

bhitt@sccommerce.com; mlybrand@scda.sc.gov; BAnderson@budget.sc.gov; 

ben@scwf.org; Hnicholson@scfc.gov; Lawton, Emily - FHWA; 

kurt.henning@sierraclub.org; andrea.marks@sierraclub.org; mrobertson@tnc.org; 

Barry.Dragon@uscg.mil; wenonahh@ccppcrafts.com; tylehowe@nc-cherokee.com; 

lstopp@unitedkeetoowahband.org; Grace@scnhc.com; jack@tillersantiques.com; 

cmarks@nwtf.net; Jaclyn.Daly@noaa.gov; Keith Hanson - NOAA Affiliate 

(keith.hanson@noaa.gov)

Cc: Wade, Blair

Subject: SCDOT Letter of Intent for US 21 over Harbor River Beaufort County SC

Attachments: LOI for US 21 Harbor River Beaufort County.pdf; Figure 1 Project Map 8 x 11.pdf

June 23, 2015 

 

Electronic Correspondence – In an effort to save resources and expedite delivery you are receiving this document in an 

electronic format. Please consider the environment before printing. 

 

            RE:  LOI for the Proposed U.S. 21 Bridge Replacement over Harbor River; Beaufort County, South 

Carolina. 
 

Dear Sir/Madame: 

 

Please see the attached Letter of Intent (LOI) and project location map.  The South Carolina Department of 

Transportation (SCDOT) is soliciting feedback from agencies and individuals concerning the potential impacts of the 

proposed bridge replacement of U.S. 21 (Sea Island Parkway) over Harbor River.  Please mail or email any 

comments, questions, or concerns to SCDOT by July 23, 2015. 

 

If you need additional information, please let me know. You may contact me at 803-737-0841 or via e-mail at 

RiddleNL@scdot.org 

 

Sincerely, 
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Nicole Levinson Riddle 
Assistant NEPA Coordinator (Lowcountry) 
Environmental Services Office 
South Carolina Department of Transportation 
O: 803-737-0841 C: 803-351-8480 
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Wade, Blair

From: Riddle, Nicole L. <RiddleNL@scdot.org>

Sent: Tuesday, July 14, 2015 8:42 AM

To: Wade, Blair; Long, Chad C.

Subject: FW: US 21 Sea Island Pkwy Bridge project

Attachments: BPQ FORMAT.doc

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Zercher, Jennifer N CIV [mailto:Jennifer.N.Zercher@uscg.mil]  
Sent: Tuesday, July 14, 2015 8:11 AM 
To: Riddle, Nicole L. 
Subject: US 21 Sea Island Pkwy Bridge project 
 
Good morning Ms. Riddle, 
 
I have a few questions with regards to the Letter of Intent email that I responded to on July 7, 2015. Will the bridge be 
replaced with another swing bridge or are the plans for a different type? If the design is going to change it would be 
beneficial to coordinate in the early stages of the project to what type of structure the Coast Guard would consider 
reasonably permittable. A navigation study would need to be completed as well as the attached Bridge Project 
Questionnaire to assist the Coast Guard in the determination. The project will still require a Coast Guard Bridge Permit.  
 
If you have any questions, please let me know.  
 
Respectfully, 
Jennifer Zercher 
Bridge Management Specialist 
U.S. Coast Guard District 7 Bridge Branch 
909 SE 1st Ave Ste 432 
Miami FL  33131-3050 
PH: 305.415.6740 
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Wade, Blair

From: Riddle, Nicole L. <RiddleNL@scdot.org>

Sent: Thursday, July 09, 2015 10:35 AM

To: Wade, Blair

Cc: Long, Chad C.

Subject: FW: SCDOT Letter of Intent for US 21 over Harbor River Beaufort County SC

Attachments: Bridge Application Guide2011.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Flag for follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

See comment below. 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Zercher, Jennifer N CIV [mailto:Jennifer.N.Zercher@uscg.mil]  
Sent: Tuesday, July 07, 2015 2:04 PM 
To: Riddle, Nicole L. 
Subject: SCDOT Letter of Intent for US 21 over Harbor River Beaufort County SC 
 
Good afternoon Ms. Riddle, 
 
The proposed bridge replacement will require a Coast Guard Bridge Permit. Please reference the attached Application 
Guide when you are ready to submit the bridge application. Portions of the application guide may not be applicable to your 
project. Section 2.C. Environmental Documentation Requirements is the most often overlooked section of the guide, prior 
to the issuance of a Coast Guard Bridge Permit, environmental documentation must be completed. 
 
If you have questions, please give me a call. 
 
I look forward to working with you on this project.  
 
Respectfully, 
Jennifer Zercher 
Bridge Management Specialist 
U.S. Coast Guard District 7 Bridge Branch 
909 SE 1st Ave Ste 432 
Miami FL  33131-3050 
PH: 305.415.6740 
 
 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Riddle, Nicole L. [mailto:RiddleNL@scdot.org]  
Sent: Tuesday, June 23, 2015 12:54 PM 
To: Parker, G. Clifton; Glover, Samuel; Rozier, Jim; berryre@dhec.sc.gov; TomDavis@scsenate.gov; 
CAMPSEN@scsenate.org; westonnewton@schouse.org; CurtisBrantley@schouse.gov; ShannonErickson@schouse.gov; 
BillHerbkersman@schouse.gov; KennethHodges@schouse.gov; AndyPatrick@schouse.gov; sanforcc@dhec.sc.gov; 
michael_allen@nps.gov; williabn@dhec.sc.gov; psommerville@bcgov.net; wmcbride@bcgov.net; rmcfee@bcgov.net; 
gkubic@bcgov.net; erniewilson@fipsd.org; generalmanager@frippislandliving.com; manager@harborislandoa.com; 
billyk@islc.net; diane.leone@sc.usda.gov; wprokop@cityofbeaufort.org; mcconney.ramona@epa.gov; 
laycock.kelly@epa.gov; travis.hughes@usace.army.mil; elizabeth.williams@usace.army.mil; 
stephen.a.brumagin@usace.army.mil; Larry.Knightner@hud.gov; emjohnson@scdah.state.sc.us; leader@sc.edu; 
MixonG@dnr.sc.gov; daviss@dnr.sc.gov; PerryB@dnr.sc.gov; Mark_Caldwell@fws.gov; prestohs@dhec.sc.gov; 
wilsonde@dhec.sc.gov; giffinma@dhec.sc.gov; reecemc@dhec.sc.gov; neeldg@dhec.sc.gov; sirondl@dhec.sc.gov; 
hathcoam@dhec.sc.gov; brownrj@dhec.sc.gov; ROBERTLN@dhec.sc.gov; shealyrg@dhec.sc.gov; dparrish@scprt.com; 
rbuxton@schac.sc.gov; bhitt@sccommerce.com; mlybrand@scda.sc.gov; BAnderson@budget.sc.gov; ben@scwf.org; 
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Hnicholson@scfc.gov; Lawton, Emily - FHWA; kurt.henning@sierraclub.org; andrea.marks@sierraclub.org; 
mrobertson@tnc.org; Dragon, Barry CIV; wenonahh@ccppcrafts.com; tylehowe@nc-cherokee.com; 
lstopp@unitedkeetoowahband.org; Grace@scnhc.com; jack@tillersantiques.com; cmarks@nwtf.net; 
Jaclyn.Daly@noaa.gov; Keith Hanson - NOAA Affiliate (keith.hanson@noaa.gov) 
Cc: Blair.Wade@hdrinc.com 
Subject: SCDOT Letter of Intent for US 21 over Harbor River Beaufort County SC 
 
June 23, 2015 
 
  
 
Electronic Correspondence - In an effort to save resources and expedite delivery you are receiving this document in an 
electronic format. Please consider the environment before printing. 
 
  
 
            RE:  LOI for the Proposed U.S. 21 Bridge Replacement over Harbor River; Beaufort County, South Carolina. 
 
  
 
Dear Sir/Madame: 
 
  
 
Please see the attached Letter of Intent (LOI) and project location map.  The South Carolina Department of Transportation 
(SCDOT) is soliciting feedback from agencies and individuals concerning the potential impacts of the proposed bridge 
replacement of U.S. 21 (Sea Island Parkway) over Harbor River.  Please mail or email any comments, questions, or 
concerns to SCDOT by July 23, 2015. 
 
  
 
If you need additional information, please let me know. You may contact me at 803-737-0841 or via e-mail at 
RiddleNL@scdot.org 
 
  
 
Sincerely, 
 
  
 
Nicole Levinson Riddle 
 
Assistant NEPA Coordinator (Lowcountry) 
 
Environmental Services Office 
 
South Carolina Department of Transportation 
 
O: 803-737-0841 C: 803-351-8480 
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Wade, Blair

From: Long, Chad C. <LongCC@scdot.org>

Sent: Thursday, March 17, 2016 1:50 PM

To: Wade, Blair; Redfearn, Tyke

Subject: FW: US 21 Bridge Replacement over the Harbor River

fyi 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Zercher, Jennifer N CIV [mailto:Jennifer.N.Zercher@uscg.mil]  
Sent: Thursday, March 17, 2016 1:01 PM 
To: Belcher, Jeffery - FHWA 
Cc: Long, Chad C. 
Subject: RE: US 21 Bridge Replacement over the Harbor River 
 
Good afternoon Shane, 
 
The Coast Guard does not need to be considered when developing the MOA. We will adopt the final MOA that is 
developed.  
 
Thanks and Happy St. Patrick's Day, 
 
Jennifer  
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Jeffrey.Belcher@dot.gov [mailto:Jeffrey.Belcher@dot.gov]  
Sent: Thursday, March 17, 2016 12:38 PM 
To: Zercher, Jennifer N CIV 
Cc: LongCC@scdot.org 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] US 21 Bridge Replacement over the Harbor River 
 
Jennifer, 
 
  
 
I left you a message but wanted to follow-up with an e-mail.  As you know the US 21 bridge is eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and the project will have an adverse effect due to the removal of the bridge.  We are in 
the process of developing a memorandum of agreement (MOA) with the SHPO to address the impacts for the loss of the 
bridge.  We would like to know if USCG would need to be a full signatory to that MOA or a concurring party only?  Once 
we get the draft MOA put together we'll send you a copy for review.  Also, the bridge has been advertised for alternative 
use per our regulations regarding historic bridges.  The advertisement is attached for your files.  Any questions please let 
us know. 
 
  
 
Thanks, 
 
  
 
J. Shane Belcher 
 
Environmental Coordinator 
 
Federal Highway Administration 
 
1835 Assembly Street, Suite 1270 
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091015 ACE MEETING NOTES 
 

 

Old Business - Clements Ferry 

 

- phases made due to Right of Way Acquisition 

 -ICA is updating drawings  

 

New Business  

  

-General Permit will expire 8/1/2016 

 -will begin discussion with the Corps 

 -no emergency capabilities 

  

US 21 Bridge over Harbor River – Beaufort County 

 

 -plan is to continue collecting data 

-US Coast Guard requires new bridge to meet needs of the majority of users; 

questionnaire should be submitted after accurate reflection of vessel traffic/users is 

determined 

-US Coast Guard mentioned fixed structure would require additional length/span; 

structure type and length is based on navigational survey 

 -NMFS supports northern alignment 

 -large title creeks, southern alignment all cause issue 

 -possible recommendation/alternative, do a 65 foot investigation north 

 

Charleston County SC 174 

 

Maintenance process: 

-process is a one (1) page form explaining scope of work, pictures of areas to be  repaired 

are attached to the form 

-will need substantial justification why a retaining wall is being put where it is;   looks    

like more than maintenance & repair 

            -plan is in place if failure after open cutting the road 

  

EFH Assessment: 

 -indicates form being submitted on behalf of Federal Highways 

 -Keith requested we send him an email, copy everyone on correspondence since FHWA      

             is not involved 

           -need an estimate on timeframe 
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August 7, 2015  F/SER47:KH/pw 

 

(Sent via Electronic Mail)  

 

Mr. Chad Long 

Archaeologist/NEPA Coordinator 

South Carolina Department of Transportation 

P.O. Box 191 

Columbia, South Carolina 29201 

 

Attention: Nicole Riddle 

 

Dear Mr. Long: 

 

NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) submits the following response to the 

request by the South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT) and Federal Highway 

Administration (FHWA), dated June 23, 2015, for scoping comments on the draft Environmental 

Assessment (EA) for the proposed U.S. 21 (Sea Island Parkway) bridge replacement over Harbor 

River in Beaufort County (SCDOT PIN: P026862).  Sea Island Parkway is a two-lane highway 

providing the only vehicle access from St. Helena Island to Harbor Island, Hunting Island State 

Park, and Fripp Island.  The SCDOT views the bridge as structurally deficient and functionally 

obsolete.  While the SCDOT and FHWA have not yet selected an alignment for the new bridge, 

it likely will parallel and be in close proximity to the existing bridge.  As the nation’s federal 

trustee for the conservation and management of marine, estuarine, and anadromous fishery 

resources, the following comments and recommendations are provided pursuant to authorities of 

the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) and the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 

Conservation and Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act). 

 

Essential Fish Habitat in the Project Area 

On July 13, 2015, NMFS biologists and representatives from SCDOT visited the area of the 

proposed bridge.  The area includes high quality tidal salt marsh habitat, specifically estuarine 

emergent wetlands, intertidal non-vegetated flats, tidal creeks, oyster reef/shell, and 

unconsolidated bottom.  The fishery management plans from the South Atlantic Fishery 

Management Council (SAFMC) with EFH designations most applicable to this project are the 

plans for penaeid shrimp and the snapper-grouper complex.  Also, please note the fishery 

management plan for the snapper-grouper complex includes oyster/shell habitat as a Habitat 

Area of Particular Concern (HAPC).  HAPCs are a subset of EFH that are either rare, particularly 

susceptible to human-induced degradation, especially important ecologically, or located in an 

environmentally stressed area.  The SAFMC provides additional information on EFH for 

federally managed species in Volume IV of the Fishery Ecosystem Plan of the South Atlantic 

Region
1
.  

                                                 
1
 Available at http://safmc.net/EcosystemLibrary/FEPVolumeIV 
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The waters of the Harbor River, the tidal creeks connected to it, and the surrounding coastal 

marsh also serve as nursery and forage habitat for other species, such as red drum (Sciaenops 

ocellatus), black drum (Pogonias cromis), Atlantic menhaden (Brevoortia tyrannus), and blue 

crab (Callinectes sapidus).  Many of these species are prey for other fish managed under the 

Magnuson-Stevens Act, such as mackerels, snappers, groupers, billfish, and sharks.  Red drum is 

an important state-managed fishery, and estuarine wetlands within the project area provide 

habitat necessary for development and survival of several life stages of red drum.  The NMFS 

recommends the EA address these species as well as those managed under the Magnuson-

Stevens Act. 

 

Comments on Potential Effects to EFH and Federally Managed Fisheries 

The NMFS recommends SCDOT construct the new bridge in the same footprint as the existing 

bridge because this approach would require the least amount of new impacts to EFH.  If this 

approach is proves impracticable, the NMFS recommends SCDOT construct the new bridge 

northward of the existing bridge.  Marsh vegetation on the northern side of U.S. 21 is less dense 

than vegetation on the southern side, and intertidal flats on the northern side of the creek appear 

to contain debris and spoils from the construction of the original roadway.  A northern alignment 

would also avoid impacts to the numerous small tidal creeks located south of the existing bridge 

and a large tidal creek on the eastern end of the project boundary.  The project should avoid the 

oyster reef the South Carolina Department of Natural Resources (SCDNR) South Carolina 

Oyster Restoration and Enhancement (SCORE) program built north of the existing bridge.  All 

oyster reefs should be spanned to the maximum extent practicable or relocated.  Lastly, the 

NMFS requests the EA include a detailed alternatives analysis for the new bridge and for the 

analysis to include detailed information on the type, amount, and site-specific function of 

wetlands directly and/or indirectly impacted by each alternative. 

 

The NMFS recommends SCDOT avoid construction practices that smother marsh vegetation.  

The NMFS has documented the impacts to salt marsh vegetation from barges and barge mats 

lasting longer than three years at Shem Creek Park and the Folly River Bridge.  These and 

similar projects should be reviewed for adjusting best management practices to improve impact 

forecasts.  

 

The NMFS prefers onsite mitigation and restoring existing bridge approach sections to salt 

marsh habitat could contribute to satisfying onsite mitigation.  During the site visit, the NMFS 

and SCDOT discussed mitigating through the SCDNR SCORE program as one component of a 

larger mitigation plan, should there be unavoidable impacts to oyster reef/shell habitat.  The 

NMFS would be happy to assist SCDOT and FHWA by providing preliminary reviews of the 

mitigation plan during its development. 

 

The Magnuson-Stevens Act requires federal agencies to consult with NMFS regarding actions 

that may adversely affect EFH.  Based on the information provided, NMFS believes adverse 

impacts to EFH are likely and the project requires a detailed EFH assessment.  The level of detail 

should be commensurate with the complexity and magnitude of the potential adverse effects of 

the action.  The SCDOT and FHWA may provide the EFH assessment as a stand-alone 

document or within an EA.  In either case, the NMFS recommends communications occur during 
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development of the EFH assessment to ensure all issues are adequately covered and to avoid 

unnecessary delays in final evaluations. 

 

The NMFS appreciates the opportunity to provide these comments.  Please direct related 

questions or comments to the attention of Keith M. Hanson at our Charleston Area Office, 219 

Fort Johnson Road, Charleston, South Carolina 29412-9110, Keith.Hanson@noaa.gov or by 

phone at (843)762-8622.  

 

        Sincerely, 

 
       / for 

Virginia M. Fay 

Assistant Regional Administrator 

        Habitat Conservation Division 

 

cc: SCDOT, LongCC@scdot.org, RiddleNL@scdot.org 

 DHEC, trumbumt@dhec.sc.gov 

SCDNR, DavisS@dnr.sc.gov 

EPA, Laycock.Kelly@epa.gov 

FWS, Karen_Mcgee@fws.gov 

F/SER4, David.Dale@noaa.gov 

F/SER47, Jaclyn.Daly@noaa.gov, Keith.Hanson@noaa.gov 

mailto:Keith.Hanson@noaa.gov
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Wade, Blair

From: Riddle, Nicole L. <RiddleNL@scdot.org>

Sent: Thursday, November 19, 2015 12:34 PM

To: Wade, Blair

Subject: FW: FW: US 21 Harbor River EFH Boundaries for Review

They had a few comments.  I almost mentioned the top one myself but left that to them.  Let me know if you have any 

questions about these comments 

 

From: Keith Hanson - NOAA Affiliate [mailto:keith.hanson@noaa.gov]  
Sent: Thursday, November 19, 2015 12:07 PM 

To: Riddle, Nicole L. 
Cc: Jaclyn.Daly@noaa.gov 

Subject: Re: FW: US 21 Harbor River EFH Boundaries for Review 

 

Hi Nicole, 

 

We took a look at the shape files and had a few issues: 

 

1. Two tidal creeks on the south side of US-21 and a very small piece of one tidal creek on the north side of US-

21 are characterized as unconsolidated bottom (pink coloration).  These areas should be accurately 

characterized as tidal creeks (blue coloration) instead of unconsolidated bottom.   

 

2. There is an area on the east bank of the Harbor River, south of US-21 that is characterized as shell bank 

(about 0.72 acres), however, there appears to be a patch of estuarine emergent vegetation sized approximately 

0.09 acres within that area.  

 

The remaining polygons appear to accurately characterize the habitats. 

 

Thanks, 

Keith  

 

On Tue, Nov 17, 2015 at 8:53 AM, Riddle, Nicole L. <RiddleNL@scdot.org> wrote: 

Jaclyn and Keith, I have attached the KMZ shape files of the EFH boundaries the consultant delineated for US 

21 over Harbor river.  Could y’all take a look and let us know if we missed anything.  We just want us to get 

this right the first time.  We would appreciate this pretty soon thanks! As always give me a call if you have any 

questions. 

  

  

Nicole Levinson Riddle 

Assistant NEPA Coordinator (Lowcountry) 

Environmental Services Office 
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South Carolina Department of Transportation 

O: 803-737-0841 C: 803-351-8480 

  

  

 

 

 

 

--  

Keith M. Hanson 
Contractor, Jamison Professional Services, Inc. 
Environmental Specialist, NOAA - National Marine Fisheries Service 
Southeast Regional Office - Habitat Conservation Division 
219 Fort Johnson Road 
Charleston, SC 29412 
Office: 843-762-8622 
Cell: 440-532-9327 
Keith.Hanson@noaa.gov 
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Wade, Blair

From: Riddle, Nicole L. <RiddleNL@scdot.org>

Sent: Monday, November 30, 2015 2:40 PM

To: Wade, Blair

Subject: FW: FW: FW: US 21 Harbor River EFH Boundaries for Review

Looks like we need to capture the vegetated areas as veg even though it grows through the shell. 

 

From: Keith Hanson - NOAA Affiliate [mailto:keith.hanson@noaa.gov]  
Sent: Monday, November 30, 2015 2:29 PM 

To: Riddle, Nicole L. 
Subject: Re: FW: FW: US 21 Harbor River EFH Boundaries for Review 

 

Hi Nicole, 

 

Accurately capturing the habitat types/acreages that are "on-the-ground" today will generate the best maps and 

overall analysis, which will lead to the most comprehensive evaluation of potential impacts.  The dominant 

habitat type in some of that area appears to be estuarine emergent wetland and should be classified as such. 

 

Thanks, 

Keith   

From: Wade, Blair [mailto:Blair.Wade@hdrinc.com]  

Sent: Thursday, November 19, 2015 4:18 PM 
To: Riddle, Nicole L. 

Cc: Lee Williams 
Subject: FW: FW: US 21 Harbor River EFH Boundaries for Review 

  

Nicole, 

  

See Lee’s email below and the attachments.  

Thanks, 

  

Blair 

  

Blair Goodman Wade, ENV SP 

D 843.414.3740  M 843.693.9938 

hdrinc.com/follow-us 
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From: Lee Williams [mailto:lwilliams@edwards-pitman.com]  

Sent: Thursday, November 19, 2015 4:09 PM 

To: Wade, Blair 
Subject: RE: FW: US 21 Harbor River EFH Boundaries for Review 

  

Hey Blair, 

  

I have a question regarding comment #2.  This seems to me a very complicated area.  Keith is correct that there is a 

vegetated area within the shell bank that we have mapped, but the veg is growing up through the shells (see 

attached).  But before I reclassified this small area as emergent veg, I wanted to run it by you.  In terms of EFH, I’m not 

sure if one would “trump” the other. 

  

Thanks, 

  

Lee W. 

 

 

 

 

--  

Keith M. Hanson 
Contractor, Jamison Professional Services, Inc. 
Environmental Specialist, NOAA - National Marine Fisheries Service 
Southeast Regional Office - Habitat Conservation Division 
219 Fort Johnson Road 
Charleston, SC 29412 
Office: 843-762-8622 
Cell: 440-532-9327 
Keith.Hanson@noaa.gov 
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Wade, Blair

From: Keith Hanson - NOAA Affiliate <keith.hanson@noaa.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2016 10:03 AM

To: Wade, Blair

Subject: Re: US 21 Harbor River Bridge Replacement Agency Site Visit - SCDOT Project ID 

P026862

Hi Blair, 

 

Thanks for this.  Just to be clear, it would be our Protected Resources Division that would be responsible for 

any in-water work windows (moratoria).   

 

Additionally, any oyster impacts, including those to the clusters on the existing bridge piles must be 

compensated for. 

 

Hope all is well and please contact me if you need anything at all.  

 

Best, 

Keith 

 

On Mon, May 2, 2016 at 10:13 AM, Wade, Blair <Blair.Wade@hdrinc.com> wrote: 

Good morning, 

  

Revised meeting minutes are attached for your files. We received revisions from Rob McFee, PE with Beaufort County 
clarifying his comments about the turn lanes. 

  

Kind regards, 

  

Blair 

  

Blair Goodman Wade, ENV SP 

D 843.414.3740  M 843.693.9938 

hdrinc.com/follow-us 

  

From: Wade, Blair  

Sent: Monday, April 25, 2016 12:27 PM 

To: 'rmcfee@bcgov.net'; 'gkubic@bcgov.net'; 'dwilhelm@bcgov.net'; 'Jeffrey.Belcher@dot.gov'; 'Jaclyn.Daly@noaa.gov'; 
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'keith.hanson@noaa.gov'; 'giffinma@dhec.sc.gov'; 'trumbumt@dhec.sc.gov'; 'vlewis@scprt.com'; 'dgambrell@scprt.com'; 

'williabn@dhec.sc.gov'; 'MADLINGJ@dhec.sc.gov'; 'daviss@dnr.sc.gov'; 'christopher.d.mims@usace.army.mil'; 
'laycock.kelly@epa.gov'; 'Mark_Caldwell@fws.gov'; 'ADaggett@scdah.sc.gov'; 'Long, Chad C.'; 'McGoldrick, Will'; 

'Redfearn, Tyke'; P. E. James (Jae) H. Mattox III (mattoxjh@scdot.org); 'Williams, Elizabeth G SAC'; Darby, Michael M.; 
Carter, Brad; 'John.Z.Downing@uscg.mil'; Ruleman, Christopher L BOSN4; Olson, Sean W BM1; 'rstevens@scprt.com'; 

'Kinton, Colin'; Burdette, Benjamin; Hutcherson, Phillip; 'Larson, Eric'; 'Anderson, Bobby' 

Subject: US 21 Harbor River Bridge Replacement Agency Site Visit - SCDOT Project ID P026862 

  

Hello everyone, 

  

Thanks again for attending the site visit last week at Harbor River. Your comments and input are helpful as SCDOT 
moves forward with the Environmental Assessment. Meeting minutes are attached for your review and files. Please let me 
know if you have any changes or additions.  

  

Kind regards, 

  

Blair 

  

Blair Goodman Wade, ENV SP 

Sr. Environmental Planner/Project Manager 

HDR  

3955 Faber Place Drive, Suite 300 
North Charleston, SC 29405-8580 
D 843.414.3740 M 843.693.9938 
Blair.Wade@hdrinc.com 

hdrinc.com/follow-us 

  

 

 

 

 

--  

Keith M. Hanson 
Contractor, Jamison Professional Services, Inc. 
Environmental Specialist, NOAA - National Marine Fisheries Service 
Southeast Regional Office - Habitat Conservation Division 
219 Fort Johnson Road 
Charleston, SC 29412 
Office: 843-762-8622 
Cell: 440-532-9327 
Keith.Hanson@noaa.gov 
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Wade, Blair

From: Riddle, Nicole L. <RiddleNL@scdot.org>

Sent: Thursday, May 19, 2016 2:26 PM

To: Keith Hanson - NOAA Affiliate (keith.hanson@noaa.gov)

Cc: michelle.herrell@dot.gov; Belcher, Jeffery - FHWA; Jaclyn.Daly@noaa.gov

Subject: US 21 Bridge Replacement over Harbor River in Beaufort County EFH submittal

Attachments: Final EFH for US 21 over Harbor River Submitted to NMFS 2016.05.19.pdf

Keith,  

 

SCDOT has plans to replace the bridge on US 21 over Harbor River in Beaufort county, SC.  Attached is the EFH 

submittal. The South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT) is submitting this packet on behalf of Federal 

Highway Administration (FHWA).  Please provide a response by June 7, 2015. Let me know if you need any additional 

information or if you have any questions.  Thanks! 

 

Nicole Levinson Riddle 
Assistant NEPA Coordinator (Lowcountry) 
Environmental Services Office 
South Carolina Department of Transportation 
O: 803-737-0841 C: 803-351-8480 
 



 

 

 
June 6, 2016  F/SER47:KH/pw 

 
(Sent via Electronic Mail)  
 
Mr. Chad Long 
Archaeologist/NEPA Coordinator 
South Carolina Department of Transportation 
P.O. Box 191 
Columbia, South Carolina 29201 
 
J. Shane Belcher 
Environmental Coordinator 
Federal Highway Administration 
1835 Assembly Street, Suite 1270 
Columbia, South Carolina 29201 
 
Attention: Nicole Riddle 
 
Dear Mr. Long and Mr. Belcher: 
 
NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) reviewed the Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) 
Assessment, dated May 2016, prepared by the South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT) for 
the proposed U.S. Highway 21 (Sea Island Parkway) Bridge replacement over Harbor River in Beaufort 
County (SCDOT Project ID: P026862).  In an email dated May 19, 2016, the SCDOT stated it was 
submitting the EFH Assessment on behalf of the Federal Highway Administration in conformance with 
the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act).  The 
SCDOT’s initial determination is the project would adversely impact EFH or federally managed fishery 
species.  As the nation’s federal trustee for the conservation and management of marine, estuarine, and 
anadromous fishery resources, the following comments and recommendations are provided pursuant to 
authorities of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) and the Magnuson-Stevens Act. 
 
Description of the Proposed Project 
The SCDOT proposes to replace the existing US 21 Bridge over Harbor River to correct structural and 
functional deficiencies and to upgrade the bridge and its approaches to current design standards.  The 
existing bridge is approximately 2,851 feet long, 25 feet wide, and includes a 170-foot metal-truss swing-
span over the navigation channel.  The proposed bridge would be constructed approximately 65 feet north 
of the existing alignment and would be a fixed-span structure approximately 3,602 feet in length, 47 feet 
in width, and approximately 65 feet above Mean High Water over the navigation channel.  The proposed 
bridge would include 28 bents, each supported by two 8-foot diameter columns installed using drilled 
shaft construction.  A system of temporary work trestles approximately 3,800 feet in length and requiring 
approximately 370 steel piles would be used to construct the new bridge.  Steel piles for the temporary 
work trestle and steel casings for drilled shafts would be installed using vibratory hammers.  Barges 
would be used for work in deep-water areas and barges and timber mats may also be used in salt marsh 
habitat.  The existing bridge would be demolished and removed upon completion of the new bridge.  If 
blasting is required for any activities, the contractor would submit a blasting plan to the NMFS for review 
and further coordination.  As this is a design-build project, numerous project elements and associated 
impacts may change during project development and construction.   
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Consultation History 
The SCDOT has closely coordinated this project with the NMFS and other resources agencies, including 
meetings and site inspections.  On July 13, 2015, NMFS biologists and representatives from SCDOT 
visited the area of the proposed project.  By letter dated August 7, 2015, the NMFS provided scoping 
comments on the draft Environmental Assessment and recommended SCDOT construct the new bridge in 
the same footprint as the existing bridge to minimize impacts to EFH.  If this were not feasible, the NMFS 
recommended SCDOT construct the new bridge northward of the existing bridge to avoid sensitive 
habitats.  During interagency meetings on September 10, 2015, and January 14, 2016, numerous 
alignment alternatives were presented and discussed.  On April 19, 2016, the NMFS attended an on-site 
interagency meeting to further analyze the site of the proposed project and reach agreement on the 
preferred alternative – Alternative 1B, new bridge approximately 65 feet north of the existing alignment. 
 
Essential Fish Habitat in the Project Area 
The site of the proposed project includes tidal salt marsh habitat, specifically estuarine emergent 
wetlands, intertidal non-vegetated flats, tidal creeks, oyster/shell, and unconsolidated bottom.  The South 
Atlantic Fishery Management Council (SAFMC) identifies the two former habitats as EFH for penaeid 
shrimp, including white shrimp (Litopenaeus setiferus) and brown shrimp (Farfantepenaeus aztecus).  
Salt marshes are EFH because larvae and juveniles concentrate and feed extensively and shelter within 
these habitats.  As a consequence, growth rates are high and predation rates are low, which makes these 
habitats effective nursery areas.  SAFMC also identifies estuarine emergent vegetation, tidal creeks, 
oyster/shell, and unconsolidated bottom as EFH for estuarine-dependent species of the snapper-grouper 
complex.  The fishery management plan for the snapper-grouper complex also includes oyster/shell 
habitat as a Habitat Area of Particular Concern (HAPC).  HAPCs are a subset of EFH that are either rare, 
particularly susceptible to human-induced degradation, especially important ecologically, or located in an 
environmentally stressed area.  The SAFMC provides additional information on EFH for federally 
managed species in Volume IV of the Fishery Ecosystem Plan of the South Atlantic Region1.  
 
The waters of the Harbor River, tidal creeks connected to it, and the surrounding coastal marsh also serve 
as nursery and forage habitat for other species, such as red drum (Sciaenops ocellatus), black drum 
(Pogonias cromis), Atlantic menhaden (Brevoortia tyrannus), and blue crab (Callinectes sapidus).  Many 
of these species are prey for other fish managed under the Magnuson-Stevens Act, such as mackerels, 
snappers, groupers, billfish, and sharks.  Red drum is an important state-managed fishery, and estuarine 
wetlands within the project area provide habitat necessary for several life stages of red drum.  
 
Impacts to Essential Fish Habitat 
The proposed project would permanently fill 3.032 acres of estuarine emergent wetlands, 0.059 acres of 
intertidal flats, 0.036 acres of tidal creek, and 0.036 acres of unconsolidated bottom.  Additionally, the 
proposed project would temporarily clear 0.47 acres of estuarine emergent wetlands and temporarily fill 
0.025 acres of estuarine emergent wetlands, intertidal flats, or oyster/shell habitat, or a combination of 
these habitats2.  The proposed project would also result in the permanent shading of 0.96 acres of 
estuarine emergent wetlands and removal of approximately 0.092 acres of oysters colonizing the 276 piles 
of the existing bridge.  Filled or removed salt marsh habitats would not provide nursery and foraging 
habitat for fishery species and their prey.  Additionally, because light energy drives the photosynthetic 
process, which in turn controls plant growth and survival, permanently shaded areas would have lower 

                                                 
1 Available at http://safmc.net/EcosystemLibrary/FEPVolumeIV 
2 Habitat specific impacts would be determined by the design-build contractor’s configuration of the temporary work 
trestle.  
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primary productivity and reduced vegetation compared to non-shaded areas.  This reduction in vegetation 
can lead to sediment erosion and decreased diversity and densities of benthic prey species3. 
 
Avoidance and Minimization 
The SCDOT has taken several steps to avoid or minimize impacts to EFH from the proposed project 
including selecting Alternative 1B, which constituted the least impacts to EFH of the five build 
alternatives.  Additionally, appropriate erosion and sedimentation control Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) would be installed, inspected, and maintained throughout all stages of construction in accordance 
with local and state stormwater guidelines.  Furthermore, the design-build contractor may further 
minimize impacts to EFH by steepening side slopes on the bridge approaches or by replacing the 
proposed fill with flat slab bridge approaches.  While the NMFS appreciates SCDOT’s avoidance and 
minimization efforts, including the selection of a northern alignment, further avoidance and minimization 
measures appear practicable.  The NMFS recommends reducing the amount of fill by extending the 
bridge to further span the marsh, using flat slab bridge approaches, steepening side slopes of approaches, 
or utilizing the existing causeway for the new approach sections, or a combination of these.  The SCDOT 
has indicated the existing causeway would remain in place and portions of the causeway may be used for 
stormwater management.  The NMFS believes removing portions of the existing causeway not used for 
stormwater management and restoring the areas to salt marsh are practicable impact minimization 
measures.   
 
The NMFS also recommends avoiding any permanent or temporary impacts to oyster/shell habitat from 
the placement of fill, steel piles or casings, columns, timber mats, or other structures.  Furthermore, the 
NMFS recommends SCDOT avoid construction practices that smother marsh vegetation.  The NMFS has 
documented the impacts to salt marsh vegetation from barges and timber mats lasting longer than three 
years at Shem Creek Park and the Folly River Bridge.  If barges and timber mats are used in salt marsh, 
temporary and permanent impact forecasts should be adjusted.  Lastly, the SCDOT should conduct work 
affecting EFH during periods of low biological use (October 15 to January 31), to the extent practicable.  
Conducting in-water work, including installing steel piles and casings, during this period would minimize 
impacts to EFH, federally managed species, and their prey.  Additionally, installing piles and casings 
during periods of low tide, when sediments are exposed, will further minimize turbidity, sedimentation 
and acoustic impacts.   
 
Compensatory Mitigation 
For unavoidable impacts to EFH from the proposed project, SCDOT indicated the contract would require 
development of an EFH Mitigation Plan in coordination with SCDOT and NMFS during the USACE 
permitting process.  The SCDOT indicated the EFH Mitigation Plan may include causeway removal, 
living shorelines, or oyster bed restoration.  The NMFS will assist SCDOT and the contractor by 
providing preliminary reviews of the mitigation plan during its development.  The NMFS recommends all 
mitigation occur in the area of the proposed project and oyster restoration be one component of a larger 
mitigation plan.  
 

EFH Conservation Recommendations 
Section 305(b)(4)(A) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act requires NMFS to provide EFH Conservation 
Recommendations for any federal action or permit which may result in adverse impacts to EFH.  
Therefore, NMFS recommends the following to ensure the conservation of EFH and associated fishery 
resources: 

• The bridge design should further avoid and minimize impacts to EFH by reducing the amount of 
permanent fill in salt marsh habitat.  Suggestions for how this might occur are provided above.  

                                                 
3 Whitcraft, C.R. and L.A. Levin.  2007.  Regulation of benthic algal and animal communities by salt marsh plants: Impact 
of shading.  Ecology 88:904-917.  
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• The portions of the existing causeway not used for stormwater treatment or approach sections 
should be restored to salt marsh habitat by removing fill and grading the areas to match elevations 
in adjacent marsh where marsh vegetation occurs.  

• The SCDOT should provide mitigation for the unavoidable impacts to EFH, including oyster 
restoration totaling at least 0.1 acre in size.  Removal of the causeway and restoring the area to 
salt marsh habitat should be one component of the mitigation. 

 
Section 305(b)(4)(B) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act and implementing regulation at 50 CFR Section 
600.920(k) require the FHWA and SCDOT to provide a written response to this letter within 30 days of 
its receipt.  If it is not possible to provide a substantive response within 30 days, an interim response 
should be provided to the NMFS.  A detailed response then must be provided ten days prior to final 
approval of the action.  The detailed response must include a description of measures proposed by the 
FHWA and SCDOT to avoid, mitigate, or offset the adverse impacts of the activity.  If the response is 
inconsistent with an EFH conservation recommendation, a substantive discussion justifying the reasons 
for not following the recommendation must be provided. 
 
In accordance with section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, it is the responsibility 
of the Federal Highway Administration to review and identify any proposed activity that may affect 
endangered or threatened species and their designated critical habitat.  Determinations involving species 
under the NMFS jurisdiction should be reported to the NMFS Protected Resources Division at the 
letterhead address 
 
The NMFS appreciates the opportunity to provide these comments.  Please direct related questions or 
comments to the attention of Keith M. Hanson at our Charleston Area Office, 219 Fort Johnson Road, 
Charleston, South Carolina 29412-9110, Keith.Hanson@noaa.gov or by phone at (843)762-8622.  
 
        Sincerely, 

 
       / for 

Virginia M. Fay 
Assistant Regional Administrator 

        Habitat Conservation Division 
 
cc: SCDOT, LongCC@scdot.org, RiddleNL@scdot.org 
 FHWA, Jeffrey.Belcher@dot.gov 

DHEC, trumbumt@dhec.sc.gov 
SCDNR, DavisS@dnr.sc.gov 
EPA, Laycock.Kelly@epa.gov 
FWS, Karen_Mcgee@fws.gov 
F/SER4, David.Dale@noaa.gov 
F/SER47, Keith.Hanson@noaa.gov 

mailto:Keith.Hanson@noaa.gov
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Wade, Blair

From: Riddle, Nicole L. <RiddleNL@scdot.org>

Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2016 11:42 AM

To: Pace Wilber - NOAA Federal

Cc: Belcher, Jeffery - FHWA; trumbumt@dhec.sc.gov; Susan Davis; EPA Kelly Laycock; David 

Dale - NOAA Federal; Keith Hanson - NOAA Affiliate; Long, Chad C.; 

Charleston_regulatory@fws.gov; Long, Chad C.; Redfearn, Tyke; Wade, Blair; 

elizabeth.williams@usace.army.mil

Subject: RE: NMFS comments on Sea Island Parkway Bridge (SCDOT Project ID: P026862)

Attachments: Finalresponse letter to NMFS for US 21 over Harbor river.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Flag for follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Please find the attached letter to address EFH conservation recommendations for the proposed Bridge Replacement of 

US 21 over Harbor River in Beaufort County, SC.  Please let me know if you have any further questions or comments. 

 

 

Nicole Levinson Riddle 
Assistant NEPA Coordinator (Lowcountry) 
Environmental Services Office 
South Carolina Department of Transportation 
O: 803-737-0841 C: 803-351-8480 

 

From: Pace Wilber - NOAA Federal [mailto:pace.wilber@noaa.gov]  

Sent: Monday, June 06, 2016 10:53 AM 
To: Riddle, Nicole L. 

Cc: Belcher, Jeffery - FHWA; trumbumt@dhec.sc.gov; Susan Davis; EPA Kelly Laycock; Karen_Mcgee@fws.gov; David 

Dale - NOAA Federal; Keith Hanson - NOAA Affiliate; Long, Chad C. 
Subject: NMFS comments on Sea Island Parkway Bridge (SCDOT Project ID: P026862) 
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Wade, Blair

From: Long, Chad C. <LongCC@scdot.org>

Sent: Friday, August 26, 2016 3:08 PM

To: Wade, Blair

Cc: Redfearn, Tyke

Subject: FW: US-21

fyi 

 

From: Long, Chad C.  

Sent: Friday, August 26, 2016 10:29 AM 
To: 'Keith Hanson - NOAA Affiliate' 

Subject: RE: US-21 

 
Keith, 

 

Our responses to your questions are provided below.  Please let us know if these commitments satisfy the NMFS’s EFH 

conservation recommendations. 

 

Is the SCDOT willing to commit to reducing the amount of permanent fill in salt marsh habitat from the 
currently proposed 3.032 acres using whichever methods deemed most appropriate by the SCDOT 
and it's contractor? 

SCDOT will require the contractor to reduce the amount of permanent fill in salt marsh habitat 

from the currently proposed 3.032 acres. 

Is the SCDOT willing to commit to removing some portion of the existing causeway and grading the 
areas to match elevations in adjacent marsh where marsh vegetation occurs?  Causeway removal 
areas would be best identified by SCDOT and it's contractors, however, focusing on removing 
portions of the causeway nearest to the Harbor River first could provide the most value.   

SCDOT will require the contractor to remove some portion of the existing causeway and grade 

the removal areas to match elevations in adjacent marsh where marsh vegetation occurs.   

Is the SCDOT willing to commit to providing mitigation for the unavoidable impacts to EFH, including 
oyster restoration totaling at least 0.1 acre in size for the oysters that will be removed from the 
existing pilings? 

SCDOT commits to mitigating for the unavoidable impacts to EFH (shellfish habitat) by 

implementing a mitigation plan that would restore at least 0.1 acre of oyster habitat.   

Please let know if you have any questions or need additional information. 

Regards, 

Chad 
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From: Keith Hanson - NOAA Affiliate [mailto:keith.hanson@noaa.gov]  
Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2016 2:31 PM 

To: Long, Chad C. 

Subject: US-21 

 

Hey Chad, 

 

NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) reviewed the South Carolina Department of 
Transportation’s (SCDOT) letter, dated June 23, 2016, responding to essential fish habitat (EFH) 
conservation recommendations the NMFS provided for the proposed U.S. Highway 21 (Sea Island 
Parkway) Bridge replacement over Harbor River in Beaufort County (SCDOT Project ID: 
P026862).  By letter dated June 6, 2016, the NMFS provided three EFH conservation 
recommendations for the project.  To organize the record, the conservation recommendations are 
summarized below followed by a summary of the SCDOT’s response and any additional comments 
the NMFS may have. 

  

The NMFS' EFH conservation recommendations, include: 

• The bridge design should further avoid and minimize impacts to EFH by reducing the amount 
of permanent fill in salt marsh habitat.  Suggestions for how this might occur are provided 
above.  

• The portions of the existing causeway not used for stormwater treatment or approach sections 
should be restored to salt marsh habitat by removing fill and grading the areas to match 
elevations in adjacent marsh where marsh vegetation occurs.  

• The SCDOT should provide mitigation for the unavoidable impacts to EFH, including oyster 
restoration totaling at least 0.1 acre in size.  Removal of the causeway and restoring the area 
to salt marsh habitat should be one component of the mitigation. 

In response, the SCDOT indicated that because the project is being developed as a Design-Build 
contract, the Design-Build Contractor will be responsible for final design of the bridge and 
approaches, as well as mitigation measures.  SCDOT also stated that it cannot commit to the 
recommended minimization measures, but NOAA-NMFS will have another opportunity for project 
review during final design and 404/401 permitting.  When the proposals for the Design-Build project 
are submitted, SCDOT will likely use mitigation as one of the criteria used to measure quality of the 
proposals.  
 

The NMFS understands the benefits of Design-Build contracting, but believes that further avoidance 
and minimization is practicable.  Avoiding and minimizing impacts to fully functional aquatic 
resources, including EFH, is always preferred to compensatory mitigation because the habitats are 
currently functioning as part of the ecosystem and there would be no temporal or qualitative loss of 
functions.   
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Is the SCDOT willing to commit to reducing the amount of permanent fill in salt marsh habitat from the 
currently proposed 3.032 acres using whichever methods deemed most appropriate by the SCDOT 
and it's contractor?  

 

The NMFS is concerned with the existing causeway (and fill) remaining in the aquatic environment for 
a number of reasons.  If not used for stormwater treatment, as part of the new bridge approaches, or 
for other reasons, the existing causeway will continue to offer no habitat value for species and will 
continue altering the hydrodynamics of the area.  Additionally, if the existing causeway is left in place, 
there may be additive effects from the placement of new bridge structures that could further alter the 
hydrodynamics of the area.  If removed, the areas of the existing causeway could be restored to EFH, 
providing ecologically important areas for species in and adjacent to the Harbor 
River.  Furthermore, removing portions of the causeway and restoring the areas to salt marsh habitat 
is a routine measure undertaken by SCDOT for bridge replacement projects and has been successful 
in other areas, including portions of Folly Creek in Charleston County.    

 

Is the SCDOT willing to commit to removing some portion of the existing causeway and grading the 
areas to match elevations in adjacent marsh where marsh vegetation occurs?  Causeway removal 
areas would be best identified by SCDOT and it's contractors, however, focusing on removing 
portions of the causeway nearest to the Harbor River first could provide the most value.   

The NMFS also believes the originally recommended mitigation measures are practicable.  Oyster 
restoration totaling at least 0.1 acre in size should be one component of the mitigation for unavoidable 
impacts to EFH, as the project will permanently remove approximately 0.1 acres of oysters in the 
project area.  Oyster/shell habitat is identified as an EFH-Habitat Area of Particular Concern (HAPC) 
for the snapper-grouper complex.  HAPCs are a subset of EFH that are either rare, particularly 
susceptible to human-induced degradation, especially important ecologically, or located in an 
environmentally stressed area.  

 

Is the SCDOT willing to commit to providing mitigation for the unavoidable impacts to EFH, including 
oyster restoration totaling at least 0.1 acre in size for the oysters that will be removed from the 
existing pilings? 

 

Thank you for your time and I look forward to hearing from you soon. 

 

Best, 

Keith  
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--  

Keith M. Hanson 
Contractor, Jamison Professional Services, Inc. 
Environmental Specialist, NOAA - National Marine Fisheries Service 
Southeast Regional Office - Habitat Conservation Division 
219 Fort Johnson Road 
Charleston, SC 29412 
Office: 843-762-8622 
Cell: 440-532-9327 
Keith.Hanson@noaa.gov 



1

Wade, Blair

From: Long, Chad C. <LongCC@scdot.org>

Sent: Friday, August 26, 2016 3:09 PM

To: Wade, Blair

Cc: Redfearn, Tyke; Belcher, Jeffery - FHWA

Subject: FW: US 21

 

 

From: Keith Hanson - NOAA Affiliate [mailto:keith.hanson@noaa.gov]  
Sent: Friday, August 26, 2016 2:23 PM 

To: Long, Chad C. 
Subject: US 21 

 
Hi Chad, 
 

I apologize if my first email caused any confusion, but the SCDOT has addressed each of our EFH Conservation Recommendations.  I 

appreciate SCDOT's flexibility in this process and am glad we can reach an agreement that both protects EFH and allows for the replacement 

of vital infrastructure.   

 

The NMFS always encourages bridge replacement projects to reduce the amount of fill and remove existing causeway to the maximum extent 

practicable, so that a project results in no (zero) net fill of EFH.  The NMFS appreciates any and all efforts of the SCDOT and their 

contractor(s) to move towards no (zero) net fill for this project.       

 

I am glad we have reached a resolution and see it as an opportunity for our agencies (and others, e.g. SCDNR) to collaborate on an on-site 

project that would increase the amount of EFH and EFH-HAPC, restore connectivity and hydrodynamics of the area, and provide an 

aesthetically pleasing natural area for the public that encourages both consumptive and non-consumptive uses.  This would provide great 

value to the local environment and community as a whole.  NMFS biologists are available to aid in the development of such a project or 

provide technical review of any plans.  Additionally, NMFS biologists will be available to work with SCDOT with on-site work (e.g. placing 

oyster bags, sprigging Spartina sp., etc). 

 

Please let me know if you have any questions or need additional information. 

 

Best, 

Keith  

 

--  

Keith M. Hanson 
Contractor, Jamison Professional Services, Inc. 
Environmental Specialist, NOAA - National Marine Fisheries Service 
Southeast Regional Office - Habitat Conservation Division 
219 Fort Johnson Road 
Charleston, SC 29412 
Office: 843-762-8622 
Cell: 440-532-9327 
Keith.Hanson@noaa.gov 
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From: Riddle, Nicole L.
To: "nmfs.ser.esa.consultations@noaa.gov"
Cc: Belcher, Jeffery - FHWA; Long, Chad C.
Subject: BA submittal of US 21 over Harbor River in Beaufort County
Date: Friday, January 15, 2016 1:24:00 PM
Attachments: US 21 over Harbor River Bridge replacement NOAA BA 2016-1-14 (1).pdf

The South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT) proposes to replace the existing US 21
 (Sea Island Parkway) Bridge over Harbor River, located in Beaufort County, South Carolina. The
 project involves the bridge replacement as well as the construction of a new roadway approach
 alignment. The purpose of the project is to correct structural and functional deficiencies of the US
 21 Bridge over the Harbor River and to upgrade the bridge and its approaches to current design
 standards. 
 
SCDOT is submitting the attached biological assessment and is requesting section 7 consultation. 
 Please contact me or Chad Long (803-737-1396) if additional information is needed or should you
 have any questions.
 
 
 
Nicole Levinson Riddle
Assistant NEPA Coordinator (Lowcountry)
Environmental Services Office
South Carolina Department of Transportation
O: 803-737-0841 C: 803-351-8480
 

mailto:nmfs.ser.esa.consultations@noaa.gov
mailto:Jeffrey.Belcher@dot.gov
mailto:LongCC@scdot.org
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1 Introduction 
This biological assessment, prepared by HDR Inc. on behalf of the South Carolina 
Department of Transportation (SCDOT), addresses the proposed action in compliance 
with Section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 (16 United States Code 
1536 (c)), as amended. The biological assessment also follows standards established in 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and SCDOT National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) Guidance.  


Section 7 of the ESA requires that, through consultation (or conferencing for proposed 
species) with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and/or the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), 
federal actions do not jeopardize the continued existence of any threatened, 
endangered, or proposed species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of 
critical habitat.  


This biological assessment evaluates the potential effects of the proposed US 21 bridge 
replacement project on species that are federally listed under the ESA and under the 
jurisdiction of NOAA-NMFS. A separate biological assessment has been prepared for 
species under the jurisdiction of the USFWS. Specific project design elements are 
identified that avoid or minimize adverse effects of the proposed project on listed species 
and/or critical habitat.  


1.1 Project Description  
The SCDOT proposes to replace the existing US 21 (Sea Island Parkway) Bridge over 
Harbor River, located in Beaufort County, South Carolina. The project involves the bridge 
replacement as well as the construction of a new roadway approach alignment. The 
purpose of the project is to correct structural and functional deficiencies of the US 21 
Bridge over the Harbor River and to upgrade the bridge and its approaches to current 
design standards. 


1.2 Project Area and Setting 
US 21 is a two-lane roadway with earthen shoulders on a causeway connecting St. 
Helena Island with Harbor Island, Hunting Island, and Fripp Island. The project corridor 
terrain is flat with the surface runoff draining to the adjacent salt marsh or roadside 
ditches. The existing land use along the project boundaries is primarily tidal wetlands, 
with small areas of residential and commercial development.  


The project study area consists of a corridor that is approximately two miles long and 600 
feet wide, centered on the existing US 21 between St. Helena Island and Harbor Island 
(Figure 1-1). The study corridor begins 150 feet west of Gay Fish County Road on US 
21, extends east across the bridge to Harbor Island, and ends 150 feet past the 
intersection of US 21 and Harbor Drive. 
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1.3 Consultation History 
A Letter of Intent (LOI) was distributed on June 23, 2015 to stakeholders to notify them of 
the commencement of the proposed project. The LOI provided general project 
information and requested comments on potential environmental issues and concerns 
within the project study area.  


The USFWS provided a response letter and species list on July 1, 2015 (Appendix A). 
The list includes species under the sole jurisdiction of NOAA-NMFS and shared 
jurisdiction between USFWS and NOAA-NMFS.  


On July 13, 2015, NOAA-NMFS biologists and representatives from SCDOT visited the 
project area. The NOAA-NMFS provided a response letter on August 7, 2015 outlining 
recommendations pursuant to the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) and the 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act) 
(Appendix B). NOAA-NMFS identified areas of high quality tidal salt marsh habitat, 
specifically estuarine emergent wetlands, intertidal non-vegetated flats, tidal creeks, 
oyster reef/shell, and unconsolidated bottom. An Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) 
Assessment is being prepared as a separate technical report.  
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Figure 1-1. Project Location Map 
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2 Federally Proposed and Listed Species and 
Designated Critical Habitat 
A list of Federally-protected species within the project study area was obtained from the 
USFWS Information for Planning and Conservation (IPaC) website (Appendix C). 
Federally-endangered and threatened species under the exclusive or shared jurisdiction 
of NOAA-NMFS and considered in this document are identified in Error! Reference 
source not found..  


Table 2-1. NOAA NMFS Federally Threatened and Endangered Species 


Common Name Scientific Name Federal ESA 
Designation 


Critical Habitat 
Designated? 


Atlantic sturgeon  Acipenser oxyrinchus oxyrinchus Endangered No 


Shortnose sturgeon Acipenser brevirostrum  Endangered No 


Green sea turtle Chelonia mydas  Threatened Yes 


Kemp’s sea turtle  Lepidochelys kempii  Endangered No 


Leatherback sea turtle Dermochelys coriacea Endangered Yes 


Loggerhead sea turtle Caretta caretta Threatened Yes 


The NOAA-NMFS and the USFWS share jurisdictional responsibility for sea turtles under 
the ESA. The USFWS has responsibility in the terrestrial environment (e.g., nesting 
beaches), while the NOAA-NMFS has responsibility in the marine environment.  


Although the project’s IPaC report does not list North Atlantic right (Eubalaena glacialis), 
fin (Balaenoptera physalus), or humpback whales (Megaptera novaeangliae), these 
species were listed by USFWS as occurring in Beaufort County, South Carolina. Through 
email correspondence with NOAA-NMFS Fishery Biologist Jaclyn Daly-Fuchs (2015), it 
was determined that these whale species would not be impacted as a result of the 
proposed project (Appendix D). Therefore, these species are not considered further in 
this biological assessment. 


No candidate species or other species of concern were identified within the project area. 
The project study area does not contain critical habitat for federally-listed species.  


2.1 Sturgeon 


2.1.1 Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus oxyrinchus)  
In 2007, the NOAA-NMFS conducted a status review for the Atlantic sturgeon and 
determined at least three of the distinct population segments, including the Carolina 
Distinct Population Segment (DPS) and South Atlantic DPS which occurs in the project 
area, warranted listing under the ESA. In 2012, NOAA-NMFS issued the final rule to list 
the Carolina DPS and South Atlantic DPS as endangered.  
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The Atlantic sturgeon is considered a large fish, reaching up to 14 feet in length. It has a 
characteristic shovel-shaped snout with fleshy barbells. Adults spawn between February 
and March in southern U.S. fresh waters, and then move into brackish and fully saline 
waters when not spawning. In salt water, adults have been documented migrating up to 
1,500 miles to find spawning areas (NOAA-NMFS 2007). When in salt waters, they 
occupy benthic near shore habitats, feeding primarily on invertebrates and small fishes.  


The NOAA-NMFS has not designated critical habitat for this species. In South Carolina, 
the Atlantic sturgeon has been found in the Edisto, Pee Dee, Savannah, Cooper, 
Congaree, Santee, Winyah, and Waccamaw Rivers (NatureServe 2014a). Atlantic 
sturgeon likely spawn in both the Edisto and Combahee Rivers (SCDNR 2015c). Based 
on tagging data provided by the South Carolina Department of Natural Resources 
(SCDNR), Atlantic sturgeon were identified in 2015 near the mouth of the Ashepoo and 
Combahee Rivers, approximately 6 and 8 miles away from the project area, respectively 
(SCDNR 2015b and Appendix E). The SCDNR tagging data did not identify any Atlantic 
sturgeon within St. Helena Sound or the project area.  


2.1.2 Shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum)  
The shortnose sturgeon was listed as endangered in 1967 and remained on the list with 
enactment of the ESA in 1974 when NOAA-NMFS assumed its jurisdiction. There are 19 
DPS rangewide with 11 DPS occurring in the Southeastern U.S. A recovery plan exists 
for this species and was issued in 1998.  


The shortnose sturgeon can reach up to 3.3 feet in length, has a heterocercal tail, a short 
shovel-shaped blunted snout, ventral mouth, and large bony scutes on the head, back, 
and sides. Adults feed at the freshwater/saltwater boundary in their southern range and 
swim upstream into freshwaters to spawn. Juvenile sturgeon inhabit primarily freshwater 
regions of rivers; as they mature, their tolerance to salinity increases (Dadswell et. Al. 
1984). Spawning generally begins in late winter or early spring, lasts a few days to 
several weeks, and usually does not occur in consecutive years. Females can live up to 
67 years and males up to 30 years (NOAA-NMFS 2007). 


The NOAA-NMFS has not designated critical habitat for this species. The shortnose 
sturgeon’s historic range is along the Atlantic Coast of North America from New 
Brunswick to the St. Johns River in Florida. The federal recovery plan (NOAA-NMFS 
1998) identified 4 distinct populations in South Carolina: Winyah Bay, Santee River 
Basin, Cooper River, and the ACE Basin (NatureServe 2014b). The SCDNR Heritage 
Trust Database and GIS data indicates that a shortnose sturgeon was observed in 1990 
in St. Helena Sound near Morgan Island, approximately 4 miles from the existing US 21 
Bridge (SCDNR 2015a). Based on data provided by the SCDNR (2015b and Appendix 
E), shortnose sturgeon were identified in 2013 near the mouth of the Edisto River, across 
St. Helena Sound and approximately 8 miles from the project area. A shortnose sturgeon 
was identified in 2012 near the mouth of the Combahee River, also approximately 8 
miles from the project area (SCDNR 2015b and Appendix E). The SCDNR tagging data 
did not identify any Shortnose sturgeon within St. Helena Sound or the project area. 
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2.2 Sea Turtles 
Sea turtles are highly migratory, long-lived reptiles that occur throughout the open ocean 
and coastal regions of the world, generally within tropical to subtropical latitudes. Habitat 
and distribution vary depending on species and life stages and are discussed further in 
the species profiles. 


2.2.1 Green sea turtle (Chelonia mydas)  
In 1978, the green turtle was listed under the ESA as a threatened species throughout its 
range except for the Florida and Mexican Pacific coast breeding populations, which were 
listed as endangered. A recovery plan exists for this species and was issued in 1991. 
This species is part of the NOAA-NMFS and USFWS 5-year review initiated in 2012 for 
four species of sea turtles. Currently, a public comment period is open to solicit input on 
a joint proposed rule to remove the range-wide listing and to list 11 DPS as threatened or 
endangered. NOAA-NMFS and USFWS are also requesting comments on designation of 
critical habitat for these DPS in the U.S.  


The green sea turtle has a carapace that is predominantly brown with wavy dark blotches 
and has a mostly white plastron. Adults generally weigh between 250 and 650 lbs. and 
have carapace lengths between 3 and 4 feet. Adults migrate up to 1,850 miles between 
their breeding habitats on beaches and feeding habitats. Adults prefer shallow low 
energy waters with adequate submerged vegetation, mollusks, sponges, crustaceans, 
and jellyfish for feeding. Female reproductive maturity varies greatly with geographic 
location but is generally between 20 and 40 years of age. They lay between 1 and 8 
clutches with 90 to 140 eggs in two week intervals, every 2 to 5 years. Eggs and 
hatchlings generally experience high mortality resulting from aquatic and terrestrial 
predators, tidal extremes, and beach erosion (NatureServe 2014c). In South Carolina, 
their nesting and hatching season would occur between early May and late October 
(USFWS 2015). Critical habitat is not located within the project area and has been 
designated for the green sea turtle in Puerto Rico. 


2.2.2 Kemp’s ridley sea turtle (Lepidochelys kempii)  
The Kemp’s ridley sea turtle was listed as endangered in 1970. A recovery plan exists for 
this species and was issued in 1984 and updated in 1992 and 2011. This species is part 
of the NOAA-NMFS and USFWS 5-year review initiated in 2012 for four species of sea 
turtles. NOAA-NMFS and USFWS published the 5-year review for Kemp’s ridley in July 
2015 and recommended the species remain classified as endangered.  


Adult Kemp’s ridley sea turtles have an olive green nearly circular carapace with a yellow 
colored plastron; juveniles have a gray colored carapace. Adults generally weigh 
between 80 and 100 lbs. with carapace lengths between 23 and 30 inches. Female 
reproductive maturity occurs between 10 and 17 years. They usually lay 3 clutches 
containing between 95 and 100 eggs in intervals ranging from 10 to 28 days, every 1 to 4 
years. Eggs are laid during daylight hours unlike most sea turtles that lay their eggs in 
the dark. Eggs, hatchlings, and nesting turtles experience high mortality primarily due to 
coyote predation. Adults prefer shallow marine and estuarine waters in the Gulf of 
Mexico where crabs are plentiful. Juveniles feed primarily on Sargassum and mollusks. 
In addition to the Gulf, juvenile Kemp’s ridley sea turtles also inhabit waters in the Long 
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Island Sound, New England, and Nova Scotia. Approximately 60 percent of all nesting 
occurs at the Rancho Nuevo Beach in Tamaulipas, Mexico, although sporadic nesting 
has been documented on North Carolina beaches (NatureServe 2014d). In South 
Carolina, their nesting and hatching season would occur between early May and late 
October (USFWS 2015). Critical habitat has not been designated for this species.  


2.2.3 Leatherback sea turtle (Dermochelys coriacea)  
The leatherback sea turtle was listed as endangered in 1970. A recovery plan exists for 
this species and was issued in 1992. This species is part of the NOAA-NMFS and 
USFWS 5-year review initiated in 2012 for four species of sea turtles. NOAA-NMFS and 
USFWS published the 5-year review for the leatherback sea turtle in November 2013 
and recommended the species remain classified as endangered.  


The leatherback is the largest of the sea turtles with a carapace length of 53 to 74 inches 
and weighs between 650 to 2,000 lbs. Their carapace is dark blue to blackish in color 
with seven prominent longitudinal ridges and no scutes. Female reproductive maturity 
varies greatly with geographic location, but 9 years is generally considered the minimum 
age used for conservation purposes. They can lay 10 or more clutches each containing 
70 to 90 eggs at 1 to 2 week intervals, every 2 to 3 years. Eggs and hatchlings 
experience high mortality from predation whereas adult mortality is usually the result of 
commercial fishing gear or from eating floating debris (commonly plastic) (NatureServe 
2014e). Critical habitat is not located in the project area and has been designated for the 
leatherback sea turtle in the US Virgin Islands. 


Adults have been documented migrating between hundreds and thousands of miles 
between nesting and feeding waters. The leatherback sea turtle’s preferred nesting 
habitat is on sloping continental beaches with the absence of a fringing reef, often near 
deep and/or rough ocean waters. Those leatherback sea turtles nesting in the Caribbean 
migrate north along the Atlantic Coast, reaching New England by late summer. In South 
Carolina, their nesting and hatching season is from early May to late October (USFWS 
2015). Leatherback sea turtle nests have been documented on Hunting Island, 
Pritchards Island, and Fripp Island, South Carolina. Two leatherback sea turtle nests 
have been documented in South Carolina in 2015; one nest was located at Hunting 
Island State Park less than 5 miles from the project area (SCDNR 2015d). A “false crawl” 
was documented at Harbor Island, South Carolina, in 2012, but as the term indicates, no 
nesting took place (SCDNR 2015e).  


Considered almost entirely pelagic, leatherback turtles move from the open ocean to the 
edge of continental shelves, and consistently make dives to depths of 4,200 feet. Their 
pelagic lifestyle limits their diet to primarily jellyfish, although some fish, invertebrates, 
and seaweed are also consumed (NatureServe 2014e). Leatherback sea turtles prefer 
the open ocean, particularly the warmer parts of the Atlantic Ocean; however, they 
occasionally forage in shallow bays, estuaries, and the mouths of rivers. 


2.2.4 Loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta caretta)  
The loggerhead sea turtle was listed as threatened in 1978. A recovery plan exists for 
this species and was issued in 1984 and updated in 1991 and 2008. In 2011, a final rule 
was issued to list four DPS as endangered and five DPS as threatened. The Northwest 
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Atlantic Ocean DPS, which includes individuals in the project area, is designated as 
threatened.  


The loggerhead sea turtle has a distinctively large head and a reddish-brown carapace 
measuring 28 to 49 inches in length and weighing between 155 to 500 lbs. In the 
southeastern U.S., female loggerheads reach reproductive maturity at 15 to 30 years and 
lay between 1 and 9 clutches of 45 to 200 eggs at 2 week intervals, every 2 to 3 years. In 
South Carolina, their nesting and hatching season is from early May to late October 
(USFWS 2015) on open sandy beaches above the high tide line. Egg and hatchling 
mortality is a result of predation (raccoons), tidal extremes, excessive rainfall, human 
disturbance, and disruption of nests by vegetation growth (NatureServe 2014f). 


Some southeastern U.S. loggerhead sea turtles migrate north in the spring, and south at 
the beginning of fall. The NOAA-NMFS has determined that potential breeding habitat for 
the loggerhead sea turtle exists approximately 2,200 linear feet (seaward) from the 
southeastern boundary of the proposed project area. Adults are considered pelagic but 
generally remain near shore in bays, estuaries, lagoons, creeks, and mouths of rivers. 
Their diet is the most varied of the sea turtles consisting of several marine invertebrates, 
vegetation, and fish. Their U.S. nesting range is from southern Florida to North Carolina 
(NatureServe 2014f).  


Critical habitat is not located within the project area; however, critical habitat for 
loggerhead sea turtles is located approximately 0.5 mile from the project area on the 
beaches of Harbor Island. Loggerhead sea turtles have been documented nesting on the 
sandy beaches of Harbor Island, near the confluence of Harbor River and St. Helena 
Sound (SCDNR 2014; SCDNR 2015e). Harbor Island has been part of the SCDNR’s Sea 
Turtle Conservation Program since 1993 and averages just under 50 nests per year 
(SCDNR 2015e).  


3 Environmental Baseline 
The proposed project is in an estuarine setting within the outer coastal plain of South 
Carolina and contains tidal salt marshes, ponds, creeks, and the Harbor River. Current 
land use near the project area is rural because of the extensive tidal wetlands, 
floodplains, and zoning designations.  


3.1 Harbor River 
The existing US 21 bridge over Harbor River is approximately 0.88 mile from St. Helena 
Sound and the confluence of Harbor River and St. Helena Sound is approximately 1.9 
miles from the Atlantic Ocean. The Harbor River is a saltwater river that experiences a 
6.1-foot tidal range. The river is approximately 35 feet deep in the designated channel 
under the existing swing span at mean high tide. The waterway narrows from 
approximately 1,835 feet wide at mean high tide to 1,415 feet wide at mean low tide. As 
shown on Figure 3-1, Harbor River narrows to the south, or upstream, of the existing 
bridge. Approximately 3 river miles south of the existing bridge, the tidal tributaries to 
Harbor River intersect with tidal tributaries to the Story River. Depths in this area are 6 to 
10 feet at mean high water and 4 to 5 feet at mean low water.  
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Harbor River generally consists of unconsolidated bottom with soft sediments mixed with 
some sand. The bottom provides nutrient and pollutant storage and supports benthic 
organisms. Salinity levels within the Harbor River and adjacent St. Helena Sound can be 
characterized as marine or euhaline environments, where salinity levels are greater than 
30 parts per trillion (ppt). The SCDNR and the South Carolina Department of Health and 
Environmental Control (SCDHEC) monitor the condition of South Carolina’s estuarine 
habitats through the Estuarine and Coastal Assessment Program (SCECAP). Monitoring 
station RO08351 is located in St. Helena Sound approximately 3 miles west of the US 21 
bridge over Harbor River. The latest available SCECAP data tables from 2008 indicate 
salinity levels Station RO08351 between 34.0 and 36.1 ppt on the channel bottom 
(SCDNR 2008). Salinity on the water surface was 32.2 ppt.  


3.2 Coastal Habitats 
The salt marshes are estuaries of Harbor River, St. Helena Sound, and Ward Creek. 
Shell banks and oyster beds can be found along the Harbor River and its associated tidal 
creeks. Salt marsh vegetation includes bushy seaside tansy (Borrichia frutescens), 
smooth cordgrass (Spartina alterniflora), glasswort (Salicornia virginica) and black 
needlerush (Juncus roemerieanus). Common macrobenthic species in the salt marsh 
include marsh fiddler crabs (Uca pugnax), ribbed mussels (Geukensia demissa), and 
periwinkle snails (Littoria irrorata). No freshwater wetlands were identified within the 
Project Study Area.  


Terrestrial or upland habitats adjacent to the salt marsh primarily consist of the US 21 
causeways, the Beaufort County boat ramp, and property surrounding Gay Seafood 
Company. In the eastern portion of the project study area, the Harbor Key residential 
community comprises most of the upland area. Upland hammocks and berms in the 
Harbor Key community are interspersed among tidal ponds and marsh. Vegetation 
observed on the uplands includes eastern baccharis (Baccharis halimifolia), red cedar 
(Juniperus virginiana), live oak (Quercus virginiana), and saw palmetto (Serenoa 
repens).  


3.3 Water Quality 
Stations monitored in the Harbor River between 1999 and 2010 indicate an overall good 
water quality, sediment quality, and biotic condition (R.F. Van Dolah 2013). Harbor River 
between St. Helena Sound and Fripp Inlet is classified by the SCDHEC as an 
Outstanding Resource Water (ORW) (SCDHEC 2012). Class ORW includes saltwaters 
that constitute an outstanding recreational or ecological resource. St. Helena Sound and 
Ward Creek are classified by SCDHEC as Shellfish Harvesting Waters (SFH), which are 
tidal saltwaters protected for shellfish harvesting (SCDHEC 2012).  


SCDHEC monitors the Harbor River water quality at a shellfish monitoring station (16B-
06) and an ambient water quality monitoring site (RO-11310) located approximately 2 
miles south, or upstream of the US 21 bridge over Harbor River. Station RT-09099 is 
located in Ward Creek, just upstream of the Beaufort County boat ramp. Station RO-
01163 is located in St. Helena Sound, in the closest proximity to the US 21 bridge over 
Harbor River. The SCDHEC water quality monitoring stations within Harbor River and 
Ward Creek are not listed for impairments. Station RO-01163 in St. Helena Sound was 
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listed in the 2014 edition of the 303(d) list for turbidity impairments that affect aquatic life 
use (SCDHEC 2014).  


4 Proposed Action  
SCDOT proposes to replace the existing US 21 Bridge over Harbor River in Beaufort 
County, South Carolina. The 2,851-foot long bridge over the Harbor River was 
constructed in 1939. The existing bridge includes a 170-foot long, 76-year-old metal truss 
swing span. The existing bridge deck consists of two 10-foot travel lanes, one in each 
direction, with a 1-foot curb and railing.  


The SCDOT determined that the existing bridge no longer meets the state’s safety and 
design requirements for its transportation system. The existing bridge was evaluated in 
terms of its structural integrity and functional efficiency and was found to be structurally 
deficient and functionally obsolete. The purpose of the project is to correct structural and 
functional deficiencies of the US 21 Bridge over the Harbor River and to upgrade the 
bridge and its approaches to current design standards. 


4.1 Alternatives 
The proposed bridge replacement is currently in the project development stage and a 
preferred alternative has not yet been selected. This project is being developed for 
Design-Build procurement, where a single entity is contracted to deliver the design and 
construction. Conceptual design is currently being developed for five alternative locations 
(Figure 4-1), while final design will be completed by the Design-Build contractor. This 
biological assessment has been prepared using conceptual designs and typical 
construction methods, since each alternative alignment would have similar effects on 
protected species in the surrounding estuarine environment. During final design and 
permitting, the Design-Build contractor would be responsible for coordinating with the 
USFWS and NOAA-NMFS regarding design changes that would alter the effect 
determination and the implementation of environmental commitments. 
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Figure 4-1. Alternative Alignments of Proposed US 21 Bridge 
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The SCDOT is considering a No-Build alternative as well as shifting the location of the 
bridge to five alternative locations (Figure 4-1). The SCDOT is also evaluating the 
construction of both a fixed span bridge and a new moveable bridge. The vertical 
clearance of a new fixed span bridge over the river’s channel is expected to be 65 feet 
above Mean High Water and is being determined through coordination with the US Coast 
Guard (USCG). The proposed bridge would have one travel lane in each direction that is 
12 feet wide, and a shoulder in each direction of travel that is 10 feet wide (Figure 4-2).  


The US 21 bridge over Harbor River provides the only vehicle access between St. 
Helena Island and Harbor Island, Hunting Island, and Fripp Island. US 21 is also a 
hurricane evacuation route for surrounding communities. Therefore, traffic must be 
maintained on the existing roadway during construction of the replacement bridge and 
approach roadway. The SCDOT considered other alternatives, including closing and 
abandoning the existing bridge and replacing the bridge on existing alignment; however, 
these alternatives were found to be unfeasible and were eliminated from further review. 
The SCDOT also considered rehabilitating the existing bridge; however, this alternative 
would not address the substandard geometry of the bridge deck, including the width of 
travel lanes and shoulders.  


The SCDOT also considered constructing a new causeway and bridge south of Ward 
Creek and connecting to either Hunting Island or Fripp Island. The existing causeway 
and bridge would be removed. This alternative would have allowed for a lower bridge 
height, since it was assumed that most shrimp boats travel between Ward Creek and the 
St. Helena Sound. However, the Navigation Study (Available upon Request) identified 
other maritime users in the Harbor River and on Fripp Island that would prevent the 
bridge from being built at a lower height. This alternative was also eliminated because it 
has the potential for extensive impacts to the salt marsh and natural environment, as well 
as significantly higher cost. 


In a letter dated July 1, 2015 (Appendix A), the USFWS recommended eliminating the 
use of fill for a causeway and instead constructing a bridge over the salt marsh between 
St. Helena Island and Harbor Island. The new bridge would be constructed parallel to the 
existing causeway and bridge, allowing US 21 to remain open to traffic during 
construction. Once the new bridge was opened, the SCDOT would remove the existing 
US 21 bridge and causeway and restore the underlying salt marsh. The SCDOT 
considered this alternative, but it was eliminated because of significantly higher design 
and construction costs. Also, the purpose and need for the project is to address 
deficiencies of the bridge and its approaches, not of US 21 along the causeway. 
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Figure 4-2. Typical Section of Proposed Bridge 


4.2 Construction Methods 
Construction methods cannot be finalized because the project will be constructed 
through Design-Build procurement. However, each alternative would involve construction 
of a new bridge and its associated approaches in the tidal marshes and channel of 
Harbor River.  


Bridge construction methods will likely include a combination of drilling shafts and pile 
driving for the bridge support structures. Bridge construction access would be located in 
upland areas to the maximum extent practicable. However, the existing causeway must 
remain open during construction to provide access between St. Helena Island and 
Harbor Island. Work in deep water habitats is likely to occur from barges. Temporary 
work trestles may be installed over the tidal marsh using drilled shafts or pile driving. The 
SCDOT is still determining design and construction specifics, such as the size and 
number of drilled shafts, time estimates of in-water work, and construction access.  


Direct impacts to deep water habitats, such as the Harbor River, would be limited to the 
construction of bridge support structures, such as drilled shafts and concrete columns. 
Areas of tidal wetlands may be filled as the new bridge connects to the existing 
causeway. Temporary clearing within the salt marsh may occur to install erosion and 
sediment control measures. Timber mats and/or barges may cause temporary impacts to 
salt marsh grasses during construction. However, the SCDOT would minimize these 
temporary impacts by regularly moving mats and barges to limit compaction of marsh 
soils and shading of marsh grasses. Portions of the upland causeway may be used to 
install stormwater management features. Construction is expected to occur between mid-
2018 and mid-2020.  


The existing bridge and unused causeway would be demolished upon completion of 
construction. The bridge would be demolished using standard practices to remove the 
existing piers and swing span. Concrete bridge decks and the existing swing span will 
likely be placed on barges and transported offsite for disposal and/or recycling. Standard 
deconstruction practices may include using vibratory methods to remove existing pilings. 
If explosives are used for demolition, the contractor would be responsible for evaluating 
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the potential effect on protected species and obtaining concurrence from the USFWS 
and NOAA-NMFS.  


4.3 Construction Noise 
A general increase in in-air and underwater noise would be expected during construction. 
Construction noise is generally considered to generate impulsive or non-impulsive 
sounds, as defined below.  


• Impulsive sounds are transient, brief (less than 1 second), and typically consist of 
high peak pressure with rapid rise time and rapid decline (ANSI 1986; NIOSH 
1998; ANSI 2005). Examples of impulsive sounds include airguns or impact pile 
drivers.  


• Non-impulsive sounds can be brief or prolonged and continuous or intermittent, 
but typically do not have a high peak pressure with rapid rise time (ANSI 1995; 
NIOSH 1998). Examples of non-impulsive activities include sonar and vibratory 
pile drivers.  


Two metrics to determine permanent threshold shift (PTS) for impulsive or non-impulsive 
activities: cumulative sound exposure level (SELcum) and peak pressure (dBpeak). 
Noise levels are generally higher if impact pile driving is used to construct the bridge 
support structures, as compared to vibratory driving of drilled shafts. Pile driving creates 
an impulsive sound, with peak sound pressure levels between 182 and 220 decibels 
(dB), depending on the type and size of pile driven and surrounding water depth 
(CalTrans 2012). Cumulative sound exposure levels (SEL) can vary between 146 and 
195 dB SELcum.  


Vibratory hammers generate a continuous but low-level noise that is generally 
considered non-impulsive. Peak sound pressure levels from vibratory hammers can vary 
between 165 and 195 dB depending on the type and size of pile and surrounding water 
depth (CalTrans 2012). Cumulative sound exposure levels for vibratory hammers can 
vary between 150 and 180 dB SELcum. The effects of construction noise are discussed 
by species in the following Effects Analysis (Section 5).  


4.4 Bridge Lighting 
Roadway lighting requirements, as set forth in the latest edition of the American 
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) Roadway Lighting 
Design Guide, would be adhered to during the entire length of the proposed project. In 
an effort to avoid or minimize potential indirect impacts of bridge lighting to the 
movements of protected aquatic mammals, fish, and reptiles, no permanent lighting 
would be installed on the proposed bridge roadway. The proposed bridge would contain 
navigational lights in accordance with Part 118 of Title 33, Code of Federal Regulations 
(CFR) and as approved by the USCG. 


4.5 Mitigation 
Onsite mitigation for salt marsh habitat impacts is favored by the USFWS (Appendix A) 
and NOAA-NMFS (Appendix B). The SCDOT plans to purchase credits from an 
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approved mitigation bank with available salt marsh credits in accordance with US Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the Environmental Protection Agency published 
regulations (33 CFR Parts 325 and 332) Compensatory Mitigation for Losses of Aquatic 
Resources. Multiple mitigation banks are available to provide mitigation services to the 
project area, including Congaree Carton Mitigation Bank (Charleston County), the 
SCDOT Huspa Creek Mitigation Bank (Beaufort County), and Clydesdale Club (Jasper 
County). Specific details of compensatory mitigation will be coordinated with the USACE 
during the permitting process. Mitigation for impacts to EFH will be addressed in the EFH 
Assessment, to be provided to NOAA-NMFS as a separate technical report.  


5 Effects Analysis 
5.1 Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus oxyrinchus) 


and Shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum)  
Atlantic and Shortnose sturgeon spawns in freshwater rivers and streams but return to 
marine waters outside of its spawning season. The Harbor River does not contain known 
spawning sites and does not provide suitable habitat for spawning because of the fine, 
muddy substrate and high salinity levels. Therefore, sturgeon spawning habitat would not 
be affected by construction and demolition.  


The SCDNR (2015b and 2015c) has not identified migratory patterns in the Harbor River. 
As shown on Figure 3-1, Harbor River narrows to the south, or upstream, of the existing 
bridge and connects to the Story River by narrow, shallow tidal channels. There are no 
suitable freshwater spawning areas upstream of the project area on the Harbor River; 
therefore, it is unlikely that sturgeon would migrate through the Harbor River to reach 
freshwater spawning areas. There is a minimal possibility of affecting suitable migratory 
habitat for adult sturgeon traveling to and from freshwater spawning areas.  


If sturgeon were present within the project area, potential impacts to sturgeon could 
result from direct strikes by construction equipment (piles, work barges) and from 
increases in noise levels and turbidity during construction. Construction could disturb the 
fish by generating a temporary increase in underwater noise. Loud levels of intermittent 
or continuous construction noise from pile-driving and drilled shaft installation could harm 
sturgeon if they were close to the noise source for prolonged periods. Fish, such as 
Atlantic and Shortnose sturgeon, experience an auditory injury after a PTS in hearing 
range. This auditory injury is defined as “harm” in the ESA. Sturgeon are considered 
generalist fish with an injury threshold of 206 dB at peak sound pressure levels and 187 
dB for cumulative exposure (Table 5-1).  


Table 5-1. Permanent Threshold Shift Impacts for Generalist Fish 
 Permanent Threshold Shift 


Species of Concern Peak Sound Pressure Levels (dBpeak) Cumulative Sound Exposure Levels (dB SELcum) 


Generalist Fish 206 dBpeak 187 dB SELcum for fish > 2 grams 
183 dB SELcum for fish < 2 grams 


Source: CalTrans 2015 
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The effect of increased underwater noise on sturgeon depends on the type of 
construction activities. Both peak and cumulative sound levels for impact pile driving may 
exceed the thresholds for sturgeon. The anticipated peak and cumulative noise levels for 
vibratory, non-impulsive activities would not exceed the thresholds for sturgeon. 


In addition to auditory injury, construction noise may cause behavioral changes for 
sturgeon. NOAA-NMFS and USFWS generally have used 150 dB as the threshold for 
behavioral effects to ESA-listed fish species, citing that sound pressure levels in excess 
of 150 dB can cause temporary behavioral changes, including startle and stress 
(CalTrans 2015). Construction noise may exceed 150 dB. However, sturgeon could 
avoid the construction area(s) if disturbed by the noise because there is habitat nearby in 
the Ashepoo and Combahee Rivers (SCDNR 2015b and Appendix E).  


The SCDNR tagging data (2015b and Appendix E) does not identify Atlantic or 
Shortnose sturgeon within the Harbor River. While there are no suitable freshwater 
spawning areas upstream (or south) of the project area, there is a minimal possibility that 
sturgeon may be present in the project area during certain times of the year. If sturgeon 
were present during construction, the potential effect of noise impacts on sturgeon would 
be minimized by using vibratory hammers, where practicable. Underwater noise impacts 
would also be minimized through the use of “slow starts”, where pile-driving ramps up 
slowly in an effort to deter marine species from the work area (see Section 6.1). 
Therefore, the proposed project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect 
these species. 


5.2 Sea Turtles 
Nesting habitat for loggerhead turtles and leatherback turtles occurs near the project 
area. Additionally, the project area may contain foraging or migratory pathways for non-
nesting species.  


5.2.1 Green sea turtle (Chelonia mydas)  
There have been no recent or historic sightings within the project area. In 2015, only two 
green sea turtle nests have been documented in South Carolina at Garden City Beach 
and North Island, located over 100 miles to the north of the project area (SCDNR 2015d). 
Therefore, the proposed project would have no effect on this species. 


5.2.2 Kemp’s ridley sea turtle (Lepidochelys kempii)  
There have been no sightings or nesting activities documented near the proposed project 
area. In 2015, only one Kemp’s ridley sea turtle nest has been documented in South 
Carolina at Lighthouse Island, located over 75 miles to the north of the project area 
(SCDNR 2015d). Therefore, the proposed project would have no effect on this 
species. 


5.2.3 Leatherback sea turtle (Dermochelys coriacea)  
As discussed in Section 2.2.3, leatherback turtle nests have been found on Fripp, 
Hunting, and Pritchards Islands near the project area as recently as 2015. This species 
generally prefers deeper marine waters than what exists near the proposed project area. 
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While the project study area does not contain suitable nesting habitat for the leatherback 
sea turtle, it may contain suitable foraging habitat.  


5.2.4 Loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta caretta)  
The project study area does not contain critical habitat or suitable nesting habitat for 
loggerhead sea turtles. The closest loggerhead critical habitat area is located 0.5 mile 
from the project study area and there would not be any direct or indirect effects from 
construction and demolition activities. Therefore, critical habitat would not be affected by 
the construction activities. However, the species is likely found in the estuarine waters of 
the Harbor River because of the close proximity of critical habitat and nesting habitat at 
Harbor Island (see Section 2.2.4).  


5.2.5 Effects Analysis for Leatherback and Loggerhead sea turtles 
Potential direct impacts to sea turtles associated with project are behavioral disturbances 
or physical injuries caused by pile driving noise and physical strikes during construction. 
Possible indirect impacts may include decreased water quality and lighting. No loss of 
nesting habitat is anticipated. 


 Noise 


Sea turtle hearing is limited to low-frequency sounds, which may be used as guideposts 
during migration and to identify nesting beaches (Lenhardt et al. 1983). Possible effects 
of sound from pile driving range from behavioral effects such as startle reactions and 
behavioral changes to injurious effects such as temporary or permanent loss of hearing 
and damage to internal organs.  


The NOAA-NMFS threshold value for onset of injury to sea turtles due to both impact pile 
driving and vibratory pile driving is 190 dB. As discussed in Section 4.3, pile driving 
creates an impulsive sound, with peak sound pressure levels between 182 and 220 dB. 
Vibratory hammers generally produce a lower-level noise varying between 165 and 195 
dB. Both impact pile driving or vibratory hammers could exceed the 190 dB threshold. 
The potential for impacts is greatest during the nesting and hatching season from early 
May to late October. During construction, the potential effect underwater noise impacts 
would also be minimized through the use of “slow starts”, where pile-driving ramps up 
slowly in an effort to deter turtles from the work area. Construction personnel would also 
be aware of the potential presence of sea turtles in the area and would monitor for turtles 
in the water during pile driving or drilled shaft installation. 


 Construction Vessel Strikes  


Vessel movements have the potential to affect sea turtles directly by accidentally striking 
or disturbing individual animals. Behavioral changes in response to vessel presence 
include avoidance reactions, alarm/startle responses, and other behavioral and stress-
related changes. Sea turtles in the Harbor River encounter vessel traffic associated with 
recreational and shrimping vessels; therefore, the turtles have likely habituated to 
existing levels of vessel activity. Construction vessel traffic would potentially pass near 
sea turtles on an incidental basis, but short-term behavioral reactions to vessels are not 
expected to result in long-term impacts, or to sea turtle populations in waters surrounding 
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the project area. Construction vessels would operate at low speeds within the relatively 
limited project area. Construction personnel would be aware of the potential presence of 
sea turtles in the area and would monitor for turtles in the water to avoid a vessel strike.  


 Water Quality 


Turbidity associated with construction would be limited to the placement of fill for bridge 
approaches and pile driving or construction of drilled shafts. Turbidity from pile driving 
may temporarily decrease water quality and the foraging efficacy of sea turtles, which are 
visual predators. The increased turbidity is expected to dissipate over a matter of hours 
and will not permanently degrade water quality or sea turtles’ ability to forage. 


Turbidity would be controlled through the use of SCDOT Best Management Practices. 
These activities would occur in portions of the Harbor River and would not limit travel by 
sea turtles between ocean, river, and sound habitats. Also, it is unlikely that highway 
runoff would have a negative affect on sea turtles. Stormwater runoff from bridges would 
be contained within a closed drainage system and filtered prior to discharging into the 
waters surrounding the Harbor River.  


 Lighting 


The effects of lighting on leatherback and loggerhead sea turtles while they are in the 
aquatic environment would be minimal. The SCDOT would avoid or minimize potential 
indirect impacts from bridge lighting on the leatherback and loggerhead sea turtles by 
eliminating permanent lighting on the bridge roadway and implementing protective 
measures for temporary lighting. As discussed in Section 4.4, the proposed bridge 
would contain navigational lights in accordance with Part 118 of Title 33, CFR and as 
approved by the USCG. Navigational lighting on the bridge is for use by mariners and 
therefore does not cast direct light onto the river surface. The existing swing span bridge 
contains navigational lighting; therefore, the likelihood of impact is reduced because sea 
turtles are accustomed to this type of lighting over the Harbor River.  


Based on the information provided above, the proposed project may affect, but is not 
likely to adversely affect on leatherback or loggerhead sea turtles. 


5.3 Cumulative Effects 
Cumulative effects are defined as “the impact on the environment which results from the 
incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) or person 
undertakes such other actions” (40 CFR§1508.7).  


The proposed project would not promote development on the surrounding islands that 
may affect marine habitats. The proposed US 21 Bridge would not include additional 
travel lanes or increase the capacity for additional vehicles on the roadway. Overall, 
there is a low potential for growth and development because of the extensive tidal 
wetlands, floodplains, and zoning designations. Neighborhood Mixed-use areas, such as 
Harbor Island, Harbor Key, and Fripp Island, are not expected to expand beyond their 
current boundaries (Beaufort County 2010). Beaufort County’s Open Land Trust 
maintains conservation easements on the tidal marsh surrounding Harbor Key. Hunting 
Island is protected as a state park. St. Helena Island to the west is both zoned Rural and 
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occurs within a Cultural Protection Overlay that discourages certain types of 
development including golf courses, resorts, and gated communities. Projects that 
impact marine habitats would be required to obtain permits from the USACE and 
undergo review by NOAA-NMFS and USFWS.  


The proposed project is located approximately 0.5 mile from the beaches on Harbor 
Island, where a sand scraping project is proposed by the Harbor Island Owners 
Association. The USACE released a public notice on August 26, 2015 requesting 
comments on the project, which would impact approximately 2 acres of ocean front 
habitat. The project would require coordination with NOAA-NMFS and USFWS to identify 
potential impacts to federally-protected species. No other marine projects have been 
identified near the project area. Based on the information presented herein, and the 
conservation measures proposed in Section 6.1, the proposed project would not have 
cumulative impacts on federally threatened or endangered species under the jurisdiction 
of NOAA-NMFS.  


6 Conclusions and Effect Determination  
As shown in Table 6-1, the proposed project would have no effect on green sea turtles or 
Kemp’s ridley sea turtles. The loggerhead sea turtle, leatherback sea turtle, Shortnose 
sturgeon and Atlantic sturgeon are the only species under NOAA-NMFS’s jurisdiction 
which may be affected but not likely to be adversely affected by the proposed project. 
This biological assessment analyzes the proposed action to determine the potential 
adverse effects to these species as a result of bridge construction. Risk factors include 
being struck by construction equipment (piles, barges, trestles), construction-associated 
noise and turbidity, temporary or permanent loss of habitat, and temporary disruption of 
spawning/migratory behaviors.  


Table 6-1. Effect Determination 
Common 


Name Scientific Name Federal ESA 
Designation 


Effect 
Determination 


Justification 


Atlantic 
sturgeon  


Acipenser 
oxyrinchus 
oxyrinchus 


Endangered 
May Affect, Not 


Likely to Adversely 
Affect 


Project area may contain migratory 
habitat. In-water work will be limited 
during spawning migration. 


Shortnose 
sturgeon 


Acipenser 
brevirostrum  Endangered 


May Affect, Not 
Likely to Adversely 


Affect 


Project area may contain migratory 
habitat. In-water work will be limited 
during spawning migration. 


Green sea 
turtle 


Chelonia mydas
  Threatened No Effect Project area does not contain suitable 


habitat 


Kemp’s sea 
turtle  


Lepidochelys 
kempii  Endangered No Effect Project area does not contain suitable 


habitat 


Leatherback 
sea turtle 


Dermochelys 
coriacea Endangered 


May Affect, Not 
Likely to Adversely 


Affect 


Project area does not contain suitable 
nesting habitat; Conservation 
measures would be used to minimize 
impact to turtles in aquatic 
environment. 
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Common 
Name Scientific Name Federal ESA 


Designation 
Effect 


Determination 
Justification 


Loggerhead 
sea turtle Caretta caretta Threatened 


May Affect, Not 
Likely to Adversely 


Affect 


Project area does not contain suitable 
nesting habitat; Conservation 
measures would be used to minimize 
impact to turtles in aquatic 
environment. 


6.1 Conservation Measures 
The SCDOT commits to implementing the following conservation measures, or actions, 
to minimize or compensate for effects to each species (Table 6-2). In general, the 
contractor would follow SCDOT Best Management Practices during construction to avoid 
potential turbidity impacts within the Harbor River. Stormwater runoff from bridges would 
be contained within a closed drainage system and filtered prior to discharging into the 
waters surrounding Harbor River. A National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit pursuant to Section 402 of the Clean Water Act will be required for 
construction activities. The NPDES permit application will include a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan.  


Equipment and materials used during the construction of the bridge would not obstruct or 
impede passage through more than 50 percent of the channel. Vibratory driving of new 
piles or bridge support structures generates a continuous but low-level noise that is 
unlikely to cause more than non-injurious, insignificant behavioral effects to marine 
species. During construction, the potential effect of noise impacts on sturgeon and turtles 
would be minimized by using vibratory hammers, where practicable. Underwater noise 
impacts would also be minimized through the use of “slow starts”, where pile-driving 
ramps up slowly in an effort to deter marine species from the work area.  


The bridge would be demolished using standard practices to remove the existing piers 
and swing span. If explosives are used for demolition, the contractor would be 
responsible for evaluating the potential effect on protected species and reinitiating 
consultation with the USFWS and NOAA-NMFS.  


6.1.1 Leatherback and Loggerhead Sea Turtles 
To avoid striking sea turtles, construction vessels would operate at low speeds (no-wake 
or idle) within the project area. Construction personnel would be aware of the potential 
presence of sea turtles in the area and would monitor for animals in the water to avoid a 
vessel strike. Any collision or injury to sea turtles will be reported immediately to the 
USFWS South Carolina Field Office. 


In an effort to avoid or minimize potential indirect impacts of bridge lighting to the 
movements of loggerhead and leatherback sea turtles and their prey, no permanent 
lighting would be installed on the proposed bridge roadway. During the sea turtle nesting 
season (May 1 through October 31), the contractor would use the minimum number and 
lowest wattage of lights that are necessary for construction. Lights would be positioned to 
focus on the work area to minimize the amount of light on the water surface. The 
contractor would turn off all lights when not needed during construction.  
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Table 6-2. Conservation Measure Summary 


Common Name Scientific Name Conservation 
Measure Section 


Environmental Commitment 


Atlantic Sturgeon, Shortnose Sturgeon, 
Leatherback Sea Turtle, and Loggerhead Sea 
Turtle 


Section 6.1 


• Follow SCDOT Best Management 
Practices during construction  


• Contain and filter stormwater runoff 
from bridges within a closed drainage 
system  


• Obtain NPDES permit and prepare a 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 


• Ensure equipment does not obstruct or 
impede passage through more than 50 
percent of the channel.  


• Use of vibratory hammers, where 
practicable 


• Use of “slow starts” 
• Reinitiating consultation with USFWS 


and NOAA-NMFS if explosives are 
used for demolition. 


Leatherback sea 
turtle Dermochelys coriacea 


Section 6.1.1 


• Low speeds for construction vessels 
• No permanent roadway lighting 
• Reduced or shielded construction 


lighting during nesting season (May 1 
through October 31) 


Loggerhead sea 
turtle Caretta caretta 


 


  


24 | January 14, 2016 







Biological Assessment for NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service Species 
 US 21 Bridge Replacement over Harbor River (SCDOT Project ID P026862) 


 


7 References 
ANSI (American National Standards Institute). 1986. Methods of Measurement for Impulse Noise 


(ANSI S12.7-1986). New York: Acoustical Society of America.  


ANSI (American National Standards Institute). 1995. Bioacoustical Terminology (ANSI S3.20-1995). 
New York: Acoustical Society of America. 


ANSI (American National Standards Institute). 2005. Measurement of Sound Pressure Levels in Air 
(ANSI S1.13-2005). New York: Acoustical Society of America. 


Beaufort County. Beaufort County Comprehensive Plan: Land Use. 2010. Web. Accessed October 
27, 2015. http://www.bcgov.net/departments/administrative/beaufort-county-
council/comprehensive-plan/documents/2010-comprehensive-plan-documents/chapter-
4-land-use-element.pdf 


California Department of Transportation (CalTrans). 2012. Compendium of Pile Driving Sound Data. 
Prepared by: Illingworth & Rodkin Inc. 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/bio/files/hydroacstc_compendium.pdf 


CalTrans. 2015. Technical Guidance for Assessment and Mitigation of the Hydroacoustic Effects of 
Pile Driving on Fish. 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/bio/files/bio_tech_guidance_hydroacoustic_effects_110215
.pdf 


Dadswell, M. J., B. D. Taubert, T. S. Squiers, D. E. Marchette, and J. Buckley. 1984. Synopsis of 
biological data on shortnose sturgeon Acipenser brevirostrum. Lesur 1818. Natl. Ocean. 
Atmos. Admin. Tech. Tech Report NMFS 14. 45pp. 


Daly-Fuchs, Jaclyn (personal communication, September 2, 2015). 


Lenhardt, M. L., Bellmund, S., Byles, R. A., Harkins, S. W. & Musick, J. A. (1983). Sea turtle 
reception of bone conducted sound. Journal of Auditory Research, 23, 119-125. 


NatureServe. 2014a. “Acipenser oxyrichus oxyrinchus.” NatureServe Explorer: An Online 
Encyclopedia of Life. Accessed October 3, 2014. 
http://explorer.natureserve.org/servlet/NatureServe?searchName=Acipenser+oxyrinchus  


NatureServe. 2014b. “Acipenser Brevirostrum." NatureServe Explorer: An online Encyclopedia of 
Life. Accessed October 9, 2014. 
http://explorer.natureserve.org/servlet/NatureServe?searchName=Acipenser+brevirostur
m 


NatureServe. 2014c. “Chelonia mydas.” NatureServe Explorer: An online Encyclopedia of Life. 
Accessed October 9, 2014. 
http://explorer.natureserve.org/servlet/NatureServe?searchName=Chelonia+mydas  


NatureServe. 2014d. “Lepidochelys kempi.” NatureServe Explorer: An online Encyclopedia of Life. 
Accessed October 9, 2014. 
http://explorer.natureserve.org/servlet/NatureServe?searchName=Lepidochelys+kempi  


NatureServe. 2014e. “Dermochelys coriace.” NatureServe Explorer: An online Encyclopedia of Life. 
Accessed October 9, 2014. 


  January 14, 2016 | 25 



http://explorer.natureserve.org/servlet/NatureServe?searchName=Acipenser+oxyrinchus

http://explorer.natureserve.org/servlet/NatureServe?searchName=Acipenser+brevirosturm

http://explorer.natureserve.org/servlet/NatureServe?searchName=Acipenser+brevirosturm

http://explorer.natureserve.org/servlet/NatureServe?searchName=Chelonia+mydas

http://explorer.natureserve.org/servlet/NatureServe?searchName=Lepidochelys+kempi





Biological Assessment for NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service Species 
US 21 Bridge Replacement over Harbor River (SCDOT Project ID P026862) 


http://explorer.natureserve.org/servlet/NatureServe?searchName=Dermochelys+coriace
a  


NatureServe. 2014f. “Caretta caretta.” NatureServe Explorer: An online Encyclopedia of Life. 
Accessed October 9, 
2014.http://explorer.natureserve.org/servlet/NatureServe?searchName=Caretta+caretta  


NIOSH (National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health). 1998. Criteria for a recommended 
standard: Occupational noise exposure. Cincinnati, Ohio: United States Department of 
Health and Human Services.  


NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). 2007. Status Review of Atlantic Sturgeon 
(Acipenser oxyrinchus). Atlantic Sturgeon Status Review Team. 
http://www.nero.noaa.gov/prot_res/CandidateSpeciesProgram/AtlSturgeonStatusReview
Report.pdf  


R.F. Van Dolah, D.M. Sanger, G.H.M. Riekerk, S.E. Crowe, M.V. Levisen, D.C. Bergquist, D.E. 
Chestnut, W. McDermott, M.H. Fulton, E. Wirth. 2013. The Condition of South Carolina’s 
Estuarine and Coastal Habitats During 2009-2010: Technical Report. Charleston, SC: 
South Carolina Marine Resources Division. 


SCDHEC. 2012. R.61-69, Classified Waters.  


SCDHEC. 2014a. State of South Carolina Integrated Report for 2014. Part I: Section 303(d) List of 
Impaired Waters. May 1, 2014 


SCDHEC. 2014b. R.61-68, Water Classifications & Standards.  


SCDNR. 2008. South Carolina Estuarine and Coastal Assessment Program Data Tables. 
http://www.dnr.sc.gov/marine/scecap/datatables/2008/Salinity.pdf 


SCDNR. 2010. South Carolina’s Bald Eagles – Biology. Accessed December 12, 2014. 
http://www.dnr.sc.gov/wildlife/baldeagle/biology.html 


SCDNR. 2014. GIS Layer: Threatened & Species, Beaufort County, SC. Accessed October 17, 
2014. 


SCDNR. 2015a. SCNDR Heritage Trust Program GIS Database. Accessed November 11, 2015. 
http://scdata.dnr.sc.gov/website/lands/viewer.htm 


SCDNR. 2015b. Email correspondence with Bill Post. November 12, 2015. 


SCDNR. 2015c. Atlantic and Shortnose Sturgeon Description. Accessed November 23, 2015. 
https://www.dnr.sc.gov/cwcs/pdf/Sturgeon.pdf 


SCDNR. 2015d. Sea Turtle Conservation Program. Accessed December 28, 2015. 
http://www.seaturtle.org/nestdb/?view=2 


SCDNR. 2015e. Sea Turtle Conservation Program: Harbor Island. Accessed December 28, 2015. 
http://www.seaturtle.org/nestdb/?view_beach=65 


USFWS. 2015. Occurrences of Federally Threatened, Endangered, and Candidate Animal Species 
in South Carolina 
http://www.fws.gov/charleston/pdf/Regulatory/Survey_Windows_Animals.pdf 


 


26 | January 14, 2016 



http://explorer.natureserve.org/servlet/NatureServe?searchName=Dermochelys+coriacea

http://explorer.natureserve.org/servlet/NatureServe?searchName=Dermochelys+coriacea

http://explorer.natureserve.org/servlet/NatureServe?searchName=Caretta+caretta

http://www.nero.noaa.gov/prot_res/CandidateSpeciesProgram/AtlSturgeonStatusReviewReport.pdf

http://www.nero.noaa.gov/prot_res/CandidateSpeciesProgram/AtlSturgeonStatusReviewReport.pdf

http://www.dnr.sc.gov/marine/scecap/datatables/2008/Salinity.pdf

http://www.dnr.sc.gov/wildlife/baldeagle/biology.html

http://scdata.dnr.sc.gov/website/lands/viewer.htm

https://www.dnr.sc.gov/cwcs/pdf/Sturgeon.pdf

http://www.seaturtle.org/nestdb/?view=2

http://www.seaturtle.org/nestdb/?view_beach=65





Biological Assessment for NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service Species 
 US 21 Bridge Replacement over Harbor River (SCDOT Project ID P026862) 


 


  


  


A 
Appendix A - USFWS 
Letter of Intent Response 
and Species List 


 
 


 


  


 
  


 







Biological Assessment for NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service Species 
US 21 Bridge Replacement over Harbor River (SCDOT Project ID P026862) 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


This page intentionally left blank. 
  


 







United States Department of the Interior


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


July 1,2015


Mr. Chad Long
Archaeologist/NEPA Coordinator
South Carolina Department of Transportation
P.O. Box 191


Columbia. SC 29202-0191


ii.s. ^A
n-sii4wu.ni.ire


SERVICE


Re: Letter of Intent, U.S. Highway 21 Bridge Replacement, Harbor River,
Beaufort County, SC, FWS Log No. 2015-CPA-0112


Dear Mr. Long:


The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has received your June 23, 2015, Letter of Intent
(LOI) for the proposed replacement of the U.S. Highway 21 Bridge over Harbor River in
Beaufort County, South Carolina. The South CarolinaDepartmentof Transportation (SCDOT)
is proposing to replace U.S. Highway 21, which connects St. Helena Island to Harbor Island,
Fripp Island, and Hunting Island State Park. The SCDOT is soliciting comments for
consideration and incorporation into an Environmental Assessment (EA) which is being prepared
pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (43 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.)
(NEPA).


The Service believes it is imperative that the EA is designed to conserve local natural resources
to the maximum extent possible. As such, we recommend that project planning efforts
incorporate all possible means to avoid and/or minimize impacts wetlands along the corridor
through a rigorous alternatives analysis. Analyses should include the consideration ofa longer
bridge span rather than a causeway to span the salt marsh critical area. Once a range of
alternatives has been identified, we recommend that SCDOT schedule a multi-agency site visit in
order to review each alternative.


The LOI stated that a threatened and endangered species survey was performed for the site in
September 2014, and determined that the project area contains suitable habitat for several
federally protected threatened and endangered (T&E) species. The Service recommends the
project efforts continue to consider potential impact to these species as well as species that may
be listed in the future. The Service has included with this letter a list of species that are currently
protected under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA), species that are considered as a
candidate for listing under the ESA, and those that have been petitioned for listing under the
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August 7, 2015  F/SER47:KH/pw 


 


(Sent via Electronic Mail)  


 


Mr. Chad Long 


Archaeologist/NEPA Coordinator 


South Carolina Department of Transportation 


P.O. Box 191 


Columbia, South Carolina 29201 


 


Attention: Nicole Riddle 


 


Dear Mr. Long: 


 


NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) submits the following response to the 


request by the South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT) and Federal Highway 


Administration (FHWA), dated June 23, 2015, for scoping comments on the draft Environmental 


Assessment (EA) for the proposed U.S. 21 (Sea Island Parkway) bridge replacement over Harbor 


River in Beaufort County (SCDOT PIN: P026862).  Sea Island Parkway is a two-lane highway 


providing the only vehicle access from St. Helena Island to Harbor Island, Hunting Island State 


Park, and Fripp Island.  The SCDOT views the bridge as structurally deficient and functionally 


obsolete.  While the SCDOT and FHWA have not yet selected an alignment for the new bridge, 


it likely will parallel and be in close proximity to the existing bridge.  As the nation’s federal 


trustee for the conservation and management of marine, estuarine, and anadromous fishery 


resources, the following comments and recommendations are provided pursuant to authorities of 


the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) and the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 


Conservation and Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act). 


 


Essential Fish Habitat in the Project Area 


On July 13, 2015, NMFS biologists and representatives from SCDOT visited the area of the 


proposed bridge.  The area includes high quality tidal salt marsh habitat, specifically estuarine 


emergent wetlands, intertidal non-vegetated flats, tidal creeks, oyster reef/shell, and 


unconsolidated bottom.  The fishery management plans from the South Atlantic Fishery 


Management Council (SAFMC) with EFH designations most applicable to this project are the 


plans for penaeid shrimp and the snapper-grouper complex.  Also, please note the fishery 


management plan for the snapper-grouper complex includes oyster/shell habitat as a Habitat 


Area of Particular Concern (HAPC).  HAPCs are a subset of EFH that are either rare, particularly 


susceptible to human-induced degradation, especially important ecologically, or located in an 


environmentally stressed area.  The SAFMC provides additional information on EFH for 


federally managed species in Volume IV of the Fishery Ecosystem Plan of the South Atlantic 


Region
1
.  


                                                 
1
 Available at http://safmc.net/EcosystemLibrary/FEPVolumeIV 
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The waters of the Harbor River, the tidal creeks connected to it, and the surrounding coastal 


marsh also serve as nursery and forage habitat for other species, such as red drum (Sciaenops 


ocellatus), black drum (Pogonias cromis), Atlantic menhaden (Brevoortia tyrannus), and blue 


crab (Callinectes sapidus).  Many of these species are prey for other fish managed under the 


Magnuson-Stevens Act, such as mackerels, snappers, groupers, billfish, and sharks.  Red drum is 


an important state-managed fishery, and estuarine wetlands within the project area provide 


habitat necessary for development and survival of several life stages of red drum.  The NMFS 


recommends the EA address these species as well as those managed under the Magnuson-


Stevens Act. 


 


Comments on Potential Effects to EFH and Federally Managed Fisheries 


The NMFS recommends SCDOT construct the new bridge in the same footprint as the existing 


bridge because this approach would require the least amount of new impacts to EFH.  If this 


approach is proves impracticable, the NMFS recommends SCDOT construct the new bridge 


northward of the existing bridge.  Marsh vegetation on the northern side of U.S. 21 is less dense 


than vegetation on the southern side, and intertidal flats on the northern side of the creek appear 


to contain debris and spoils from the construction of the original roadway.  A northern alignment 


would also avoid impacts to the numerous small tidal creeks located south of the existing bridge 


and a large tidal creek on the eastern end of the project boundary.  The project should avoid the 


oyster reef the South Carolina Department of Natural Resources (SCDNR) South Carolina 


Oyster Restoration and Enhancement (SCORE) program built north of the existing bridge.  All 


oyster reefs should be spanned to the maximum extent practicable or relocated.  Lastly, the 


NMFS requests the EA include a detailed alternatives analysis for the new bridge and for the 


analysis to include detailed information on the type, amount, and site-specific function of 


wetlands directly and/or indirectly impacted by each alternative. 


 


The NMFS recommends SCDOT avoid construction practices that smother marsh vegetation.  


The NMFS has documented the impacts to salt marsh vegetation from barges and barge mats 


lasting longer than three years at Shem Creek Park and the Folly River Bridge.  These and 


similar projects should be reviewed for adjusting best management practices to improve impact 


forecasts.  


 


The NMFS prefers onsite mitigation and restoring existing bridge approach sections to salt 


marsh habitat could contribute to satisfying onsite mitigation.  During the site visit, the NMFS 


and SCDOT discussed mitigating through the SCDNR SCORE program as one component of a 


larger mitigation plan, should there be unavoidable impacts to oyster reef/shell habitat.  The 


NMFS would be happy to assist SCDOT and FHWA by providing preliminary reviews of the 


mitigation plan during its development. 


 


The Magnuson-Stevens Act requires federal agencies to consult with NMFS regarding actions 


that may adversely affect EFH.  Based on the information provided, NMFS believes adverse 


impacts to EFH are likely and the project requires a detailed EFH assessment.  The level of detail 


should be commensurate with the complexity and magnitude of the potential adverse effects of 


the action.  The SCDOT and FHWA may provide the EFH assessment as a stand-alone 


document or within an EA.  In either case, the NMFS recommends communications occur during 
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development of the EFH assessment to ensure all issues are adequately covered and to avoid 


unnecessary delays in final evaluations. 


 


The NMFS appreciates the opportunity to provide these comments.  Please direct related 


questions or comments to the attention of Keith M. Hanson at our Charleston Area Office, 219 


Fort Johnson Road, Charleston, South Carolina 29412-9110, Keith.Hanson@noaa.gov or by 


phone at (843)762-8622.  


 


        Sincerely, 


 
       / for 


Virginia M. Fay 


Assistant Regional Administrator 


        Habitat Conservation Division 


 


cc: SCDOT, LongCC@scdot.org, RiddleNL@scdot.org 


 DHEC, trumbumt@dhec.sc.gov 


SCDNR, DavisS@dnr.sc.gov 


EPA, Laycock.Kelly@epa.gov 


FWS, Karen_Mcgee@fws.gov 


F/SER4, David.Dale@noaa.gov 


F/SER47, Jaclyn.Daly@noaa.gov, Keith.Hanson@noaa.gov 
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U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service


US 21 Bridge Replacement
over Harbor River
IPaC Trust Resource Report
Generated November 18, 2015 02:12 PM MST


This report is for informational purposes only and should not be used for planning or
analyzing project-level impacts. For projects that require FWS review, please return to
this project on the IPaC website and request an official species list from the Regulatory
Documents page.
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US Fish & Wildlife Service


IPaC Trust Resource Report


Project Description
NAME


US 21 Bridge Replacement over
Harbor River


PROJECT CODE


P7YUT-RJ5SN-FX3OS-N5JCL-KUNBTM


LOCATION


Beaufort County, South Carolina


DESCRIPTION


No description provided 


U.S. Fish & Wildlife Contact Information
Species in this report are managed by:


South Carolina Ecological Services
176 Croghan Spur Road, Suite 200
Charleston, SC 29407-7558 
(843) 727-4707
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http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/project/P7YUTRJ5SNFX3OSN5JCLKUNBTM
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Threatened


Endangered Species
Proposed, candidate, threatened, and endangered species that are managed by the 


 and should be considered as part of an effect analysisEndangered Species Program
for this project.


This unofficial species list is for informational purposes only and does not fulfill the
requirements under  of the Endangered Species Act, which states that FederalSection 7
agencies are required to "request of the Secretary of Interior information whether any
species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area of a
proposed action." This requirement applies to projects which are conducted, permitted
or licensed by any Federal agency.


A letter from the local office and a species list which fulfills this requirement can be
obtained by returning to this project on the IPaC website and requesting an official
species list on the Regulatory Documents page.


Amphibians
 Frosted Flatwoods Salamander Ambystoma cingulatum


CRITICAL HABITAT


There is  critical habitat designated for this species.final


https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=D013


SCDOT Project ID P026862



http://www.fws.gov/endangered/

http://www.fws.gov/endangered/laws-policies/section-7.html
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Endangered


Threatened


Endangered


Threatened


Threatened


Endangered


Birds
 Kirtland's Warbler Setophaga kirtlandii (= Dendroica kirtlandii)


CRITICAL HABITAT


 has been designated for this species.No critical habitat


https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B03I


 Piping Plover Charadrius melodus


CRITICAL HABITAT


There is  critical habitat designated for this species.final


https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B079


 Red Knot Calidris canutus rufa


CRITICAL HABITAT


 has been designated for this species.No critical habitat


https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0DM


 Red-cockaded Woodpecker Picoides borealis


CRITICAL HABITAT


 has been designated for this species.No critical habitat


https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B04F


 Wood Stork Mycteria americana


CRITICAL HABITAT


 has been designated for this species.No critical habitat


https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B06O


Fishes
 Shortnose Sturgeon Acipenser brevirostrum


CRITICAL HABITAT


 has been designated for this species.No critical habitat


https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=E00B
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https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B03I

https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B079

https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0DM

https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B04F

https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B06O

https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=E00B
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Endangered


Endangered


Threatened


Endangered


Endangered


Endangered


Endangered


Flowering Plants
 American Chaffseed Schwalbea americana


CRITICAL HABITAT


 has been designated for this species.No critical habitat


https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=Q2I4


 Canby's Dropwort Oxypolis canbyi


CRITICAL HABITAT


 has been designated for this species.No critical habitat


https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=Q2EL


 Pondberry Lindera melissifolia


CRITICAL HABITAT


 has been designated for this species.No critical habitat


https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=Q2CO


Mammals
 West Indian Manatee Trichechus manatus


CRITICAL HABITAT


There is  critical habitat designated for this species.final


https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=A007


Reptiles
 Green Sea Turtle Chelonia mydas


CRITICAL HABITAT


There is  critical habitat designated for this species.final


https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=C00S


 Kemp's Ridley Sea Turtle Lepidochelys kempii


CRITICAL HABITAT


 has been designated for this species.No critical habitat


https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=C00O


 Leatherback Sea Turtle Dermochelys coriacea


CRITICAL HABITAT


There is  critical habitat designated for this species.final


https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=C00F


Critical Habitats
Potential effects to critical habitat(s) within the project area must be analyzed along with
the endangered species themselves.


There is no critical habitat within this project area


SCDOT Project ID P026862
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https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=Q2EL

https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=Q2CO

https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=A007

https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=C00S

https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=C00O
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Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Migratory Birds
Birds are protected by the  and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act Bald and Golden Eagle


.Protection Act


Any activity which results in the  of migratory birds or eagles is prohibited unlesstake
authorized by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service ( ). There are no provisions for1
allowing the take of migratory birds that are unintentionally killed or injured.


You are responsible for complying with the appropriate regulations for the protection of
birds as part of this project. This involves analyzing potential impacts and implementing
appropriate conservation measures for all project activities.


 American Kestrel Falco sparverius paulus


Year-round


 American Oystercatcher Haematopus palliatus


Year-round
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0G8


 American Bittern Botaurus lentiginosus


Season: Wintering
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0F3


 Bachman's Sparrow Aimophila aestivalis


Year-round
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B07F


 Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus


Year-round
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B008


 Black Rail Laterallus jamaicensis


Season: Breeding
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B09A


 Black Skimmer Rynchops niger


Year-round
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0EO


 Black-capped Petrel Pterodroma hasitata


Year-round
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0AS


 Brown-headed Nuthatch Sitta pusilla


Year-round


 Chuck-will's-widow Caprimulgus carolinensis


Season: Breeding


 Common Ground-dove Columbina passerina exigua


Year-round


 Fox Sparrow Passerella iliaca


Season: Wintering


SCDOT Project ID P026862



http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/RegulationsPolicies/mbta/mbtintro.html

http://www.fws.gov/midwest/MidwestBird/EaglePermits/bagepa.html

http://www.fws.gov/midwest/MidwestBird/EaglePermits/bagepa.html
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Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern Gull-billed Tern Gelochelidon nilotica


Season: Breeding
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0JV


 Henslow's Sparrow Ammodramus henslowii


Season: Wintering
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B09D


 Le Conte's Sparrow Ammodramus leconteii


Season: Wintering


 Least Bittern Ixobrychus exilis


Season: Breeding


 Least Tern Sterna antillarum


Season: Breeding


 Lesser Yellowlegs Tringa flavipes


Season: Wintering


 Loggerhead Shrike Lanius ludovicianus


Year-round
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0FY


 Marbled Godwit Limosa fedoa


Season: Wintering
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0JL


 Mississippi Kite Ictinia mississippiensis


Season: Breeding


 Nelson's Sparrow Ammodramus nelsoni


Season: Wintering


 Painted Bunting Passerina ciris


Season: Breeding


 Peregrine Falcon Falco peregrinus


Season: Wintering
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0FU


 Prairie Warbler Dendroica discolor


Season: Breeding


 Prothonotary Warbler Protonotaria citrea


Season: Breeding


 Purple Sandpiper Calidris maritima


Season: Wintering


 Red Knot Calidris canutus rufa


Season: Wintering
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0DM


 Red-headed Woodpecker Melanerpes erythrocephalus


Year-round


 Red-throated Loon Gavia stellata


Season: Wintering


 Rusty Blackbird Euphagus carolinus


Season: Wintering


 Saltmarsh Sparrow Ammodramus caudacutus


Season: Wintering


SCDOT Project ID P026862
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Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern Seaside Sparrow Ammodramus maritimus


Year-round


 Sedge Wren Cistothorus platensis


Season: Wintering


 Short-billed Dowitcher Limnodromus griseus


Season: Wintering


 Swainson's Warbler Limnothlypis swainsonii


Season: Breeding


 Swallow-tailed Kite Elanoides forficatus


Season: Breeding
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0GB


 Whimbrel Numenius phaeopus


Season: Wintering
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0JN


 Wilson's Plover Charadrius wilsonia


Season: Breeding


 Wood Thrush Hylocichla mustelina


Season: Breeding


 Worm Eating Warbler Helmitheros vermivorum


Season: Migrating


 Yellow Rail Coturnicops noveboracensis


Season: Wintering
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0JG
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Refuges
Any activity proposed on  lands must undergo a 'CompatibilityNational Wildlife Refuge
Determination' conducted by the Refuge. If your project overlaps or otherwise impacts a
Refuge, please contact that Refuge to discuss the authorization process.


There are no refuges within this project area
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Wetlands
Impacts to  and other aquatic habitats from your project may be subject toNWI wetlands
regulation under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, or other State/Federal Statutes.


Project proponents should discuss the relationship of these requirements to their project
with the Regulatory Program of the appropriate .U.S. Army Corps of Engineers District


DATA LIMITATIONS


The Service's objective of mapping wetlands and deepwater habitats is to produce reconnaissance level information
on the location, type and size of these resources. The maps are prepared from the analysis of high altitude imagery.
Wetlands are identified based on vegetation, visible hydrology and geography. A margin of error is inherent in the use
of imagery; thus, detailed on-the-ground inspection of any particular site may result in revision of the wetland
boundaries or classification established through image analysis.


The accuracy of image interpretation depends on the quality of the imagery, the experience of the image analysts,
the amount and quality of the collateral data and the amount of ground truth verification work conducted. Metadata
should be consulted to determine the date of the source imagery used and any mapping problems.


Wetlands or other mapped features may have changed since the date of the imagery or field work. There may be
occasional differences in polygon boundaries or classifications between the information depicted on the map and the
actual conditions on site.


DATA EXCLUSIONS


Certain wetland habitats are excluded from the National mapping program because of the limitations of aerial
imagery as the primary data source used to detect wetlands. These habitats include seagrasses or submerged
aquatic vegetation that are found in the intertidal and subtidal zones of estuaries and nearshore coastal waters.
Some deepwater reef communities (coral or tuberficid worm reefs) have also been excluded from the inventory.
These habitats, because of their depth, go undetected by aerial imagery.


DATA PRECAUTIONS


Federal, state, and local regulatory agencies with jurisdiction over wetlands may define and describe wetlands in a
different manner than that used in this inventory. There is no attempt, in either the design or products of this
inventory, to define the limits of proprietary jurisdiction of any Federal, state, or local government or to establish the
geographical scope of the regulatory programs of government agencies. Persons intending to engage in activities
involving modifications within or adjacent to wetland areas should seek the advice of appropriate federal, state, or
local agencies concerning specified agency regulatory programs and proprietary jurisdictions that may affect such
activities.


Wetland data is unavailable at this time.


SCDOT Project ID P026862



http://www.fws.gov/wetlands/

http://www.usace.army.mil/Missions/CivilWorks/RegulatoryProgramandPermits.aspx





Biological Assessment for NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service Species 
 US 21 Bridge Replacement over Harbor River (SCDOT Project ID P026862) 


 


  


  


D 
Appendix D - Email 
Correspondence with 
Jaclyn Daly-Fuchs 
(NOAA-NMFS) 


 
 


 


  


 
 


  


 







Biological Assessment for NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service Species 
US 21 Bridge Replacement over Harbor River (SCDOT Project ID P026862) 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


This page intentionally left blank. 
  


 







1


Wade, Blair


From: McMaster, Jason


Sent: Friday, December 18, 2015 2:46 PM


To: Wade, Blair


Subject: FW: MMPA


 
 


From: Jaclyn Daly - NOAA Federal [mailto:jaclyn.daly@noaa.gov]  
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2015 1:46 PM 


To: McMaster, Jason 
Subject: Re: MMPA 


 


Hi Jason, 


All the species you listed are protected both under the MMPA and ESA.  All ESA determinations should be 


submitted to our Protected Resources Office in St. Petersburg, FL.  A list of ESA species that NMFS manages 


and could potentially could occur within the action area can be obtained 


at http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov/protected_resources/section_7/index.html. If this is for SCDOT's US21 project, I 


don't think you'll have an issue with large whales (humpbacks and fins tend to stay further offshore than right 


whales). However, you should also consider impacts to bottlenose dolphins which are protected under the 


MMPA but not the ESA. If you think the project (e.g., pile driving) could result in the take of bottlenose 


dolphins, you should submit a MMPA Incidental Take Authorization application to our Office of Protected 


Resources in Silver Spring.     


Hope that helps. Let me know if you have any other questions. 


Jaclyn 


 


On Wed, Sep 2, 2015 at 12:54 PM, McMaster, Jason <Jason.McMaster@hdrinc.com> wrote: 


Hello Jaclyn, 


I’m preparing an EA for a bridge replacement project down on Harbor Island, in Beaufort County, SC.  Part of our analysis 
is to determine compliance with the MMPA.  Do you think we need to consider impacts to Right, Finback, and Humpback 
whales?  I know that Rights tend to migrate somewhat close to the coast but I’m unfamiliar with the others migration 
patterns.  Thank you. 


  


  


Jason McMaster 


Environmental Scientist 


HDR  


3955 Faber Place Drive, Suite 300 
North Charleston SC 
M [843-259-7046] 
jason.mcmaster@hdrinc.com 


hdrinc.com/follow-us 
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--  


Jaclyn Daly-Fuchs 


Fishery Biologist 


NOAA's National Marine Fisheries Service 


219 Fort Johnson Road 


Charleston, SC 29412 


(843) 762-8610 


 


http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov 
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Data Received on November 12, 2015 from Bill Post (SCDNR) regarding tagged sturgeon near the US 


21 Harbor River Project Area 


Atlantic sturgeon registered at mouth of Ashepoo on 10/18/15 – 6.18 miles away. 


Atlantic sturgeon registered at mouth of Combahee on 10/14/15 – 7.84 miles away. 


Short nosed sturgeon registered at mouth of Combahee on 11/12/12, records go back to 3/18/11 with 


no other occurrence of SNS. 


Receiver at mouth of Edisto was lost in April of 2013. Prior to that Atlantic sturgeon were registered on 


4/5/13. 


Short nosed sturgeon were registered at mouth of Edisto on 3/20/13, 3/11/13, 1/14/13 – Edisto receiver 


is 8.29 miles away  
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Wade, Blair

From: Riddle, Nicole L. <RiddleNL@scdot.org>

Sent: Monday, February 29, 2016 3:05 PM

To: Wade, Blair

Cc: Long, Chad C.

Subject: FW: ESA Section 7 consultation for US 21 Harbor River Bridge

Hmm, I’m not entirely sure how we tackle all of these questions about construction given this is a design build 

project.  Thoughts?  Also please note the disagreement in effect calls at the bottom.  

 

From: David Rydene - NOAA Federal [mailto:david.rydene@noaa.gov]  
Sent: Monday, February 29, 2016 3:00 PM 

To: Riddle, Nicole L. 
Subject: ESA Section 7 consultation for US 21 Harbor River Bridge 

 

Hi Nicole, 

  

I have looked at the Biological Assessment (BA) for the US 21 Harbor River Bridge replacement.  While I do 

not see any major issues with the project, there are some things that will need to be addressed before I can 

proceed with the Section 7 consultation. 

  

While NMFS is not particularly concerned about which alignment alternative is chosen or whether the new 

bridge is fixed-span or moveable, there are a number of unknowns with regards to the construction specifics that 

NMFS would need in order to describe the project and analyze potential effects on ESA-listed species.  The BA 

states that a combination of drilled shaft and pile driving will “probably” be used, but not much more detail is 

given beyond that.  NMFS would have to know the types (materials) and sizes of piles and/or drilled shafts, 

how many would be installed in a day, and how long it would take to install each one in order to analyze in-

water noise effects.  At the minimum, SCDOT would have to provide a “worst case scenario” for NMFS to use 

in the analysis for one or both techniques. 

  

In addition, while the use of barges seems highly probable, the use of temporary work trestles seems to be less 

certain.  If work trestles will be used, NMFS would need information about the type, size, and number of piles 

required for the trestle and how they would be installed and removed (e.g., the maximum number installed per 

day and how long to install each trestle pile).  This could also be presented as a "worst case" scenario. 

  

NMFS would have to have a general idea of how any of the existing causeway would be removed and how the 

resulting spoil would be disposed of. 

  



2

NMFS would also need commitments regarding construction specifics (e.g., Will NMFS’s sea turtle 

construction conditions be followed, will work be limited to daylight hours, will noise abatement techniques be 

used during pile installation, what BMPs will be required for turbidity control, etc..). 

  

Another unknown is whether or not explosive demolition will be used to take down any parts of the existing 

bridge structures.  This could be dealt with 2 ways, either it is included in the consultation now with the caveat 

that a blast plan (including the marine wildlife watch plan) must be submitted and approved by NMFS once a 

blasting contractor is selected (at some point in the future), or the blast consultation is done as a separate 

consultation in the future. 

  

With regards to in-water noise thresholds for injury and behavioral disturbance, NMFS Southeast Region is 

presently using the following: 

  

Peak Pressure injury: 206 dB (for sea turtles and fishes) 

Single-strike Sound Exposure Level injury: 187 dB (for sea turtles and fishes > 2g) 

Cumulative Sound Exposure Level injury: 187 dB (for sea turtles and fishes) 

  

Behavioral disturbance: 150 dB (for fishes only) 

Behavioral disturbance: 160 dB (for sea turtles only) 

  

Also, NMFS disagrees with the effects determination of “no effect” for green and Kemp’s ridley sea 

turtles.  While there may not be nests in the project vicinity, it is still entirely possible that both species may 

occur in the waters near the project area, as estuaries are known to be used as foraging areas, particularly by 

juveniles.  NMFS suggests a “may affect, not likely to adversely affect” for green and Kemp’s ridley sea turtles. 

  

Thanks,   Dave 

 

--  

David Rydene, Ph.D.  

Fish Biologist  

National Marine Fisheries Service  

Habitat Conservation Division  

263 13th Avenue South  

St. Petersburg, FL 33701  

Office (727) 824-5379  



3

Cell   (813) 992-5730  

Fax    (727) 824-5300  
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Wade, Blair

From: Riddle, Nicole L. <RiddleNL@scdot.org>

Sent: Tuesday, April 05, 2016 1:28 PM

To: David Rydene - NOAA Federal

Cc: 'mark_caldwell@fws.gov'; Belcher, Jeffery - FHWA

Subject: RE: ESA Section 7 consultation for US 21 Harbor River Bridge

Attachments: 040416 Mr. Rydene Ph.D.pdf; Final NOAA BA 2016-04-04.pdf

Hey Dave, SCDOT has updated our BA for US 21 over Harbor River to reflect the comments you made back in 

February.  We have also attached a comments response letter.  We are copying USFWS as well so that they are aware of 

the changes that were made.  Please let me know if you have an additional comments or questions.  Thanks again! 

 

 

Nicole Levinson Riddle 
Assistant NEPA Coordinator (Lowcountry) 
Environmental Services Office 
South Carolina Department of Transportation 
O: 803-737-0841 C: 803-351-8480 

 

From: David Rydene - NOAA Federal [mailto:david.rydene@noaa.gov]  

Sent: Monday, February 29, 2016 3:00 PM 
To: Riddle, Nicole L. 

Subject: ESA Section 7 consultation for US 21 Harbor River Bridge 

 

Hi Nicole, 

  

I have looked at the Biological Assessment (BA) for the US 21 Harbor River Bridge replacement.  While I do 

not see any major issues with the project, there are some things that will need to be addressed before I can 

proceed with the Section 7 consultation. 

  

While NMFS is not particularly concerned about which alignment alternative is chosen or whether the new 

bridge is fixed-span or moveable, there are a number of unknowns with regards to the construction specifics that 

NMFS would need in order to describe the project and analyze potential effects on ESA-listed species.  The BA 

states that a combination of drilled shaft and pile driving will “probably” be used, but not much more detail is 

given beyond that.  NMFS would have to know the types (materials) and sizes of piles and/or drilled shafts, 

how many would be installed in a day, and how long it would take to install each one in order to analyze in-

water noise effects.  At the minimum, SCDOT would have to provide a “worst case scenario” for NMFS to use 

in the analysis for one or both techniques. 

  

In addition, while the use of barges seems highly probable, the use of temporary work trestles seems to be less 

certain.  If work trestles will be used, NMFS would need information about the type, size, and number of piles 
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required for the trestle and how they would be installed and removed (e.g., the maximum number installed per 

day and how long to install each trestle pile).  This could also be presented as a "worst case" scenario. 

  

NMFS would have to have a general idea of how any of the existing causeway would be removed and how the 

resulting spoil would be disposed of. 

  

NMFS would also need commitments regarding construction specifics (e.g., Will NMFS’s sea turtle 

construction conditions be followed, will work be limited to daylight hours, will noise abatement techniques be 

used during pile installation, what BMPs will be required for turbidity control, etc..). 

  

Another unknown is whether or not explosive demolition will be used to take down any parts of the existing 

bridge structures.  This could be dealt with 2 ways, either it is included in the consultation now with the caveat 

that a blast plan (including the marine wildlife watch plan) must be submitted and approved by NMFS once a 

blasting contractor is selected (at some point in the future), or the blast consultation is done as a separate 

consultation in the future. 

  

With regards to in-water noise thresholds for injury and behavioral disturbance, NMFS Southeast Region is 

presently using the following: 

  

Peak Pressure injury: 206 dB (for sea turtles and fishes) 

Single-strike Sound Exposure Level injury: 187 dB (for sea turtles and fishes > 2g) 

Cumulative Sound Exposure Level injury: 187 dB (for sea turtles and fishes) 

  

Behavioral disturbance: 150 dB (for fishes only) 

Behavioral disturbance: 160 dB (for sea turtles only) 

  

Also, NMFS disagrees with the effects determination of “no effect” for green and Kemp’s ridley sea 

turtles.  While there may not be nests in the project vicinity, it is still entirely possible that both species may 

occur in the waters near the project area, as estuaries are known to be used as foraging areas, particularly by 

juveniles.  NMFS suggests a “may affect, not likely to adversely affect” for green and Kemp’s ridley sea turtles. 

  

Thanks,   Dave 
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--  

David Rydene, Ph.D.  

Fish Biologist  

National Marine Fisheries Service  

Habitat Conservation Division  

263 13th Avenue South  

St. Petersburg, FL 33701  

Office (727) 824-5379  

Cell   (813) 992-5730  

Fax    (727) 824-5300  



 

 

April 4, 2016 

 

Dear Mr. Rydene, Ph.D., 

We appreciate your review of the Biological Assessment (BA) for the US 21 Harbor 

River Bridge Replacement Project (SCDOT Project ID 026862). The following provides a 

response to your comments received via email on February 29, 2016. The BA has been 

revised to address NOAA-NMFS comments and is attached via PDF. 

The BA states that a combination of drilled shaft and pile driving will “probably” 

be used, but not much more detail is given beyond that.  NMFS would have to 

know the types (materials) and sizes of piles and/or drilled shafts, how many 

would be installed in a day, and how long it would take to install each one in order 

to analyze in-water noise effects.  At the minimum, SCDOT would have to provide 

a “worst case scenario” for NMFS to use in the analysis for one or both 

techniques. 

The SCDOT revised Section 4.2 and 4.3 to provide an estimate of the number, size, and 

timeframes associated with the drilled shaft construction. For the preferred alternative, 

the proposed bridge would have approximately 56 8-foot-diameter concrete columns 

installed using drilled shaft construction. The steel casing can typically be installed in two 

hours using the vibratory hammer. Two casings are typically installed within one day, 

with the remainder of the drilling and concrete process occurring over the following 

week. Therefore, noise from the vibratory hammer would be intermittent during drilled 

shaft construction. Approximately 20 columns would be installed within the Harbor River, 

while approximately 36 columns would be installed in salt marsh or intertidal flat areas.  

If 30-foot-long flat slab spans were used over the marsh instead of new causeway fill, 

approximately 308 concrete piles would be needed to support the flat slab spans. For 

the purposes of this construction scenario, the concrete piles would be 24-inch-square 

and would be installed using an impact pile driver. It was assumed that each flat slab pile 

would take approximately 1 hour of pile driving. Several piles would likely be installed 

during the same day, with a subsequent lapse in pile driving as the bent is constructed.   

Two end bents would be constructed, one on each end of the proposed bridge. Each 

end bent is typically supported by eight 14-inch wide H-piles, which are installed using 

an impact hammer. Pile driving would generally occur over 8 hours for each end bent.  
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The end bents would be constructed at the bridge approach in the new causeway fill 

material; therefore, pile driving for the end bents would not occur in deep water or 

estuarine habitats.  

In addition, while the use of barges seems highly probable, the use of temporary 

work trestles seems to be less certain.  If work trestles will be used, NMFS would 

need information about the type, size, and number of piles required for the trestle 

and how they would be installed and removed (e.g., the maximum number 

installed per day and how long to install each trestle pile).  This could also be 

presented as a "worst case" scenario. 

The SCDOT revised Section 4.2 and 4.3 to provide an estimate of the number, size, and 

timeframes associated with a temporary work trestle. For the preferred alternative, 

temporary trestles, including spurs for bent construction, would be approximately 3,800 feet 

long and require approximately 370 steel piles. The steel piles would be approximately 24-

inch-diameter and would be installed using a vibratory hammer. Most of the temporary trestle 

would be constructed over the salt marsh; approximately 24 of the 370 piles would be 

installed in open water habitats. Total construction time for the temporary work trestles is 

expected to be four months. Two piles are constructed at the beginning of each span; each 

span typically takes three days to construct. The vibratory hammer typically takes one hour 

to install one pile; therefore, two hours of pile installation would occur approximately every 

three days during construction of the temporary trestle. Removal of the piles is also assumed 

to take one hour per pile.  

NMFS would have to have a general idea of how any of the existing causeway 

would be removed and how the resulting spoil would be disposed of. 

The SCDOT revised Section 4.2 of the Biological Assessment to clarify removal of the 

causeway. Portions of the upland causeway may be used to install stormwater 

management features. The existing causeway would remain because it would be used 

for stormwater drainage and treatment and because of the substantial costs to remove, 

transport, and dispose of the fill material. If portions of the causeway were removed, the 

fill material would be disposed of in upland areas away from wetlands, waters, and/or 

other sensitive sites. The contractor would utilize SCDOT Best Management Practices 

for soil and erosion control, which may include seeding of slopes, silt fences, and 

sediment basins as appropriate, and prepare a spill prevention and pollution control plan 

to minimize the potential impact on adjacent wetlands. 

NMFS would also need commitments regarding construction specifics (e.g., Will 

NMFS’s sea turtle construction conditions be followed, will work be limited to 

daylight hours, will noise abatement techniques be used during pile installation, 

what BMPs will be required for turbidity control, etc..). 



3 

 

Section 6.1 has been revised to clarify the SCDOT’s environmental commitments during 

construction. In general, the SCDOT commits to the following practices: 

• Follow SCDOT Best Management Practices during construction  

• Contain and filter stormwater runoff from bridges within a closed drainage system  

• Obtain NPDES permit and prepare a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 

• Ensure equipment does not obstruct or impede passage through more than 50 

percent of the channel.  

• Use of “slow starts” 

• Prepare a blasting plan, including marine wildlife watch plan, and reinitiate 

consultation with USFWS and NOAA-NMFS if explosives are used for 

demolition. 

• Follow NOAA-NMFS Sea Turtle Construction Conditions (Appendix E of NOAA 

BA) 

• No permanent roadway lighting 

• Reduced or shielded construction lighting during nesting season (May 1 through 

October 31) 

• The contractor would restrict in-water work during nighttime between May and 

October (sea turtle nesting and hatching season), to the maximum extent 

practicable. Nighttime would be defined as 30-minutes after sunset to 30-

minutes before sunrise. 

Noise abatement would not be used during drilled shaft construction or installation of the 

temporary work trestle because in-water noise is not expected to exceed peak or SEL 

injury thresholds for sea turtles. Noise from the vibratory or impact hammer would also 

be intermittent; installation typically takes one to two hours per pile, following by several 

hours or days of work to complete the drilled shaft or trestle span. Lastly, most of the 

drilled shafts, concrete piles, and trestle piles would be installed in the salt marsh, not in 

open water conditions that are more conducive to noise transmission.  

Another unknown is whether or not explosive demolition will be used to take 

down any parts of the existing bridge structures.  This could be dealt with 2 ways, 

either it is included in the consultation now with the caveat that a blast plan 

(including the marine wildlife watch plan) must be submitted and approved by 

NMFS once a blasting contractor is selected (at some point in the future), or the 

blast consultation is done as a separate consultation in the future. 

Information regarding the use of explosives for bridge demolition was included in Section 

4.2 of the Biological Assessment. The existing bridge would be demolished upon 

completion of construction. The bridge would be demolished using standard practices to 

remove the existing piers and swing span. Concrete bridge decks and the existing swing 

span will likely be placed on barges and transported offsite for disposal and/or recycling. 

Standard deconstruction practices may include using vibratory methods to remove 

existing pilings. The SCDOT has revised this section to clarify that, if explosives are 
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used for demolition, the contractor would be responsible for evaluating the potential 

effect on protected species and obtaining concurrence from the USFWS and NOAA-

NMFS. Future separate consultation on blasting would be required if the contractor 

would plan to use explosives. The contractor and SCDOT would reinitiate consultation to 

examine blasting and develop a blasting plan, which would include a marine wildlife 

watch plan. 

With regards to in-water noise thresholds for injury and behavioral disturbance, 

NMFS Southeast Region is presently using the following: 

• Peak Pressure injury: 206 dB (for sea turtles and fishes)

• Single-strike Sound Exposure Level injury: 187 dB (for sea turtles and

fishes > 2g) 

• Cumulative Sound Exposure Level injury: 187 dB (for sea turtles and

fishes) 

• Behavioral disturbance: 150 dB (for fishes only)

• Behavioral disturbance: 160 dB (for sea turtles only)

The SCDOT has updated the in-water noise thresholds for generalist fish and sea turtles 

in the enclosed Biological Assessment. See Table 5-1 and 5-2.  

Also, NMFS disagrees with the effects determination of “no effect” for green and 

Kemp’s ridley sea turtles.  While there may not be nests in the project vicinity, it is 

still entirely possible that both species may occur in the waters near the project 

area, as estuaries are known to be used as foraging areas, particularly by 

juveniles.  NMFS suggests a “may affect, not likely to adversely affect” for green 

and Kemp’s ridley sea turtles. 

The SCDOT has revised the effects determination for green and Kemp’s ridley sea 

turtles within the attached Biological Assessment.  

Sincerely, 

 Nicole Riddle 

  Biologist, Assistant NEPA Coordinator  

 South Carolina Department of Transportation 

NR:bag 

cc: Mark Caldwell USFWS South Carolina Field Office 
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Wade, Blair

From: Riddle, Nicole L. <RiddleNL@scdot.org>

Sent: Thursday, April 14, 2016 10:31 AM

To: Wade, Blair

Subject: Fwd: ESA Section 7 consultation for US 21 Harbor River Bridge

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

 

 

 

 
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone 

 

 

-------- Original message -------- 

From: David Rydene - NOAA Federal <david.rydene@noaa.gov>  

Date: 4/14/2016 10:13 AM (GMT-05:00)  

To: "Riddle, Nicole L." <RiddleNL@scdot.org>  

Subject: Re: ESA Section 7 consultation for US 21 Harbor River Bridge  

 

Hi Nicole,  

 

Here are a couple more questions. 

 

1) I am interpreting the work trestle situation to be that 2 work trestles would be built, one extending out into 

Harbor River from each shoreline.  Is that correct? 

 

2) In regards to the end bents that are discussed in the BA, there are 2 scenarios.  One would involve putting fill 

in the salt marsh to create new causeways and the end bents would go in at the end of those causeways at each 

end of the bridge.  However, if they go with the pile-supported flat slab span approach, there is no causeway 

where the flat slabs meet the bridge structure.  Do they have end bents under that scenario, and if so, where are 

the end bents located (before the flat slabs on land, at the end of the flat slabs but not in causeway fill, etc)? 

 

3) Can I get time estimates for each pile-driving activity discussed in the BA, and one for the total project 

(construction only, not design)? 

 

4) Below is my description of drilled shaft construction.  Can you see if it is accurate (it's based on the 

description for the I-16/I-75 project) 

 

"SCDOT anticipates that the construction of the new bridge will require the installation of 56 drilled-shaft 

concrete columns with a diameter of 8 ft.  Each drilled-shaft concrete column is a one-piece cylindrical steel 

casing that is installed into the river bottom permanently using a vibratory hammer.  It takes about 2 hours of 

vibratory hammer use to install a single casing and 2 casings can be installed in a single day.  Following casing 

installation, soil and rock are removed from inside the casing using an auger (hereafter referred to as 

“augering”) and disposed of at an appropriate upland site.  Reinforcing steel is then placed in the casing and 

concrete is poured into the casing.  As the concrete is poured, the river water within the casing is removed and 
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captured for disposal.  The completed drilled shaft concrete columns will serve as the foundations (i.e., 

substructures) that support each bridge’s bents and piers.  Once 2 casings have been installed (in a single day), it 

takes approximately 1 week to complete the process (augering and concrete pouring) for both.  Of the 56 drilled 

shaft concrete columns, 20 will be constructed in the waters of Harbor River and 36 will be built in salt marsh 

or intertidal flats." 

 

 

Thanks,     Dave 

 

On Wed, Apr 13, 2016 at 3:55 PM, Riddle, Nicole L. <RiddleNL@scdot.org> wrote: 

Thank you. I will get you responses to these. You can mail it to me at 955 park street columbia sc 29202  

 

Sent from my iPhone 

 

On Apr 13, 2016, at 11:22 AM, "David Rydene - NOAA Federal" <david.rydene@noaa.gov> wrote: 

Hi Nicole,  

 

One other thing.  I need a name and mailing address that the letter should be addressed to.  I 

didn't know if that would be you or someone else at SCDOT. 

 

Thanks,   Dave 

 

On Tue, Apr 5, 2016 at 1:27 PM, Riddle, Nicole L. <RiddleNL@scdot.org> wrote: 

Hey Dave, SCDOT has updated our BA for US 21 over Harbor River to reflect the comments you made 

back in February.  We have also attached a comments response letter.  We are copying USFWS as well 

so that they are aware of the changes that were made.  Please let me know if you have an additional 

comments or questions.  Thanks again! 

  

  

Nicole Levinson Riddle 

Assistant NEPA Coordinator (Lowcountry) 

Environmental Services Office 

South Carolina Department of Transportation 

O: 803-737-0841 C: 803-351-8480 

  

From: David Rydene - NOAA Federal [mailto:david.rydene@noaa.gov]  
Sent: Monday, February 29, 2016 3:00 PM 

To: Riddle, Nicole L. 
Subject: ESA Section 7 consultation for US 21 Harbor River Bridge 
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Hi Nicole, 

  

I have looked at the Biological Assessment (BA) for the US 21 Harbor River Bridge 

replacement.  While I do not see any major issues with the project, there are some things that will 

need to be addressed before I can proceed with the Section 7 consultation. 

  

While NMFS is not particularly concerned about which alignment alternative is chosen or 

whether the new bridge is fixed-span or moveable, there are a number of unknowns with regards 

to the construction specifics that NMFS would need in order to describe the project and analyze 

potential effects on ESA-listed species.  The BA states that a combination of drilled shaft and 

pile driving will “probably” be used, but not much more detail is given beyond that.  NMFS 

would have to know the types (materials) and sizes of piles and/or drilled shafts, how many 

would be installed in a day, and how long it would take to install each one in order to analyze in-

water noise effects.  At the minimum, SCDOT would have to provide a “worst case scenario” for 

NMFS to use in the analysis for one or both techniques. 

  

In addition, while the use of barges seems highly probable, the use of temporary work trestles 

seems to be less certain.  If work trestles will be used, NMFS would need information about the 

type, size, and number of piles required for the trestle and how they would be installed and 

removed (e.g., the maximum number installed per day and how long to install each trestle 

pile).  This could also be presented as a "worst case" scenario. 

  

NMFS would have to have a general idea of how any of the existing causeway would be 

removed and how the resulting spoil would be disposed of. 

  

NMFS would also need commitments regarding construction specifics (e.g., Will NMFS’s sea 

turtle construction conditions be followed, will work be limited to daylight hours, will noise 

abatement techniques be used during pile installation, what BMPs will be required for turbidity 

control, etc..). 

  

Another unknown is whether or not explosive demolition will be used to take down any parts of 

the existing bridge structures.  This could be dealt with 2 ways, either it is included in the 

consultation now with the caveat that a blast plan (including the marine wildlife watch plan) 

must be submitted and approved by NMFS once a blasting contractor is selected (at some point 

in the future), or the blast consultation is done as a separate consultation in the future. 
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With regards to in-water noise thresholds for injury and behavioral disturbance, NMFS Southeast 

Region is presently using the following: 

  

Peak Pressure injury: 206 dB (for sea turtles and fishes) 

Single-strike Sound Exposure Level injury: 187 dB (for sea turtles and fishes > 2g) 

Cumulative Sound Exposure Level injury: 187 dB (for sea turtles and fishes) 

  

Behavioral disturbance: 150 dB (for fishes only) 

Behavioral disturbance: 160 dB (for sea turtles only) 

  

Also, NMFS disagrees with the effects determination of “no effect” for green and Kemp’s ridley 

sea turtles.  While there may not be nests in the project vicinity, it is still entirely possible that 

both species may occur in the waters near the project area, as estuaries are known to be used as 

foraging areas, particularly by juveniles.  NMFS suggests a “may affect, not likely to adversely 

affect” for green and Kemp’s ridley sea turtles. 

  

Thanks,   Dave 

  

--  

David Rydene, Ph.D.  

Fish Biologist  

National Marine Fisheries Service  

Habitat Conservation Division  

263 13th Avenue South  

St. Petersburg, FL 33701  

Office (727) 824-5379  

Cell   (813) 992-5730  

Fax    (727) 824-5300  

 

 

 

 

--  

David Rydene, Ph.D.  

Fish Biologist  

National Marine Fisheries Service  
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Habitat Conservation Division  

263 13th Avenue South  

St. Petersburg, FL 33701  

Office (727) 824-5379  

Cell   (813) 992-5730  

Fax    (727) 824-5300  

 

 

 

 

--  

David Rydene, Ph.D.  

Fish Biologist  

National Marine Fisheries Service  

Habitat Conservation Division  

263 13th Avenue South  

St. Petersburg, FL 33701  

Office (727) 824-5379  

Cell   (813) 992-5730  

Fax    (727) 824-5300  
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Wade, Blair

From: Riddle, Nicole L. <RiddleNL@scdot.org>

Sent: Friday, April 15, 2016 9:59 AM

To: Wade, Blair

Subject: FW: FW: ESA Section 7 consultation for US 21 Harbor River Bridge

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

 

 

From: David Rydene - NOAA Federal [mailto:david.rydene@noaa.gov]  
Sent: Friday, April 15, 2016 9:25 AM 

To: Riddle, Nicole L. 
Subject: Re: FW: ESA Section 7 consultation for US 21 Harbor River Bridge 

 

Hi Nicole, 

 

It's my daily email.  Can you find out if the 370 pipe piles discussed for the work trestles is the number for just 

one trestle (with 24 of them in the water and 346 in salt marsh) or does that include both trestles?  I'm trying to 

figure out if I need to multiply those numbers by 2 or not. 

 

Thanks,   Dave 

 

On Thu, Apr 14, 2016 at 9:54 AM, Riddle, Nicole L. <RiddleNL@scdot.org> wrote: 

See the consultants response below.  Feel free to send me any other questions.  We will hopefully have a response to 

the other questions very soon.   

  

  

Nicole Levinson Riddle 

Assistant NEPA Coordinator (Lowcountry) 

Environmental Services Office 

South Carolina Department of Transportation 

O: 803-737-0841 C: 803-351-8480 

From: Wade, Blair [mailto:Blair.Wade@hdrinc.com]  

Sent: Wednesday, April 13, 2016 3:33 PM 

To: Riddle, Nicole L.; Long, Chad C. 
Subject: RE: ESA Section 7 consultation for US 21 Harbor River Bridge 
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Thanks Nicole. The contractor is highly likely to use barges for the deep water work. The work trestle would only be over 
the marsh and edges of the river and would be used to support construction activities on the barges. We mention the use 
of barges throughout the BA – Dave can reference Section 4.2.2, 4.2.4, and line 6 of Section 6.0. We can clarify in our 
response that construction vessels include barges.  

  

Blair Goodman Wade, ENV SP 

D 843.414.3740  M 843.693.9938 

hdrinc.com/follow-us 

  

From: Riddle, Nicole L. [mailto:RiddleNL@scdot.org]  

Sent: Wednesday, April 13, 2016 3:13 PM 
To: Wade, Blair; Long, Chad C. 

Subject: Fwd: ESA Section 7 consultation for US 21 Harbor River Bridge 

  

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 

 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: David Rydene - NOAA Federal <david.rydene@noaa.gov> 

Date: April 13, 2016 at 2:05:23 PM EDT 

To: "Riddle, Nicole L." <RiddleNL@scdot.org> 

Subject: Re: ESA Section 7 consultation for US 21 Harbor River Bridge 

Hi Nicole,  

  

Another question, does SCDOT think the contractor might use barges to do some of the 

construction work or do they believe that it will all be done from work trestles?  I didn't see any 

mention of barges in the BA, just "construction vessels". 

  

-    Dave 

  

On Tue, Apr 5, 2016 at 1:27 PM, Riddle, Nicole L. <RiddleNL@scdot.org> wrote: 

Hey Dave, SCDOT has updated our BA for US 21 over Harbor River to reflect the comments you made 

back in February.  We have also attached a comments response letter.  We are copying USFWS as well 
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Wade, Blair

From: Riddle, Nicole L. <RiddleNL@scdot.org>

Sent: Thursday, April 21, 2016 3:44 PM

To: David Rydene - NOAA Federal

Cc: Belcher, Jeffery - FHWA

Subject: RE: ESA Section 7 consultation for US 21 Harbor River Bridge

Attachments: NOAA NMFS Response Comments_20160421.docx

Hey Dave, Please see the attached responses to your questions.  Please don’t hesitate to ask if you have 

anymore.  Thanks! 

 

 

Nicole Levinson Riddle 
Assistant NEPA Coordinator (Lowcountry) 
Environmental Services Office 
South Carolina Department of Transportation 
O: 803-737-0841 C: 803-351-8480 

From: David Rydene - NOAA Federal [mailto:david.rydene@noaa.gov]  

Sent: Wednesday, April 20, 2016 4:11 PM 

To: Riddle, Nicole L. 
Subject: Re: ESA Section 7 consultation for US 21 Harbor River Bridge 

 

Hi Nicole, 

 

Because the animals of concern would be juvenile sea turtles or sturgeon and they could be around any time of 

the year, we would like the year-round use of daylight only in-water construction activities. 

 

Thanks,   Dave 

 

On Wed, Apr 20, 2016 at 3:19 PM, Riddle, Nicole L. <RiddleNL@scdot.org> wrote: 

Hey Dave, I have one quick question.  For the question you asked below in yellow.  Are you wanting this commitment for 

a certain time frame or all year round? 

  

  

Nicole Levinson Riddle 

Assistant NEPA Coordinator (Lowcountry) 

Environmental Services Office 

South Carolina Department of Transportation 

O: 803-737-0841 C: 803-351-8480 

From: David Rydene - NOAA Federal [mailto:david.rydene@noaa.gov]  

Sent: Wednesday, April 13, 2016 10:35 AM 
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To: Riddle, Nicole L. 

Subject: Re: ESA Section 7 consultation for US 21 Harbor River Bridge 

  

Hi Nicole, 

  

I have looked at the letter and the revised BA and I have a few additional questions and information requests. 

  

1) In regards to the 24-inch by 24-inch square concrete piles (impact driven) that could potentially be used to 

support flat slab spans, are any of these going to be in the water or will they all be in the marsh.  I'm trying to 

figure out if these marshes only get inundated once in a while (high marsh) or if it happens pretty much every 

day (i.e., would ESA species be able to access these areas and what is the potential for noise transmission into 

the water)?  I'm thinking that the situation may be similar to the end bent scenario and that it will not be much 

of an in-water noise issue. 

  

2) If it turns out that some 24-inch by 24-inch square concrete piles would be impact driven in the water, I need 

to have an estimate of the total number of pile strikes that might occur in a single day (e.g., a maximum of 5 

piles might be driven in a day and it will take about 200 pile strikes for each pile = 1,000 strikes per day 

total).  I realize this would be an estimate and the that number of strikes varies with substrate conditions, but I 

just need a ballpark figure to calculate the potential for cumulative sound exposure level (cSEL) injury. 

  

3) I use the amount of time (number of seconds per day) to do the cSEL calculations for vibratory driving, so I 

already have that information. 

  

4) For the 8-foot diameter steel casings that will be vibrated in as part of the drilled shaft construction, it sounds 

like they get 2 casings installed, then go at completing those 2 drilled shafts before moving on to install 2 more 

casings.  Is that correct ?  It's not a big deal if it's done differently, but I want to make sure I'm describing the 

process correctly in the letter. 

  

5) It sounds like the steel pipe piles for the temporary work trestle will be removed using a vibratory hammer, is 

that correct? 

  

6) There was a small problem with the noise analysis in the BA.  The noise numbers they used (from the 

CALTRANS document) were based on measurements made at 10 meters, so to get the noise level at the source 

(right next to impact or vibratory pile driving) you have to add 15 dB to the CALTRANS numbers.  I reran the 

analysis with that correction and there is still no injury potential for the vibratory driving, just some potential for 
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behavioral disturbance.  If it turns out that some 24-inch by 24-inch square concrete piles (impact driven/flat 

slab spans) will be in the water, then there might be a relatively small cSEL injury zone for that one and some 

behavioral disturbance as well.  There should not be any major issues (show-stoppers) though. 

  

7) The BA states that the construction is expected to occur between mid-2018 and mid-2020.  I am interpreting 

that as meaning that the new bridge construction and old bridge demolition is estimated to take 2 years to 

complete.  Is that correct? 

  

8) I am assuming that the references to "siltation barriers" is equivalent to "turbidity curtains", is that correct? 

  

9) Can I get a commitment that the NMFS Sea Turtle and Smalltooth Sawfish Construction Conditions will be 

applied to shortnose and Atlantic sturgeon as well? 

  

10) NMFS would prefer that no in-water work is done at night since detecting the presence of ESA animals near 

the work area is difficult enough during daylight hours, and is pretty much impossible at night (in terms of 

implementing the Construction Conditions).  I don't know if you can make that commitment, but that is what we 

would like. 

  

I can start writing the letter now to get things rolling and pending the additional information I requested above. 

  

Thanks,   Dave 

  

On Tue, Apr 5, 2016 at 1:27 PM, Riddle, Nicole L. <RiddleNL@scdot.org> wrote: 

Hey Dave, SCDOT has updated our BA for US 21 over Harbor River to reflect the comments you made back in 

February.  We have also attached a comments response letter.  We are copying USFWS as well so that they are aware of 

the changes that were made.  Please let me know if you have an additional comments or questions.  Thanks again! 

  

  

Nicole Levinson Riddle 

Assistant NEPA Coordinator (Lowcountry) 

Environmental Services Office 
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South Carolina Department of Transportation 

O: 803-737-0841 C: 803-351-8480 

  

From: David Rydene - NOAA Federal [mailto:david.rydene@noaa.gov]  

Sent: Monday, February 29, 2016 3:00 PM 
To: Riddle, Nicole L. 

Subject: ESA Section 7 consultation for US 21 Harbor River Bridge 

  

Hi Nicole, 

  

I have looked at the Biological Assessment (BA) for the US 21 Harbor River Bridge replacement.  While I do 

not see any major issues with the project, there are some things that will need to be addressed before I can 

proceed with the Section 7 consultation. 

  

While NMFS is not particularly concerned about which alignment alternative is chosen or whether the new 

bridge is fixed-span or moveable, there are a number of unknowns with regards to the construction specifics that 

NMFS would need in order to describe the project and analyze potential effects on ESA-listed species.  The BA 

states that a combination of drilled shaft and pile driving will “probably” be used, but not much more detail is 

given beyond that.  NMFS would have to know the types (materials) and sizes of piles and/or drilled shafts, 

how many would be installed in a day, and how long it would take to install each one in order to analyze in-

water noise effects.  At the minimum, SCDOT would have to provide a “worst case scenario” for NMFS to use 

in the analysis for one or both techniques. 

  

In addition, while the use of barges seems highly probable, the use of temporary work trestles seems to be less 

certain.  If work trestles will be used, NMFS would need information about the type, size, and number of piles 

required for the trestle and how they would be installed and removed (e.g., the maximum number installed per 

day and how long to install each trestle pile).  This could also be presented as a "worst case" scenario. 

  

NMFS would have to have a general idea of how any of the existing causeway would be removed and how the 

resulting spoil would be disposed of. 

  

NMFS would also need commitments regarding construction specifics (e.g., Will NMFS’s sea turtle 

construction conditions be followed, will work be limited to daylight hours, will noise abatement techniques be 

used during pile installation, what BMPs will be required for turbidity control, etc..). 
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Another unknown is whether or not explosive demolition will be used to take down any parts of the existing 

bridge structures.  This could be dealt with 2 ways, either it is included in the consultation now with the caveat 

that a blast plan (including the marine wildlife watch plan) must be submitted and approved by NMFS once a 

blasting contractor is selected (at some point in the future), or the blast consultation is done as a separate 

consultation in the future. 

  

With regards to in-water noise thresholds for injury and behavioral disturbance, NMFS Southeast Region is 

presently using the following: 

  

Peak Pressure injury: 206 dB (for sea turtles and fishes) 

Single-strike Sound Exposure Level injury: 187 dB (for sea turtles and fishes > 2g) 

Cumulative Sound Exposure Level injury: 187 dB (for sea turtles and fishes) 

  

Behavioral disturbance: 150 dB (for fishes only) 

Behavioral disturbance: 160 dB (for sea turtles only) 

  

Also, NMFS disagrees with the effects determination of “no effect” for green and Kemp’s ridley sea 

turtles.  While there may not be nests in the project vicinity, it is still entirely possible that both species may 

occur in the waters near the project area, as estuaries are known to be used as foraging areas, particularly by 

juveniles.  NMFS suggests a “may affect, not likely to adversely affect” for green and Kemp’s ridley sea turtles. 

  

Thanks,   Dave 

  

--  

David Rydene, Ph.D.  

Fish Biologist  

National Marine Fisheries Service  

Habitat Conservation Division  

263 13th Avenue South  

St. Petersburg, FL 33701  

Office (727) 824-5379  

Cell   (813) 992-5730  

Fax    (727) 824-5300  
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--  

David Rydene, Ph.D.  

Fish Biologist  

National Marine Fisheries Service  

Habitat Conservation Division  

263 13th Avenue South  

St. Petersburg, FL 33701  

Office (727) 824-5379  

Cell   (813) 992-5730  

Fax    (727) 824-5300  

 

 

 

 

--  

David Rydene, Ph.D.  

Fish Biologist  

National Marine Fisheries Service  

Habitat Conservation Division  

263 13th Avenue South  

St. Petersburg, FL 33701  

Office (727) 824-5379  

Cell   (813) 992-5730  

Fax    (727) 824-5300  



Received April 13, 2016 

 

1) In regards to the 24-inch by 24-inch square concrete piles (impact driven) that could 

potentially be used to support flat slab spans, are any of these going to be in the water or 

will they all be in the marsh.  I'm trying to figure out if these marshes only get inundated 

once in a while (high marsh) or if it happens pretty much every day (i.e., would ESA species 

be able to access these areas and what is the potential for noise transmission into the 

water)?  I'm thinking that the situation may be similar to the end bent scenario and that it 

will not be much of an in-water noise issue. 

 

The potential flat slabs would all be located in the marsh on either side of the Harbor River. The 

flat slab portions of the bridge would be over high marsh with an elevation of approximately 3 

feet (NAVD88). Mean High Water at the Harbor River Bridge Station 8668146 is approximately 

2.58 feet (NAVD88). The high marsh inundates occasionally, likely with less than 6 inches of 

water. 

 

2) If it turns out that some 24-inch by 24-inch square concrete piles would be impact driven 

in the water, I need to have an estimate of the total number of pile strikes that might occur 

in a single day (e.g., a maximum of 5 piles might be driven in a day and it will take about 

200 pile strikes for each pile = 1,000 strikes per day total).  I realize this would be an 

estimate and the that number of strikes varies with substrate conditions, but I just need a 

ballpark figure to calculate the potential for cumulative sound exposure level (cSEL) 

injury. 

 

None of the concrete piles for the flat slab would be impact driven into open water. All of the 

piles supporting the flat slab would be driven into the marsh. The estimated number of pile 

strikes per day associated with the flat slab construction is based on the following assumptions: 

• 5 piles would be driven per day 

• 15 strokes per foot on average per pile 

• 50-foot pile length 

• 750 pile strikes for each pile 

Based on these assumptions, installation of the concrete piles would result in approximately 

3,750 pile strikes per day. However, as noted above, the impact hammer would occur in the 

marsh, not open water.  

 

3) I use the amount of time (number of seconds per day) to do the cSEL calculations for 

vibratory driving, so I already have that information. 

 

Comment noted. No response required.  

 

4) For the 8-foot diameter steel casings that will be vibrated in as part of the drilled shaft 

construction, it sounds like they get 2 casings installed, then go at completing those 2 drilled 

shafts before moving on to install 2 more casings.  Is that correct?  It's not a big deal if it's 

done differently, but I want to make sure I'm describing the process correctly in the letter. 

 



Yes, this is correct. The typical drilled shaft construction process is completed 2 casings at a 

time. Construction timing may vary as a result of the site or weather conditions or contractor 

scheduling. The contractor would coordinate with SCDOT and NOAA-NMFS if the drilled shaft 

construction would vary substantially from the process outlined in the Biological Assessment.  

 

5) It sounds like the steel pipe piles for the temporary work trestle will be removed using a 

vibratory hammer, is that correct? 

 

Yes, that is correct. 

 

6) There was a small problem with the noise analysis in the BA.  The noise numbers they 

used (from the CALTRANS document) were based on measurements made at 10 meters, so 

to get the noise level at the source (right next to impact or vibratory pile driving) you have 

to add 15 dB to the CALTRANS numbers.  I reran the analysis with that correction and 

there is still no injury potential for the vibratory driving, just some potential for behavioral 

disturbance.  If it turns out that some 24-inch by 24-inch square concrete piles (impact 

driven/flat slab spans) will be in the water, then there might be a relatively small cSEL 

injury zone for that one and some behavioral disturbance as well.  There should not be any 

major issues (show-stoppers) though. 

 

Comment noted. No response required.  

 

7) The BA states that the construction is expected to occur between mid-2018 and mid-

2020.  I am interpreting that as meaning that the new bridge construction and old bridge 

demolition is estimated to take 2 years to complete.  Is that correct? 

 

Yes, the 2 year schedule includes bridge construction and demolition.  

 

8) I am assuming that the references to "siltation barriers" is equivalent to "turbidity 

curtains", is that correct? 

 

We assume that siltation barriers would be either silt fence or turbidity curtains. The type of 

siltation barrier used depends on the depth of water at the barrier. For example, silt fence would 

be used in tidal areas that are less than 1-foot deep, because turbidity curtains would not be 

effective in these conditions.  

 

9) Can I get a commitment that the NMFS Sea Turtle and Smalltooth Sawfish Construction 

Conditions will be applied to shortnose and Atlantic sturgeon as well? 

 

The SCDOT will commit to the contractor implementing the NMFS Sea Turtle and Smalltooth 

Sawfish Construction Conditions for the shortnose and Atlantic sturgeon. 

 

10) NMFS would prefer that no in-water work is done at night since detecting the presence 

of ESA animals near the work area is difficult enough during daylight hours, and is pretty 

much impossible at night (in terms of implementing the Construction Conditions).  I don't 

know if you can make that commitment, but that is what we would like. 



 

The SCDOT commits to following a year-round nighttime in-water work moratorium on the 

proposed project. The contractor would not conduct in-water work for a minimum of 8 hours 

each night. The moratorium would minimize the potential for sturgeon or sea turtle strikes at 

night, when visibility is low, and would provide an 8-hour lapse in in-water noise. 

 

Another question, does SCDOT think the contractor might use barges to do some of the 

construction work or do they believe that it will all be done from work trestles?  I didn't see 

any mention of barges in the BA, just "construction vessels". 

 

The contractor is highly likely to use barges for the deep water work. Construction vessels 

include barges. The work trestle would only be over the marsh and edges of the river and would 

be used to support construction activities on the barges. Please refer to Section 4.2.2, 4.2.4, and 

line 6 of Section 6.0 of the Biological Assessment.  

 

Received April 14, 2016 

 

1) I am interpreting the work trestle situation to be that 2 work trestles would be built, one 

extending out into Harbor River from each shoreline.  Is that correct? 

 

Yes, that is correct. 

 

2) In regards to the end bents that are discussed in the BA, there are 2 scenarios.  One 

would involve putting fill in the salt marsh to create new causeways and the end bents 

would go in at the end of those causeways at each end of the bridge.  However, if they go 

with the pile-supported flat slab span approach, there is no causeway where the flat slabs 

meet the bridge structure.  Do they have end bents under that scenario, and if so, where are 

the end bents located (before the flat slabs on land, at the end of the flat slabs but not in 

causeway fill, etc)? 

 

Under the flat slab scenario, the bridge construction would still include end bents. The new 

bridge cannot tie directly into the existing roadway, because the roadway must remain open 

during construction. Therefore, the end bents would continue to tie into new causeway fill, but 

the amount of total causeway fill would be reduced by the construction of flat slabs. In summary, 

the pile driving for the end bents would not occur in deep water or estuarine habitats. 

 

3) Can I get time estimates for each pile-driving activity discussed in the BA, and one for 

the total project (construction only, not design)? 

 

Total estimated pile driving timeframes in hours are presented in Table 4-1 of the NOAA-NMFS 

Biological Assessment (dated April 4, 2016). Construction is expected to occur between mid-

2018 and mid-2020. Detailed construction timeframes are not available because the schedule 

would be determined by the Design-Build contractor.  

 

4) Below is my description of drilled shaft construction.  Can you see if it is accurate (it's 

based on the description for the I-16/I-75 project) 



 

 

 

 

"SCDOT anticipates that the construction of the new bridge will require the installation of 

56 drilled-shaft concrete columns with a diameter of 8 ft.  Each drilled-shaft concrete 

column is a one-piece cylindrical steel casing that is installed into the river bottom 

permanently using a vibratory hammer.  It takes about 2 hours of vibratory hammer use to 

install a single casing and 2 casings can be installed in a single day.  Following casing 

installation, soil and rock are removed from inside the casing using an auger (hereafter 

referred to as “augering”) and disposed of at an appropriate upland site.  Reinforcing steel 

is then placed in the casing and concrete is poured into the casing.  As the concrete is 

poured, the river water within the casing is removed and captured for disposal.  The 

completed drilled shaft concrete columns will serve as the foundations (i.e., substructures) 

that support each bridge’s bents and piers.  Once 2 casings have been installed (in a single 

day), it takes approximately 1 week to complete the process (augering and concrete 

pouring) for both.  Of the 56 drilled shaft concrete columns, 20 will be constructed in the 

waters of Harbor River and 36 will be built in salt marsh or intertidal flats." 

 

This statement is generally accurate with the following clarifications. Regarding the river water, 

during the auguring process, the remaining water trapped in the steel casing is used to facilitate 

auguring and is eventually removed with the augured material. This material is disposed of at an 

appropriate upland site. As the concrete is poured, slurry used during auguring is contained and 

sent through a de-sanding machine, which cleans the slurry for reuse on subsequent drilling.  

 

Two casings would be installed in the same day, with the remainder of the drilled shaft 

construction process occurring over the following week. Construction timing may vary as a 

result of the site or weather conditions or contractor scheduling. The contractor would coordinate 

with SCDOT and NOAA-NMFS if the drilled shaft construction would vary substantially from 

the process outlined in the Biological Assessment. 

 

Received April 15, 2016 

 

Can you find out if the 370 pipe piles discussed for the work trestles is the number for just 

one trestle (with 24 of them in the water and 346 in salt marsh) or does that include both 

trestles?  I'm trying to figure out if I need to multiply those numbers by 2 or not. 

 

The 370 pipe piles for the trestles include both trestles.  
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Wade, Blair

From: Riddle, Nicole L. <RiddleNL@scdot.org>

Sent: Friday, April 22, 2016 2:51 PM

To: Wade, Blair

Subject: FW: ESA Section 7 consultation for US 21 Harbor River Bridge

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

 

 

From: David Rydene - NOAA Federal [mailto:david.rydene@noaa.gov]  
Sent: Friday, April 22, 2016 1:33 PM 

To: Riddle, Nicole L. 
Subject: Re: ESA Section 7 consultation for US 21 Harbor River Bridge 

 

Hi Nicole, 

 

I think I just have one more question (famous last words) I need answered to complete the draft letter.  The BA 

states that all 8 H-piles for an end bent can be installed in a single day (8 hours).  Could you get me an estimate 

of the total number of impact hammer blows it would take to install all 8 H-piles? 

 

Thanks,   (Have a good weekend)    Dave 

 

On Thu, Apr 21, 2016 at 3:43 PM, Riddle, Nicole L. <RiddleNL@scdot.org> wrote: 

Hey Dave, Please see the attached responses to your questions.  Please don’t hesitate to ask if you have 

anymore.  Thanks! 

  

  

Nicole Levinson Riddle 

Assistant NEPA Coordinator (Lowcountry) 

Environmental Services Office 

South Carolina Department of Transportation 

O: 803-737-0841 C: 803-351-8480 

From: David Rydene - NOAA Federal [mailto:david.rydene@noaa.gov]  

Sent: Wednesday, April 20, 2016 4:11 PM 

To: Riddle, Nicole L. 

 

Subject: Re: ESA Section 7 consultation for US 21 Harbor River Bridge 
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Wade, Blair

From: Wade, Blair

Sent: Monday, April 25, 2016 4:05 PM

To: 'Riddle, Nicole L.'

Cc: 'Long, Chad C.'; Darby, Michael M.

Subject: RE: ESA Section 7 consultation for US 21 Harbor River Bridge

Attachments: Pile Strikes Estimate.xlsx

Hi Nicole, 
 
We evaluated the impact hammer strikes for the end bents and flat slabs again based on David’s question. Our 
construction personnel provided some information about the variability of pile driving. See attached spreadsheet.  
 
The spreadsheet is based on a couple assumptions: 

• soils would be muck, then sand, and eventually marl as the pile is installed 

• piles would not have to be extended. 
 
Typically, pile driving in muck requires about 1 to 2 strikes per foot of pile. The number of hammer strikes would increase 
in the sand layer to between 5 and 10 strikes per foot. Once the pile enters the stiffer material (marl), the number of 
strikes could range between 20 and 100 strikes per foot (depending on the length of pile needed to be embedded into the 
marl). Once the pile is driven, if the Pile Dynamic Analysis determines the piles did not have capacity, there's a chance the 
piles would need to be spliced and driven deeper. This would be an unknown that may or may not need to be accounted 
for. 
 
The attached spreadsheet estimates the # of strikes based on 10 feet of muck, 20 feet of sand, and 20 feet of marl. Based 
on our estimates and assumptions, a 50-foot pile would require between 510 and 2,220 strikes. 
 

• Flat slab concrete piles – 308 piles – total pile driving between 157,080 and 683,760 strikes. 

• End bent H piles – 16 piles – total pile driving between 8,160 and 35,520 strikes. 
 
Note, the flat slabs would be constructed over high marsh, while the end bents would be constructed in upland material. 
None of this pile driving would occur in deep water habitats.  
 
Let me know if you or David has any questions! 
 
Thanks, 
 
Blair 
 

Blair Goodman Wade, ENV SP 

D 843.414.3740  M 843.693.9938 

hdrinc.com/follow-us 

 

From: Riddle, Nicole L. [mailto:RiddleNL@scdot.org]  

Sent: Friday, April 22, 2016 2:51 PM 

To: Wade, Blair 

Subject: FW: ESA Section 7 consultation for US 21 Harbor River Bridge 

 
 

 

From: David Rydene - NOAA Federal [mailto:david.rydene@noaa.gov]  
Sent: Friday, April 22, 2016 1:33 PM 

To: Riddle, Nicole L. 

Subject: Re: ESA Section 7 consultation for US 21 Harbor River Bridge 



End Bents (14-Inch H Piles)

Number of H-Piles per End Bent 8

Number of End Bents 2

Total H-Piles 16

Assumed Length of Pile 50 Feet

Assumed Soil Type

Assumed Depth 

of Each Soil 

Type

Assumed 

Minimum # of 

Hammer 

Strikes

Hammer 

Strikes per Soil 

Layer

Muck Soils 10 1 10

Sandy Soils 20 5 100

Marl 20 20 400

Total Strikes per Pile (Minimum) 510

Assumed Soil Type

Assumed Depth 

of Each Soil 

Type

Assumed 

Maximum # of 

Hammer 

Strikes

Hammer 

Strikes per Soil 

Layer

Muck Soils 10 2 20

Sandy Soils 20 10 200

Marl 20 100 2,000

Total Strikes per Pile (Maximum) 2,220

Total Strikes for End Bents 8,160 Minimum

35,520 Maximum



Flat Slab Approaches (24-inch diameter concrete piles)

Estimated # of Concrete Piles 308

Assumed Length of Pile 50 Feet

Assumed Soil Type

Assumed Depth 

of Each Soil 

Type

Assumed 

Minimum # of 

Hammer 

Strikes

Hammer 

Strikes per Soil 

Layer

Muck Soils 10 1 10

Sandy Soils 20 5 100

Marl 20 20 400

Total Strikes per Pile (Minimum) 510

Assumed Soil Type

Assumed Depth 

of Each Soil 

Type

Assumed 

Maximum # of 

Hammer 

Strikes

Hammer 

Strikes per Soil 

Layer

Muck Soils 10 2 20

Sandy Soils 20 10 200

Marl 20 100 2,000

Total Strikes per Pile (Maximum) 2,220

Total Strikes for End Bents 157,080 Minimum

683,760 Maximum
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Wade, Blair

From: Riddle, Nicole L. <RiddleNL@scdot.org>

Sent: Monday, June 06, 2016 8:25 AM

To: Wade, Blair; Long, Chad C.

Subject: FW: ESA Section 7 consultation for US 21 Harbor River Bridge

FYI 

 

From: David Rydene - NOAA Federal [mailto:david.rydene@noaa.gov]  
Sent: Thursday, June 02, 2016 12:49 PM 

To: Riddle, Nicole L. 
Subject: Re: ESA Section 7 consultation for US 21 Harbor River Bridge 

 

Hi Nicole, 

 

It is with the last reviewer in our Protected Resources Division, then it goes to one of our attorneys.  I would 

guess that it should be finished in about 3-4 weeks. 

 

-    Dave 

 

On Thu, May 26, 2016 at 2:09 PM, Riddle, Nicole L. <RiddleNL@scdot.org> wrote: 

Hi, Dave, I hope all is well.  I am emailing to see if you have an idea of when we will get the final response letter from 

you?  It will just help me get an idea of where we are at.  Thanks! 

  

  

Nicole Levinson Riddle 

Assistant NEPA Coordinator (Lowcountry) 

Environmental Services Office 

South Carolina Department of Transportation 

O: 803-737-0841 C: 803-351-8480 

  

From: Riddle, Nicole L.  

Sent: Tuesday, April 26, 2016 8:38 AM 
To: David Rydene - NOAA Federal (david.rydene@noaa.gov) 

Subject: FW: ESA Section 7 consultation for US 21 Harbor River Bridge 

  

Please see the info below and the attached spreadsheet.  I hope this helps. 



























PCTS Access and Additional Considerations for ESA Section 7 Consultations 

(Revised 03-10-2015) 

 
Public Consultation Tracking System (PCTS) Guidance: PCTS is a Web-based query system at 

https://pcts.nmfs.noaa.gov/ that allows all federal agencies (e.g., U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

- USACE), project managers, permit applicants, consultants, and the general public to find the 

current status of NMFS’s Endangered Species Act (ESA) and Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) 

consultations which are being conducted (or have been completed) pursuant to ESA Section 7 

and the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act’s (MSA) Sections 

305(b)2 and 305(b)(4).  Basic information including access to documents is available to all. 

 

The PCTS Home Page is shown below.  For USACE-permitted projects, the easiest and quickest 

way to look up a project’s status, or review completed ESA/EFH consultations, is to click on 

either the “Corps Permit Query” link (top left); or, below it, click the “Find the status of a 

consultation based on the Corps Permit number” link in the golden “I Want To…” window. 

 

Then, from the “Corps District Office” list pick the appropriate USACE district. In the “Corps 

Permit #” box, type in the 9-digit USACE permit number identifier, with no hyphens or letters. 

Simply enter the year and the permit number, joined together, using preceding zeros if necessary 

after the year to obtain the necessary 9-digit (no more, no less) number. For example, the 

USACE Jacksonville District’s issued permit number SAJ-2013-0235 (LP-CMW) must be typed 

in as 201300235 for PCTS to run a proper search and provide complete and accurate results. For 

querying permit applications submitted for ESA/EFH consultation by other USACE districts, the 

procedure is the same.  For example, an inquiry on Mobile District’s permit MVN201301412 is 

entered as 201301412 after selecting the Mobile District from the “Corps District Office” list. 

PCTS questions should be directed to Kelly Shotts at Kelly.Shotts@noaa.gov or (727) 551-5603. 



EFH Recommendations:  In addition to its protected species/critical habitat consultation 

requirements with NMFS’ Protected Resources Division pursuant to Section 7 of the ESA, prior 

to proceeding with the proposed action the action agency must also consult with NMFS’ Habitat 

Conservation Division (HCD) pursuant to the MSA requirements for EFH consultation (16 

U.S.C. 1855 (b)(2) and 50 CFR 600.905-.930, subpart K).  The action agency should also ensure 

that the applicant understands the ESA and EFH processes; that ESA and EFH consultations are 

separate, distinct, and guided by different statutes, goals, and time lines for responding to the 

action agency; and that the action agency will (and the applicant may) receive separate 

consultation correspondence on NMFS letterhead from HCD regarding their concerns and/or 

finalizing EFH consultation. 

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



 

 

 
 

SEA TURTLE AND SMALLTOOTH SAWFISH CONSTRUCTION CONDITIONS 
 

The permittee shall comply with the following protected species construction conditions: 

 
a.   The permittee shall instruct all personnel associated with the project of the potential presence 

of these species and the need to avoid collisions with sea turtles and smalltooth sawfish.  All 

construction personnel are responsible for observing water-related activities for the presence of 

these species. 

 
b.   The permittee shall advise all construction personnel that there are civil and criminal penalties 

for harming, harassing, or killing sea turtles or smalltooth sawfish, which are protected under the 

Endangered Species Act of 1973. 

 
c.   Siltation barriers shall be made of material in which a sea turtle or smalltooth sawfish cannot 

become entangled, be properly secured, and be regularly monitored to avoid protected species 

entrapment.  Barriers may not block sea turtle or smalltooth sawfish entry to or exit from 

designated critical habitat without prior agreement from the National Marine Fisheries Service’s 

Protected Resources Division, St. Petersburg, Florida. 

 
d.   All vessels associated with the construction project shall operate at “no wake/idle” speeds at 

all times while in the construction area and while in water depths where the draft of the vessel 

provides less than a four-foot clearance from the bottom.  All vessels will preferentially follow 

deep-water routes (e.g., marked channels) whenever possible. 

 
e.   If a sea turtle or smalltooth sawfish is seen within 100 yards of the active daily 

construction/dredging operation or vessel movement, all appropriate precautions shall be 

implemented to ensure its protection. These precautions shall include cessation of operation of any 

moving equipment closer than 50 feet of a sea turtle or smalltooth sawfish.  Operation of any 

mechanical construction equipment shall cease immediately if a sea turtle or smalltooth sawfish is 

seen within a 50-ft radius of the equipment.  Activities may not resume until the protected species 
has departed the project area of its own volition. 

 
      f.    Any collision with and/or injury to a sea turtle or smalltooth sawfish shall be reported 

immediately to the National Marine Fisheries Service’s Protected Resources Division (727-824- 
5312) and the local authorized sea turtle stranding/rescue organization. 

 
g.   Any special construction conditions, required of your specific project, outside these 

general conditions, if applicable, will be addressed in the primary consultation. 
 
 
 

Revised: March 23, 2006 
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United States Department of the Interior

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

July 1,2015

Mr. Chad Long
Archaeologist/NEPA Coordinator
South Carolina Department of Transportation
P.O. Box 191

Columbia. SC 29202-0191

ii.s. ^A
n-sii4wu.ni.ire

SERVICE

Re: Letter of Intent, U.S. Highway 21 Bridge Replacement, Harbor River,
Beaufort County, SC, FWS Log No. 2015-CPA-0112

Dear Mr. Long:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has received your June 23, 2015, Letter of Intent
(LOI) for the proposed replacement of the U.S. Highway 21 Bridge over Harbor River in
Beaufort County, South Carolina. The South CarolinaDepartmentof Transportation (SCDOT)
is proposing to replace U.S. Highway 21, which connects St. Helena Island to Harbor Island,
Fripp Island, and Hunting Island State Park. The SCDOT is soliciting comments for
consideration and incorporation into an Environmental Assessment (EA) which is being prepared
pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (43 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.)
(NEPA).

The Service believes it is imperative that the EA is designed to conserve local natural resources
to the maximum extent possible. As such, we recommend that project planning efforts
incorporate all possible means to avoid and/or minimize impacts wetlands along the corridor
through a rigorous alternatives analysis. Analyses should include the consideration ofa longer
bridge span rather than a causeway to span the salt marsh critical area. Once a range of
alternatives has been identified, we recommend that SCDOT schedule a multi-agency site visit in
order to review each alternative.

The LOI stated that a threatened and endangered species survey was performed for the site in
September 2014, and determined that the project area contains suitable habitat for several
federally protected threatened and endangered (T&E) species. The Service recommends the
project efforts continue to consider potential impact to these species as well as species that may
be listed in the future. The Service has included with this letter a list of species that are currently
protected under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA), species that are considered as a
candidate for listing under the ESA, and those that have been petitioned for listing under the









From: Riddle, Nicole L.
To: "Charleston@fws.gov"
Cc: Belcher, Jeffery - FHWA; Long, Chad C.
Subject: BA submittal of US 21 over Harbor River in Beaufort County
Date: Friday, January 15, 2016 1:19:00 PM
Attachments: Final USFWS BA 2016-01-14 (1).pdf

The South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT) proposes to replace the existing US 21
 (Sea Island Parkway) Bridge over Harbor River, located in Beaufort County, South Carolina. The
 project involves the bridge replacement as well as the construction of a new roadway approach
 alignment. The purpose of the project is to correct structural and functional deficiencies of the US
 21 Bridge over the Harbor River and to upgrade the bridge and its approaches to current design
 standards. 
 
SCDOT is submitting the attached biological assessment and is requesting consultation.  Please
 contact me or Chad Long (803-737-1396) if additional information is needed or should you have any
 questions.
 
 
 
Nicole Levinson Riddle
Assistant NEPA Coordinator (Lowcountry)
Environmental Services Office
South Carolina Department of Transportation
O: 803-737-0841 C: 803-351-8480
 

mailto:Charleston@fws.gov
mailto:Jeffrey.Belcher@dot.gov
mailto:LongCC@scdot.org
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1 Introduction 
This biological assessment, prepared by HDR Inc. on behalf of the South Carolina 
Department of Transportation (SCDOT), addresses the proposed action in compliance 
with Section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 (16 United States Code 
1536 (c)), as amended. The biological assessment also follows standards established in 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and SCDOT National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) Guidance.  


Section 7 of the ESA requires that, through consultation (or conferencing for proposed 
species) with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and/or the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), 
federal actions do not jeopardize the continued existence of any threatened, 
endangered, or proposed species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of 
critical habitat.  


This biological assessment evaluates the potential effects of the proposed transportation 
project on species that are federally listed under the ESA and under the jurisdiction of 
USFWS. A separate biological assessment has been prepared for species under the 
jurisdiction of the NOAA-NMFS. Specific project design elements are identified that avoid 
or minimize adverse effects of the proposed project on listed species and/or critical 
habitat.  


1.1 Project Description 
The SCDOT proposes to replace the existing US 21 (Sea Island Parkway) Bridge over 
Harbor River, located in Beaufort County, South Carolina. The project involves the bridge 
replacement as well as the construction of a new roadway approach alignment. The 
purpose of the project is to correct structural and functional deficiencies of the US 21 
Bridge over the Harbor River and to upgrade the bridge and its approaches to current 
design standards. 


1.2 Project Area and Setting 
US 21 is a two-lane roadway with earthen shoulders on a causeway connecting St. 
Helena Island with Harbor Island, Hunting Island, and Fripp Island. The project corridor 
terrain is flat with the surface runoff draining to the adjacent salt marsh or roadside 
ditches. The existing land use along the project boundaries is primarily tidal wetlands, 
with small areas of residential and commercial development.  


The project study area consists of a corridor that is approximately two miles long and 600 
feet wide, centered on the existing US 21 between St. Helena Island and Harbor Island 
(Figure 1-1). The study corridor begins 150 feet west of Gay Fish County Road on US 
21, extends east across the bridge to Harbor Island, and ends 150 feet past the 
intersection of US 21 and Harbor Drive. 
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Figure 1-1  Project Location Map 


 







Biological Assessment for US Fish and Wildlife Species 
US 21 Bridge Replacement over Harbor River (SCDOT Project ID P026862) 


 


  January 14, 2016 | 3 


1.3 Consultation History 
A Letter of Intent (LOI) was distributed on June 23, 2015 to stakeholders to notify them of 
the commencement of the proposed project. The LOI provided general project 
information and requested comments on potential environmental issues and concerns 
within the project study area.  


The USFWS provided a response letter and species list on July 1, 2015 (Appendix A). 
The list includes species under the sole jurisdiction of NOAA-NMFS and shared 
jurisdiction between USFWS and NOAA-NMFS. 


2 Federally Proposed and Listed Species and 
Designated Critical Habitat 
A list of Federally-protected species within the project study area was obtained from the 
USFWS Information for Planning and Conservation (IPaC) website (Appendix B). 
Federally-endangered and threatened species under the exclusive jurisdiction of USFWS 
and under shared jurisdiction with NOAA-NMFS and considered in this document are 
identified in Table 2-1. Figure 2-1 shows areas of suitable habitat and critical habitat 
near the project area.  


Table 2-1. ESA Federally Threatened and Endangered Species 


Common Name Scientific Name 
Federal ESA 
Designation 


Critical Habitat 
Designated? 


American chaffseed Schwalbea americana Endangered No 


Canbys dropwort Oxypolis canbyi Endangered No 


West Indian manatee Trichechus manatus Endangered Yes 


Frosted flatwoods 
salamander 


Ambystoma cingulatum Threatened Yes 


Kirtlands warbler Setophago kirtlandii Endangered No 


Green sea turtle Chelonia mydas Threatened Yes 


Kemp’s Ridley sea turtle Lepidochelys kempii Endangered No 


Leatherback sea turtle Dermochelys coriacea Endangered Yes 


Loggerhead sea turtle Caretta caretta Threatened Yes 


Piping plover Charadrius melodus Threatened Yes 


Pondberry Lindera melisifolia Endangered No 


Red-Cockaded 
woodpecker 


Picoides borealis Endangered No 


Rufa red knot Calidris canutus rufa Threatened No 


Wood stork Mycteria americana Threatened No 
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Figure 2-1. Critical and Suitable Habitat Surrounding Project Area 
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The NOAA-NMFS and the USFWS share jurisdictional responsibility for sea turtles under 
the ESA. The USFWS has responsibility in the terrestrial environment (e.g., nesting 
beaches), while the NOAA-NMFS has responsibility in the marine environment. NOAA-
NMFS has sole jurisdiction over the Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus oxyrinchus) 
and Shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum); these species are evaluated under a 
separate biological assessment that has been provided to NOAA-NMFS. 


The Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) is also protected under the Bald and Golden 
Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA) and Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) (see Section 6). 
No candidate species or USFWS-designated critical habitat for federally-listed species 
exists in the project area.  


2.1 American chaffseed (Schwalbea americana)  
American chaffseed was listed as an endangered species in 1992. American chaffseed 
is a perennial herb approximately 1 to 2 feet in height, with mostly unbranched stems. 
The 2-lipped flowers are yellow with purple highlights and bloom from April through June 
in its historical southern range. This plant is considered a parasite as it obtains nutrients 
directly from the roots of many other woody and herbaceous plants.  


A recovery plan exists for this species and was issued in 1995 (USFWS 1995). American 
chaffseed is found primarily in the coastal plain along the Atlantic and Gulf Coasts. Its 
historic range is from Florida to Massachusetts and westward to east Texas. Currently, 
American chaffseed occurs in New Jersey, North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, and 
Florida (USFWS 2011a). The USFWS has not designated critical habitat for this species.  


Its preferred habitat is in open pine flatwoods, bogs, palustrine pine savannahs, and 
lowland pine forests; as it requires acidic-sandy or peaty soils. Chaffseed is dependent 
on factors such as fire, mowing, or fluctuating water tables to maintain the crucial open to 
partly-open conditions that it requires (USFWS 2011a). The USFWS Recovery Plan 
(USFWS 1995) documented 42 occurrences of this species in South Carolina; however, 
none of these occurrences were located in Beaufort County. Threats to chaffseed include 
habitat destruction and fire exclusion (USFWS 2011a).  


2.2 Canby’s dropwort (Oxypolis canbyi)  
Canby’s dropwort was listed as an endangered species in 1986. Canby’s dropwort is a 
perennial plant found in the South Carolina Coastal Plain with erect stems and stands 
2.6 to 3.9 feet tall (USFWS 2010a). The leaves are slender, hollow and quill like, and the 
flowers are compound umbels with white petals that appear from mid-August to early 
October, giving off a slight dill odor. The flowers fruits are 4 to 6 millimeters (mm) in 
length, with prominent wings, and will split into multiple single seeded parts upon 
maturation. Canby’s dropwort reproduces primarily via asexual means through rhizomes.  


A recovery plan exists for this species and was issued in 1990. Canby’s dropwort has 
been found in natural ponds dominated by pond cypress, grass-sedge dominated 
Carolina bays, wet pine savannas, shallow pineland ponds and cypress-pine swamps or  
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sloughs (USFWS 2011b). Canby's dropwort has been documented in Delaware, 
Georgia, Maryland, North Carolina and South Carolina (USFWS 2011b). The USFWS 
has not designated critical habitat for this species.  


Populations have been identified in the following South Carolina counties: Allendale, 
Bamberg, Barnwell, Berkeley, Clarendon, Colleton, Florence, Hampton, Richland, 
Sumter, and Williamsburg (NatureServe 2014b). No occurrences were identified within 
Beaufort County. Loss or degradation of wetlands is the primary threat to Canby’s 
dropwort (USFWS 2011b).  


2.3 West Indian manatee (Trichechus manatus)  
The West Indian manatee was listed as endangered in 1967 and critical habitat was 
designated in 1976. A recovery plan exists for this species and was issued in 1980 and 
updated in 1989 and 1996. In July 2014, the USFWS began a 5-year review and status 
review to reclassify the manatee as threatened.  


The Florida manatee (Trichechus manatus latirostris), a subspecies of the West Indian 
manatee, is a large brown/gray herbivorous marine mammal reaching 10 to 13 feet in 
length and up to 1,000 pounds (lbs.) in weight. They are classified as sirenians, which 
are slow moving, herbivorous mammals found in coastal habitats. Manatees have large 
flattened tails and paddle-like forelimbs. Females reach breeding age from 7 to 9 years 
of age and males from 9 to 10 years of age with longevity extending more than 50 years. 
Manatees are usually solitary; however they sometimes cavort in large groups or can be 
found in mating herds.  


Manatees are marine species, although they are attracted to freshwater outlets. They 
prefer slow moving waters 3 to 6 feet deep and feed on marsh grasses, floating 
vegetation, and algae. Manatees often inhabit areas with turbid and noisy conditions 
(FWC 2007). The most significant threat faced by manatees is death or serious injury 
from vessel strikes (USFWS 2001b, FWC 2007). Manatees also cannot survive 
prolonged exposure to water temperatures below 18°C (65°F) (MMC 2015). The U.S 
populations appear to originate from Florida, but transient groups and individuals can be 
found in Alabama, Georgia, and South Carolina coastal waters during the summer 
months (NatureServe 2014c). The USFWS designated critical habitat for the West Indian 
manatee is not located in the project area and is limited to portions of coastal southern 
Georgia and Florida.  


2.4 Frosted flatwoods salamander (Ambystoma 
cingulatum)  
The frosted flatwoods salamander was listed as a threatened species in 1999. The 
frosted flatwoods salamander has a black body with varying amounts of gray dorsal 
markings that create a net-like appearance. Adults reach lengths of 1 to 1.3 inches and 
can weigh up to 0.4 ounces. Adults migrate to breeding waters (at distances up to 
1.0 mile) on wet evenings with low barometric pressure between October and January. 
Breeding habitats are usually ephemeral freshwater wetlands less than 20 inches deep 
dominated by pond cypress (Taxodium ascendens), black gum (Nyssa sylvatica var. 
biflora), and slash pine (Pinus elliotti) as well as red maple (Acer rubrum), loblolly bay 
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(Gordonia lasianthus), sweetbay (Magnolia virginiana), and sweetgum (Liquidambar 
styraciflua). The preferred habitat for post larvals include longleaf pine and wiregrass 
flatwoods and savannas with poorly drained undersoils allowing pooling during seasonal 
rains (NatureServe 2014d). 


A recovery plan does not exist for the frosted flatwood salamander. Frosted flatwoods 
salamanders range includes the lower southeastern coastal plain of the U.S. from South 
Carolina to north-central Florida and westward into southern Georgia, and from there 
southward into northern Florida. Populations have been identified Berkeley, Charleston, 
and Jasper Counties, South Carolina (NatureServe 2014d). No occurrences were 
identified in Beaufort County. USFWS critical habitat has been designated for the frosted 
flatwood salamander; the closest critical habitat is located in Jasper County, South 
Carolina, approximately 32 miles from the project area. 


2.5 Kirtland’s warbler (Setophaga kirtlandii)  
The Kirtland’s warbler was listed as an endangered species in 1967. A recovery plan 
exists for this species and was issued in 1985. The Kirtland’s warbler is a coastal 
migrating songbird reaching 6 inches in length and 0.45 ounces in weight. They have 
blue-gray plumage with black streaks and a yellow underbelly. Eggs are usually laid 
between late May and June and chicks are fledged between 8 and 12 days after 
hatching. Nest mortality is generally a result of predation by American crows, blue jays, 
hognose and garter snakes, and squirrels (NatureServe 2014e). 


Kirtland’s warblers preferred breeding habitat is fire generated dense stands of jack pine 
with little or no hardwoods present. However, they also nest on the ground at the base of 
pine trees in their breeding ranges of upper Michigan, Wisconsin, and Ontario, Canada. 
Their diet primarily consists of berries, tree sap, and insects. Winter migration sightings 
occur along their route from their breeding habitats to their destination in the Bahamas, 
including areas of the southeastern coast of the U.S (NatureServe 2014e).  


2.6 Sea Turtles 
Sea turtles are highly migratory, long-lived reptiles that occur throughout the open ocean 
and coastal regions of the world, generally within tropical to subtropical latitudes. Habitat 
and distribution vary depending on species and life stages and are discussed further in 
the species profiles. 


2.6.1 Green sea turtle (Chelonia mydas)  


In 1978, the green turtle was listed under the ESA as a threatened species throughout its 
range except for the Florida and Mexican Pacific coast breeding populations, which were 
listed as endangered. A recovery plan exists for this species and was issued in 1991. 
This species is part of the NOAA-NMFS and USFWS 5-year review initiated in 2012 for 
four species of sea turtles. Currently, a public comment period is open to solicit input on 
a joint proposed rule to remove the range-wide listing and to list 11 Distinct Population 
Segments (DPS) as threatened or endangered. NOAA-NMFS and USFWS are also 
requesting comments on designation of critical habitat for these DPS in the U.S.  
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The green sea turtle has a carapace that is predominantly brown with wavy dark blotches 
and has a mostly white plastron. Adults generally weigh between 250 and 650 lbs. and 
have carapace lengths between 3 and 4 feet. Adults migrate up to 1,850 miles between 
their breeding habitats on beaches and feeding habitats. Adults prefer shallow low 
energy waters with adequate submerged vegetation, mollusks, sponges, crustaceans, 
and jellyfish for feeding. Female reproductive maturity varies greatly with geographic 
location but is generally between 20 and 40 years of age. They lay between 1 and 8 
clutches with 90 to 140 eggs in two week intervals, every 2 to 5 years. Eggs and 
hatchlings generally experience high mortality resulting from aquatic and terrestrial 
predators, tidal extremes, and beach erosion (NatureServe 2014f). In South Carolina, 
their nesting and hatching season would occur between early May and late October 
(USFWS 2015). Critical habitat is not located within the project area and has been 
designated for the green sea turtle in Puerto Rico. 


2.6.2 Kemp’s ridley sea turtle (Lepidochelys kempii)  


The Kemp’s ridley sea turtle was listed as endangered in 1970. A recovery plan exists for 
this species and was issued in 1984 and updated in 1992 and 2011. This species is part 
of the NOAA-NMFS and USFWS 5-year review initiated in 2012 for four species of sea 
turtles. NOAA-NMFS and USFWS published the 5-year review for Kemp’s ridley in July 
2015 and recommended the species remain classified as endangered.  


Adult Kemp’s ridley sea turtles have an olive green nearly circular carapace with a yellow 
colored plastron; juveniles have a gray colored carapace. Adults generally weigh 
between 80 and 100 lbs. with carapace lengths between 23 and 30 inches. Female 
reproductive maturity occurs between 10 and 17 years. They usually lay 3 clutches 
containing between 95 and 100 eggs in intervals ranging from 10 to 28 days, every 1 to 4 
years. Eggs are laid during daylight hours unlike most sea turtles that lay their eggs in 
the dark. Eggs, hatchlings, and nesting turtles experience high mortality primarily due to 
coyote predation. Adults prefer shallow marine and estuarine waters in the Gulf of 
Mexico where crabs are plentiful. Juveniles feed primarily on Sargassum and mollusks. 
In addition to the Gulf, juvenile Kemp’s ridley sea turtles also inhabit waters in the Long 
Island Sound, New England, and Nova Scotia. Approximately 60 percent of all nesting 
occurs at the Rancho Nuevo Beach in Tamaulipas, Mexico, although sporadic nesting 
has been documented on North Carolina beaches (NatureServe 2014g). In South 
Carolina, their nesting and hatching season would occur between early May and late 
October (USFWS 2015). Critical habitat has not been designated for this species.  


2.6.3 Leatherback sea turtle (Dermochelys coriacea)  


The leatherback sea turtle was listed as endangered in 1970. A recovery plan exists for 
this species and was issued in 1992. This species is part of the NOAA-NMFS and 
USFWS 5-year review initiated in 2012 for four species of sea turtles. NOAA-NMFS and 
USFWS published the 5-year review for the leatherback sea turtle in November 2013 
and recommended the species remain classified as endangered.  


The leatherback is the largest of the sea turtles with a carapace length of 53 to 74 inches 
and weighs between 650 to 2,000 lbs. Their carapace is dark blue to blackish in color 
with seven prominent longitudinal ridges and no scutes. Female reproductive maturity 
varies greatly with geographic location, but 9 years is generally considered the minimum 
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age used for conservation purposes. They can lay 10 or more clutches each containing 
70 to 90 eggs at 1 to 2 week intervals, every 2 to 3 years. Eggs and hatchlings 
experience high mortality from predation whereas adult mortality is usually the result of 
commercial fishing gear or from eating floating debris (commonly plastic) (NatureServe 
2014h). Critical habitat is not located in the project area and has been designated for the 
leatherback sea turtle in the US Virgin Islands. 


Adults have been documented migrating between hundreds and thousands of miles 
between nesting and feeding waters. The leatherback sea turtle’s preferred nesting 
habitat is on sloping continental beaches with the absence of a fringing reef, often near 
deep and/or rough ocean waters. Those leatherback sea turtles nesting in the Caribbean 
migrate north along the Atlantic Coast, reaching New England by late summer. In South 
Carolina, their nesting and hatching season is from early May to late October (USFWS 
2015). Leatherback sea turtle nests have been documented on Hunting Island, 
Pritchards Island, and Fripp Island, South Carolina. Two leatherback sea turtle nests 
have been documented in South Carolina in 2015; one nest was located at Hunting 
Island State Park less than 5 miles from the project area (SCDNR 2015b). A “false crawl” 
was documented at Harbor Island, South Carolina, in 2012, but as the term indicates, no 
nesting took place (SCDNR 2015c).  


Considered almost entirely pelagic, leatherback turtles move from the open ocean to the 
edge of continental shelves, and consistently make dives to depths of 4,200 feet. Their 
pelagic lifestyle limits their diet to primarily jellyfish, although some fish, invertebrates, 
and seaweed are also consumed (NatureServe 2014h). Leatherback sea turtles prefer 
the open ocean, particularly the warmer parts of the Atlantic Ocean; however, they 
occasionally forage in shallow bays, estuaries, and the mouths of rivers. 


2.6.4 Loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta caretta)  


The loggerhead sea turtle was listed as threatened in 1978. A recovery plan exists for 
this species and was issued in 1984 and updated in 1991 and 2008. In 2011, a final rule 
was issued to list four DPS as endangered and five DPS as threatened. The Northwest 
Atlantic Ocean DPS, which includes individuals in the project area, is designated as 
threatened.  


The loggerhead sea turtle has a distinctively large head and a reddish-brown carapace 
measuring 28 to 49 inches in length and weighing between 155 to 500 lbs. In the 
southeastern U.S., female loggerheads reach reproductive maturity at 15 to 30 years and 
lay between 1 and 9 clutches of 45 to 200 eggs at 2 week intervals, every 2 to 3 years. In 
South Carolina, their nesting and hatching season is from early May to late October 
(USFWS 2015) on open sandy beaches above the high tide line. Egg and hatchling 
mortality is a result of predation (raccoons), tidal extremes, excessive rainfall, human 
disturbance, and disruption of nests by vegetation growth (NatureServe 2014i). 


Some southeastern U.S. loggerhead sea turtles migrate north in the spring, and south at 
the beginning of fall. The NOAA-NMFS has determined that potential breeding habitat for 
the loggerhead sea turtle exists approximately 2,200 linear feet (seaward) from the 
southeastern boundary of the proposed project area. Adults are considered pelagic but 
generally remain near shore in bays, estuaries, lagoons, creeks, and mouths of rivers. 
Their diet is the most varied of the sea turtles consisting of several marine invertebrates, 
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vegetation, and fish. Their U.S. nesting range is from southern Florida to North Carolina 
(NatureServe 2014i).  


Critical habitat is not located within the project area; however, critical habitat for 
loggerhead sea turtles is located approximately 0.5 mile from the project area on the 
beaches of Harbor Island (Figure 2-1). Loggerhead sea turtles have been documented 
nesting on the sandy beaches of Harbor Island, near the confluence of Harbor River and 
St. Helena Sound (SCDNR 2014a; SCDNR 2015c). Harbor Island has been part of the 
South Carolina Department of Natural Resources’ (SCDNR) Sea Turtle Conservation 
Program since 1993 and averages just under 50 nests per year (SCDNR 2015c). 


2.7 Piping plover (Charadrius melodus)  
The piping plover was listed as a threatened species in 1985. This species is part of the 
USFWS 5-year review initiated in 2014. A recovery plan exists for the Atlantic Coast 
population of this species and was issued in 1996.  


The piping plover is considered small for a shorebird averaging approximately 6.5 to 7.0 
inches in length and between 1.6 and 2.3 ounces in weight. They are mostly white in 
color with a dark band across the front of the crown and black shoulder patches. During 
breeding season, adult females arrive at the breeding area several weeks after the males 
have arrived and have established territories. Although monogamous during the breeding 
season, both males and females usually pick new mates every year. Nests are created 
on beaches in small depressions in sand with an average clutch size of 4 eggs. The 
hatchlings fledge 2 hours after hatching but can only run and swim and therefore usually 
remain within 200 meters (m) of the nest. Flight usually occurs about 18 days after 
hatching (NatureServe 2014j).  


Piping plovers preferred foraging habitat consists of beach dunes, intertidal flats, and 
tidal pool edges where their diet is composed of worms, fly larvae, beetles, and marine 
invertebrates. U.S. breeding locations have been documented in the Great Plains, 
eastern Montana, Minnesota, the Dakotas, southeastern Colorado, Iowa, Nebraska, New 
York, New Jersey, Massachusetts, Virginia, and North and South Carolina. Wintering 
populations reside from Florida to North Carolina, and at various locations in the Gulf 
Coast States (NatureServe 2014j).  


The USFWS has identified critical habitat for this species. The primary constituent 
elements for piping plover critical habitat are found in dynamic coastal areas that support 
intertidal beaches and flats and associated dune systems and flats above annual high 
tide (USFWS 2001a). Intertidal flats may include sand and/or mud flats with no or very 
sparse emergent vegetation. Adjacent unvegetated or sparsely vegetated sand, mud, or 
algal flats above high tide are also important, especially for roosting piping plovers. 
These habitat components are a result of the dynamic processes that occur on coastal 
landforms, including erosion, accretion, and storm events. Because of the ever-changing 
conditions, piping plovers are dependent on a mosaic of sites distributed throughout the 
landscape (USFWS 2001a). USFWS has identified critical habitat for piping plovers on 
the eastern side of Harbor Island (Figure 2-1). These flats and beaches are located 
approximately 0.5 mile from the eastern edge of the project area. 







Biological Assessment for US Fish and Wildlife Species 
US 21 Bridge Replacement over Harbor River (SCDOT Project ID P026862) 


 


  January 14, 2016 | 13 


2.8 Pondberry (Lindera melissifolia)  
Pondberry was listed as an endangered species in 1986. The USFWS prepared a 
recovery plan for this species in 1993. Pondberry is a dioecious deciduous shrub from 
1.6 to 6.5 feet in height and usually grows in large clonal clumps. The small yellow 
flowers bloom from March to April and the fruits mature in early fall. When crushed, the 
leaves give off a lemony-sassafras odor.  


The USFWS has not designated critical habitat for this species. Pondberry is known to 
occupy a variety of habitats from freshwater bogs, fens, and forested wetlands to 
hardwood forests, as long as its hydrological requirements are met. It’s usually found in 
shaded areas but is able to tolerate full sun. The pondberry’s range is primarily the 
Atlantic coastal plain from Florida to North Carolina and along the Gulf coastal plain from 
Alabama to Mississippi. South Carolina’s documented populations have been found in 
Beaufort, Berkeley, and Colleton Counties (NatureServe 2014k). The major threat to the 
continued existence of pondberry is alteration or destruction of its habitat through land-
clearing, drainage modification, or timber-harvesting.  


2.9 Red-cockaded woodpecker (Picoides borealis)  
The red-cockaded woodpecker (RCW) was listed as an endangered species in 1970. 
The USFWS issued a recovery plan for this species in 2003. The RCW is approximately 
7 to 8 inches in length with a 13.5 to 15 inch wingspan. It has a dull white breast with 
black spots, barred back feathers of black and white, black wings, a black cap, and a tell 
tale large white patch on both cheeks. It gets its name from the distinctive red streaks or 
“cockades” on the sides of the head which are more visible on females and juveniles 
than on adult males (Chadwick 2003). RCWs lay their eggs between April and June and 
their offspring fledge between 26 and 29 days after hatching.  


The USFWS has not designated critical habitat for this species. The RCW requires 
mature stands of longleaf and/or loblolly pine to excavate a living cavity and encircles the 
cavity with small holes to encourage the flow of tree sap which is believed to protect it 
from predators (USFWS 2003a). This habitat requires burning which eliminates scrub 
oaks and other hardwoods which discourage nesting of RCWs. The RCW’s historic 
range extends from New Jersey to Texas and inland to Missouri, but its current range 
excludes New Jersey, Maryland, and Missouri (NatureServe 2014l). Populations have 
not been identified in Beaufort County (NatureServe 2014l).  


2.10 Rufa red knot (Calidris canutus rufa)  
The rufa red knot (RRK) was listed as a threatened species in 2015. The USFWS has 
not issued a recovery plan or critical habitat for this species. The RRK is approximately 9 
to 11 inches in length with an average wingspan of 22 inches. The RRK is about the size 
of a robin with a mottled pattern of black, gray, and rose colored feathers on its back and 
a rose underbelly reaching up through the throat and around the eyes (Fretwell 2014). 
They feed primarily on horseshoe crab eggs along their US Atlantic Coast seasonal 
migration route but have also been known to feed on mollusks and marine worms 
(USFWS 2010b, NatureServe 2014m).  
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Delaware Bay and coastal Virginia remain their largest concentration areas during their 
spring and fall migrations, but overwintering populations have been observed on sandy 
beaches and in mud flats on the South Carolina coast. RRK nests are found on the 
ground in shallow depressions lined with leaves and lichens near water. Clutch size is 
between 3 and 4 eggs which are incubated for approximately 3 weeks. Chicks fledge 
between 18 and 20 days after hatching (SCDNR 2014b). Threats to the RRK include loss 
of habitat caused by shoreline hardening and development and the loss of prey. The 
RRK is known or believed to occur in Beaufort County. In particular, the RRK has been 
observed recently on Harbor Island, approximately 0.5 mile from the project area.  


2.11 Wood stork (Mycteria americana)  
The wood stork was listed as an endangered species in 1984. In 2014, the species was 
reclassified as threatened. The USFWS revised the recovery plan for the wood stork in 
1997.  


Adult wood storks are one of the largest wading birds in North America with a wingspan 
of 59 to 65 inches and a head to tail length of 33 to 45 inches (USFWS 1996). They are 
all white in color except for the black primary and secondary wing and tail feathers, and a 
long thick black bill.  


The USFWS has not designated critical habitat for this species. Their habitats consist of 
cypress swamps, bottom-land hardwood forests, tidally influenced freshwater wetlands, 
and abandoned rice fields maintained for water fowl, but also feed in saltwater marshes 
(Brooks 2007). Narrow tidal creeks provide valuable feeding areas for wood storks 
(USFWS 1990). In estuarine environments, nesting and roosting sites may occur on 
islands surrounded by broad expanses of open water (USFWS 1990). Wood storks 
generally nest in colonies from February to April and lay eggs from March to late May. 
Hatchlings usually emerge from early May to mid June and fledge in July or August.  


The wood storks historic breeding range is from South Carolina and Florida to Mexico, 
Central America, Cuba, and Northern Argentina. Today’s North American populations 
are increasing in South Carolina primarily due to migration from Florida as a result of 
decreasing habitat. SCDNR conducts a wood stork monitoring program aimed at 
improving habitats and encouraging year long residents as oppose to the transient 
populations that traditionally returned to Florida for breeding. During the late 1980’s and 
early 1990’s, South Carolina nesting pairs have increased from 11 pairs to 829 pairs 
(USFWS 1997), and eventually increased to 2,010 pairs in 2006 (USFWS 2007). The 
wood stork species was recently reclassified to threatened when an average of 6,000 
nesting pairs were recorded and more than 1.5 chicks per year reached fledgling age, 
over a 3 year period (USFWS 2014; Rodgers et al. 2008). Continuing threats for the 
wood stork include loss of wetland habitat, water management, predation, and human 
disturbance.  


2.12 Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus)  
Bald eagles were listed as endangered species in 1978. Bald eagles were removed from 
the endangered species list in August 2007 because their populations recovered 
sufficiently. Bald eagles are now protected under the MBTA and the BGEPA.  
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The bald eagle gets its name from the distinctive white head of mature adults (6 years of 
age). Adults’ tails are also white but their remaining plumage is dark yet they have a 
bright yellow bill and yellow eyes. Bald eagles are found in all 48 contiguous US states 
as well as Alaska (NatureServe 2014n). Their body length ranges from 31 to 37 inches 
and wingspan from 70 to 90 inches (NGS 1983), weighing upwards of 14 pounds. Bald 
eagles in South Carolina are smaller than their northern brethren however, with a mean 
weight of 7.14 pounds and a mean wing span of 188 centimeters (SCDNR 2010). Bald 
eagle breeding habitat is generally within approximately 2.5 miles of water bodies 
including rivers, lakes, reservoirs, bays, and other coastal areas with abundant fish 
and/or waterfowl populations. Nesting areas usually occur in large tall trees able to 
support their 4 to 6-foot-wide nests, and may be used year after year or may be 
alternated with another nest in successive years. Additionally, nesting sites are primarily 
chosen in areas with limited disturbance. Eggs are laid between October and March with 
clutch sizes of 1 to 3 eggs. Chicks usually fledge by 12 weeks but often remain in the 
same territory for an additional 6 weeks as they are still dependent on the adults for food 
(NatureServe 2014n).  


3 Environmental Baseline 
The proposed project is in an estuarine setting within the outer coastal plain of South 
Carolina and contains tidal salt marshes, ponds, creeks, and the Harbor River. Current 
land use near the project area is rural because of the extensive tidal wetlands, 
floodplains, and zoning designations.  


3.1 Harbor River 
The existing US 21 bridge over Harbor River is approximately 0.88 mile from St. Helena 
Sound and the confluence of Harbor River and St. Helena Sound is approximately 1.9 
miles from the Atlantic Ocean. As shown on Figure 3-1, Harbor River narrows to the 
south, or upstream, of the existing bridge. Approximately 3 river miles south of the 
existing bridge, the tidal tributaries to Harbor River intersect with tidal tributaries to the 
Story River. Depths in this area are 6 to 10 feet at mean high water and 4 to 5 feet at 
mean low water.   


Harbor River generally consists of unconsolidated bottom with soft sediments mixed with 
some sand. The bottom provides nutrient and pollutant storage and supports benthic 
organisms. Salinity levels within the Harbor River and adjacent St. Helena Sound can be 
characterized as marine or euhaline environments, where salinity levels are greater than 
30 parts per trillion (ppt). The SCDNR and the South Carolina Department of Health and 
Environmental Control (SCDHEC) monitor the condition of South Carolina’s estuarine 
habitats through the Estuarine and Coastal Assessment Program (SCECAP). Monitoring 
station RO08351 is located in St. Helena Sound approximately 3 miles west of the US 21 
bridge over Harbor River. The latest available SCECAP data tables from 2008 indicate 
salinity levels Station RO08351 between 34.0 and 36.1 ppt on the channel bottom 
(SCDNR 2008). Salinity on the water surface was 32.2 ppt.   
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Figure 3-1. NOAA Navigation Chart 
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3.2 Coastal Habitats 
The salt marshes are estuaries of Harbor River, St. Helena Sound, and Ward Creek. 
Shell banks and oyster beds can be found along the Harbor River and its associated tidal 
creeks. Salt marsh vegetation includes bushy seaside tansy (Borrichia frutescens), 
smooth cordgrass (Spartina alterniflora), glasswort (Salicornia virginica) and black 
needlerush (Juncus roemerieanus). Common macrobenthic species in the salt marsh 
include marsh fiddler crabs (Uca pugnax), ribbed mussels (Geukensia demissa), and 
periwinkle snails (Littoria irrorata). No freshwater wetlands were identified within the 
Project Study Area.  


Terrestrial or upland habitats adjacent to the salt marsh primarily consist of the US 21 
causeways, the Beaufort County boat ramp, and property surrounding Gay Seafood 
Company. In the eastern portion of the project study area, the Harbor Key residential 
community comprises most of the upland area. Upland hammocks and berms in the 
Harbor Key community are interspersed among tidal ponds and marsh. Vegetation 
observed on the uplands includes eastern baccharis (Baccharis halimifolia), red cedar 
(Juniperus virginiana), live oak (Quercus virginiana), and saw palmetto (Serenoa 
repens).  


3.3 Water Quality 
Stations monitored in the Harbor River between 1999 and 2010 indicate an overall good 
water quality, sediment quality, and biotic condition (R.F. Van Dolah 2013). Harbor River 
between St. Helena Sound and Fripp Inlet is classified by the SCDHEC as an 
Outstanding Resource Water (ORW) (SCDHEC 2012). Class ORW includes saltwaters 
that constitute an outstanding recreational or ecological resource. St. Helena Sound and 
Ward Creek are classified by SCDHEC as Shellfish Harvesting Waters (SFH), which are 
tidal saltwaters protected for shellfish harvesting (SCDHEC 2012).  


SCDHEC monitors the Harbor River water quality at a shellfish monitoring station (16B-
06) and an ambient water quality monitoring site (RO-11310) located approximately 2 
miles south, or upstream of the US 21 bridge over Harbor River. Station RT-09099 is 
located in Ward Creek, just upstream of the Beaufort County boat ramp. Station RO-
01163 is located in St. Helena Sound, in the closest proximity to the US 21 bridge over 
Harbor River. The SCDHEC water quality monitoring stations within Harbor River and 
Ward Creek are not listed for impairments. Station RO-01163 in St. Helena Sound was 
listed in the 2014 edition of the 303(d) list for turbidity impairments that affect aquatic life 
use (SCDHEC 2014).  


4 Proposed Action  
SCDOT proposes to replace the existing US 21 bridge over Harbor River in Beaufort 
County, South Carolina. The 2,851-foot long bridge over the Harbor River was 
constructed in 1939. The existing bridge includes a 170-foot long, 76-year-old metal truss 
swing span. The existing bridge deck consists of two 10-foot travel lanes, one in each 
direction, with a 1-foot curb and railing.  
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The SCDOT determined that the existing bridge no longer meets the state’s safety and 
design requirements for its transportation system. The existing bridge was evaluated in 
terms of its structural integrity and functional efficiency and was found to be structurally 
deficient and functionally obsolete. The purpose of the project is to correct structural and 
functional deficiencies of the US 21 Bridge over the Harbor River and to upgrade the 
bridge and its approaches to current design standards. 


4.1 Alternatives 
The proposed bridge replacement is currently in the project development stage and a 
preferred alternative has not yet been selected. This project is being developed for 
Design-Build procurement, where a single entity is contracted to deliver the design and 
construction. Conceptual design is currently being developed for five alternative locations 
(Figure 4-1), while final design will be completed by the Design-Build contractor. This 
biological assessment has been prepared using conceptual designs and typical 
construction methods, since each alternative alignment would have similar effects on 
protected species in the surrounding estuarine environment. During final design and 
permitting, the Design-Build contractor would be responsible for coordinating with the 
USFWS and NOAA-NMFS regarding design changes that would alter the effect 
determination and the implementation of environmental commitments. 
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Figure 4-1. Alternative Alignments of Proposed US 21 Bridge 
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The SCDOT is considering a No-Build alternative as well as shifting the location of the 
bridge to five alternative locations (Figure 4-1). The SCDOT is also evaluating the 
construction of both a fixed span bridge and a new moveable bridge. The vertical 
clearance of a new fixed span bridge over the river’s channel is expected to be 65 feet 
above Mean High Water and is being determined through coordination with the US Coast 
Guard (USCG). The proposed bridge would have one travel lane in each direction that is 
12 feet wide, and a shoulder in each direction of travel that is 10 feet wide (Figure 4-2).  


The US 21 bridge over Harbor River provides the only vehicle access between St. 
Helena Island and Harbor Island, Hunting Island, and Fripp Island. US 21 is also a 
hurricane evacuation route for surrounding communities. Therefore, traffic must be 
maintained on the existing roadway during construction of the replacement bridge and 
approach roadway. The SCDOT considered other alternatives, including closing and 
abandoning the existing bridge and replacing the bridge on existing alignment; however, 
these alternatives were found to be unfeasible and were eliminated from further review. 
The SCDOT also considered rehabilitating the existing bridge; however, this alternative 
would not address the substandard geometry of the bridge deck, including the width of 
travel lanes and shoulders.  


The SCDOT also considered constructing a new causeway and bridge south of Ward 
Creek and connecting to either Hunting Island or Fripp Island. The existing causeway 
and bridge would be removed. This alternative would have allowed for a lower bridge 
height, since it was assumed that most shrimp boats travel between Ward Creek and the 
St. Helena Sound. However, the Navigation Study (Available upon Request) identified 
other maritime users in the Harbor River and on Fripp Island that would prevent the 
bridge from being built at a lower height. This alternative was also eliminated because it 
has the potential for extensive impacts to the salt marsh and natural environment, as well 
as significantly higher cost. 


In a letter dated July 1, 2015 (Appendix A), the USFWS recommended eliminating the 
use of fill for a causeway and instead constructing a bridge over the salt marsh between 
St. Helena Island and Harbor Island. The new bridge would be constructed parallel to the 
existing causeway and bridge, allowing US 21 to remain open to traffic during 
construction. Once the new bridge was opened, the SCDOT would remove the existing 
US 21 bridge and causeway and restore the underlying salt marsh. The SCDOT 
considered this alternative, but it was eliminated because of significantly higher design 
and construction costs. Also, the purpose and need for the project is to address 
deficiencies of the bridge and its approaches, not of US 21 along the causeway. 
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Figure 4-2. Typical Section of Proposed Bridge 


4.2 Construction Methods 
Construction methods cannot be finalized because the project will be constructed 
through Design-Build procurement. However, each alternative would involve construction 
of anew bridge and its associated approaches in the tidal marshes and channel of 
Harbor River.  


Bridge construction methods will likely include a combination of drilling shafts and pile 
driving for the bridge support structures. Bridge construction access would be located in 
upland areas to the maximum extent practicable. However, the existing causeway must 
remain open during construction to provide access between St. Helena Island and 
Harbor Island. Work in deep water habitats is likely to occur from barges. Temporary 
work trestles may be installed over the tidal marsh using drilled shafts or pile driving. The 
SCDOT is still determining design and construction specifics, such as the size and 
number of drilled shafts, time estimates of in-water work, and construction access.  


Direct impacts to deep water habitats, such as the Harbor River, would be limited to the 
construction of bridge support structures, such as drilled shafts and concrete columns. 
Areas of tidal wetlands may be filled as the new bridge connects to the existing 
causeway. Temporary clearing within the salt marsh may occur to install erosion and 
sediment control measures. Timber mats and/or barges may cause temporary impacts to 
salt marsh grasses during construction. However, the SCDOT would minimize these 
temporary impacts by regularly moving mats and barges to limit compaction of marsh 
soils and shading of marsh grasses. Portions of the upland causeway may be used to 
install stormwater management features. Construction is expected to occur between mid-
2018 and mid-2020.  


The existing bridge and unused causeway would be demolished upon completion of 
construction. The bridge would be demolished using standard practices to remove the 
existing piers and swing span. Concrete bridge decks and the existing swing span will 
likely be placed on barges and transported offsite for disposal and/or recycling. Standard 
deconstruction practices may include using vibratory methods to remove existing pilings. 
If explosives are used for demolition, the contractor would be responsible for evaluating 
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the potential effect on protected species and obtaining concurrence from the USFWS 
and NOAA-NMFS.  


4.3 Construction Noise 
A general increase in in-air and underwater noise would be expected during construction. 
Construction noise is generally considered to generate impulsive or non-impulsive 
sounds, as defined below.  


 Impulsive sounds are transient, brief (less than 1 second), and typically consist of 
high peak pressure with rapid rise time and rapid decline (ANSI 1986; NIOSH 
1998; ANSI 2005). Examples of impulsive sounds include airguns or impact pile 
drivers.  


 Non-impulsive sounds can be brief or prolonged and continuous or intermittent, 
but typically do not have a high peak pressure with rapid rise time (ANSI 1995; 
NIOSH 1998). Examples of non-impulsive activities include sonar and vibratory 
pile drivers.  


Noise levels are generally higher if impact pile driving is used to construct the bridge 
support structures, as compared to vibratory driving of drilled shafts. Pile driving creates 
an impulsive sound, with peak sound pressure levels between 182 and 220 decibels 
(dB), depending on the type and size of pile driven and surrounding water depth 
(CalTrans 2012). Cumulative sound exposure levels (SEL) can vary between 146 and 
195 dB SELcum.  


Vibratory hammers generate a continuous but low-level noise that is generally 
considered non-impulsive. Peak sound pressure levels from vibratory hammers can vary 
between 165 and 195 dB depending on the type and size of pile and surrounding water 
depth (CalTrans 2012). Cumulative sound exposure levels for vibratory hammers can 
vary between 150 and 180 dB SELcum. The effects of construction noise are discussed 
by species in the following Effects Analysis (Section 5).   


4.4 Bridge Lighting 
Roadway lighting requirements, as set forth in the latest edition of the American 
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) Roadway Lighting 
Design Guide, would be adhered to during the entire length of the proposed project. In 
an effort to avoid or minimize potential indirect impacts of bridge lighting to the 
movements of protected aquatic mammals, fish, and reptiles, no permanent lighting 
would be installed on the proposed bridge roadway. The proposed bridge would contain 
navigational lights in accordance with Part 118 of Title 33, Code of Federal Regulations 
(CFR)  and as approved by the USCG. 


4.5 Mitigation 
Onsite mitigation for salt marsh habitat impacts is favored by the USFWS (Appendix A). 
The SCDOT plans to purchase credits from an approved mitigation bank with available 
salt marsh credits in accordance with US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the 
Environmental Protection Agency published regulations (33 CFR Parts 325 and 332) 
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Compensatory Mitigation for Losses of Aquatic Resources. Multiple mitigation banks are 
available to provide mitigation services to the project area, including Congaree Carton 
Mitigation Bank (Charleston County), the SCDOT Huspa Creek Mitigation Bank (Beaufort 
County), and Clydesdale Club (Jasper County). Specific details of compensatory 
mitigation will be coordinated with the USACE during the permitting process.  


5 Effects Analysis 
A field study was conducted by HDR biologists on September 19th, 2014 to identify 
potential suitable habitat for federally protected species within the project area. Suitable 
habitat was identified for leatherback and loggerhead sea turtles, wood storks, red knots, 
and bald eagles. No suitable habitat for plant species was identified. Subsequent field 
surveys have occurred within the USFWS recommended survey windows (USFWS 
2015) and are discussed further below.  


5.1 American chaffseed (Schwalbea americana)  
The project area does not suitable habitat for American chaffseed and there are no 
recorded observations of the species in Beaufort County. Therefore, the proposed 
project would have no effect on this species. 


5.2 Canby’s dropwort (Oxypolis canbyi)  
The project area does not contain suitable habitat for Canby’s dropwort and there are no 
recorded observations of the species in Beaufort County. Therefore, the proposed 
project would have no effect on this species. 


5.3 West Indian manatee (Trichechus manatus)  
The project study area may provide suitable habitat for West Indian manatees between 
May and October. As noted in Section 2.3, the most significant threat faced by 
manatees is death or serious injury from vessel strikes (USFWS 2001b, FWC 2007). 
Construction in the summer months may have a direct effect if a vessel (such as a barge 
or tug boat) strikes a manatee. The potential for striking a manatee would be minimized 
by following the Manatee Protection Guidelines (Appendix C) adapted from the USFWS 
North Florida Field Office, which require vessels associated with the project to operate at 
slow speeds.  


Construction may indirectly affect manatees through a temporary increase in turbidity 
during placement of bridge pilings. However, this increase would be temporary and 
would likely dissipate within a few hours. Best management practices would be 
implemented to minimize turbidity. The indirect affect on manatees would be minimal 
because, as noted in Section 2.3, manatees often inhabit areas with turbid conditions 
(FWC 2007). In accordance with Manatee Protection Guidelines (Appendix C), if 
siltation or turbidity barriers are used, they would be made of material in which manatees 
cannot become entangled, would be properly secured, and would be regularly monitored 
to avoid manatee entanglement or entrapment.  
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Construction could also affect manatee behavior by generating a temporary increase in 
underwater noise. Manatee’s functional hearing range and responsiveness to noise has 
been disputed in recent studies (Gerstein et al. 2008; Gerstein et al. 1999, Mann et al. 
2009). Impact thresholds for manatees have not been developed at this time. Loud levels 
of intermittent or continuous construction noise from impact pile-driving and drilled shaft 
installation could harm manatees if they were close to the noise source for prolonged 
periods. The effect of increased underwater noise on manatees depends on the type of 
construction activities. As discussed in Section 4.3, noise levels are generally higher if 
impact pile driving is used to construct the bridge support structures, as compared to 
vibratory driving of drilled shafts. During construction, the potential effect of underwater 
noise impacts would also be minimized through the use of “slow starts”, where pile-
driving ramps up slowly in an effort to deter manatees from the work area. In accordance 
with Manatee Protection Guidelines (Appendix C), if manatees are observed within 50 
feet of active construction equipment, that equipment would be shut down. Utilizing these 
guidelines would minimize potential adverse effects of underwater construction noise on 
manatees in the project area. 


No recent sightings of the West Indian manatee have occurred in this area (SCDNR 
2014a). However, the proposed project would impact marine waters that provide suitable 
manatee habitat between May and October. Adverse effects on manatees are not 
expected to occur within the project area because construction operations would follow 
the Manatee Protection Guidelines (Appendix C). Furthermore, manatees would likely 
avoid the construction area given the increased vessel traffic and noise. Therefore, the 
proposed project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect this species.  


5.4 Frosted flatwoods salamander (Ambystoma 
cingulatum)  
The project area does not contain suitable habitat for frosted flatwood salamanders and 
there are no recorded observations in Beaufort County. Therefore, the proposed 
project would have no effect on this species. 


5.5 Kirtland’s warbler (Setophago kirtlandii)  
While the Kirtland’s warbler migrates along the southeastern coast of the US between 
Canada and the Bahamas, there have been no sightings near the project area. 
Therefore, the proposed project would have no effect on this species. 


5.6 Sea Turtles 
Nesting habitat for loggerhead turtles and leatherback turtles occurs near the project 
area. Additionally, the project area may contain foraging or migratory pathways for non-
nesting species.  


5.6.1 Green sea turtle (Chelonia mydas)  


There have been no recent or historic sightings within the project area. In 2015, only two 
green sea turtle nests have been documented in South Carolina at Garden City Beach 
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and North Island, located over 100 miles to the north of the project area (SCDNR 2015b). 
Therefore, the proposed project would have no effect on this species. 


5.6.2 Kemp’s ridley sea turtle (Lepidochelys kempii)  


There have been no sightings or nesting activities documented near the proposed project 
area. In 2015, only one Kemp’s ridley sea turtle nest has been documented in South 
Carolina at Lighthouse Island, located over 75 miles to the north of the project area 
(SCDNR 2015b). Therefore, the proposed project would have no effect on this 
species. 


5.6.3 Leatherback sea turtle (Dermochelys coriacea)  


As discussed in Section 2.6.3, leatherback turtle nests have been found on Fripp, 
Hunting, and Pritchard’s Islands near the project area as recently as 2015. This species 
generally prefers deeper marine waters than what exists near the proposed project area. 
While the project study area does not contain suitable nesting habitat for the leatherback 
sea turtle, it may contain suitable foraging habitat.  


5.6.4 Loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta caretta)  


The project study area does not contain critical habitat or suitable nesting habitat for 
loggerhead sea turtles. The closest loggerhead critical habitat area is located 0.5 mile 
from the project study area and there would not be any direct or indirect effects from 
construction and demolition activities. Therefore, critical habitat would not be affected by 
the construction activities. However, the species is likely found in the estuarine waters of 
the Harbor River because of the close proximity of critical habitat and nesting habitat at 
Harbor Island (see Section 2.6.4).  


5.6.5 Effects Analysis for Leatherback and Loggerhead sea turtles 


Potential direct impacts to sea turtles associated with project are behavioral disturbances 
or physical injuries caused by pile driving noise and physical strikes during construction. 
Possible indirect impacts may include decreased water quality and lighting. No loss of 
nesting habitat is anticipated. 


 Noise 


Sea turtle hearing is limited to low-frequency sounds, which may be used as guideposts 
during migration and to identify nesting beaches (Lenhardt et al. 1983). Possible effects 
of sound from pile driving range from behavioral effects such as startle reactions and 
behavioral changes to injurious effects such as temporary or permanent loss of hearing 
and damage to internal organs.  


The NOAA-NMFS threshold for onset of injury to sea turtles due to both impact pile 
driving and vibratory pile driving is 190 dB. As discussed in Section 4.3, impact pile 
driving creates an impulsive sound with peak sound pressure levels between 182 and 
220 dB. Vibratory hammers generally produce a lower-level noise varying between 165 
and 195 dB. Both impact pile driving or vibratory hammers could exceed the 190 dB 
threshold. The potential for impacts is greatest during the nesting and hatching season 
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from early May to late October. During construction, the potential effect underwater noise 
impacts would also be minimized through the use of “slow starts”, where pile-driving 
ramps up slowly in an effort to deter turtles from the work area. Construction personnel 
would also be aware of the potential presence of sea turtles in the area and would 
monitor for turtles in the water during pile driving or drilled shaft installation. 


 Construction Vessel Strikes  


Vessel movements have the potential to affect sea turtles directly by accidentally striking 
or disturbing individual animals. Behavioral changes in response to vessel presence 
include avoidance reactions, alarm/startle responses, and other behavioral and stress-
related changes. Sea turtles in the Harbor River encounter vessel traffic associated with 
recreational and shrimping vessels; therefore, the turtles have likely habituated to 
existing levels of vessel activity. Construction vessel traffic would potentially pass near 
sea turtles on an incidental basis, but short-term behavioral reactions to vessels are not 
expected to result in long-term impacts, or to sea turtle populations in waters surrounding 
the project area. Construction vessels would operate at low speeds within the relatively 
limited project area. Construction personnel would be aware of the potential presence of 
sea turtles in the area and would monitor for turtles in the water to avoid a vessel strike.  


 Water Quality 


Turbidity associated with construction would be limited to the placement of fill for bridge 
approaches and pile driving or construction of drilled shafts. Turbidity from pile driving 
may temporarily decrease water quality and the foraging efficacy of sea turtles, which are 
visual predators. The increased turbidity is expected to dissipate over a matter of hours 
and will not permanently degrade water quality or sea turtles’ ability to forage. 


Turbidity would be controlled through the use of SCDOT Best Management Practices. 
These activities would occur in portions of the Harbor River and would not limit travel by 
sea turtles between ocean, river, and sound habitats. Also, it is unlikely that highway 
runoff would have a negative affect on sea turtles. Stormwater runoff from bridges would 
be contained within a closed drainage system and filtered prior to discharging into the 
waters surrounding the Harbor River.  


 Lighting 


The effects of lighting on leatherback and loggerhead sea turtles while they are in the 
aquatic environment would be minimal. The SCDOT would avoid or minimize potential 
indirect impacts from bridge lighting on the leatherback and loggerhead sea turtles by 
eliminating permanent lighting on the bridge roadway and implementing protective 
measures for temporary lighting. As discussed in Section 4.4, the proposed bridge 
would contain navigational lights in accordance with Part 118 of Title 33, CFR and as 
approved by the USCG. Navigational lighting on the bridge is for use by mariners and 
therefore does not cast direct light onto the river surface. The existing swing span bridge 
contains navigational lighting; therefore, the likelihood of impact is reduced because sea 
turtles are accustomed to this type of lighting over the Harbor River.  


Based on the information provided above, the proposed project may affect, but is not 
likely to adversely affect on leatherback or loggerhead sea turtles. 
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5.7 Piping plover (Charadrius melodus)  
USFWS has identified critical habitat for piping plovers on the eastern side of Harbor 
Island (Figure 2-1). These flats and beaches are located approximately 0.5 mile from the 
eastern edge of the project area. The project area does not contain suitable nesting 
habitat for piping plovers. The project area contains unvegetated intertidal flats that may 
be suitable for foraging. Biologists have observed the intertidal flats near the existing 
bridge during various tidal conditions in October 2015, which is within the piping plover’s 
migration and wintering season. No piping plovers have been observed. Therefore, the 
proposed project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect this species. 


5.8 Pondberry (Lindera melissifolia)  
The project area does not contain suitable freshwater habitats for pondberry. Therefore, 
the proposed project would have no effect on this species. 


5.9 Red-cockaded woodpecker (Picoides borealis)  
The project area does not contain suitable habitat for RCWs. Therefore, the proposed 
project would have no effect on this species. 


5.10 Rufa red knot (Calidris canutus rufa)  
Potential foraging habitat for the red knot is located on shell banks and unvegetated flats 
near the eastern end of the existing bridge (Figure 2-1). Surveys were performed in 
October and November within the migration season and during various tidal conditions. 
No red knot individuals were observed. There is an abundance of similar habitat types in 
the immediate vicinity outside of the project area which provide suitable alternative 
foraging areas. Therefore, the proposed project may affect, but is not likely to 
adversely affect this species. 


5.11 Wood stork (Mycteria americana)  
No wood stork nesting or roosting sites have been identified within the project area. Salt 
marshes and tidal creeks within the project area contain suitable foraging habitat for 
wood storks. Biologists have observed wood storks foraging within the project area.  


The proposed project would affect salt marsh foraging habitats. While impacts would be 
minimized, areas of tidal wetlands may be filled as the new bridge connects to the 
existing causeway. Timber mats and/or barges may cause temporary impacts to salt 
marsh grasses during construction. Foraging wood storks would likely avoid the 
construction area given the increased activity and noise. However, the project area is 
located in a large expanse of salt marsh and network of tidal creeks, which provide 
alternative feeding habitats nearby. Therefore the proposed project may affect, but is 
not likely to adversely affect this species.  
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5.12 Bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus)  
Bald eagles have been observed at Harbor Island and Hunting Island State Park. Bald 
eagle nesting sites consists of large tall pine trees in generally less disturbed areas, 
within relative close proximity to water bodies containing sufficient amounts of fish and/or 
waterfowl. The project area is adjacent to a frequently used roadway and bridge and 
would therefore be classified as moderately disturbed.  


During the suitable habitat survey conducted in September 2014, a large nest was 
observed within the project area near the intersection of US 21 and Harbor Drive (Figure 
2-1). The large nest (3 feet in diameter), located in a pine tree, is a suitable size for a 
bald eagle. The project would not require removal of the nest, but construction would 
occur within close proximity of the nest.  


The nest was monitored monthly for activity between September 2014 and May 2015, 
and between September and December 2015, which correspond to the bald eagle 
nesting season. No activity was observed and the nest is likely abandoned. During the 
December 2015 monitoring, the nest appeared deteriorated and portions have fallen out 
of the tree. Any change in nest activity would be reported to the USFWS.  


The proposed project would impact potential foraging habitat for bald eagles in the area. 
Therefore, the proposed project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect this 
species. 


5.13 Cumulative Effects 
The project may affect but is not likely to adversely affect the loggerhead sea turtle, the 
leatherback sea turtle, red knot, piping plover, West Indian manatee, bald eagle, and the 
wood stork. Cumulative effects are defined as “the impact on the environment which 
results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) 
or person undertakes such other actions” (40 CFR§1508.7).  


The proposed project would not promote development on the surrounding islands that 
may affect terrestrial, marine, or estuarine habitats. The proposed US 21 bridge would 
not include additional travel lanes or increase the capacity for additional vehicles on the 
roadway. Overall, there is a low potential for growth and development because of the 
extensive tidal wetlands, floodplains, and zoning designations. Neighborhood mixed-use 
areas, such as Harbor Island, Harbor Key, and Fripp Island, are not expected to expand 
beyond their current boundaries (Beaufort County 2010). Beaufort County’s Open Land 
Trust maintains conservation easements on the tidal marsh surrounding Harbor Key. 
Hunting Island is protected as a state park. St. Helena Island to the west is both zoned 
Rural and occurs within a Cultural Protection Overlay that discourages certain types of 
development. Projects that impact marine habitats would be required to obtain permits 
from the USACE and undergo review by NOAA-NMFS and USFWS. Future 
authorizations would have to take the bridge construction activities into consideration 
when addressing cumulative effects. 


The proposed project is located approximately 0.5 mile from the beaches on Harbor 
Island, where a sand scraping project is proposed by the Harbor Island Owners 
Association. The USACE released a public notice on August 26, 2015 requesting 
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comments on the project, which would impact approximately two acres of ocean front 
habitat. The project would require coordination with NOAA-NMFS and USFWS to identify 
potential impacts to federally-protected species.  


No other projects have been identified near the project area. Based on the information 
presented herein, and the conservation measures proposed in Section 7.1, the 
proposed project would not have cumulative impacts on federally threatened or 
endangered species under the jurisdiction of USFWS or NOAA-NMFS.  


6 Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
The federal MBTA 16 USC § 703-711, states that it is unlawful to pursue, hunt, take, 
capture or kill; attempt to take, capture or kill; possess, offer to or sell, barter, purchase, 
deliver or cause to be shipped, exported, imported, transported, carried or received any 
migratory bird, part, nest, egg or product, manufactured or not. The migratory bird 
species protected by the Act are listed in 50 CFR 10.13. The USFWS have statutory 
authority and responsibility for enforcing the MBTA (16 U.S.C. 703–712). Any activity 
which results in the take of migratory birds is prohibited unless authorized by the 
USFWS.  


The USFWS IPaC online consultation program was used to identify potential migratory 
birds existing within the project area, and 42 species of migratory birds were listed as 
“may” occur with the project area (Appendix B). The Harbor Island Nature Guide and 
eBird website were used to determine if the migratory bird has been recently observed 
by others near the project area. Migratory birds observed within the project area during 
biologist’s surveys are also documented in Table 6-1.  


Table 6-1. MBTA Species 


Common Name Scientific Name Season 
Observed in or near 


Project Area?  
Yes [Y] 


Source  
(within past 5 years) 


American Kestrel 
Falco sparverius 
paulus  


Year-
round 


  


American 
Oystercatcher 


Haematopus 
palliatus  


Year-
round  


Y Red Knot Survey 10/7/15, eBird 


American Bittern 
Botaurus 
lentiginosus  


Wintering    


Bachman's 
Sparrow 


Aimophila aestivalis  
Year-
round  


  


Bald Eagle 
Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus  


Year-
round  


Y 
Harbor Island Nature Guide, 
eBird 


Black Rail 
Laterallus 
jamaicensis  


Breeding    


Black Skimmer Rynchops niger  
Year-
round  


Y 
Harbor Island Nature Guide, 
eBird 


Black-capped 
Petrel 


Pterodroma hasitata  
Year-
round  
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Common Name Scientific Name Season 
Observed in or near 


Project Area?  
Yes [Y] 


Source  
(within past 5 years) 


Brown-headed 
Nuthatch 


Sitta pusilla  
Year-
round  


  


Chuck-will's-widow 
Caprimulgus 
carolinensis  


Breeding  Y 
Harbor Island Nature Guide, 
eBird 


Common Ground-
dove 


Columbina passerina 
exigua  


Year-
round  


Y eBird 


Fox Sparrow Passerella iliaca  Wintering    


Gull-billed Tern Gelochelidon nilotica  Breeding    


Henslow's 
Sparrow 


Ammodramus 
henslowii 


Wintering    


Le Conte's 
Sparrow 


Ammodramus 
leconteii  


Wintering    


Least Bittern Ixobrychus exilis  Breeding    


Least Tern Sterna antillarum  Breeding Y 
Egg Bank in St. Helena Sound, 
Harbor Island Nature Guide, 
eBird 


Lesser Yellowlegs Tringa flavipes  Wintering  Y eBird 


Loggerhead 
Shrike 


Lanius ludovicianus  
Year-
round  


Y eBird 


Marbled Godwit Limosa fedoa  Wintering  Y 
Harbor Island Nature Guide, 
eBird 


Mississippi Kite 
Ictinia 
mississippiensis  


Breeding    


Nelson's Sparrow 
Ammodramus 
nelsoni  


Wintering    


Painted Bunting Passerina ciris  Breeding  Y 
eBird (Harbor Island and 
Butchers Island) 


Peregrine Falcon Falco peregrinus  Wintering  Y eBird 


Prairie Warbler Setophaga discolor  Breeding  Y 
eBird (Butchers Island & 
Causeway) 


Prothonotary 
Warbler 


Protonotaria citrea Breeding    


Purple Sandpiper Calidris maritima  Wintering    


Red Knot Calidris canutus rufa  Wintering  Y 
Harbor Island Nature Guide, 
eBird 


Red-headed 
Woodpecker 


Melanerpes 
erythrocephalus  


Year-
round  


  


Red-throated Loon Gavia stellata  Wintering  Y eBird 


Rusty Blackbird Euphagus carolinus  Wintering    


Saltmarsh 
Sparrow 


Ammodramus 
caudacutus  


Wintering  Y eBird 







Biological Assessment for US Fish and Wildlife Species 
US 21 Bridge Replacement over Harbor River (SCDOT Project ID P026862) 


32 | January 14, 2016 


Common Name Scientific Name Season 
Observed in or near 


Project Area?  
Yes [Y] 


Source  
(within past 5 years) 


Seaside Sparrow 
Ammodramus 
maritimus  


Year-
round  


Y eBird 


Sedge Wren Cistothorus platensis  Wintering    


Short-billed 
Dowitcher 


Limnodromus 
griseus  


Wintering  Y 
eBird (Butchers Island, Harbor 
Island, & North of Causeway) 


Swainson's 
Warbler 


Limnothlypis 
swainsonii 


Breeding    


Swallow-tailed 
Kite 


Elanoides forficatus  Breeding   


Whimbrel Numenius phaeopus  Wintering  Y 
eBird (Butchers Island, Harbor 
Island, & North of Causeway) 


Wilson's Plover Charadrius wilsonia  Breeding  Y Harbor Island Nature Guide 


Wood Thrush Hylocichla mustelina  Breeding    


Worm Eating 
Warbler 


Helmitheros 
vermivorum  


Migrating    


Yellow Rail 
Coturnicops 
noveboracensis  


Wintering    


The National Audubon Society designated several Beaufort County barrier islands, 
including Harbor Island (within the project area), as an Important Bird Area. The National 
Audubon Society’s Important Bird Area program is a global effort to identify areas that 
are most important for maintaining bird populations, and focus conservation efforts at 
protecting these sites. This designation is intended to identify and protect habitat for 
resident and migrating birds (Nahmias 2010).  


6.1 Nests 
Bald eagles have been observed at Harbor Island and at nearby Hunting Island State 
Park. As discussed in Section 5.12, a potential bald eagle nest was identified in the 
project area, on the southern side of US 21 near Harbor Drive (Figure 2-1). The nest has 
been monitored monthly for activity between September 2014 and May 2015, and 
September and December 2015. These dates coincide with bald eagle nesting season 
(SCDNR 2010); therefore the lack of activity and deteriorating conditions suggest that the 
nest is likely abandoned.  


A nest platform is also located on Butchers Island, north of US 21, near the Beaufort 
County water utility. The metal pole and platform appears to have been constructed for 
use by osprey (Pandion haliaetus), which typically use these elevated, exposed 
structures to locate fish and protect their eggs from terrestrial predators. No nesting 
activity has been observed at this platform.  


Bridge piers can provide suitable nesting areas for barn swallows (Hirundo rustica). In 
September 2014, biologists reviewed underneath the existing US 21 bridge to determine 
if bird nests were present. No nests or barn swallows were observed during this survey. 
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6.2 Waterbird Colonies 
The SCDNR Heritage Trust Inventory of Rare, Threatened and Endangered Species 
identifies a waterbird colony and egg bank near the confluence of Harbor River and St. 
Helena Sound, approximately 2 miles north of the project study area (SCDNR 2014a). 
The egg bank is a sandbar that supports colonies of waterbirds, including black 
skimmers, royal terns, brown pelicans, least terns, and laughing gulls. Least terns are 
designated State Threatened by SCDNR, while brown pelicans (Pelecanus occidentalis) 
are considered a rare, imperiled species by the SCDNR. The proposed project would 
have no effects on this colony or the egg bank.  


A waterbird rookery is located within the project study area on Harbor Island. The man-
made brackish pond is surrounded by houses, but shrubs and trees support a diverse 
nesting area for egrets and herons. The proposed project would not directly impact the 
rookery. While there is the potential for indirect effects from construction noise, these 
effects would be temporary.  


7 Conclusions and Effect Determinations 
The loggerhead sea turtle, leatherback sea turtle, red knot, piping plover, the West Indian 
manatee, wood stork, and bald eagle are the only species under singular USFWS 
jurisdiction or joint USFWS and NOAA-NMFS’s jurisdiction which may be affected by the 
proposed project (Table 7-1). This Biological Assessment analyzes the proposed action 
to determine the potential adverse effects to these species as a result of bridge 
construction. Risk factors include being struck by construction equipment (piles, barges, 
trestles), construction-associated noise and turbidity, temporary or permanent loss of 
habitat, and temporary disruption of spawning/migratory behaviors.  


Table 7-1. Effect Determination 


Common 
Name 


Scientific 
Name 


Federal ESA 
Designation 


Effect 
Determination 


Justification 


American 
chaffseed 


Schwalbea 
americana 


Endangered No Effect 
Project area does not 
contain suitable habitat 


Canby’s 
dropwort 


Oxypolis 
canbyi 


Endangered No Effect 
Project area does not 
contain suitable habitat 


West Indian 
manatee 


Trichechus 
manatus 


Endangered May Affect, Not 
Likely to 
Adversely Affect 


Conservation measures will 
be implemented to minimize 
impact to manatees 


Frosted 
flatwoods 
salamander 


Ambystoma 
cingulatum 


Threatened No Effect 
Project area does not 
contain suitable habitat 


Kirtland’s 
warbler 


Setophago 
kirtlandii 


Endangered No Effect 
No Kirtland’s warblers have 
been observed within the 
project area 


Green sea 
turtle 


Chelonia 
mydas 


Threatened No Effect 
Project area does not 
contain suitable habitat 
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Common 
Name 


Scientific 
Name 


Federal ESA 
Designation 


Effect 
Determination 


Justification 


Kemp’s 
Ridley sea 
turtle 


Lepidochelys 
kempii 


Endangered No Effect 
Project area does not 
contain suitable habitat 


Leatherback 
sea turtle 


Dermochelys 
coriacea 


Endangered 
May Affect, Not 
Likely to 
Adversely Affect 


Project area does not 
contain suitable nesting 
habitat; Conservation 
measures will be 
implemented to minimize 
impact to turtles in the 
aquatic environment 


Loggerhead 
sea turtle 


Caretta caretta Threatened 
May Affect, Not 
Likely to 
Adversely Affect 


Project area does not 
contain suitable nesting 
habitat; Conservation 
measures will be 
implemented to minimize 
impact to turtles in the 
aquatic environment 


Piping plover 
Charadrius 
melodus 


Threatened 
May Affect, Not 
Likely to 
Adversely Affect 


Project area contains 
suitable foraging habitat; No 
piping plovers have been 
observed within project area 


Pondberry 
Lindera 
melisifolia 


Endangered No Effect 
Project area does not 
contain suitable habitat 


Red-
Cockaded 
woodpecker 


Picoides 
borealis 


Endangered No Effect 
Project area does not 
contain suitable habitat 


Rufa red knot 
Calidris 
canutus rufa 


Threatened 
May Affect, Not 
Likely to 
Adversely Affect 


Project area contains 
suitable foraging habitat; No 
red knots have been 
observed within project area 


Wood stork 
Mycteria 
americana 


Threatened 
May Affect, Not 
Likely to 
Adversely Affect 


Project area contains 
suitable foraging habitat; 
species has been observed 
within project area.  


Bald eagle 
Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus 


BGEPA 
May Affect, Not 
Likely to 
Adversely Affect 


Project area contains 
suitable foraging habitat 


7.1 Conservation Measures 
The SCDOT commits to implementing the following conservation measures, or actions, 
to minimize or compensate for effects to each species (Table 7-2). In general, the 
contractor would follow SCDOT Best Management Practices during construction to avoid 
potential turbidity impacts within the Harbor River. Stormwater runoff from bridges would 
be contained within a closed drainage system and filtered prior to discharging into the 
waters surrounding Harbor River. A National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit pursuant to Section 402 of the Clean Water Act will be required for 
construction activities. The NPDES permit application will include a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan. 
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Equipment and materials used during the construction of the bridge would not obstruct or 
impede passage through more than 50 percent of the channel. Vibratory driving of new 
piles or bridge support structures generates a continuous but low-level noise that is 
unlikely to cause more than non-injurious, insignificant behavioral effects to marine 
species. During construction, the potential effect of noise impacts would be minimized by 
using vibratory hammers, where practicable. Underwater noise impacts would also be 
minimized through the use of “slow starts”, where pile-driving ramps up slowly in an effort 
to deter marine species from the work area.  


The bridge would be demolished using standard practices to remove the existing piers 
and swing span. If explosives are used for demolition, the contractor would be 
responsible for evaluating the potential effect on protected species and reinitiating 
consultation with the USFWS and NOAA-NMFS.   


7.1.1 West Indian Manatee 


West Indian manatees have not been sighted near the proposed project corridor. 
However, manatees have been observed to the south and north of the site, and the 
Harbor River Bridge waters may provide suitable habitat during summer months. The 
highest likelihood of manatees within the project area is between May 15 and October 
15, when waters are warm enough to support migration from or to Florida.  


The contractor would adhere to the established federal Manatee Protection Guidelines 
(Appendix C) during project construction to eliminate the possibility of construction-
related manatee injury or death. The project manager and/or contractor would inform all 
project personnel that manatees may be present in the project area. The project 
manager would ensure that all construction personnel know the general appearance of 
the species and their habit of moving about completely or partially submerged in shallow 
water.  


To avoid striking manatees, construction vessels would operate at low speeds (no-wake 
or idle) within the project area and when operating with less than a 4-foot clearance from 
the bottom. The use of a designated spotter between May 15 and October 15 would 
provide reasonable assurance against impacts resulting from in-water work. In-water 
moving equipment would be halted if a manatee is spotted within 50 feet of the in-water 
construction area. Any collision or injury to manatees will be reported immediately to the 
USFWS South Carolina Field Office.   


7.1.2 Leatherback and Loggerhead Sea Turtles 


To avoid striking sea turtles, construction vessels would operate at low speeds (no-wake 
or idle) within the project area. Construction personnel would be aware of the potential 
presence of sea turtles in the area and would monitor for turtles in the water during pile 
driving, drilled shaft construction, and while operating vessels. Any collision or injury to 
sea turtles will be reported immediately to the USFWS South Carolina Field Office. 


In an effort to avoid or minimize potential indirect impacts of bridge lighting to the 
movements of protected aquatic mammals, fish, and reptiles, no permanent lighting 
would be installed on the proposed bridge roadway. During the turtle nesting season 
(May 1 through October 31), the contractor would use the minimum number and lowest 
wattage of lights that are necessary for construction. Lights would be positioned to focus 
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on the work area to minimize the amount of light on the water surface. The contractor 
would turn off all lights when not needed during construction.  


7.1.3 Bald Eagles 


Changes in activity at the potential bald eagle nest near the intersection of US 21 and 
Harbor Drive will be reported to the USFWS. The contractor will resurvey the project 
corridor during permitting and design. If a bald eagle nest is identified within 660 feet of 
the project prior to or during construction, SCDOT will reinitiate consultation with the 
USFWS in accordance with the BGEPA and MBTA and will adhere to the USFWS Bald 
Eagle Management Guidelines.  


7.1.4 Migratory Birds 


The federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act, 16 USC § 703-711, states that it is unlawful to 
pursue, hunt, take, capture or kill; attempt to take, capture or kill; possess, offer to or sell, 
barter, purchase, deliver or cause to be shipped, exported, imported, transported, carried 
or received any migratory bird, part, nest, egg or product, manufactured or not. The 
SCDOT will comply with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 in regard to the avoidance 
of taking of individual migratory birds and the destruction of their active nests. Prior to 
construction/demolition of the bridges, the Resident Construction Engineer (RCE) will 
coordinate with SCDOT Environmental Services Compliance Office to determine if there 
are any active nests on the bridge. After this coordination, it will be determined whether 
construction/demolition can begin. After construction/demolition has begun, measures 
can be taken to prevent birds from nesting, such as screens, noise producers, and 
deterrents etc. If during construction or demolition a nest is observed on the bridge that 
was not discovered during the biological surveys, the contractor will cease work and 
immediately notify the RCE, who will contact SCDOT Environmental Services 
Compliance Office. SCDOT biologists will determine whether the nest is active and the 
species utilizing the nest. After this coordination, it will be determined whether 
construction/demolition can resume or whether a temporary moratorium will be put into 
effect.  
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Table 7-2. Conservation Measure Summary 


Common 
Name 


Scientific Name 
Conservation 


Measure Section 
Environmental Commitment 


All Species Section 7.1 


 Follow SCDOT Best Management Practices 
during construction  


 Contain and filter stormwater runoff from 
bridges within a closed drainage system  


 Obtain NPDES permit and prepare a 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 


 Use of vibratory hammers, where practicable 
 Use of “slow starts” 
 Reinitiating consultation with USFWS and 


NOAA-NMFS if explosives are used for 
demolition. 


West Indian 
manatee 


Trichechus 
manatus 


Section 7.1.2 
Adherence to the Manatee Protection Guidelines 
in Appendix C 


Leatherback 
sea turtle 


Dermochelys 
coriacea 


Section 7.1.2 


 Low speeds for construction vessels 
 No permanent roadway lighting 
 Reduced or shielded construction lighting 


during nesting season (May 1 through 
October 31) 


Loggerhead sea 
turtle 


Caretta caretta 


Bald eagle 
Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus 


Section 7.1.3 


 Notify USFWS of changes in potential eagle 
nest activity 


 Survey for bald eagle nests prior to 
construction 


Migratory Bird Treaty Act Section 7.1.4 


 Survey for active nests on the bridge prior to 
construction 


 Use of preventative measures during 
construction 
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United States Department of the Interior


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


July 1,2015


Mr. Chad Long
Archaeologist/NEPA Coordinator
South Carolina Department of Transportation
P.O. Box 191


Columbia. SC 29202-0191


ii.s. ^A
n-sii4wu.ni.ire


SERVICE


Re: Letter of Intent, U.S. Highway 21 Bridge Replacement, Harbor River,
Beaufort County, SC, FWS Log No. 2015-CPA-0112


Dear Mr. Long:


The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has received your June 23, 2015, Letter of Intent
(LOI) for the proposed replacement of the U.S. Highway 21 Bridge over Harbor River in
Beaufort County, South Carolina. The South CarolinaDepartmentof Transportation (SCDOT)
is proposing to replace U.S. Highway 21, which connects St. Helena Island to Harbor Island,
Fripp Island, and Hunting Island State Park. The SCDOT is soliciting comments for
consideration and incorporation into an Environmental Assessment (EA) which is being prepared
pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (43 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.)
(NEPA).


The Service believes it is imperative that the EA is designed to conserve local natural resources
to the maximum extent possible. As such, we recommend that project planning efforts
incorporate all possible means to avoid and/or minimize impacts wetlands along the corridor
through a rigorous alternatives analysis. Analyses should include the consideration ofa longer
bridge span rather than a causeway to span the salt marsh critical area. Once a range of
alternatives has been identified, we recommend that SCDOT schedule a multi-agency site visit in
order to review each alternative.


The LOI stated that a threatened and endangered species survey was performed for the site in
September 2014, and determined that the project area contains suitable habitat for several
federally protected threatened and endangered (T&E) species. The Service recommends the
project efforts continue to consider potential impact to these species as well as species that may
be listed in the future. The Service has included with this letter a list of species that are currently
protected under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA), species that are considered as a
candidate for listing under the ESA, and those that have been petitioned for listing under the
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U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service


US 21 Bridge Replacement
over Harbor River
IPaC Trust Resource Report
Generated November 18, 2015 02:12 PM MST


This report is for informational purposes only and should not be used for planning or
analyzing project-level impacts. For projects that require FWS review, please return to
this project on the IPaC website and request an official species list from the Regulatory
Documents page.
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US Fish & Wildlife Service


IPaC Trust Resource Report


Project Description
NAME


US 21 Bridge Replacement over
Harbor River


PROJECT CODE


P7YUT-RJ5SN-FX3OS-N5JCL-KUNBTM


LOCATION


Beaufort County, South Carolina


DESCRIPTION


No description provided 


U.S. Fish & Wildlife Contact Information
Species in this report are managed by:


South Carolina Ecological Services
176 Croghan Spur Road, Suite 200
Charleston, SC 29407-7558 
(843) 727-4707


SCDOT Project ID P026862



http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/project/P7YUTRJ5SNFX3OSN5JCLKUNBTM
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Threatened


Endangered Species
Proposed, candidate, threatened, and endangered species that are managed by the 


 and should be considered as part of an effect analysisEndangered Species Program
for this project.


This unofficial species list is for informational purposes only and does not fulfill the
requirements under  of the Endangered Species Act, which states that FederalSection 7
agencies are required to "request of the Secretary of Interior information whether any
species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area of a
proposed action." This requirement applies to projects which are conducted, permitted
or licensed by any Federal agency.


A letter from the local office and a species list which fulfills this requirement can be
obtained by returning to this project on the IPaC website and requesting an official
species list on the Regulatory Documents page.


Amphibians
 Frosted Flatwoods Salamander Ambystoma cingulatum


CRITICAL HABITAT


There is  critical habitat designated for this species.final


https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=D013


SCDOT Project ID P026862



http://www.fws.gov/endangered/

http://www.fws.gov/endangered/laws-policies/section-7.html

https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=D013
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Endangered


Threatened


Endangered


Threatened


Threatened


Endangered


Birds
 Kirtland's Warbler Setophaga kirtlandii (= Dendroica kirtlandii)


CRITICAL HABITAT


 has been designated for this species.No critical habitat


https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B03I


 Piping Plover Charadrius melodus


CRITICAL HABITAT


There is  critical habitat designated for this species.final


https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B079


 Red Knot Calidris canutus rufa


CRITICAL HABITAT


 has been designated for this species.No critical habitat


https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0DM


 Red-cockaded Woodpecker Picoides borealis


CRITICAL HABITAT


 has been designated for this species.No critical habitat


https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B04F


 Wood Stork Mycteria americana


CRITICAL HABITAT


 has been designated for this species.No critical habitat


https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B06O


Fishes
 Shortnose Sturgeon Acipenser brevirostrum


CRITICAL HABITAT


 has been designated for this species.No critical habitat


https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=E00B


SCDOT Project ID P026862



https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B03I

https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B079

https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0DM

https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B04F

https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B06O

https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=E00B
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Endangered


Endangered


Threatened


Endangered


Endangered


Endangered


Endangered


Flowering Plants
 American Chaffseed Schwalbea americana


CRITICAL HABITAT


 has been designated for this species.No critical habitat


https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=Q2I4


 Canby's Dropwort Oxypolis canbyi


CRITICAL HABITAT


 has been designated for this species.No critical habitat


https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=Q2EL


 Pondberry Lindera melissifolia


CRITICAL HABITAT


 has been designated for this species.No critical habitat


https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=Q2CO


Mammals
 West Indian Manatee Trichechus manatus


CRITICAL HABITAT


There is  critical habitat designated for this species.final


https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=A007


Reptiles
 Green Sea Turtle Chelonia mydas


CRITICAL HABITAT


There is  critical habitat designated for this species.final


https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=C00S


 Kemp's Ridley Sea Turtle Lepidochelys kempii


CRITICAL HABITAT


 has been designated for this species.No critical habitat


https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=C00O


 Leatherback Sea Turtle Dermochelys coriacea


CRITICAL HABITAT


There is  critical habitat designated for this species.final


https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=C00F


Critical Habitats
Potential effects to critical habitat(s) within the project area must be analyzed along with
the endangered species themselves.


There is no critical habitat within this project area


SCDOT Project ID P026862



https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=Q2I4

https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=Q2EL

https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=Q2CO

https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=A007

https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=C00S

https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=C00O

https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=C00F
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Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Migratory Birds
Birds are protected by the  and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act Bald and Golden Eagle


.Protection Act


Any activity which results in the  of migratory birds or eagles is prohibited unlesstake
authorized by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service ( ). There are no provisions for1
allowing the take of migratory birds that are unintentionally killed or injured.


You are responsible for complying with the appropriate regulations for the protection of
birds as part of this project. This involves analyzing potential impacts and implementing
appropriate conservation measures for all project activities.


 American Kestrel Falco sparverius paulus


Year-round


 American Oystercatcher Haematopus palliatus


Year-round
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0G8


 American Bittern Botaurus lentiginosus


Season: Wintering
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0F3


 Bachman's Sparrow Aimophila aestivalis


Year-round
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B07F


 Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus


Year-round
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B008


 Black Rail Laterallus jamaicensis


Season: Breeding
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B09A


 Black Skimmer Rynchops niger


Year-round
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0EO


 Black-capped Petrel Pterodroma hasitata


Year-round
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0AS


 Brown-headed Nuthatch Sitta pusilla


Year-round


 Chuck-will's-widow Caprimulgus carolinensis


Season: Breeding


 Common Ground-dove Columbina passerina exigua


Year-round


 Fox Sparrow Passerella iliaca


Season: Wintering


SCDOT Project ID P026862



http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/RegulationsPolicies/mbta/mbtintro.html

http://www.fws.gov/midwest/MidwestBird/EaglePermits/bagepa.html

http://www.fws.gov/midwest/MidwestBird/EaglePermits/bagepa.html

https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0G8

https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0F3

https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B07F

https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B008

https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B09A

https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0EO

https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0AS
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Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern Gull-billed Tern Gelochelidon nilotica


Season: Breeding
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0JV


 Henslow's Sparrow Ammodramus henslowii


Season: Wintering
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B09D


 Le Conte's Sparrow Ammodramus leconteii


Season: Wintering


 Least Bittern Ixobrychus exilis


Season: Breeding


 Least Tern Sterna antillarum


Season: Breeding


 Lesser Yellowlegs Tringa flavipes


Season: Wintering


 Loggerhead Shrike Lanius ludovicianus


Year-round
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0FY


 Marbled Godwit Limosa fedoa


Season: Wintering
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0JL


 Mississippi Kite Ictinia mississippiensis


Season: Breeding


 Nelson's Sparrow Ammodramus nelsoni


Season: Wintering


 Painted Bunting Passerina ciris


Season: Breeding


 Peregrine Falcon Falco peregrinus


Season: Wintering
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0FU


 Prairie Warbler Dendroica discolor


Season: Breeding


 Prothonotary Warbler Protonotaria citrea


Season: Breeding


 Purple Sandpiper Calidris maritima


Season: Wintering


 Red Knot Calidris canutus rufa


Season: Wintering
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0DM


 Red-headed Woodpecker Melanerpes erythrocephalus


Year-round


 Red-throated Loon Gavia stellata


Season: Wintering


 Rusty Blackbird Euphagus carolinus


Season: Wintering


 Saltmarsh Sparrow Ammodramus caudacutus


Season: Wintering


SCDOT Project ID P026862



https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0JV

https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B09D

https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0FY

https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0JL

https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0FU

https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0DM
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Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern


Bird of conservation concern Seaside Sparrow Ammodramus maritimus


Year-round


 Sedge Wren Cistothorus platensis


Season: Wintering


 Short-billed Dowitcher Limnodromus griseus


Season: Wintering


 Swainson's Warbler Limnothlypis swainsonii


Season: Breeding


 Swallow-tailed Kite Elanoides forficatus


Season: Breeding
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0GB


 Whimbrel Numenius phaeopus


Season: Wintering
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0JN


 Wilson's Plover Charadrius wilsonia


Season: Breeding


 Wood Thrush Hylocichla mustelina


Season: Breeding


 Worm Eating Warbler Helmitheros vermivorum


Season: Migrating


 Yellow Rail Coturnicops noveboracensis


Season: Wintering
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0JG


SCDOT Project ID P026862



https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0GB

https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0JN

https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0JG
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Refuges
Any activity proposed on  lands must undergo a 'CompatibilityNational Wildlife Refuge
Determination' conducted by the Refuge. If your project overlaps or otherwise impacts a
Refuge, please contact that Refuge to discuss the authorization process.


There are no refuges within this project area


SCDOT Project ID P026862



http://www.fws.gov/refuges/
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Wetlands
Impacts to  and other aquatic habitats from your project may be subject toNWI wetlands
regulation under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, or other State/Federal Statutes.


Project proponents should discuss the relationship of these requirements to their project
with the Regulatory Program of the appropriate .U.S. Army Corps of Engineers District


DATA LIMITATIONS


The Service's objective of mapping wetlands and deepwater habitats is to produce reconnaissance level information
on the location, type and size of these resources. The maps are prepared from the analysis of high altitude imagery.
Wetlands are identified based on vegetation, visible hydrology and geography. A margin of error is inherent in the use
of imagery; thus, detailed on-the-ground inspection of any particular site may result in revision of the wetland
boundaries or classification established through image analysis.


The accuracy of image interpretation depends on the quality of the imagery, the experience of the image analysts,
the amount and quality of the collateral data and the amount of ground truth verification work conducted. Metadata
should be consulted to determine the date of the source imagery used and any mapping problems.


Wetlands or other mapped features may have changed since the date of the imagery or field work. There may be
occasional differences in polygon boundaries or classifications between the information depicted on the map and the
actual conditions on site.


DATA EXCLUSIONS


Certain wetland habitats are excluded from the National mapping program because of the limitations of aerial
imagery as the primary data source used to detect wetlands. These habitats include seagrasses or submerged
aquatic vegetation that are found in the intertidal and subtidal zones of estuaries and nearshore coastal waters.
Some deepwater reef communities (coral or tuberficid worm reefs) have also been excluded from the inventory.
These habitats, because of their depth, go undetected by aerial imagery.


DATA PRECAUTIONS


Federal, state, and local regulatory agencies with jurisdiction over wetlands may define and describe wetlands in a
different manner than that used in this inventory. There is no attempt, in either the design or products of this
inventory, to define the limits of proprietary jurisdiction of any Federal, state, or local government or to establish the
geographical scope of the regulatory programs of government agencies. Persons intending to engage in activities
involving modifications within or adjacent to wetland areas should seek the advice of appropriate federal, state, or
local agencies concerning specified agency regulatory programs and proprietary jurisdictions that may affect such
activities.


Wetland data is unavailable at this time.


SCDOT Project ID P026862



http://www.fws.gov/wetlands/

http://www.usace.army.mil/Missions/CivilWorks/RegulatoryProgramandPermits.aspx
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Mr. Mark Caldwell of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, South Carolina Field Office, at 843-727-4707, Ext 215. 
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United States Department of the Interior

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

January 27, 2016

Ms. Nicole Riddle

Assistant NEPA Coordinator

South Carolina Department of Transportation
P.O. Box 191

Columbia, SC 29202-0191

Re: Biological Assessment, US 21 Bridge Replacement, Harbor River, Beaufort County, SC
FWS Log No. 2015-CPA-0112

Dear Ms. Riddle:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has received your January 15,2016, Biological
Assessment (BA) for the proposed replacement of the U.S. Highway 21 bridge over the Harbor
River in Beaufort County, South Carolina. The SouthCarolina Department of Transportation
(SCDOT) proposes to replace U.S. Highway 21 which connects St. Helena Island to Harbor
Island, Fripp Island, and Hunting Island State Park. The SCDOT prepared the BA and is
requesting the Service's consultation regarding potential impacts to species protected under the
Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531-1543) (ESA). The BA will be incorporated
into an Environmental Assessment which is being prepared pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (43 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) (NEPA).

U.S. Highway21 is a two-lane roadway with earthen shoulders on a causeway connecting St.
Helena Island with Harbor Island, Hunting Island, and Fripp Island. The project corridor is
approximately two miles long and 600 feet wide. Terrain in the corridor is flat with the surface
runoff draining to the adjacent tidal wetlands through roadside ditches. Existing land uses along
the corridor include small areas of residential and commercial development. The project
involves the bridge replacement, the construction of a new roadway approach alignment to
correct structural and functional deficiencies, and to upgrade the bridge and its approaches to
current design standards.

The Services previously provided comments and recommendations to SCDOT, regarding the
bridge replacement project on July 1, 2015. Our letter focused on measures to minimize impacts
to resources as well as potential mitigation options. We also recommended that SCDOT perform
a survey for threatened and endangered (T&E) species that may be in the project area. The BA
provides SCDOT's assessment of T&E species, as well as designated critical habitat that may be
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Wade, Blair

From: Long, Chad C. <LongCC@scdot.org>

Sent: Thursday, March 17, 2016 1:23 PM

To: Daggett, Adrianne (ADaggett@scdah.sc.gov)

Cc: Belcher, Jeffery - FHWA; Wade, Blair

Subject: US 21 over Harbor River

Attachments: US 21 over Harbor River SHPO Transmittal.pdf

Adrianne, 

 

Attached is a transmittal letter for the US 21 over Harbor River bridge replacement project in Beaufort County, SC.  I am 

sending hard copies of the report and survey cards via interagency mail.  I will send you a digital copy of the report via 

wetransfer (ftp service). 

 

Let me know if you have any questions. 

 

Chad C. Long | Archaeologist/NEPA Coordinator 

Environmental Services Office 

South Carolina Department of Transportation 

955 Park Street | Room 519  

Columbia, South Carolina 29201 

Phone 803.737.1396 (office)| 803.420.8115 (mobile) 
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Wade, Blair

To: Josh Fletcher

Subject: RE: Comments on US 21 Harbor River bridge replacement

 
 

From: Josh Fletcher [mailto:JoshFletcher@brockington.org]  
Sent: Monday, April 11, 2016 2:19 PM 

To: Wade, Blair 

Subject: FW: Comments on US 21 Harbor River bridge replacement 

 

 

From: Long, Chad C. [mailto:LongCC@scdot.org]  
Sent: Monday, April 11, 2016 1:38 PM 

To: Josh Fletcher 

Subject: Fwd: Comments on US 21 Harbor River bridge replacement 

 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Daggett, Adrianne" <ADaggett@scdah.sc.gov> 

Date: April 11, 2016 at 1:36:29 PM EDT 

To: "Long, Chad C." <LongCC@scdot.org> 

Cc: "Johnson, Elizabeth" <EJohnson@scdah.sc.gov> 

Subject: Comments on US 21 Harbor River bridge replacement 

Dear Chad, 

Thank you for sending along the draft report for the Harbor River bridge replacement on US-21 

in Beaufort. We have a few requests we’d like to see addressed in the final report. I appreciate 

you sending these along to Brockington. 

  

P 3: Please clarify, either in the map legend or through a label, whether the red polygon in 

Figure 1.2 is the project APE. If this is not the APE, please depict the APE. 

P 4: Briefly describe sites 38BU147 and 113 in terms of context, finds, etc. 

P 4: Eliminate the word “is” from 1
st

 sentence of pp 3. 

P 6: Was there walkover of the areas not subject to shovel testing? If so please describe in the 

text. 

P 9: Can the map showing the locations of STPs be included? 

P 29: Repeat of text from previous page, starting with “Site 38BU113 was originally recorded...” 

and ending with “During the current investigations archaeologists revisited site 38BU113 (See 

Chapter 3).” This text also repeats on p 31-32. 

P 31: How were boundaries for site 113 determined? The methods and results sections both 

state that 25 STPs were placed during survey, but only 11 are reported for site 113 and 2 for 

site 147. Where were the locations of the remaining 12 and why are they not discussed? 

P 38: Please assess site by all 4 NR criteria; please also include a sample profile of the STPs, 

including Munsell soil types. 

P 44-46: Rationale for placing only 2 JTUs for site 147? Rationale for location of these JTUs? 

Please include location of site 147 on the project location aerial. Please also include sample JTU 

profile. 
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Please don’t hesitate to contact me with any questions. 

  

Regards, 

  

Adrianne Daggett, PhD. 

Transportation Review Coordinator 

State Historic Preservation Office 

SC Department of Archives and History 

8301 Parklane Road 

Columbia, SC 29223 

803-896-6184 

adaggett@scdah.sc.gov 
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Wade, Blair

From: Long, Chad C. <LongCC@scdot.org>

Sent: Friday, May 06, 2016 10:47 AM

To: Wade, Blair; Josh Fletcher (JoshFletcher@brockington.org)

Subject: FW: Comments on US 21 Harbor River bridge replacement

Attachments: Revised Draft US 21 over Harbor River MOA_version 2.docx

Attached is the draft MOA that will be going to ACHP for review. 

 

From: Daggett, Adrianne [mailto:ADaggett@scdah.sc.gov]  

Sent: Friday, May 06, 2016 9:07 AM 
To: Long, Chad C. 

Subject: RE: Comments on US 21 Harbor River bridge replacement 

 

Good morning, 

I took a look at the revised draft and I think it looks good. Thanks for your work on this. 

Cheers, 

Adrianne 

 

From: Long, Chad C. [mailto:LongCC@scdot.org]  

Sent: Thursday, May 05, 2016 8:03 AM 
To: Daggett, Adrianne 

Subject: RE: Comments on US 21 Harbor River bridge replacement 

 
Here’s a revised draft.  I addressed the majority of comments.  We approached Coast Guard about whether they wanted 

to be an invited signatory but they declined.  Regarding these two comments: 

 

 

I didn’t make any changes.  I think the MOA is clear that SCDOT is responsible for taking the lead on the plan.  We cannot 

identify a location for the placement of the interpretation materials within the park at this time. The location will be 

specified within the public interpretation plan. 

 

Let me know if you are okay with changes and will submit this to ACHP. 

 

Chad 

 

From: Daggett, Adrianne [mailto:ADaggett@scdah.sc.gov]  

Sent: Wednesday, May 04, 2016 10:48 AM 

To: Long, Chad C. 
Subject: RE: Comments on US 21 Harbor River bridge replacement 

 

Good morning, 
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The letter is on its way to you in hard copy, and a PDF of it is attached. Please let me know if you need 

anything else! 

Cheers, 

Adrianne 

 

From: Long, Chad C. [mailto:LongCC@scdot.org]  

Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2016 7:42 PM 

To: Daggett, Adrianne 
Subject: Re: Comments on US 21 Harbor River bridge replacement 

 

Hey, once you have comments on the MOA, please provide us with a letter accepting the report and concurring 

with recommendations + MOA comments.  Josh would like to incorporate your letter into the final report for a 

complete package.  I will send you the final copies once all of that is complete.  Need ASAP.  

 

Thanks, 

Chad 

On May 3, 2016, at 12:57 PM, Daggett, Adrianne <ADaggett@scdah.sc.gov> wrote: 

 

Hey again Chad, 

The report looks good to go. I’ve got comments on the MOA but I asked John Sylvest, who’s got 

more experience reviewing MOAs, to look over my comments before I send them on to you. I’ll 

send those in a separate email. 

Cheers, 

Adrianne 

  

From: Long, Chad C. [mailto:LongCC@scdot.org]  

Sent: Monday, May 02, 2016 5:49 PM 

To: Daggett, Adrianne 
Subject: Fwd: Comments on US 21 Harbor River bridge replacement 
  

Adrianne,  

  

The revised report is attached for your review.  If acceptable, I will ask Josh to make this a final 

report then send you the required hard copies with a transmittal letter.  We need to forward with 

this ASAP.  We also need comments on the MOA if you have any to offer. 

  

Thanks, 

  

Chad 

 

Begin forwarded message: 

  

From: Josh Fletcher <JoshFletcher@brockington.org> 

Subject: FW: Comments on US 21 Harbor River bridge replacement 

Date: May 2, 2016 at 4:04:25 PM EDT 

To: Chad Long <LongCC@dot.state.sc.us> 

Cc: "longcc@scdot.org" <longcc@scdot.org> 
  
Chad, 
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Please see the attached emailable (reduced file size) pdf of the US 21 Harbor River Bridge 
report. Again, our responses to Adrianne’s comments are below in red.  If you need anything 
else, please let me know. 
Thanks, 
Josh 
  

From: Daggett, Adrianne [mailto:ADaggett@scdah.sc.gov]  

Sent: Tuesday, April 12, 2016 11:41 AM 

To: Long, Chad C. 

Subject: RE: Comments on US 21 Harbor River bridge replacement 
  

Great, thanks! 

  

From: Long, Chad C. [mailto:LongCC@scdot.org]  

Sent: Tuesday, April 12, 2016 11:27 AM 

To: Daggett, Adrianne 
Subject: FW: Comments on US 21 Harbor River bridge replacement 
  
Adrianne, 
  
Josh and I discussed your comments and are making changes where we can.  See responses below. 
  
Chad 
  

From: Josh Fletcher [mailto:JoshFletcher@brockington.org]  

Sent: Tuesday, April 12, 2016 10:34 AM 

To: Long, Chad C. 
Subject: RE: Comments on US 21 Harbor River bridge replacement 
  
Chad, please see our responses to Dr. Daggett’s comments below. If either of you need any 
additional clarification, please let me know. 
Thanks, 
Josh 
  

From: Long, Chad C. [mailto:LongCC@scdot.org]  

Sent: Monday, April 11, 2016 1:38 PM 
To: Josh Fletcher 

Subject: Fwd: Comments on US 21 Harbor River bridge replacement 
  
 

 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Daggett, Adrianne" <ADaggett@scdah.sc.gov> 

Date: April 11, 2016 at 1:36:29 PM EDT 

To: "Long, Chad C." <LongCC@scdot.org> 

Cc: "Johnson, Elizabeth" <EJohnson@scdah.sc.gov> 

Subject: Comments on US 21 Harbor River bridge replacement 

Dear Chad, 

Thank you for sending along the draft report for the Harbor River bridge 

replacement on US-21 in Beaufort. We have a few requests we’d like to see 
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addressed in the final report. I appreciate you sending these along to 

Brockington. 

  

P 3: Please clarify, either in the map legend or through a label, whether the red 

polygon in Figure 1.2 is the project APE. If this is not the APE, please depict the 

APE. The APE is labeled in a box located in the Harbor River. It is also labeled on 

Figure 1.3 (aerial photo). 

P 4: Briefly describe sites 38BU147 and 113 in terms of context, finds, etc. I will 

add a brief description of each site on this page. 

P 4: Eliminate the word “is” from 1
st

 sentence of pp 3. I will delete “is”. 

P 6: Was there walkover of the areas not subject to shovel testing? If so please 

describe in the text. Yes, we walked the entire project corridor. I will add a 

sentence to that effect. 

P 9: Can the map showing the locations of STPs be included? The locations of 

shovel tested areas are shown on Figure 1.3. The sentence on p. 9 is referring to 

the site plans for each site. The shovel tests excavated within each site are 

depicted on Figures 3.1 and 3.10 (the site plans for each site). 

P 29: Repeat of text from previous page, starting with “Site 38BU113 was 

originally recorded...” and ending with “During the current investigations 

archaeologists revisited site 38BU113 (See Chapter 3).” This text also repeats on 

p 31-32. The repetition on p. 29 was an oversight and one of those paragraphs 

will be deleted. Thank you for catching that. The text was intentionally repeated 

on pp. 31-32. 

P 31: How were boundaries for site 113 determined?The boundaries of this site 

were determined by the limits of the landform. I added some text to page 38.The 

methods and results sections both state that 25 STPs were placed during survey, 

but only 11 are reported for site 113 and 2 for site 147. Where were the 

locations of the remaining 12 and why are they not discussed? The remainder of 

the shovel tests outside of sites 38BU113 and 38BU147 were excavated in the 

hatched areas shown in Figure 1.3. They were not discussed extensively because 

they produced no findings. 

P 38: Please assess site by all 4 NR criteria; please also include a sample profile of 

the STPs, including Munsell soil types. We assessed the site under all 4 criteria, 

but given the type of the site, it only meets Criterion D. I will add a sentence to 

that effect. Two different shovel test profiles were described on p. 38. Given the 

budget constraints and timing of this project, we will not be adding a sample 

profile drawing, but we will on future SCDOT projects. 

P 44-46: Rationale for placing only 2 JTUs for site 147? Rationale for location of 

these JTUs? We determined through the study of historic aerial photographs 

that the shell deposits located within “site” 38BU147 were placed there as a 

result of the construction of the road causeway. Nevertheless, we excavated 

those two judgmental shovel tests on the highest “islands” on each end of the 

site to confirm that interpretation and to make sure that these areas contained 

no cultural materials. Please include location of site 147 on the project location 

aerial. Site 38BU147 is shown on Figure 1.2 and Figure 1.3 (the aerial 

photo). Please also include sample JTU profile.The two shovel test profiles were 

described on p. 44. Given the budget constraints and timing of this project, we 
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will not be adding a sample profile drawing, but we will on future SCDOT 

projects. 

  

Please don’t hesitate to contact me with any questions. 

  

Regards, 

  

Adrianne Daggett, PhD. 

Transportation Review Coordinator 

State Historic Preservation Office 

SC Department of Archives and History 

8301 Parklane Road 

Columbia, SC 29223 

803-896-6184 

adaggett@scdah.sc.gov 

 



 

 

 

4 May 2016 

 

 

 

Mr. Chad Long 

South Carolina Department of Transportation 

955 Park Street 

Columbia, SC 29201 

 

Re:   US-21 Harbor River Bridge Replacement 

        Beaufort County, South Carolina 

         SHPO Project No. 15-EJ0056          

SCDOT Project No. P026862 

 

Dear Mr. Long:   

 

Thank you for your letter of May 3, 2016, which we received on the same day, regarding the US-

21 Harbor River bridge replacement in Beaufort County. We also received the final report titled “Cultural 

Resources Survey of the US-21 Harbor River Bridge Replacement Project,” as well as the draft 

Memorandum of Understanding for the project, as supporting documentation for this undertaking. The 

State Historic Preservation Office is providing comments to the South Carolina Department of 

Transportation pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and its implementing 

regulations, 36 CFR 800. Consultation with the SHPO is not a substitution for consultation with Tribal 

Historic Preservation Offices, other Native American tribes, local governments, or the public. 

 

Based on the description of the Area of Potential Effect (APE) and the identification of historic properties 

within the APE, our office concurs with the assessment that both Site 38BU113 and Resource 5071 (the 

Gay Fish Company) are eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, and that the project 

will have an adverse effect on Resource 5070 (the Harbor River Bridge), which has previously been 

determined eligible for listing in the National Register. We also concur with the recommendation that site 

38BU113 and the Gay Fish Company be avoided during all phases of construction. 

 

If archaeological materials are encountered during construction, the procedures codified at 36 CFR 

800.13(b) will apply. Archaeological materials consist of any items, fifty years old or older, which were 

made or used by man. These items include, but are not limited to, human skeletal materials, stone 

projectile points (arrowheads), ceramic sherds, bricks, worked wood, bone and stone, and metal and glass 

objects. The federal agency or the applicant receiving federal assistance should contact our office 

immediately. 

 

Our comments on the Memorandum of Understanding are listed below. In preparing these comments, I 

referred to the guidance provided by the American Council of Historic Preservation on their website at 

http://achp.gov/agreementdocguidance.html, in particular their template MOA 

(http://achp.gov/docs/Template%20MOA%20and%20Amendment-S.pdf), their agreement content 

checklist (http://achp.gov/docs/Section%20106%20GAD%20Checklist%20-%20Content.pdf), and their 

agreement reviewer checklist (http://achp.gov/docs/Section%20106%20GAD%20Checklist%20-

%20Reviewer's%20Guide.pdf).  

 

 

http://achp.gov/agreementdocguidance.html
http://achp.gov/docs/Template%20MOA%20and%20Amendment-S.pdf
http://achp.gov/docs/Section%20106%20GAD%20Checklist%20-%20Content.pdf
http://achp.gov/docs/Section%20106%20GAD%20Checklist%20-%20Reviewer's%20Guide.pdf
http://achp.gov/docs/Section%20106%20GAD%20Checklist%20-%20Reviewer's%20Guide.pdf


Technical comments: 

In the third “whereas” clause, change “it’s” to “its” 

In the sixth “whereas” clause, clarify whether ACHP is participating 

In stipulation 3, change “one-year” to “one year” 

Under “Late Discoveries”, include the full version of the name of the CIN THPO since it is not written 

out elsewhere 

 

Content: 

Following the guidelines on the ACHP’s website, I recommend including “whereas” clauses that describe 

the scope of the undertaking and lay out a brief description of the project APE. It may also be helpful to 

include a clause describing public outreach efforts for the project – e.g., stating that the local Gullah 

community was consulted and they have no concerns, as well as one stating that site 38BU113 is eligible 

and within the APE but that it will be avoided. 

Other content that may bear inclusion is an “other federal involvement” stipulation addressing the role of 

the Coast Guard in the environmental review process. Does the Coast Guard also need to be included as 

an invited signatory on the document? 

Can a stipulation be included that lays out what process will be followed to decide what to do with the 

bridge itself (e.g., laying out which options are being considered and how to evaluate them)? There’s been 

discussion of what to do with it but it doesn’t seem like we have a clear path forward. 

Stipulation 1: Who will be the party taking the lead on developing the public interpretation plan?  

Stipulation 3: Can a location for the placement of the interpretation materials within the park be 

specified? 

Per the ACHP guidance, also included at the end of the stipulations should be an “affirmation statement” 

with the following: The stipulations section should end with a statement affirming that by carrying out the 

terms of the MOA or PA, the federal agency will meet its responsibilities under Section 106 of the NHPA 

to "take into account" the undertaking's effects on historic properties, and afford the ACHP a "reasonable 

opportunity" to comment on the undertaking. The statement follows the statutory language to demonstrate 

fulfillment of the agency's responsibilities under Section 106 of the NHPA. 

 

If you have any questions, please contact me at (803) 896-6184 or at ADaggett@scdah.sc.gov. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    

Sincerely, 

Adrianne Daggett, PhD. 

Transportation Review Coordinator 

State Historic Preservation Office 

 



Historic Bridge  
Available for Adaptive Reuse 

 

US Route 21 over Harbor River 
Beaufort County, South Carolina. 

Coordinates:  32N 24’ 15.25”, 80W 27’ 10.11” 

 
The US Route 21 (Sea Island Parkway) Bridge over Harbor River in Beaufort County will be 
available for adaptive reuse at a new location.  The 172-foot historic Warren through truss, 
swing span section of the bridge is being offered to potential recipients, who must agree to 
move the structure, preserve the bridge and its historic features, and assume all legal and 
financial responsibilities for the bridge subsequent to its removal from its current location.  If 
the swing span truss section of the bridge is transferred to another party, deed covenants may 
require the new owner to re-erect and maintain the bridge in accordance with established 
standards for historic bridges.  Funding equal to the amount allocated for demolition of the 
truss section of the bridge is available to assist in relocation efforts.  Responses/requests for 
adaptive bridge reuse of the US 21 Bridge over the Harbor River must be received by 
2/12/2016. 



 

 

Bridge Description:  The main span of the 68-span, 2,851'-long and 21'-wide bridge is a 172'-
long, modified Warren through truss swing span. The bridge is operated by electric motors 
driving the rack and pinion drive mechanism set atop the concrete pivot pier located in the 
center of the navigable channel. The movable span rotates in a horizontal plane on a center 
pivot and is stabilized by a girder box balance frame with wheels.  Centered overhead is the 
octagonal-shape operator’s house that was rebuilt in 1997.  

Historical Significance: 

The swing span bridge built in 1938-1939 is a later example of its type and design.  By the time 
it was constructed, its structural and mechanical technologies were well established and 
representative, but in the statewide contexts of Depression-era work relief programs and 
development of the state’s network of state parks, it is historically significant under National 
Register Criterion A.  The bridge was constructed using Depression-era work relief programs to 
link a private island, used for livestock and hunting and the location of a lighthouse maintained 
by the federal lighthouse service, to St. Helena Island.  It was paid for using Progressive Works 



Administration (WPA) funds and was fabricated by the Virginia Bridge Company headquartered 
in Roanoke, VA.   

Bridge Location:  The bridge is located on US Route 21 (Sea Island Parkway) over Harbor River.  
This location is 12.5 miles southeast of the City of Beaufort between St. Helena Island and 
Harbor Island. GPS Coordinates for the location are:  32N 24’ 15.25”, 80W 27’ 10.11”.  A 
location map is below. 

 

Bridge Location 

 

 

Contact:  David Kelly at (803) 737-1645 or kellydp@scdot.org  

mailto:kellydp@scdot.org


From: Johnson, Elizabeth
To: Historical Services Staff
Subject: Historic Preservation News and Notes from the State Historic Preservation Office
Date: Thursday, January 21, 2016 2:50:29 PM

HISTORIC PRESERVATION NEWS AND NOTES from the State

 Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)

SC Department of Archives and History (SCDAH)

January 21, 2016

 
******************************

In this issue:

 

·       Opening of New Exhibit at the Archives and History Center: February 9

·       Grant Applications for FY 2016:  Deadline February 5

·       Last Call for Updates to Local History Organizations Directory

·       New Listing in the National Register of Historic Places

·       SCDOT Offers Historic Bridges for Reuse

·       2016 Is the Year of PRESERVATION 50!

·       Advisory Council on Historic Preservation Seeks Input on National

 Historic Preservation Program

·       Historic Preservation Wins and Losses in 2015

·       Conferences / Workshops / Events (8 New Listings)

·       Grant Application Deadlines

·       Subscription Information

 

******************************

Opening of New Exhibit at the Archives and History Center: February 9

 

Please join the South Carolina Department of Archives and History and the South

 Carolina Archives and History Foundation at the opening reception for “Nothing is
 more necessary... than the... Publick Records,” The Records of Proprietary Era
 South Carolina, 1663 – 1721. The reception will be Tuesday, February 9, 2016 from

 6:00 pm – 7:30 pm at 8301 Parklane Road in Columbia. Hors d’oeuvres and

 beverages will be provided. For more information contact Grace Salter at

 GSalter@scdah.sc.gov.

 

For over three centuries, South Carolina has held in high regard the importance of

 caring for its public records. The records of South Carolina’s Proprietary Era have

 withstood the test of time, and the best examples currently are on display at the

 South Carolina Archives and History Center. Visitors to this exhibit will come face-to-

face with the first version of the  Fundamental Constitutions of Carolina (1669), the

 first surviving government record (1671), and South Carolina’s first “Declaration of

 Independence” (1719). Also on display is the Agreement Between the Proprietors to

 Further Supply the Fledgling Colony (1674), which established funding for the colony

 for an additional four years. Visitors can see the signature of John Locke on that

mailto:EJohnson@scdah.sc.gov
mailto:HS@scdah.sc.gov
mailto:GSalter@scdah.sc.gov


 document, which will broaden their understanding of him as not only a highly

 regarded, 17th century philosopher, but also as an important part of the early

 colonization of South Carolina.

 

******************************

Grant Applications for FY 2016: Deadline February 5

 

Applications and instructions for the FY 2016 Historic Preservation Fund (HPF)

 matching grants are available at http://shpo.sc.gov/programs/Pages/Grants.aspx.

 Two types of projects are eligible: survey and planning, and stabilization (only for

 projects located in one of SC’s 35 Certified Local Government (CLG) communities).

 Applications will be accepted until 5:00 pm, February 5, 2016. Please contact Brad

 Sauls at 803-896-6172, or bsauls@scdah.sc.gov to discuss your project before you

 apply.
 

******************************

Last Call for Updates to Local History Organizations Directory

 

Thank you to everyone who has responded to requests for information about local

 and state history organizations for an update of the Directory of South Carolina's
 Local History, Historic Preservation, and Cultural Organizations (available at

 http://shpo.sc.gov/pubs/Documents/Local_History_Organizations_Directory.pdf). We

 are making the final edits to the directory, so if your organization has not yet

 responded, please e-mail Doug Taylor at dtaylor@scdah.sc.gov.

 

******************************

New Listing in the National Register of Historic Places

 

The Apalache Mill Historic District was listed in the National Register of Historic

 Places on December 15, 2015 for its association with the history of the textile

 industry in the late part of the nineteenth century and first half of the twentieth

 century in Spartanburg County. Throughout the mill’s existence it produced fancy

 cotton, sheeting, and linen goods. Included in the listing are the 1888 mill and 1903

 mill with additions; four contributing structures - water tower, granite retaining wall,

 dam, and millpond; and two contributing objects - fire pump and turbine/generator.

 

******************************

SCDOT Offers Historic Bridges for Reuse

 

The SC Department of Transportation is currently offering two bridges for adaptive

 reuse. Potential recipients must agree to move the structure, preserve the bridge and

 its historic features, and assume all legal and financial responsibilities for the bridge

 subsequent to its removal from its current location. Deed covenants may require the

 new owner to re-erect and maintain the bridge in accordance with established

 standards for historic bridges. Funding equal to the amount allocated for demolition

 of the truss section of the bridges is available to assist in relocation efforts.

 Responses/ requests must be received by February 12, 2016. For more information

http://shpo.sc.gov/programs/Pages/Grants.aspx
http://shpo.sc.gov/programs/locgov/Pages/CLG.aspx
mailto:bsauls@scdah.sc.gov
http://shpo.sc.gov/pubs/Documents/Local_History_Organizations_Directory.pdf
mailto:dtaylor@scdah.sc.gov
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 contact David Kelly at (803) 737-1645 or kellydp@scdot.org.

 

·       US Route 21 (Sea Island Parkway) Bridge over Harbor River in Beaufort

 County: The 172-foot historic Warren through truss, swing span section of the

 bridge is being offered for adaptive reuse at a new location.

·       S-19-68 (Key Road) Bridge over Turkey Creek in Edgefield and McCormick

 Counties: The 150-foot historic Parker thru truss, main span section of the

 bridge is being offered for adaptive reuse at a new location.

 

******************************

2016 Is the Year of PRESERVATION 50!

In 2016 the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 turns 50 years old. This

 monumental year will celebrate half a century of achievements in preservation,

 archaeology, and more. Tag photos on social media with #preservation50 all year

 long to celebrate your favorite places! Learn more about how to get involved at

 http://preservation50.org/about/nhpa-history/.

 

******************************

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation Seeks Input on National Historic

 Preservation Program

 

The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the independent federal agency that

 promotes the preservation, enhancement, and productive use of our nation's historic

 resources, and that advises the President and Congress on national historic

 preservation, is inviting comments for a report on the challenges and opportunities

 facing the national historic preservation program. The ACHP has posted initial

 observations on the challenges and opportunities facing the national preservation

 program and is inviting the public to add their comments. Read more at

 http://www.achp.gov/50-challenges-opportunities.html and send comments and

 suggestions by March 1, 2016 to NHPA50@achp.gov. The final report will be

 submitted to the incoming Administration and the 115th Congress.

 

******************************

Historic Preservation Wins and Losses in 2015

 

The National Trust for Historic Preservation compiled a list of both saves and losses

 for historic preservation in the past year. See this report to learn more about the

 properties featured http://www.cnn.com/2015/12/31/travel/historic-preservation-wins-

losses-2015-feat/index.html.

 

******************************

Conferences / Workshops / Events (8 New Listings)

 

NEW National Preservation Institute Seminars. See the 2016 calendar for

 seminars on a variety of preservation topics http://www.npi.org/seminar-listing.

 Upcoming seminars in the southeast this spring include:

 

mailto:kellydp@scdot.org
https://t.e2ma.net/click/al1cvd/yrqzee/ek30fy
http://preservation50.org/about/nhpa-history/
http://www.achp.gov/50-challenges-opportunities.html
mailto:NHPA50@achp.gov
http://www.cnn.com/2015/12/31/travel/historic-preservation-wins-losses-2015-feat/index.html
http://www.cnn.com/2015/12/31/travel/historic-preservation-wins-losses-2015-feat/index.html
http://www.npi.org/seminar-listing
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Wade, Blair

From: Long, Chad C. <LongCC@scdot.org>

Sent: Thursday, May 12, 2016 1:41 PM

To: Wade, Blair

Cc: Josh Fletcher (JoshFletcher@brockington.org)

Subject: FW: FHWA-SC: Adverse Effect Notification US 21 Bridge over Harbor River, Beaufort 

County, SC

Attachments: US 21 Bridge ACHP Electronic e106 Form.docx; Project Map 8 x 11.pdf; US21 Harbor 

River Bridge FINAL Cultural Resources Survey.pdf; Correspondence_US 21 over Harbor 

River.pdf; Notice of bridge available for adaptive reuse_US21.pdf; Reasonable 

Alternatives.pdf; Revised Draft US 21 over Harbor River MOA_version 2.docx

fyi 

 

From: Belcher, Jeffery - FHWA  

Sent: Thursday, May 12, 2016 1:30 PM 
To: e106@achp.gov 

Cc: ADaggett@scdah.sc.gov; Long, Chad C. 
Subject: FHWA-SC: Adverse Effect Notification US 21 Bridge over Harbor River, Beaufort County, SC 

 

The Federal Highway Administration,  South Carolina Division Office is notifying the ACHP as required by 36 CFR Part 

800.6(a)(1) of an adverse effect that will occur as a result of the proposed US 21 (Sea Island Parkway) Bridge 

Replacement over the Harbor River.  The proposed project includes replacing the existing structurally-deficient and 

functionally-obsolete 1939 swing span bridge.  Attached are various reports and coordination documents per 36 CFR 

Part 800.11(e) for your use.  A draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) has been developed in coordination with the 

SHPO and the SC Parks, Recreation, and Tourism to address mitigation efforts for the project.  A copy of the draft MOA is 

attached for your review and comment.  All mitigation stipulations agreed to during the Section 106 process will be 

included in the Environmental Assessment (EA) for the project.  As part of the project development process a 

Programmatic Section 4(f) for the Use of Historic Bridges will be prepared for the project.   

 

Please feel free to reach me with any questions or concerns you may have regarding the project. 

 

Much thanks, 

 

J. Shane Belcher 
Environmental Coordinator 
Federal Highway Administration 

1835 Assembly Street, Suite 1270 

Columbia, SC 29201 

Phone:  803-253-3187 

Fax: 803-253-3989 
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Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

Electronic Section 106 Documentation Submittal System (e106) Form 

MS Word format 

Send to: e106@achp.gov 

I. Basic information 

1. Name of federal agency. (If multiple agencies, state them all and indicate whether one is the lead 

agency):  Federal Highway Administration South Carolina (FHWA-SC) 

 

2. Name of undertaking/project. (Include project/permit/application number if applicable): 

U.S. Route 21 Bridge Replacement over the Harbor River, Federal-aid Project No. P026862. 

 

3.  Location of undertaking. (Indicate city(s), county(s), state(s), land ownership, and whether it would 

occur on or affect historic properties located on tribal lands):   

Beaufort County, South Carolina, 32.404233, -80.452802 (location map attached).  Project is not 

located on tribal lands. 

 

4.  Name and title of federal agency official and contact person for this undertaking, including email 

address and phone number:  

 

 J. Shane Belcher 

 Environmental Coordinator 

 jeffrey.belcher@dot.gov 

 803-253-3187 

 Strom Thurmond Federal Building 

 1835 Assembly Street, Suite 1270 

 Columbia, SC 29201 

 

5.  Purpose of notification. Indicate whether this documentation is to: 

• notify the ACHP of a finding that an undertaking may adversely affect historic properties, and/or 

• invite the ACHP to participate in a section 106 consultation, and/or 

• propose to develop a project Programmatic Agreement (project PA) for complex or multiple 

undertakings in accordance with 36 C.F.R. 800.14(b)(3). 
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II. Information on the undertaking* 

6.  Describe the undertaking and nature of federal involvement (if multiple federal agencies are 

involved, specify involvement of each): The project involves the replacement of the U.S. 21 Bridge 

over the Harbor River.  The FHWA-SC is the lead federal agency as the project will utilize federal-

aid highway funds for the bridge replacement.  The project will also require permits from the USCG 

and the USACE.  The USCG is a cooperating agency with FHWA in the preparation of the 

Environmental Assessment (EA) for the project. 

7.  Describe the area of potential effects: The defined APE consists of a two-mile long and 1200 ft. 

wide corridor along the existing U.S. Route 21 (reference Figure 1.2 in the attached cultural resources 

survey). 

8. Describe steps taken to identify historic properties: Coordination has occurred with the SC SHPO, 

the Catawba Indian Nation, the Eastern Shawnee, and the Gullah Geechee Cultural Heritage Corridor 

to identify historic properties within the APE.  A Cultural Resources Survey (attached) has been 

completed by Brockington and Associates (Final, May 2016).   

9.  Describe the historic property (or properties) and any National Historic Landmarks within the APE 

(or attach documentation or provide specific link to this information):  

 The historic properties are described in more detail in the attached Cultural Resources Survey.  One 

archaeological site (38BU113) has been determined eligible for the National Register of Historic 

Places but is located outside of the project’s footprint and will not be affected.  The existing Harbor 

River Bridge (Resource 5070) is a swing span bridge built in 1939 and is eligible for the National 

Register.  As proposed the bridge is to be replaced and will be adversely affected by the project.  The 

Gay Fish Company (Resource 5071) was determined eligible for the National Register but will not be 

affected by the project. 

10.  Describe the undertaking's effects on historic properties:  The proposed project will have an 

adverse effect on the existing U.S. 21 swing span bridge as the project proposes to demolish and 

replace the bridge.  

11. Explain how this undertaking would adversely affect historic properties (include information on 

any conditions or future actions known to date to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects):  The 

U.S. 21 Bridge would be adversely affected due to the need to replace the bridge. The existing bridge 

has been advertised for alternative use per 23 USC Part 144(o) but to date no entities have accepted 

the bridge. Avoidance and rehabilitation alternatives have been evaluated and have not been deemed a 

viable solution.  Closing and abandoning the bridge would avoid impacts to the bridge; however, this 

alternative was eliminated from further review because of impacts to the public. Approximately 4,100 

vehicles use the bridge as the only connection between Harbor Island, Hunting Island, Fripp Island 

and mainland Beaufort County; therefore, closing and abandoning was considered an unacceptable 

alternative.  

Rehabilitating the existing swing-span bridge was also considered. Rehabilitation includes measures 

that address the structural condition of the bridge to maintain the carrying capacity rating. This would 

require extensive inspections, maintenance, and repairs to allow the bridge to be structurally sufficient 

without posting a vehicle weight limit. Rehabilitation would likely require temporary closures of the 

bridge, which is not feasible since the bridge provides the only link between mainland Beaufort 

County and the islands. The rehabilitation measures would also not address the substandard geometry 

of the bridge deck, including the width of travel lanes and shoulders. In light of the age of and 
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structural condition of the bridge, rehabilitation was eliminated from further review.  All other 

alternatives being evaluated include the replacement of the bridge in some form. 

 Due to the proposed impacts a draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) has been developed in 

coordination with the SC SHPO and the SC State Parks, Hunting Island State Park to address 

mitigation strategies for the impacts to the historic bridge.  The USCG has stated they do not need to 

be a signatory to the MOA as they would simply adopt the MOA once completed. A copy of the draft 

MOA is attached for your review and comment.  A Programmatic Section 4(f) Evaluation will also be 

prepared for the project. 

12. Provide copies or summaries of the views provided to date by any consulting parties, Indian 

tribes or Native Hawai'ian organizations, or the public, including any correspondence from the SHPO 

and/or THPO.  Correspondence attached: 

• SC SHPO 

• Gullah Geechee Cultural Corridor 

• Catawba Indian Nation, No response from the Eastern Shawnee was received. 

• Public Meeting was held 9-15-15 

• Agency field review was held 4-19-16 

* see Instructions for Completing the ACHP e106 Form 

III. Optional Information 

13.  Please indicate the status of any consultation that has occurred to date. Are there any consulting 

parties involved other than the SHPO/THPO? Are there any outstanding or unresolved concerns or 

issues that the ACHP should know about in deciding whether to participate in consultation?  

• Ongoing consultation with the SC SHPO regarding MOA development 

• Ongoing coordination with Hunting Island State Park regarding mitigation items associated with 

the Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC) and the option to possibly display a section of the bridge 

within the park. 

14. Does your agency have a website or website link where the interested public can find out about 

this project and/or provide comments? Please provide relevant links:  No website has been established 

for the project. 

15. Is this undertaking considered a “major” or “covered” project listed on the Federal 

Infrastructure Projects Permitting Dashboard or other federal interagency project tracking 
system? If so, please provide the link or reference number:  The project is not considered a major Federal 

Infrastructure Project. 

The following are attached to this form (check all that apply): 

_�_ Section 106 consultation correspondence 

_�_ Maps, photographs, drawings, and/or plans 

_�__ Additional historic property information (Cultural Resource Survey) 

_�_ Other:  Draft MOA for review/comment 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

May 27, 2016 

 

 

J. Shane Belcher 

Environmental Coordinator 

Federal Highway Administration 

1835 Assembly Street, Suite 1270 

Columbia, SC 29201 

 

Ref: Proposed US Route 21 (Sea Island Parkway) Bridge Replacement over the Harbor River 

 Beaufort County, South Carolina 

 Federal-Aid Project Number-P026862 

  

Dear Mr. Belcher:  

 

The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) has received your notification and supporting 

documentation regarding the adverse effects of the referenced undertaking on a property or properties listed 

or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.  Based upon the information provided, we 

have concluded that Appendix A, Criteria for Council Involvement in Reviewing Individual Section 106 

Cases, of our regulations, “Protection of Historic Properties” (36 CFR Part 800), does not apply to this 

undertaking.  Accordingly, we do not believe that our participation in the consultation to resolve adverse 

effects is needed.  However, if we receive a request for participation from the State Historic Preservation 

Officer (SHPO), Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO), affected Indian tribe, a consulting party, or 

other party, we may reconsider this decision. Additionally, should circumstances change, and it is determined 

that our participation is needed to conclude the consultation process, please notify us. 

 

Pursuant to 36 CFR §800.6(b)(1)(iv), you will need to file the final Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), 

developed in consultation with the South Carolina State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), and any other 

consulting parties, and related documentation with the ACHP at the conclusion of the consultation process. 

The filing of the MOA, and supporting documentation with the ACHP is required in order to complete the 

requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

 

Thank you for providing us with the notification of adverse effect. If you have any questions or require 

further assistance, please contact MaryAnn Naber at 202-517-0218 or via e-mail at mnaber@achp.gov. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

LaShavio Johnson 

Historic Preservation Technician 

Office of Federal Agency Programs 
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Wade, Blair

From: Long, Chad C. <LongCC@scdot.org>

Sent: Tuesday, May 31, 2016 8:52 AM

To: Wade, Blair

Subject: FW: Proposed US Route 21 Bridge Replacement over the Harbor River, Beaufort County, 

SC

Attachments: sc.fhwa.us route 21 bridge replacement over harbor river.np.27may16.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

 

 

From: Belcher, Jeffery - FHWA  

Sent: Tuesday, May 31, 2016 8:18 AM 
To: Long, Chad C. 

Cc: Adrianne Daggett (ADaggett@scdah.sc.gov); Herrell, Michelle (FHWA) 
Subject: FW: Proposed US Route 21 Bridge Replacement over the Harbor River, Beaufort County, SC 

 

Chad, 

 

ACHP response on the US 21 Bridge for your project file.  They do not want to enter as a consulting party at this time and 

I didn’t see any comments on the draft MOA. 

 

J. Shane Belcher 
Environmental Coordinator 
Federal Highway Administration 

1835 Assembly Street, Suite 1270 

Columbia, SC 29201 

Phone:  803-253-3187 

Fax: 803-253-3989 

From: OFAP [mailto:OFAP2@achp.gov]  

Sent: Friday, May 27, 2016 1:24 PM 

To: Belcher, Jeffrey (FHWA) 
Cc: Elizabeth Johnson; Lindauer, Owen (FHWA); MaryAnn Naber 

Subject: Proposed US Route 21 Bridge Replacement over the Harbor River, Beaufort County, SC 

 

 
 
From: Office of Federal Agency Programs 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

Attached is our letter on the subject undertaking (in Adobe Acrobat PDF format) 

If you have any questions concerning our letter, please contact: 

 

 

MaryAnn Naber 

mnaber@achp.gov 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

September 16, 2016 

 

 

Mr. J. Shane Belcher 

Environmental Coordinator 

Federal Highway Administration 

1835 Assembly Street, Suite 1270 

Columbia, SC 29201 

 

Ref: Proposed US Route 21 (Sea Island Parkway) Bridge Replacement over the Harbor River 

Beaufort County, South Carolina 

Federal-Aid Project Number-P026862 

 

Dear Mr. Belcher: 

 
The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) has received the Memorandum of Agreement 

(MOA) for the above referenced project. In accordance with Section 800.6(b)(1)(iv) of the ACHP’s 

regulations, the ACHP acknowledges receipt of the MOA. The filing of the MOA, and execution of its 

terms, completes the requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and the 

ACHP’s regulations.  

 

We appreciate you providing us with a copy of the MOA and will retain it for inclusion in our records 

regarding this project. Should you have any questions or require additional assistance, please contact  

Ms. MaryAnn Naber at (202) 517- 0218 or via e-mail at mnaber@achp.gov.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

LaShavio Johnson 

Historic Preservation Technician 

Office of Federal Agency Programs 
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US 21 Harbor River Bridge Project 

Gullah Geechee Cultural Heritage Corridor Consultation (Phone conversations) 

Brockington and Associates, Inc. (Josh Fletcher-Principal Investigator) 

 

11/11/15: Michael Allen directed me to Herman Blake, PhD, Executive Director, Gullah 

Geechee Cultural Heritage Corridor Commission. I called him yesterday to discuss the project 

but it wasn't a good time for him. So, I am going to call him again early next week. 

11/24/15: I spoke with Dr. Blake today.  He is going to talk to some more people from the St. 

Helena area and get back to me early next week. He asked if anyone from the Penn Center was at 

the public info meeting and also asked for the attendance signup sheet from that meeting.  I got 

that from HDR and forwarded it to him. 

12/8/15: Dr. Blake of the Gullah Geechee Cultural Heritage Corridor called me and said that he'd 

looked over our project material and spoken with some "select people" near the project area and 

said he came up with no objections to the project. I told him that I thought there was going to be 

another public info meeting in the coming months, and that I'm sure he would be on the invite 

list. 



From: Josh Fletcher
To: Chad Long
Subject: FW: US 21 Harbor River Bridge Replacement Project
Date: Friday, May 06, 2016 8:34:32 AM
Attachments: US21_Handout_11x17_FINAL_20150914_compressed.pdf

Here’s my first email to Michael Allen.

 

From: Josh Fletcher 
Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2015 12:55 PM
To: Michael_Allen@nps.gov
Subject: US 21 Harbor River Bridge Replacement Project
 
Mr. Allen,

My name is Josh Fletcher and I’m an archaeologist with Brockington and Associates here

in Mount Pleasant. I believe we have met before, but it has been a while. We are working

on the cultural resources study for the US 21 Harbor River Bridge Replacement Project in

Beaufort County. This is the area between St. Helena Island and Harbor Island. I was

hoping that I could speak with you about any possible Gullah Geechee resources or

concerns within our study area. I have attached the flier that was distributed at the recent

public information meeting on St. Helena Island. So, if you have a moment to speak, could I

please give you a call, or could you give me a call at the number below? 

Thank you,

Josh

 
Josh Fletcher

Senior Archaeologist

joshfletcher@brockington.org

 

Brockington and Associates, Inc.

A Woman-Owned Small Business
498 Wando Park Boulevard

Suite 700

Mt. Pleasant, South Carolina 29464

843-881-3128 x25 office

www.brockington.org

 
 

mailto:LongCC@dot.state.sc.us
mailto:joshfletcher@brockington.org
http://www.brockington.org/



PROPOSED


Project ID P026862
Beaufort County, SCPublic Information Meeting


HARBOR RIVER BRIDGE
REPLACEMENT PROJECTUS 21 St. Helena Elementary School


Tuesday, September 15, 2015
5:00-7:00 PM


Project Overview
The South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT), in coordination with Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) and the US Coast Guard, plans to replace the existing US 21 Bridge over Harbor 
River. US 21 (Sea Island Parkway) is a two-lane highway that provides the only vehicle access from St. Helena 
Island to Hunting Island State Park, Harbor Island, and Fripp Island. The purpose of the project is to correct 
structural and functional deficiencies of the US 21 Bridge over Harbor River and to upgrade the bridge and 
its approaches to current design standards. The study area begins 150 feet west of the intersection with Gay 
Fish Company Road, extends east across the bridge to Harbor Island, and ends 150 feet past the intersection 
of US 21 and Harbor Drive.  


The SCDOT is evaluating alternative bridge types and locations as part of the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) process. At this stage of the NEPA process, the SCDOT anticipates replacing the existing movable 
bridge with a fixed span bridge. SCDOT will also consider the construction of a moveable span during the 
alternatives analysis. If a fixed span bridge is selected as the preferred alternative, the proposed height will be 
determined by SCDOT and FHWA in coordination with the US Coast Guard.  As part of this process, SCDOT 
will conduct a navigational study and solicit feedback from local mariners.


The purpose of the meeting is to allow the local community, 
concerned citizens, and project stakeholders an opportunity to:
•	 Solicit feedback from area residents concerning the project
•	 Gather information on the planned improvements
•	 Gather input from the public or any interested organization 


about historic or cultural resources in the area


A brief presentation will be given at 5:30 p.m.  The remainder of 
the meeting is being conducted in an informal, open house
format. You are encouraged to review the displays and discuss your 
questions or concerns with any of the SCDOT representatives. We 
invite you to provide written comments on the comment forms 
provided or by using an iPad at one of the iPad stations.


ACTIVITY 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020


Environmental Studies
Design-Build Procurement
Design and Construction


Purpose of the Meeting


A tentative timeline of the project development process is detailed below.


Estimated construction cost: Approximately $56 Million. 
Proposed funding: FHWA Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation Program.  


Comments must be post marked or e-mailed by October 1, 2015. 


If you would like to review materials from the meeting, please go to http://www.scdot.org/inside/public_
hearings.aspx.  The proposed project is expected to require right-of-way acquisition. Property owners 
impacted by the project would be compensated for acquired property and for any damages to remaining 
property, in accordance with SCDOT policy and the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended.


Anticipated Project Schedule and Cost


Project Information


Proposed Design


Comments can be placed in the comment 
box, completed at an iPad station, mailed, 
or submitted electronically to:


William “Tyke” Redfearn III, PE
SCDOT Program Manager
955 Park Street, Room 421
Columbia, SC 29202-0191
Phone: 803.737.1430
redfearnwt@scdot.org


Contact Info











From: Josh Fletcher
To: Chad Long
Subject: FW: US 21 Harbor River Bridge
Date: Friday, May 06, 2016 8:35:37 AM

Sorry, there will probably be some overlap in these email chains.  Here's the second one...at the bottom is my second
email to Michael Allen, along with his reply and my initial email to Herman Blake.

-----Original Message-----
From: Herman Blake [mailto:executivedirector@gullahgeecheecorridor.org]
Sent: Wednesday, November 11, 2015 10:22 AM
To: Josh Fletcher
Subject: RE: US 21 Harbor River Bridge

Josh:

I am sorry I was unable to spend time with you yesterday.  Next week should be much better and I hope you will
call.

Keep on keeping on.

J. Herman Blake, PhD
Executive Director
Gullah Geechee Cultural Heritage Corridor Commission PO Box 1007 (Physical location: 2817 Maybank Highway)
Johns Island, SC 29457-1007
Office: 843.793.2841
executivedirector@gullahgeecheecorridor.org
Click here to sign up for our newsletter!
Online exhibit at University of California Santa Cruz

-----Original Message-----
From: Josh Fletcher [mailto:JoshFletcher@brockington.org]
Sent: Tuesday, November 10, 2015 9:53 AM
To: Herman Blake <executivedirector@gullahgeecheecorridor.org>
Subject: US 21 Harbor River Bridge

Dr. Blake,
I look forward to speaking with you about this bridge project in Beaufort County. In case Michael didn't pass it
along, I've attached a couple of location maps. Also, Beaufort County’s Comprehensive Plan identifies a “St. Helena
Cultural Overlay” on St. Helena Island. http://www.bcgov.net/departments/administrative/beaufort-county-
council/comprehensive-plan/documents/2010-comprehensive-plan-documents/chapter-4-land-use-element.pdf (see
page 31). I'd be interested to learn more about that. I will give you a call a little later on this morning.

Thank you,
Josh

Josh Fletcher
Senior Archaeologist
joshfletcher@brockington.org

Brockington and Associates, Inc.
A Woman-Owned Small Business
498 Wando Park Boulevard
Suite 700
Mt. Pleasant, South Carolina 29464

mailto:LongCC@dot.state.sc.us
mailto:executivedirector@gullahgeecheecorridor.org
mailto:JoshFletcher@brockington.org
http://www.bcgov.net/departments/administrative/beaufort-county-council/comprehensive-plan/documents/2010-comprehensive-plan-documents/chapter-4-land-use-element.pdf
http://www.bcgov.net/departments/administrative/beaufort-county-council/comprehensive-plan/documents/2010-comprehensive-plan-documents/chapter-4-land-use-element.pdf


843-881-3128 x25 office
www.brockington.org

-----Original Message-----
From: Allen, Michael [mailto:michael_allen@nps.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, November 10, 2015 9:29 AM
To: Josh Fletcher
Subject: Re: US 21 Harbor River Bridge

Josh

Please contact the ED of the Gullah Geechee Corridor. His contact info is below.

Mike

Thank you Michael.  Have him contact me.

Keep on keeping on.

J. Herman Blake, PhD
Executive Director
Gullah Geechee Cultural Heritage Corridor Commission PO Box 1007 (Physical location: 2817 Maybank Highway)
Johns Island, SC 29457-1007
Office: 843.793.2841
executivedirector@gullahgeecheecorridor.org
Click here to sign up for our newsletter!
Online exhibit at University of California Santa Cruz

On 11/9/15, Josh Fletcher <JoshFletcher@brockington.org> wrote:
> Hi Michael,
> I hope you have been well.  Just checking in with you again with
> regards to a Beaufort County project I'm working on for the SCDOT, the
> US 21 Harbor River Bridge Replacement Project. I've attached a couple
> of maps to show you where it is, but basically, it's centered on the
> US 21 bridge over the Harbor River, between St. Helena Island and
> Harbor/Hunting islands. Part of my scope of is to consult with the
> SCDOT and the Gullah Geechee Cultural Heritage Corridor Commission, as
> necessary, to determine if there are any resources in the project area
> that are part of, and important to, the Gullah Geechee community. So,
> I would like to discuss this with you when you have a few minutes.  Is
> there a time this week that I could give you a call?  As far as I can
> tell, I will be in the office all week.  Thank you in advance for your help with this project.
> Thank you,
> Josh
>
> Josh Fletcher
> Senior Archaeologist
> joshfletcher@brockington.org<mailto:joshfletcher@brockington.org>
>
> Brockington and Associates, Inc.
> A Woman-Owned Small Business
> 498 Wando Park Boulevard
> Suite 700
> Mt. Pleasant, South Carolina 29464

mailto:michael_allen@nps.gov
mailto:joshfletcher@brockington.org


From: Josh Fletcher
To: Chad Long
Subject: FW: US 21 Harbor River Bridge
Date: Friday, May 06, 2016 8:37:26 AM

Email 3.

-----Original Message-----
From: Josh Fletcher
Sent: Wednesday, November 11, 2015 10:40 AM
To: 'Herman Blake'
Subject: RE: US 21 Harbor River Bridge

Dr. Blake,
Not a problem at all.  I hope that the rest of your week goes well, and I will try to give you a call sometime early
next week.
Thank you,
Josh

-----Original Message-----
From: Herman Blake [mailto:executivedirector@gullahgeecheecorridor.org]
Sent: Wednesday, November 11, 2015 10:22 AM
To: Josh Fletcher
Subject: RE: US 21 Harbor River Bridge

Josh:

I am sorry I was unable to spend time with you yesterday.  Next week should be much better and I hope you will
call.

Keep on keeping on.

J. Herman Blake, PhD
Executive Director
Gullah Geechee Cultural Heritage Corridor Commission PO Box 1007 (Physical location: 2817 Maybank Highway)
Johns Island, SC 29457-1007
Office: 843.793.2841
executivedirector@gullahgeecheecorridor.org
Click here to sign up for our newsletter!
Online exhibit at University of California Santa Cruz

-----Original Message-----
From: Josh Fletcher [mailto:JoshFletcher@brockington.org]
Sent: Tuesday, November 10, 2015 9:53 AM
To: Herman Blake <executivedirector@gullahgeecheecorridor.org>
Subject: US 21 Harbor River Bridge

Dr. Blake,
I look forward to speaking with you about this bridge project in Beaufort County. In case Michael didn't pass it
along, I've attached a couple of location maps. Also, Beaufort County’s Comprehensive Plan identifies a “St. Helena
Cultural Overlay” on St. Helena Island. http://www.bcgov.net/departments/administrative/beaufort-county-
council/comprehensive-plan/documents/2010-comprehensive-plan-documents/chapter-4-land-use-element.pdf (see
page 31). I'd be interested to learn more about that. I will give you a call a little later on this morning.

Thank you,

mailto:LongCC@dot.state.sc.us
mailto:executivedirector@gullahgeecheecorridor.org
mailto:JoshFletcher@brockington.org
http://www.bcgov.net/departments/administrative/beaufort-county-council/comprehensive-plan/documents/2010-comprehensive-plan-documents/chapter-4-land-use-element.pdf
http://www.bcgov.net/departments/administrative/beaufort-county-council/comprehensive-plan/documents/2010-comprehensive-plan-documents/chapter-4-land-use-element.pdf


Josh

Josh Fletcher
Senior Archaeologist
joshfletcher@brockington.org

Brockington and Associates, Inc.
A Woman-Owned Small Business
498 Wando Park Boulevard
Suite 700
Mt. Pleasant, South Carolina 29464
843-881-3128 x25 office
www.brockington.org

-----Original Message-----
From: Allen, Michael [mailto:michael_allen@nps.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, November 10, 2015 9:29 AM
To: Josh Fletcher
Subject: Re: US 21 Harbor River Bridge

Josh

Please contact the ED of the Gullah Geechee Corridor. His contact info is below.

Mike

Thank you Michael.  Have him contact me.

Keep on keeping on.

J. Herman Blake, PhD
Executive Director
Gullah Geechee Cultural Heritage Corridor Commission PO Box 1007 (Physical location: 2817 Maybank Highway)
Johns Island, SC 29457-1007
Office: 843.793.2841
executivedirector@gullahgeecheecorridor.org
Click here to sign up for our newsletter!
Online exhibit at University of California Santa Cruz

On 11/9/15, Josh Fletcher <JoshFletcher@brockington.org> wrote:
> Hi Michael,
> I hope you have been well.  Just checking in with you again with
> regards to a Beaufort County project I'm working on for the SCDOT, the
> US 21 Harbor River Bridge Replacement Project. I've attached a couple
> of maps to show you where it is, but basically, it's centered on the
> US 21 bridge over the Harbor River, between St. Helena Island and
> Harbor/Hunting islands. Part of my scope of is to consult with the
> SCDOT and the Gullah Geechee Cultural Heritage Corridor Commission, as
> necessary, to determine if there are any resources in the project area
> that are part of, and important to, the Gullah Geechee community. So,
> I would like to discuss this with you when you have a few minutes.  Is
> there a time this week that I could give you a call?  As far as I can
> tell, I will be in the office all week.  Thank you in advance for your help with this project.
> Thank you,

mailto:michael_allen@nps.gov


> Josh
>
> Josh Fletcher
> Senior Archaeologist
> joshfletcher@brockington.org<mailto:joshfletcher@brockington.org>
>
> Brockington and Associates, Inc.
> A Woman-Owned Small Business
> 498 Wando Park Boulevard
> Suite 700
> Mt. Pleasant, South Carolina 29464
> 843-881-3128 x25 office
> www.brockington.org<http://www.brockington.org/>
>
>
>

mailto:joshfletcher@brockington.org
http://www.brockington.org/


From: Josh Fletcher
To: Chad Long
Subject: FW: Gullah Geechee
Date: Friday, May 06, 2016 8:38:56 AM

Email 4.

-----Original Message-----
From: Herman Blake [mailto:executivedirector@gullahgeecheecorridor.org]
Sent: Wednesday, November 18, 2015 10:20 AM
To: Josh Fletcher
Cc: Sharon Scott
Subject: RE: US 21 Harbor River Bridge

Josh:

Thank you for your follow-up.  I will ask Sharon Scott to be in touch with you and schedule a time we can  talk for
about 30 minutes.  I am anxious to learn as much as possible about your interests/concerns.

Keep on keeping on. 

J. Herman Blake, PhD
Executive Director
Gullah Geechee Cultural Heritage Corridor Commission PO Box 1007 (Physical location: 2817 Maybank Highway)
Johns Island, SC 29457-1007
Office: 843.793.2841
executivedirector@gullahgeecheecorridor.org
Click here to sign up for our newsletter!
Online exhibit at University of California Santa Cruz

-----Original Message-----
From: Josh Fletcher [mailto:JoshFletcher@brockington.org]
Sent: Wednesday, November 18, 2015 9:08 AM
To: Herman Blake <executivedirector@gullahgeecheecorridor.org>
Subject: RE: US 21 Harbor River Bridge

Good morning, Dr. Blake,
I hope you are doing well.  Would you be available for a call sometime this week?  I will give you a call whenever it
is convenient for you.
Thank you,
Josh

Josh Fletcher
Senior Archaeologist
joshfletcher@brockington.org

Brockington and Associates, Inc.
A Woman-Owned Small Business
498 Wando Park Boulevard
Suite 700
Mt. Pleasant, South Carolina 29464
843-881-3128 x25 office
www.brockington.org

mailto:LongCC@dot.state.sc.us
mailto:executivedirector@gullahgeecheecorridor.org
mailto:JoshFletcher@brockington.org


-----Original Message-----
From: Herman Blake [mailto:executivedirector@gullahgeecheecorridor.org]
Sent: Wednesday, November 11, 2015 10:22 AM
To: Josh Fletcher
Subject: RE: US 21 Harbor River Bridge

Josh:

I am sorry I was unable to spend time with you yesterday.  Next week should be much better and I hope you will
call.

Keep on keeping on.

J. Herman Blake, PhD
Executive Director
Gullah Geechee Cultural Heritage Corridor Commission PO Box 1007 (Physical location: 2817 Maybank Highway)
Johns Island, SC 29457-1007
Office: 843.793.2841
executivedirector@gullahgeecheecorridor.org
Click here to sign up for our newsletter!
Online exhibit at University of California Santa Cruz

-----Original Message-----
From: Josh Fletcher [mailto:JoshFletcher@brockington.org]
Sent: Tuesday, November 10, 2015 9:53 AM
To: Herman Blake <executivedirector@gullahgeecheecorridor.org>
Subject: US 21 Harbor River Bridge

Dr. Blake,
I look forward to speaking with you about this bridge project in Beaufort County. In case Michael didn't pass it
along, I've attached a couple of location maps. Also, Beaufort County’s Comprehensive Plan identifies a “St. Helena
Cultural Overlay” on St. Helena Island. http://www.bcgov.net/departments/administrative/beaufort-county-
council/comprehensive-plan/documents/2010-comprehensive-plan-documents/chapter-4-land-use-element.pdf (see
page 31). I'd be interested to learn more about that. I will give you a call a little later on this morning.

Thank you,
Josh

Josh Fletcher
Senior Archaeologist
joshfletcher@brockington.org

Brockington and Associates, Inc.
A Woman-Owned Small Business
498 Wando Park Boulevard
Suite 700
Mt. Pleasant, South Carolina 29464
843-881-3128 x25 office
www.brockington.org

-----Original Message-----
From: Allen, Michael [mailto:michael_allen@nps.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, November 10, 2015 9:29 AM
To: Josh Fletcher
Subject: Re: US 21 Harbor River Bridge

mailto:executivedirector@gullahgeecheecorridor.org
mailto:JoshFletcher@brockington.org
http://www.bcgov.net/departments/administrative/beaufort-county-council/comprehensive-plan/documents/2010-comprehensive-plan-documents/chapter-4-land-use-element.pdf
http://www.bcgov.net/departments/administrative/beaufort-county-council/comprehensive-plan/documents/2010-comprehensive-plan-documents/chapter-4-land-use-element.pdf
mailto:michael_allen@nps.gov


Josh

Please contact the ED of the Gullah Geechee Corridor. His contact info is below.

Mike

Thank you Michael.  Have him contact me.

Keep on keeping on.

J. Herman Blake, PhD
Executive Director
Gullah Geechee Cultural Heritage Corridor Commission PO Box 1007 (Physical location: 2817 Maybank Highway)
Johns Island, SC 29457-1007
Office: 843.793.2841
executivedirector@gullahgeecheecorridor.org
Click here to sign up for our newsletter!
Online exhibit at University of California Santa Cruz

On 11/9/15, Josh Fletcher <JoshFletcher@brockington.org> wrote:
> Hi Michael,
> I hope you have been well.  Just checking in with you again with
> regards to a Beaufort County project I'm working on for the SCDOT, the
> US 21 Harbor River Bridge Replacement Project. I've attached a couple
> of maps to show you where it is, but basically, it's centered on the
> US 21 bridge over the Harbor River, between St. Helena Island and
> Harbor/Hunting islands. Part of my scope of is to consult with the
> SCDOT and the Gullah Geechee Cultural Heritage Corridor Commission, as
> necessary, to determine if there are any resources in the project area
> that are part of, and important to, the Gullah Geechee community. So,
> I would like to discuss this with you when you have a few minutes.  Is
> there a time this week that I could give you a call?  As far as I can
> tell, I will be in the office all week.  Thank you in advance for your help with this project.
> Thank you,
> Josh
>
> Josh Fletcher
> Senior Archaeologist
> joshfletcher@brockington.org<mailto:joshfletcher@brockington.org>
>
> Brockington and Associates, Inc.
> A Woman-Owned Small Business
> 498 Wando Park Boulevard
> Suite 700
> Mt. Pleasant, South Carolina 29464
> 843-881-3128 x25 office
> www.brockington.org<http://www.brockington.org/>
>
>
>

mailto:joshfletcher@brockington.org
http://www.brockington.org/


From: Josh Fletcher
To: Chad Long
Subject: FW: US 21 Harbor River Bridge
Date: Friday, May 06, 2016 8:40:42 AM
Attachments: US21_PIMAttendees_20151125.xls

HarborRiver_StakeholderExport_20150902.xml

Now up to Nov. 25 email.

-----Original Message-----
From: Josh Fletcher
Sent: Wednesday, November 25, 2015 11:22 AM
To: Herman Blake
Subject: FW: US 21 Harbor River Bridge

Dr. Blake,
Thank you for taking the time to speak with me yesterday. I have attached the the PIM attendee list (based on the
sign in sheets) and the stakeholder list. The project engineers/meeting organizers emailed the stakeholder list the
PIM invitation. They did not receive any comments from the Penn Center or comments from/related to Gullah
Geechee communities. If you need any additional information, please let me know. I hope you and yours have a
very happy Thanksgiving.

Thank you,
Josh

Josh Fletcher
Senior Archaeologist
joshfletcher@brockington.org

Brockington and Associates, Inc.
A Woman-Owned Small Business
498 Wando Park Boulevard
Suite 700
Mt. Pleasant, South Carolina 29464
843-881-3128 x25 office
www.brockington.org

-----Original Message-----
From: Allen, Michael [mailto:michael_allen@nps.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, November 10, 2015 9:29 AM
To: Josh Fletcher
Subject: Re: US 21 Harbor River Bridge

Josh

Please contact the ED of the Gullah Geechee Corridor. His contact info is below.

Mike

Thank you Michael.  Have him contact me.

Keep on keeping on.

J. Herman Blake, PhD

mailto:LongCC@dot.state.sc.us
mailto:michael_allen@nps.gov
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		708178		True		True		Agency-Federal				Ramona		McConney				False		mcconney.ramona@epa.gov																		7/8/2015				US Environmental Protection Agency		Region 4 Office of Environmental Assessment																		

		708179		True		True		Agency-Federal				Kelly		Laycock				False		laycock.kelly@epa.gov																		7/8/2015				US Environmental Protection Agency		Region 4 Wetlands Regulatory Section																		

		708180		True		True		Agency-Federal				Travis		Hughes				False		travis.hughes@usace.army.mil																		7/8/2015				US Army Corps of Engineers		Charleston District																		

		708181		True		True		Agency-Federal				Elizabeth		Williams				False		elizabeth.williams@usace.army.mil																		7/8/2015				US Army Corps of Engineers		Charleston District																		

		708182		True		True		Agency-Federal				Steve		Brumagin				False		stephen.a.brumagin@usace.army.mil																		7/8/2015				US Army Corps of Engineers																				

		708183		True		True		Agency-Federal				Larry		Knightner				False		Larry.Knightner@hud.gov																		7/8/2015		Director		US Housing & Urban Development		Columbia Field Office																		

		708184		True		True		Agency-State				Elizabeth		Johnson				False		emjohnson@scdah.state.sc.us																		7/8/2015		Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer		SC Dept of Archives & History																				

		708185		True		True		Agency-State				Johnathan		Leader				False		leader@sc.edu																		7/8/2015		SC State Archaeologist		SC Dept of Archaeology & Anthropology-USC																				

		708186		True		True		Agency-State				Greg		Mixon				False		MixonG@dnr.sc.gov																		7/8/2015				South Carolina Dept of Natural Resources																				

		708187		True		True		Agency-State				Susan		Davis				False		daviss@dnr.sc.gov																		7/8/2015				South Carolina Dept of Natural Resources																				

		708188		True		True		Agency-State				Bob		Perry				False		PerryB@dnr.sc.gov																		7/8/2015		Director of Environmental Programs		South Carolina Dept of Natural Resources																				

		708189		True		True		Agency-Federal				Mark		Caldwell				False		Mark_Caldwell@fws.gov																		7/8/2015				US Fish and Wildlife Services																				

		708190		True		True		Agency-State				Heather		Preston				False		prestohs@dhec.sc.gov																		7/8/2015		Director		SC Dept of Health & Environmental Control		Water Quality Division Bureau of Water																		

		708191		True		True		Agency-State				David		Wilson				False		wilsonde@dhec.sc.gov																		7/8/2015		Bureau Chief		SC Dept of Health & Environmental Control		Bureau of Water																		

		708192		True		True		Agency-State				Mark		Giffin				False		giffinma@dhec.sc.gov																		7/8/2015				SC Dept of Health & Environmental Control		Bureau of Water																		

		708193		True		True		Agency-State				Myra		Reece				False		reecemc@dhec.sc.gov																		7/8/2015		Bureau Chief		SC Dept of Health & Environmental Control		Bureau of Air Quality																		

		708194		True		True		Agency-State				Daphne		Neel				False		neeldg@dhec.sc.gov																		7/8/2015		Bureau Chief		SC Dept of Health & Environmental Control		Bureau of Land & Waste Management																		

		708195		True		True		Agency-State				Don		Siron				False		sirondl@dhec.sc.gov																		7/8/2015		Director		SC Dept of Health & Environmental Control		Division of UST Management, Burea of Land & Waste Management																		

		708196		True		True		Agency-State				Alison		Hathcock				False		hathcoam@dhec.sc.gov																		7/8/2015				SC Dept of Health & Environmental Control		Division of UST Management, Burea of Land & Waste Management																		

		708197		True		True		Agency-State				Robbie		Brown				False		brownrj@dhec.sc.gov																		7/8/2015		Director		SC Dept of Health & Environmental Control		Air Planning Development and Outreach Division, Bureau of Air Quality																		

		708198		True		True		Agency-State				Nelson		Roberts				False		ROBERTLN@dhec.sc.gov																		7/8/2015				SC Dept of Health & Environmental Control		Bureau of Air Quality		False		2600 Bull St				Columbia		SC		29201		USA				

		708199		True		True		Agency-State				Renee		Shealy				False		shealyrg@dhec.sc.gov																		7/8/2015		Bureau Chief		SC Dept of Health & Environmental Control		Bureau of Environmental Services																		

		708200		True		True		Agency-State				Duane		Parrish				False		vlewis@scprt.com																		7/8/2015		Executive Director		SC Dept of Parks Recreation and Tourism																				

		708201		True		True		Agency-State				Raymond		Buxton				False		rbuxton@schac.sc.gov																		7/8/2015		Commissioner		SC Dept of Human Affairs																				

		708202		True		True		Agency-State				Bobby		Hitt				False		bhitt@sccommerce.com																		7/8/2015				SC Secretary of Commerce																				

		708203		True		True		Agency-State				Hugh		Weathers				False		mlybrand@scda.sc.gov																		7/8/2015		Commissioner		SC Dept of Agriculture																				

		708204		True		True		Agency-State				Bonnie		Anderson				False		BAnderson@budget.sc.gov																		7/8/2015				SC Budget & Control Board		Inter Governmental Review																		

		708205		True		True		Agency-State				Ben		Gregg				False		ben@scwf.org																		7/8/2015		Executive Director		SC Wildlife Federation																				

		708206		True		True		Agency-State				Herb		Nicholson				False		Hnicholson@scfc.gov																		7/8/2015		Section Chief		SC Forestry Commission		Environmental Management																		

		708207		True		True		Agency-State				Emily		Lawton				False		emily.lawton@dot.gov																		7/8/2015		Division Administrator		FHWA																				

		708208		True		True		Civic				Kurt		Henning				False		kurt.henning@sierraclub.org																		7/8/2015		Chapter Coordinator		Sierra Club																				

		708209		True		True		Civic				Andrea		Marks				False		andrea.marks@sierraclub.org																		7/8/2015		Chapter Coordinator		Sierra Club																				

		708210		True		True		Civic				Mark		Robertson				False		mrobertson@tnc.org																		7/8/2015		Executive Director		The Nature Conservancy																				

		708211		True		True		Agency-Federal				Barry		Dragon				False		Barry.Dragon@uscg.mil																		7/8/2015		Bridge Management Specialist		US Coast Guard																				

		708212		True		True		Tribal				Wenonah		Haire				False		wenonahh@ccppcrafts.com																		7/8/2015		Tribal Historic Preservation Officer		Catawba Indian Nation																				

		708213		True		True		Tribal				Tyler		Howe				False		tylehowe@nc-cherokee.com																		7/8/2015		Tribal Historic Preservation Officer		Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians																				

		708214		True		True		Tribal				George		Wickliffe				False		lstopp@unitedkeetoowahband.org																		7/8/2015		Tribal Historic Preservation Officer		United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee																				

		708215		True		True		Civic				Grace		Nelson				False		Grace@scnhc.com																		7/8/2015				South Carolina National Heritage Corridor																				

		708216		True		True		Civic				Jack		Tiller				False		jack@tillersantiques.com																		7/8/2015				Ridge Heritage Association																				

		708217		True		True		Civic				George		Thornton				False		cmarks@nwtf.net																		7/8/2015				National Wild Turkey Foundation																				

		708218		True		True		Agency-Federal				Jacyln		Daly-Fuchs				False		Jaclyn.Daly@noaa.gov																		7/8/2015				NOAA National Marine Fisheries Services																				

		708219		True		True		Agency-State				G.		Parker				False		parkergc@scdot.org																		7/8/2015		Governor's At Large Appointee		SCDOT Commission				False		PO Box 191				Columbia		SC		29202		USA				

		708220		True		True		Agency-State				Samuel		Glover				False		glovers@scdot.org																		7/8/2015		Commissioner		SCDOT Commission		Sixth Congressional District		False		PO Box 191				Columbia		SC		29202		USA				

		708221		True		True		Agency-State				James		Rozier				False		rozierj@scdot.org																		7/8/2015		Commissioner		SCDOT Commission		First Congressional District		False		PO Box 191				Columbia		SC		29202		USA				

		708222		True		True		Agency-State				Russell		Berry				False		berryre@dhec.sc.gov																		7/8/2015		Regional Director		SC Dept of Health & Environmental Control		Region 8 Environmental Quality Control		False		104 Parker Dr				Beaufort		SC		29906		USA				

		708223		True		True		Elected Official-State				Thomas		Davis				False		TomDavis@scsenate.gov																		7/8/2015		Senator		SC State Senate		District 46		False		PO Box 142				Columbia		SC		29202		USA				

		708224		True		True		Elected Official-State				George "Chip"		Campsen		III		False		CAMPSEN@scsenate.org																		7/8/2015		Senator		SC State Senate		District 43		False		604 Gressette Bldg				Columbia		SC		29202		USA				

		708225		True		True		Elected Official-State				Wm. Weston		Newton				False		westonnewton@schouse.org																		7/8/2015		Representative		SC House of Representatives		District 120		False		228 Blatt Bldg				Columbia		SC		29201		USA				

		708226		True		True		Elected Official-State				William "Bill"		Bowers				False																				7/8/2015		Representative		SC House of Representatives		District 122		False		PO Box 11867				Columbia		SC		29211		USA				

		708227		True		True		Elected Official-State				Shannon		Erickson				False		ShannonErickson@schouse.gov																		7/8/2015		Representative		SC House of Representatives		District 124		False		PO Box 11867				Columbia		SC		29211		USA				

		708228		True		True		Elected Official-State				William "Bill"		Herbkersman				False		BillHerbkersman@schouse.gov																		7/8/2015		Representative		SC House of Representatives		District 118		False		PO Box 11867				Columbia		SC		29211		USA				

		708229		True		True		Elected Official-State				Kenneth		Hodges				False		KennethHodges@schouse.gov																		7/8/2015		Representative		SC House of Representatives		District 121		False		PO Box 11867				Columbia		SC		29211		USA				

		708230		True		True		Elected Official-State				Jeffrey		Bradley				False		AndyPatrick@schouse.gov																		7/8/2015		Representative		SC House of Representatives		District 123		False		PO Box 11867				Columbia		SC		29211		USA				

		708231		True		True		Agency-State				Christine		Sanford-Coker				False		sanforcc@dhec.sc.gov																		7/8/2015		Regional Director		Region 7 Environmental Quality Control				False		1362 McMillian Ave		Ste 300		Charleston		SC		29405		USA				

		708232		True		True		Agency-State				Michael		Allen				False		michael_allen@nps.gov																		7/8/2015		Coordinator		National Park Service & Gullah/Geechee Cultural Heritage Corridor				False		1254 Long Point Rd				Mt Pleasant		SC		29464		USA				

		708233		True		True		Agency-State				Blair		Williams				False		williabn@dhec.sc.gov																		7/8/2015				SCDHEC		Ocean and Coastal Resource Management		False		1362 McMillian Ave		Ste 400		Charleston		SC		29405		USA				

		708234		True		True		Elected Official-County				D.		Sommerville				False		psommerville@bcgov.net																		7/8/2015		Councilmember		Beaufort County Council		District 2		False		1509 Pigeon Point Rd				Beaufort		SC		29902		USA				

		708235		True		True		Elected Official-County				William		McBride				False		wmcbride@bcgov.net																		7/8/2015		Councilmember		Beaufort County Council		District 3		False		PO Box 77				St. Helena Island		SC		29920		USA				

		708236		True		True		Agency-County				Robert		McFee				False		rmcfee@bcgov.net																		7/8/2015		Director of Engineering & Infrastructure		Beaufort County				False		104 Industrial Village Rd		(BIV 3)		Beaufort		SC		29906		USA				

		708237		True		True		Agency-County				Gary		Kubic				False		gkubic@bcgov.net																		7/8/2015		Administrator		Beaufort County				False		PO Drawer 1228				Beaufort		SC		29901		USA				

		708238		True		True		Agency-Local				Ernie		Wilson				False		erniewilson@fipsd.org																		7/8/2015		District Manager		Fripp Island Public Services				False		291 Tarpoon Blvd				Fripp Island		SC		29920		USA				

		708239		True		True		Business				Kate		Hines				False		generalmanager@frippislandliving.com																						Fripp Island Property Owners Association				False		225 Tarpoon Blvd				Fripp Island		SC		29920		USA				

		708240		True		True		Business				Don		Woelke				False		manager@harborislandoa.com																		7/8/2015				Harbor Island Owners Association																				

		708241		True		True		Elected Official-Local				Billy		Keyserling				False		billyk@islc.net																		7/8/2015		Mayor		City of Beaufort				False		771 Ribaut Rd				Beaufort		SC		29902		USA				

		708242		True		True		Agency-State				Dian		Leone				False		diane.leone@sc.usda.gov																		7/8/2015				USDA NRCS		Salkeatchie Watershed Team Supervisory District Conservation		False		PO Box 70				Port Royal		SC		29935		USA				

		708243		True		True		Agency-Local				William		Prokop				False		wprokop@cityofbeaufort.org																		7/8/2015		City Manager		City of Beaufort				False		1911 Boundary St				Beaufort		SC		29902		USA				

		708433		True		False		Public				Charlene		Rabun				False																				7/22/2015								False		113 Harbor Key Drive				Saint Helena Island		SC		29920		USA				7068632189

		708434		True		False		Public				Barbara		Brotman				False																				7/22/2015								False		739 North Grove Ave				Oak Park		IL		60302		USA				

		708435		True		False		Agency-Federal				Jennifer		Zercher				False		Jennifer.N.Zercher@uscg.mil																		7/22/2015				US Coast Guard				False		909 SE 1st Ave		Ste 432		Miami		FL		33131		USA				3054156740

		Agency-Federal		Shane		Belcher		Jeffrey.Belcher@dot.gov		Federal Highway Administration

		708470		True		False						Kate		Schaefer				False		kates@scccl.org																		7/24/2015				Coastal Conservation League				False		PO Box 1861				Beaufort		SC		29901		USA				8435221800

		708914		True		False		Agency-Federal				Virginia		Fay				False																				8/11/2015		Assistant Regional Administrator		NOAA National Marine Fisheries Services		Habitat Conservation District																		

		708915		True		False		Public				Denise		Parsick				False		dparsick@embarqmail.com																		8/11/2015				Friends of Hunting Island State Park				False		4042 Shell Point Road				Beaufort		SC		29906		USA				8432638866

		714498		True		False						John		Albert				False		johnlalbert@gmail.com																		8/31/2015				Harbor Island Owners Association																				

		714499		True		False						Fran		Nolan				False		frannolan1@yahoo.com																		8/31/2015				Harbor Island Owners Association																				

		714501		True		False						William		James				False		wkcj@msn.com																		8/31/2015				Harbor Island Owners Association																				

		714502		True		False						Josh		Bell				False		josh@openlandtrust.com																		8/31/2015				Beaufort County Open Land Trust																				

		714505		True		False						Charles		Gay				False																				8/31/2015				Gay Fish Company																				

		Keith		Hanson		keith.hanson@noaa.gov		NOAA National Marine Fisheries Services

		Eddie		Bellamy		eddieb@bcgov.net		Director		Beaufort County Public Works

		Geordie		Madlinger		MADLINGJ@dhec.sc.gov		SCDHEC OCRM

		Grace		Morris Cordial		grace@bcgov.net		Beaufort County Library		Beaufort District Collection

		Page		Miller		ppm40@aol.com		Fripp Island Historian

		Beekman		Webb		beekman@centurylink.net		Historian

		Joe		DeVito		joed@bjwsa.org		BJWSA		6 Snake Rd		Okatie		SC		29909

		R. David		Stiles		robert.stiles@centurylink.com		CenturyLink		1413 Prince St		Beaufort		SC		29902

		Gary		Komosa		gary_komosa@cable.comcast.com		Comcast		4400 Belle Oaks Dr		North Charleston		SC		29405-8511

		Contance		Beall		connie.beall@scana.com		SCE&G		220 Operation Way		Cayce		SC		29033

		Robert		Robinson		robert.robinson@spiritcom.com		Spirit Telecom		491 Lakeshore Pkwy		Rock Hill		SC		29730

		Curtis		Brantly		curtisbrantley@schouse.gov		SC House of Representatives

		Jim		Roberts		james.e.roberts@usmc.mil		USMC Planning Office







Executive Director
Gullah Geechee Cultural Heritage Corridor Commission PO Box 1007 (Physical location: 2817 Maybank Highway)
Johns Island, SC 29457-1007
Office: 843.793.2841
executivedirector@gullahgeecheecorridor.org
Click here to sign up for our newsletter!
Online exhibit at University of California Santa Cruz

On 11/9/15, Josh Fletcher <JoshFletcher@brockington.org> wrote:
> Hi Michael,
> I hope you have been well.  Just checking in with you again with
> regards to a Beaufort County project I'm working on for the SCDOT, the
> US 21 Harbor River Bridge Replacement Project. I've attached a couple
> of maps to show you where it is, but basically, it's centered on the
> US 21 bridge over the Harbor River, between St. Helena Island and
> Harbor/Hunting islands. Part of my scope of is to consult with the
> SCDOT and the Gullah Geechee Cultural Heritage Corridor Commission, as
> necessary, to determine if there are any resources in the project area
> that are part of, and important to, the Gullah Geechee community. So,
> I would like to discuss this with you when you have a few minutes.  Is
> there a time this week that I could give you a call?  As far as I can
> tell, I will be in the office all week.  Thank you in advance for your help with this project.
> Thank you,
> Josh
>
> Josh Fletcher
> Senior Archaeologist
> joshfletcher@brockington.org<mailto:joshfletcher@brockington.org>
>
> Brockington and Associates, Inc.
> A Woman-Owned Small Business
> 498 Wando Park Boulevard
> Suite 700
> Mt. Pleasant, South Carolina 29464
> 843-881-3128 x25 office
> www.brockington.org<http://www.brockington.org/>
>
>
>

mailto:joshfletcher@brockington.org
http://www.brockington.org/


From: Josh Fletcher
To: Chad Long
Subject: FW: US 21 Harbor River Bridge
Date: Friday, May 06, 2016 8:41:20 AM
Attachments: harborriver_stakeholder.xls

Another from Nov. 25.

-----Original Message-----
From: Josh Fletcher
Sent: Wednesday, November 25, 2015 11:47 AM
To: 'Herman Blake'
Subject: RE: US 21 Harbor River Bridge

Dr. Blake, I resaved that file in a different format.  Can you open the attached file?

-----Original Message-----
From: Herman Blake [mailto:executivedirector@gullahgeecheecorridor.org]
Sent: Wednesday, November 25, 2015 11:34 AM
To: Josh Fletcher
Subject: RE: US 21 Harbor River Bridge

Thank you Josh Fletcher.  Your message arrived at a very opportune time.  I was just thinking about you and our
conversation.    I was able to open the invitation/attendee list and it is very helpful.  Unfortunately the report was not
accessible with my software.  If there is another format it would be helpful--but regardless I will continue to pursue
these matters.

Keep on keeping on.

J. Herman Blake, PhD
Executive Director
Gullah Geechee Cultural Heritage Corridor Commission PO Box 1007 (Physical location: 2817 Maybank Highway)
Johns Island, SC 29457-1007
Office: 843.793.2841
executivedirector@gullahgeecheecorridor.org
Click here to sign up for our newsletter!
Online exhibit at University of California Santa Cruz

-----Original Message-----
From: Josh Fletcher [mailto:JoshFletcher@brockington.org]
Sent: Wednesday, November 25, 2015 11:22 AM
To: Herman Blake <executivedirector@gullahgeecheecorridor.org>
Subject: FW: US 21 Harbor River Bridge

Dr. Blake,
Thank you for taking the time to speak with me yesterday. I have attached the the PIM attendee list (based on the
sign in sheets) and the stakeholder list. The project engineers/meeting organizers emailed the stakeholder list the
PIM invitation. They did not receive any comments from the Penn Center or comments from/related to Gullah
Geechee communities. If you need any additional information, please let me know. I hope you and yours have a
very happy Thanksgiving.

Thank you,
Josh

Josh Fletcher

mailto:LongCC@dot.state.sc.us
mailto:executivedirector@gullahgeecheecorridor.org
mailto:JoshFletcher@brockington.org
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		708178		True		True		Agency-Federal				Ramona		McConney				False		mcconney.ramona@epa.gov																		7/8/2015				US Environmental Protection Agency		Region 4 Office of Environmental Assessment

		708179		True		True		Agency-Federal				Kelly		Laycock				False		laycock.kelly@epa.gov																		7/8/2015				US Environmental Protection Agency		Region 4 Wetlands Regulatory Section

		708180		True		True		Agency-Federal				Travis		Hughes				False		travis.hughes@usace.army.mil																		7/8/2015				US Army Corps of Engineers		Charleston District

		708181		True		True		Agency-Federal				Elizabeth		Williams				False		elizabeth.williams@usace.army.mil																		7/8/2015				US Army Corps of Engineers		Charleston District

		708182		True		True		Agency-Federal				Steve		Brumagin				False		stephen.a.brumagin@usace.army.mil																		7/8/2015				US Army Corps of Engineers

		708183		True		True		Agency-Federal				Larry		Knightner				False		Larry.Knightner@hud.gov																		7/8/2015		Director		US Housing & Urban Development		Columbia Field Office

		708184		True		True		Agency-State				Elizabeth		Johnson				False		emjohnson@scdah.state.sc.us																		7/8/2015		Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer		SC Dept of Archives & History

		708185		True		True		Agency-State				Johnathan		Leader				False		leader@sc.edu																		7/8/2015		SC State Archaeologist		SC Dept of Archaeology & Anthropology-USC

		708186		True		True		Agency-State				Greg		Mixon				False		MixonG@dnr.sc.gov																		7/8/2015				South Carolina Dept of Natural Resources

		708187		True		True		Agency-State				Susan		Davis				False		daviss@dnr.sc.gov																		7/8/2015				South Carolina Dept of Natural Resources

		708188		True		True		Agency-State				Bob		Perry				False		PerryB@dnr.sc.gov																		7/8/2015		Director of Environmental Programs		South Carolina Dept of Natural Resources

		708189		True		True		Agency-Federal				Mark		Caldwell				False		Mark_Caldwell@fws.gov																		7/8/2015				US Fish and Wildlife Services

		708190		True		True		Agency-State				Heather		Preston				False		prestohs@dhec.sc.gov																		7/8/2015		Director		SC Dept of Health & Environmental Control		Water Quality Division Bureau of Water

		708191		True		True		Agency-State				David		Wilson				False		wilsonde@dhec.sc.gov																		7/8/2015		Bureau Chief		SC Dept of Health & Environmental Control		Bureau of Water

		708192		True		True		Agency-State				Mark		Giffin				False		giffinma@dhec.sc.gov																		7/8/2015				SC Dept of Health & Environmental Control		Bureau of Water

		708193		True		True		Agency-State				Myra		Reece				False		reecemc@dhec.sc.gov																		7/8/2015		Bureau Chief		SC Dept of Health & Environmental Control		Bureau of Air Quality

		708194		True		True		Agency-State				Daphne		Neel				False		neeldg@dhec.sc.gov																		7/8/2015		Bureau Chief		SC Dept of Health & Environmental Control		Bureau of Land & Waste Management

		708195		True		True		Agency-State				Don		Siron				False		sirondl@dhec.sc.gov																		7/8/2015		Director		SC Dept of Health & Environmental Control		Division of UST Management, Burea of Land & Waste Management

		708196		True		True		Agency-State				Alison		Hathcock				False		hathcoam@dhec.sc.gov																		7/8/2015				SC Dept of Health & Environmental Control		Division of UST Management, Burea of Land & Waste Management

		708197		True		True		Agency-State				Robbie		Brown				False		brownrj@dhec.sc.gov																		7/8/2015		Director		SC Dept of Health & Environmental Control		Air Planning Development and Outreach Division, Bureau of Air Quality

		708198		True		True		Agency-State				Nelson		Roberts				False		ROBERTLN@dhec.sc.gov																		7/8/2015				SC Dept of Health & Environmental Control		Bureau of Air Quality		False		2600 Bull St				Columbia		SC		29201		USA

		708199		True		True		Agency-State				Renee		Shealy				False		shealyrg@dhec.sc.gov																		7/8/2015		Bureau Chief		SC Dept of Health & Environmental Control		Bureau of Environmental Services

		708200		True		True		Agency-State				Duane		Parrish				False		vlewis@scprt.com																		7/8/2015		Executive Director		SC Dept of Parks Recreation and Tourism

		708201		True		True		Agency-State				Raymond		Buxton				False		rbuxton@schac.sc.gov																		7/8/2015		Commissioner		SC Dept of Human Affairs

		708202		True		True		Agency-State				Bobby		Hitt				False		bhitt@sccommerce.com																		7/8/2015				SC Secretary of Commerce

		708203		True		True		Agency-State				Hugh		Weathers				False		mlybrand@scda.sc.gov																		7/8/2015		Commissioner		SC Dept of Agriculture

		708204		True		True		Agency-State				Bonnie		Anderson				False		BAnderson@budget.sc.gov																		7/8/2015				SC Budget & Control Board		Inter Governmental Review

		708205		True		True		Agency-State				Ben		Gregg				False		ben@scwf.org																		7/8/2015		Executive Director		SC Wildlife Federation

		708206		True		True		Agency-State				Herb		Nicholson				False		Hnicholson@scfc.gov																		7/8/2015		Section Chief		SC Forestry Commission		Environmental Management

		708207		True		True		Agency-State				Emily		Lawton				False		emily.lawton@dot.gov																		7/8/2015		Division Administrator		FHWA

		708208		True		True		Civic				Kurt		Henning				False		kurt.henning@sierraclub.org																		7/8/2015		Chapter Coordinator		Sierra Club

		708209		True		True		Civic				Andrea		Marks				False		andrea.marks@sierraclub.org																		7/8/2015		Chapter Coordinator		Sierra Club

		708210		True		True		Civic				Mark		Robertson				False		mrobertson@tnc.org																		7/8/2015		Executive Director		The Nature Conservancy

		708211		True		True		Agency-Federal				Barry		Dragon				False		Barry.Dragon@uscg.mil																		7/8/2015		Bridge Management Specialist		US Coast Guard

		708212		True		True		Tribal				Wenonah		Haire				False		wenonahh@ccppcrafts.com																		7/8/2015		Tribal Historic Preservation Officer		Catawba Indian Nation

		708213		True		True		Tribal				Tyler		Howe				False		tylehowe@nc-cherokee.com																		7/8/2015		Tribal Historic Preservation Officer		Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians

		708214		True		True		Tribal				George		Wickliffe				False		lstopp@unitedkeetoowahband.org																		7/8/2015		Tribal Historic Preservation Officer		United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee

		708215		True		True		Civic				Grace		Nelson				False		Grace@scnhc.com																		7/8/2015				South Carolina National Heritage Corridor

		708216		True		True		Civic				Jack		Tiller				False		jack@tillersantiques.com																		7/8/2015				Ridge Heritage Association

		708217		True		True		Civic				George		Thornton				False		cmarks@nwtf.net																		7/8/2015				National Wild Turkey Foundation

		708218		True		True		Agency-Federal				Jacyln		Daly-Fuchs				False		Jaclyn.Daly@noaa.gov																		7/8/2015				NOAA National Marine Fisheries Services

		708219		True		True		Agency-State				G.		Parker				False		parkergc@scdot.org																		7/8/2015		Governor's At Large Appointee		SCDOT Commission				False		PO Box 191				Columbia		SC		29202		USA

		708220		True		True		Agency-State				Samuel		Glover				False		glovers@scdot.org																		7/8/2015		Commissioner		SCDOT Commission		Sixth Congressional District		False		PO Box 191				Columbia		SC		29202		USA

		708221		True		True		Agency-State				James		Rozier				False		rozierj@scdot.org																		7/8/2015		Commissioner		SCDOT Commission		First Congressional District		False		PO Box 191				Columbia		SC		29202		USA

		708222		True		True		Agency-State				Russell		Berry				False		berryre@dhec.sc.gov																		7/8/2015		Regional Director		SC Dept of Health & Environmental Control		Region 8 Environmental Quality Control		False		104 Parker Dr				Beaufort		SC		29906		USA

		708223		True		True		Elected Official-State				Thomas		Davis				False		TomDavis@scsenate.gov																		7/8/2015		Senator		SC State Senate		District 46		False		PO Box 142				Columbia		SC		29202		USA

		708224		True		True		Elected Official-State				George "Chip"		Campsen		III		False		CAMPSEN@scsenate.org																		7/8/2015		Senator		SC State Senate		District 43		False		604 Gressette Bldg				Columbia		SC		29202		USA

		708225		True		True		Elected Official-State				Wm. Weston		Newton				False		westonnewton@schouse.org																		7/8/2015		Representative		SC House of Representatives		District 120		False		228 Blatt Bldg				Columbia		SC		29201		USA

		708226		True		True		Elected Official-State				William "Bill"		Bowers				False																				7/8/2015		Representative		SC House of Representatives		District 122		False		PO Box 11867				Columbia		SC		29211		USA

		708227		True		True		Elected Official-State				Shannon		Erickson				False		ShannonErickson@schouse.gov																		7/8/2015		Representative		SC House of Representatives		District 124		False		PO Box 11867				Columbia		SC		29211		USA

		708228		True		True		Elected Official-State				William "Bill"		Herbkersman				False		BillHerbkersman@schouse.gov																		7/8/2015		Representative		SC House of Representatives		District 118		False		PO Box 11867				Columbia		SC		29211		USA

		708229		True		True		Elected Official-State				Kenneth		Hodges				False		KennethHodges@schouse.gov																		7/8/2015		Representative		SC House of Representatives		District 121		False		PO Box 11867				Columbia		SC		29211		USA

		708230		True		True		Elected Official-State				Jeffrey		Bradley				False		AndyPatrick@schouse.gov																		7/8/2015		Representative		SC House of Representatives		District 123		False		PO Box 11867				Columbia		SC		29211		USA

		708231		True		True		Agency-State				Christine		Sanford-Coker				False		sanforcc@dhec.sc.gov																		7/8/2015		Regional Director		Region 7 Environmental Quality Control				False		1362 McMillian Ave		Ste 300		Charleston		SC		29405		USA

		708232		True		True		Agency-State				Michael		Allen				False		michael_allen@nps.gov																		7/8/2015		Coordinator		National Park Service & Gullah/Geechee Cultural Heritage Corridor				False		1254 Long Point Rd				Mt Pleasant		SC		29464		USA

		708233		True		True		Agency-State				Blair		Williams				False		williabn@dhec.sc.gov																		7/8/2015				SCDHEC		Ocean and Coastal Resource Management		False		1362 McMillian Ave		Ste 400		Charleston		SC		29405		USA

		708234		True		True		Elected Official-County				D.		Sommerville				False		psommerville@bcgov.net																		7/8/2015		Councilmember		Beaufort County Council		District 2		False		1509 Pigeon Point Rd				Beaufort		SC		29902		USA

		708235		True		True		Elected Official-County				William		McBride				False		wmcbride@bcgov.net																		7/8/2015		Councilmember		Beaufort County Council		District 3		False		PO Box 77				St. Helena Island		SC		29920		USA

		708236		True		True		Agency-County				Robert		McFee				False		rmcfee@bcgov.net																		7/8/2015		Director of Engineering & Infrastructure		Beaufort County				False		104 Industrial Village Rd		(BIV 3)		Beaufort		SC		29906		USA

		708237		True		True		Agency-County				Gary		Kubic				False		gkubic@bcgov.net																		7/8/2015		Administrator		Beaufort County				False		PO Drawer 1228				Beaufort		SC		29901		USA

		708238		True		True		Agency-Local				Ernie		Wilson				False		erniewilson@fipsd.org																		7/8/2015		District Manager		Fripp Island Public Services				False		291 Tarpoon Blvd				Fripp Island		SC		29920		USA

		708239		True		True		Business				Kate		Hines				False		generalmanager@frippislandliving.com																						Fripp Island Property Owners Association				False		225 Tarpoon Blvd				Fripp Island		SC		29920		USA

		708240		True		True		Business				Don		Woelke				False		manager@harborislandoa.com																		7/8/2015				Harbor Island Owners Association

		708241		True		True		Elected Official-Local				Billy		Keyserling				False		billyk@islc.net																		7/8/2015		Mayor		City of Beaufort				False		771 Ribaut Rd				Beaufort		SC		29902		USA

		708242		True		True		Agency-State				Dian		Leone				False		diane.leone@sc.usda.gov																		7/8/2015				USDA NRCS		Salkeatchie Watershed Team Supervisory District Conservation		False		PO Box 70				Port Royal		SC		29935		USA

		708243		True		True		Agency-Local				William		Prokop				False		wprokop@cityofbeaufort.org																		7/8/2015		City Manager		City of Beaufort				False		1911 Boundary St				Beaufort		SC		29902		USA

		708433		True		False		Public				Charlene		Rabun				False																				7/22/2015								False		113 Harbor Key Drive				Saint Helena Island		SC		29920		USA				7068632189

		708434		True		False		Public				Barbara		Brotman				False																				7/22/2015								False		739 North Grove Ave				Oak Park		IL		60302		USA

		708435		True		False		Agency-Federal				Jennifer		Zercher				False		Jennifer.N.Zercher@uscg.mil																		7/22/2015				US Coast Guard				False		909 SE 1st Ave		Ste 432		Miami		FL		33131		USA				3054156740

								Agency-Federal				Shane		Belcher						Jeffrey.Belcher@dot.gov																						Federal Highway Administration

		708470		True		False						Kate		Schaefer				False		kates@scccl.org																		7/24/2015				Coastal Conservation League				False		PO Box 1861				Beaufort		SC		29901		USA				8435221800

		708914		True		False		Agency-Federal				Virginia		Fay				False																				8/11/2015		Assistant Regional Administrator		NOAA National Marine Fisheries Services		Habitat Conservation District

		708915		True		False		Public				Denise		Parsick				False		dparsick@embarqmail.com																		8/11/2015				Friends of Hunting Island State Park				False		4042 Shell Point Road				Beaufort		SC		29906		USA				8432638866

		714498		True		False						John		Albert				False		johnlalbert@gmail.com																		8/31/2015				Harbor Island Owners Association

		714499		True		False						Fran		Nolan				False		frannolan1@yahoo.com																		8/31/2015				Harbor Island Owners Association

		714501		True		False						William		James				False		wkcj@msn.com																		8/31/2015				Harbor Island Owners Association

		714502		True		False						Josh		Bell				False		josh@openlandtrust.com																		8/31/2015				Beaufort County Open Land Trust

		714505		True		False						Charles		Gay				False																				8/31/2015				Gay Fish Company

												Keith		Hanson						keith.hanson@noaa.gov																						NOAA National Marine Fisheries Services

												Eddie		Bellamy						eddieb@bcgov.net																				Director		Beaufort County Public Works

												Geordie		Madlinger						MADLINGJ@dhec.sc.gov																						SCDHEC OCRM

												Grace		Morris Cordial						grace@bcgov.net																						Beaufort County Library		Beaufort District Collection

												Page		Miller						ppm40@aol.com																						Fripp Island Historian

												Beekman		Webb						beekman@centurylink.net																						Historian

												Joe		DeVito						joed@bjwsa.org																						BJWSA						6 Snake Rd				Okatie		SC		29909

												R. David		Stiles						robert.stiles@centurylink.com																						CenturyLink						1413 Prince St				Beaufort		SC		29902

												Gary		Komosa						gary_komosa@cable.comcast.com																						Comcast						4400 Belle Oaks Dr				North Charleston		SC		29405-8511

												Contance		Beall						connie.beall@scana.com																						SCE&G						220 Operation Way				Cayce		SC		29033

												Robert		Robinson						robert.robinson@spiritcom.com																						Spirit Telecom						491 Lakeshore Pkwy				Rock Hill		SC		29730

												Curtis		Brantly						curtisbrantley@schouse.gov																						SC House of Representatives

												Jim		Roberts						james.e.roberts@usmc.mil																						USMC Planning Office
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Senior Archaeologist
joshfletcher@brockington.org

Brockington and Associates, Inc.
A Woman-Owned Small Business
498 Wando Park Boulevard
Suite 700
Mt. Pleasant, South Carolina 29464
843-881-3128 x25 office
www.brockington.org

-----Original Message-----
From: Allen, Michael [mailto:michael_allen@nps.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, November 10, 2015 9:29 AM
To: Josh Fletcher
Subject: Re: US 21 Harbor River Bridge

Josh

Please contact the ED of the Gullah Geechee Corridor. His contact info is below.

Mike

Thank you Michael.  Have him contact me.

Keep on keeping on.

J. Herman Blake, PhD
Executive Director
Gullah Geechee Cultural Heritage Corridor Commission PO Box 1007 (Physical location: 2817 Maybank Highway)
Johns Island, SC 29457-1007
Office: 843.793.2841
executivedirector@gullahgeecheecorridor.org
Click here to sign up for our newsletter!
Online exhibit at University of California Santa Cruz

On 11/9/15, Josh Fletcher <JoshFletcher@brockington.org> wrote:
> Hi Michael,
> I hope you have been well.  Just checking in with you again with
> regards to a Beaufort County project I'm working on for the SCDOT, the
> US 21 Harbor River Bridge Replacement Project. I've attached a couple
> of maps to show you where it is, but basically, it's centered on the
> US 21 bridge over the Harbor River, between St. Helena Island and
> Harbor/Hunting islands. Part of my scope of is to consult with the
> SCDOT and the Gullah Geechee Cultural Heritage Corridor Commission, as
> necessary, to determine if there are any resources in the project area
> that are part of, and important to, the Gullah Geechee community. So,
> I would like to discuss this with you when you have a few minutes.  Is
> there a time this week that I could give you a call?  As far as I can
> tell, I will be in the office all week.  Thank you in advance for your help with this project.
> Thank you,
> Josh
>
> Josh Fletcher

mailto:michael_allen@nps.gov
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From: Josh Fletcher
To: Chad Long
Subject: FW: US 21 Harbor River Bridge
Date: Friday, May 06, 2016 8:43:00 AM

My email to Dr. Blake on 12/7. This may be the last one; we spoke soon thereafter on the phone, but I'm still
looking through my emails.

-----Original Message-----
From: Josh Fletcher
Sent: Monday, December 07, 2015 8:34 AM
To: 'Herman Blake'
Subject: RE: US 21 Harbor River Bridge

Good morning, Dr. Blake,
Was just checking to see if you'd had a chance to talk to anyone about this project, and if you and I could possibly
touch base this week. The project engineers are having a meeting this Friday and were wondering if we had any
updates on our end of the project.
Thanks,
Josh

Josh Fletcher
Senior Archaeologist
joshfletcher@brockington.org

Brockington and Associates, Inc.
A Woman-Owned Small Business
498 Wando Park Boulevard
Suite 700
Mt. Pleasant, South Carolina 29464
843-881-3128 x25 office
www.brockington.org

-----Original Message-----
From: Herman Blake [mailto:executivedirector@gullahgeecheecorridor.org]
Sent: Wednesday, November 25, 2015 11:46 AM
To: Josh Fletcher
Subject: RE: US 21 Harbor River Bridge

Thank you Josh Fletcher.  I can open this file.

Keep on keeping on.

J. Herman Blake, PhD
Executive Director
Gullah Geechee Cultural Heritage Corridor Commission PO Box 1007 (Physical location: 2817 Maybank Highway)
Johns Island, SC 29457-1007
Office: 843.793.2841
executivedirector@gullahgeecheecorridor.org
Click here to sign up for our newsletter!
Online exhibit at University of California Santa Cruz

mailto:LongCC@dot.state.sc.us
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-----Original Message-----
From: Josh Fletcher [mailto:JoshFletcher@brockington.org]
Sent: Wednesday, November 25, 2015 11:47 AM
To: Herman Blake <executivedirector@gullahgeecheecorridor.org>
Subject: RE: US 21 Harbor River Bridge

Dr. Blake, I resaved that file in a different format.  Can you open the attached file?

-----Original Message-----
From: Herman Blake [mailto:executivedirector@gullahgeecheecorridor.org]
Sent: Wednesday, November 25, 2015 11:34 AM
To: Josh Fletcher
Subject: RE: US 21 Harbor River Bridge

Thank you Josh Fletcher.  Your message arrived at a very opportune time.  I was just thinking about you and our
conversation.    I was able to open the invitation/attendee list and it is very helpful.  Unfortunately the report was not
accessible with my software.  If there is another format it would be helpful--but regardless I will continue to pursue
these matters.

Keep on keeping on.

J. Herman Blake, PhD
Executive Director
Gullah Geechee Cultural Heritage Corridor Commission PO Box 1007 (Physical location: 2817 Maybank Highway)
Johns Island, SC 29457-1007
Office: 843.793.2841
executivedirector@gullahgeecheecorridor.org
Click here to sign up for our newsletter!
Online exhibit at University of California Santa Cruz

-----Original Message-----
From: Josh Fletcher [mailto:JoshFletcher@brockington.org]
Sent: Wednesday, November 25, 2015 11:22 AM
To: Herman Blake <executivedirector@gullahgeecheecorridor.org>
Subject: FW: US 21 Harbor River Bridge

Dr. Blake,
Thank you for taking the time to speak with me yesterday. I have attached the the PIM attendee list (based on the
sign in sheets) and the stakeholder list. The project engineers/meeting organizers emailed the stakeholder list the
PIM invitation. They did not receive any comments from the Penn Center or comments from/related to Gullah
Geechee communities. If you need any additional information, please let me know. I hope you and yours have a
very happy Thanksgiving.

Thank you,
Josh

Josh Fletcher
Senior Archaeologist
joshfletcher@brockington.org

Brockington and Associates, Inc.
A Woman-Owned Small Business
498 Wando Park Boulevard
Suite 700
Mt. Pleasant, South Carolina 29464
843-881-3128 x25 office
www.brockington.org

mailto:JoshFletcher@brockington.org
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To: Josh Fletcher
Subject: Re: US 21 Harbor River Bridge
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Please contact the ED of the Gullah Geechee Corridor. His contact info is below.
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On 11/9/15, Josh Fletcher <JoshFletcher@brockington.org> wrote:
> Hi Michael,
> I hope you have been well.  Just checking in with you again with
> regards to a Beaufort County project I'm working on for the SCDOT, the
> US 21 Harbor River Bridge Replacement Project. I've attached a couple
> of maps to show you where it is, but basically, it's centered on the
> US 21 bridge over the Harbor River, between St. Helena Island and
> Harbor/Hunting islands. Part of my scope of is to consult with the
> SCDOT and the Gullah Geechee Cultural Heritage Corridor Commission, as
> necessary, to determine if there are any resources in the project area
> that are part of, and important to, the Gullah Geechee community. So,
> I would like to discuss this with you when you have a few minutes.  Is
> there a time this week that I could give you a call?  As far as I can
> tell, I will be in the office all week.  Thank you in advance for your help with this project.
> Thank you,
> Josh
>
> Josh Fletcher
> Senior Archaeologist
> joshfletcher@brockington.org<mailto:joshfletcher@brockington.org>
>
> Brockington and Associates, Inc.
> A Woman-Owned Small Business
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> Suite 700
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> www.brockington.org<http://www.brockington.org/>
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From: Josh Fletcher
To: Chad Long
Subject: FW: Harbor River update
Date: Friday, May 06, 2016 8:45:11 AM
Attachments: image001.png

My 12/8 email to Blair Wade summarizing my 12/8 phone conversation with Dr. Blake. I

believe this is the end of our correspondence (both phone and email) with Dr. Blake.

 

From: Josh Fletcher 
Sent: Tuesday, December 08, 2015 11:51 AM
To: Wade, Blair (Blair.Wade@hdrinc.com)
Subject: FW: Harbor River update
 
Hi Blair,

I hope that you and the family are recovering from the daycare bug!  Before I forget, just

wanted to let you know that Dr. Blake of the Gullah Geechee Cultural Heritage Corridor

called me back this morning and said that he'd looked over our project material and spoken

with some "select people" near the project area and said he came up with no objections to

the project. I told him that I thought there was going to be another public info meeting in the

coming months, and that I'm sure he would be on the invite list.

Take care,

Josh

 
Josh Fletcher

Senior Archaeologist

joshfletcher@brockington.org

 

Brockington and Associates, Inc.

A Woman-Owned Small Business
498 Wando Park Boulevard

Suite 700

Mt. Pleasant, South Carolina 29464

843-881-3128 x25 office

www.brockington.org

 
 

From: Josh Fletcher 
Sent: Monday, December 07, 2015 9:28 AM
To: 'Wade, Blair'
Subject: RE: Harbor River update
 
Hey Blair,

I’m sorry to hear you have the daycare funk in your house!  I know how that is.

 

I just sent an email to Herman Blake with the Gullah Geechee Cultural Heritage Corridor

mailto:LongCC@dot.state.sc.us
mailto:joshfletcher@brockington.org
http://www.brockington.org/






Commission to see if he’d spoken to any of his contacts down on St. Helena and to see if

we could have a quick call this week before your meeting on Friday. The last I spoke with

him is when I forwarded him the meeting attendee list and the stakeholders list that you

sent to me. He was then going to follow up with some people to see if they have any

concerns. As soon as I hear back from him, I will let you know.

 

I was thinking we were going to wait until we had the preferred alignment so that we could

say how the archaeological site may be affected, but I guess I was confused on that.

Maybe we could discuss this when you are back in the office?  I don’t want to disturb you at

home today.  I just spoke with our architectural historian about his portion of the report and

he will be wrapping that up in January. It will not take long to incorporate that into the rest of

the report.

 

I hope that you and the family are able to rest up and feel better today!  Let’s talk when

you’re back in the office.

 

Thanks,

Josh

 
Josh Fletcher

Senior Archaeologist

joshfletcher@brockington.org

 

Brockington and Associates, Inc.

A Woman-Owned Small Business
498 Wando Park Boulevard

Suite 700

Mt. Pleasant, South Carolina 29464

843-881-3128 x25 office

www.brockington.org

 
 

From: Wade, Blair [mailto:Blair.Wade@hdrinc.com] 
Sent: Monday, December 07, 2015 7:07 AM
To: Josh Fletcher
Subject: Harbor River update
 
Hey Josh –

 

Hope you had a good weekend! Could you give me an update of where you guys stand with the cultural

resource report and Gullah Geechee Coordination? We have a project status meeting on Friday. We now

have GIS files of the final five alternative alignments. What information do you need to complete the

cultural report? I can send you a figure showing the alignments, or send you the GIS files if you are going

to create your own figure for the report.

 

I’m working from home today – my entire household seems to have caught the daycare plague.

mailto:joshfletcher@brockington.org
http://www.brockington.org/
mailto:Blair.Wade@hdrinc.com


 

Thanks,

 

Blair

 

Blair Goodman Wade, ENV SP

Sr. Environmental Planner/Project Manager

HDR
3955 Faber Place Drive, Suite 300

North Charleston, SC 29405-8580

D 843.414.3740 M 843.693.9938

Blair.Wade@hdrinc.com

hdrinc.com/follow-us

 

mailto:Blair.Wade@hdrinc.com
http://hdrinc.com/follow-us
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Wade, Blair

To: Long, Chad C.

Subject: RE: US 21 over Harbor River Bridge Replacement

AMServiceURLStr: https://Slingshot.hdrinc.com:443/CFSS/control?view=services/FTService

 

From: Long, Chad C.  

Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2016 2:22 PM 
To: Wilhelm, David 

Cc: McFee, Robert 
Subject: Re: US 21 over Harbor River Bridge Replacement 

 

David, 

 

Sorry for the confusion and the poorly written email.  I think we have what we need with your statement below.  Just 

needed to confirm the property was not a significant recreational resource. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Chad 

 

On Jul 27, 2016, at 2:19 PM, Wilhelm, David <dwilhelm@bcgov.net> wrote: 

Mr. Long.  I looked at the site this morning and I have received comments back from Rob McFee and Eric 

Klatt.  We are all in agreement the subject property does not represent a significant public park or 

recreational resource.  However, I am not sure what you are requesting from me (see yellow highlighted 

statement below).  Let me know if this response confirming the County’s position on this property is all 

you need at this time or if you’re looking for further action. 

  

Thanks. 

Dave 

  

David M. Wilhelm, P.E. 
Director of Public Works 
120 Shanklin Road 

Beaufort, SC  29906 

843-255-2733 office 

843-986-4301 mobile 

dwilhelm@bcgov.net 
  

  

  

From: Long, Chad C. [mailto:LongCC@scdot.org]  

Sent: Tuesday, July 26, 2016 2:16 PM 

To: Wilhelm, David 
Cc: McFee, Robert 

Subject: US 21 over Harbor River Bridge Replacement 

  

Mr. Wilhelm, 



2

  

The South Carolina Department of Transportation (SCDOT) is preparing an environmental assessment 

for the proposed US 21 Harbor River Bridge Replacement Project in Beaufort County, South Carolina. 

During the course of this assessment, it was determined that Beaufort County is the owner of the 0.7-

acre Parcel R300 020 00B 0030 0000 (Subject Parcel). The parcel is located on the eastern bank of the 

Harbor River, to the south of US 21. Please see the attached screenshot from Beaufort County’s GIS 

website, which illustrates the location of the property.  

  

From Beaufort County’s GIS website, the legal description of the property is “Boat Landing Harbor 

River”. The Class Code is “Gov Imp County Boat Ramp”. The Title to Real Estate document on file at the 

Beaufort County Register of Deeds Office, which references a plat prepared by Niels Christensen dated 

October 25, 1973, states that “The within property consists of areas being given to Beaufort County by 

the Grantor herein for use as boat landings for use by the general public and for no residential purpose, 

one of said boat landings being near Harbor River and the other near Johnson Creek, both on Harbor 

Island.” This Title of Real Estate document is attached. 

  

Beaufort County’s website and GIS mapping do not indicate a designated boat ramp or landing at the 

Subject Parcel. The Subject Parcel is currently being used by SCDOT for the bridge operator’s 

parking.  The preferred alternative alignment for US 21 is located to the north of the highway’s current 

alignment, but would impact approximately 0.09 acres of the Subject Parcel. The current alignment of 

US 21 and the bridge operator’s parking area would be closed upon the completion of the new bridge 

and roadway. Guardrail would prevent vehicles from pulling off US 21 onto the remaining Beaufort 

County parcel.  

  

In order to ensure compliance with Section 4f of the USDOT Act, SCDOT is requesting input from 

Beaufort County to determine whether the property’s primary use.  Based upon our review of the 

property, the Subject Parcel does not appear to represent a significant public park or recreational 

resource.     

  

Please let me know if you concur with this finding or have any questions. 

  

Regards, 

  

<image001.jpg> 

Chad C. Long | NEPA Division Manager 

Environmental Services Office 

South Carolina Department of Transportation 

955 Park Street | Room 519  

Columbia, South Carolina 29201 

Phone 803.737.1396 (office)| 803.420.8115 (mobile) 
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Wade, Blair

Subject: RE: New Harbor River Bridge

AMServiceURLStr: https://Slingshot.hdrinc.com:443/CFSS/control?view=services/FTService

 

From: Riddle, Nicole L. [mailto:RiddleNL@scdot.org]  

Sent: Thursday, July 23, 2015 8:22 AM 
To: Long, Chad C. 

Cc: Wade, Blair 
Subject: FW: New Harbor River Bridge 

 

From: Don W [mailto:manager@harborislandoa.com]  

Sent: Wednesday, July 22, 2015 9:13 AM 
To: Riddle, Nicole L. 

Subject: New Harbor River Bridge 

 

Good morning Nicole, 

 

Attached is a list of questions and concerns residents of Harbor Island have sent to me. Will you please be sure they are 

passed on to Mr. Chad Long. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Don Woelke 

Island Manager 

Harbor Island Owners Association 

manager@harborislandoa.com 

(843)838!5257 
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Wade, Blair

Subject: RE: New Harbor River Bridge

AMServiceURLStr: https://Slingshot.hdrinc.com:443/CFSS/control?view=services/FTService

 

From: Riddle, Nicole L. [mailto:RiddleNL@scdot.org]  

Sent: Thursday, July 23, 2015 8:22 AM 
To: Long, Chad C. 

Cc: Wade, Blair 
Subject: FW: New Harbor River Bridge 

 

From: Don W [mailto:manager@harborislandoa.com]  

Sent: Wednesday, July 22, 2015 9:13 AM 
To: Riddle, Nicole L. 

Subject: New Harbor River Bridge 

 

Good morning Nicole, 

 

Attached is a list of questions and concerns residents of Harbor Island have sent to me. Will you please be sure they are 

passed on to Mr. Chad Long. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Don Woelke 

Island Manager 

Harbor Island Owners Association 

manager@harborislandoa.com 

(843)838!5257 

 
 



Harbor Island Owners Association 

Questions regarding the new Harbor River Bridge 

 

1. What is the construction starting date and estimated completion date? 

2. What about noise, noise mitigation and view shed? 

3. Total number of traffic lanes in each direction? 

4. Will a barrier separating directions of travel be included? 

5. Will bicycle lanes be included? 

6. Will portions of the old bridge be left for recreation purposes? 

7. Would you consider a boat ramp near the old bridge location? 

8. Will the speed limit be increased on the new bridge? 

9. How wll it impact the Harbor Island entry? 

10. What is the current traffic count? 

11. How would construction of the bridge impact our Harbour Key 

neighborhood? 

12. What effects will the bridge have on our immediate environment? 

13. When will the environmental impact study be available for the public? 

14.  Does the volume of traffic justify additional traffic lanes? 

15. Will the roadway be expanded in width to add a left turn lane into Harbor 

Island? 

16. When will a representative be available to meet with our owners to provide 

additional information and answer additional questions or concerns? 
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Meeting Minutes 
Project: US 21 Harbor River Bridge Replacement 

Subject: Agency Site Visit 

Date: Tuesday, April 19, 2016 

Location: Beaufort County Butchers Island Boat Ramp 

Attendees: Chad Long (SCDOT) 
Will McGoldrick (SCDOT) 
Blair Wade (HDR) 
Michael Darby (HDR) 
Brad Carter (HDR) 
Benjamin Burdette (HDR) 
Phillip Hutcherson (HDR) 
Christopher Mims (USACE) 
Bobby Anderson (Beaufort County) 
Rob McFee (Beaufort County) 
Colin Kinton (Beaufort County) 

David Wilhelm (Beaufort County) 
Geordie Madlinger (DHEC OCRM) 
Adrienne Daggett (SHPO) 
Mark Caldwell (USFWS)  
Susan Davis (SCDNR)  
Keith Hanson (NOAA NMFS)  
Daniel Gambrell (SCPRT)  
Ray Stevens (SCPRT)  
CWO Chris Ruleman (USCG) 
BM1 Sean Olson (USCG) 

 

Introductions and Safety Briefing (Blair Wade) 

Project Introduction and Discussion of Design Build Process (Michael Darby) 

• Proposed construction schedule is mid-2018 to mid-2020 

• Project will be constructed through the Design-Build process 

• A contractor would be selected in early 2017 who would prepare the final bridge design. 

• Decisions made during the Environmental Assessment (EA) are based on conceptual 
designs but can limit or restrict the final design to avoid resources. Additional 
coordination with agencies would occur during the permitting phases of the project and 
during final design if impacts increase beyond what was anticipated in the EA.   

Overview of NEPA Process, Environmental Matrix, and Alternatives Analysis (Chad Long 

and Blair Wade) 

Timeline 

• LOI was sent to the agencies in June 2015 

• Public Information Meeting – September 2015 

• EA on Notice – end of May 

• Public Hearing – mid-June 

Purpose and Need 

HDR provided information about the project’s purpose and need. The purpose of the project is 

to correct structural and functional deficiencies of the US 21 bridge over the Harbor River. 
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Bridge replacement is needed because the bridge is functionally obsolete – the existing travel 

lanes are narrow and the bridge does not have a shoulder. The bridge is also structurally 

deficient. The bridge superstructure is in poor condition and the supporting structure and bridge 

deck are in fair condition. The existing bridge is currently load restricted. 

Alternative Analysis 

HDR provided an overview of how the alternatives were developed. Three alternatives, 

Alternative 1, 2, and 3, were presented at the public information meeting in September 2015. 

The Harbor Key community expressed concern about Alternative 1 because of its proximity to 

their homes. The alternatives were further developed into Alternative 1A, 1B, 2A, 2B, and 3 to 

minimize impacts on the Harbor Key community and important ecological features on the 

southern side of the bridge. These alternatives are being considered in the EA.  

HDR provided an overview of alternatives that were considered but eliminated from further 

review in the EA, including the following: 

Considered alternative Reason for elimination 

Close and abandon the 

existing US 21 bridge 

US 21 bridge provides only vehicle access across Harbor River to 

Harbor Island, Hunting Island, and Fripp Island. 

Replace US 21 bridge on 

existing alignment 

Closing and detouring traffic is not an option because the US 21 

bridge provides the only vehicle access across Harbor River to 

Harbor Island, Hunting Island, and Fripp Island. Construction of a 

temporary bridge would be costly and cause project delays. 

Rehabilitate the existing 

swing-span bridge 

Rehabilitation would not address functional deficiencies of bridge, 

including travel lane widths. Rehabilitation would also likely require 

temporary bridge closures, which would block vehicle access on 

the only route to Harbor Island, Hunting Island, and Fripp Island. 

Replace causeway and 

existing bridge between 

St. Helena and Harbor 

Island 

New bridge would cost approximately $30 million more than 

proposed reasonable alternatives.  

New alignment to the 

south 

New bridge and causeway would result in substantial 

environmental impacts and could affect navigation between the 

Fripp Island and St. Helena Sound. 

Moveable-span bridge 

Constructing a moveable-span bridge would result in higher 

construction, operations and maintenance costs, and potential 

constructability issues. 

 

Are there any viable alternatives that are not included? And, is there agreement by the agencies 

that this represents the full range of alternatives?  

Colin Kinton with Beaufort County suggested that a tunnel alternative be included as alternative 

even though not viable.  The agencies were asked whether SCDOT has considered the full 
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range of alternatives.  There was general agreement that the range of alternatives considered 

was satisfactory.   

Preferred Alternative Discussion 

HDR provided an overview of the Environmental Matrix and discussed the impacts associated 

with the 5 reasonable build alternatives. 

Which alternative do you prefer and why? Keith Hanson (NOAA NMFS), Susan Davis (SCDNR), 

and Colin Kinton (Beaufort County) expressed a preference for Alternative 1B. The SCDOT is 

still evaluating alternatives, but at this time, Alternative 1B is the recommended preferred 

alternative.  

What further avoidance and minimization measures would your agency recommend during 

permitting? 

Suggestions from the USFWS and SCDNR include causeway removal. Other suggestions 

included replacing fill with additional bridge. Christopher Mims asked whether impacts could be 

minimized on Alternative 3 by tying the alternative into the roadway closer to the bridge ends. 

Would your agency object an alternative that had greater wetland or EFH impacts but minimized 

impacts on the Harbor Key community? 

The agencies were asked if they would object to an alternative that had greater wetland or EFH 

impacts but minimized impacts on the Harbor Key community. Keith Hanson (NOAA NMFS) and 

Susan Davis (SCDNR) stated that their agencies would object to a proposal with greater 

environmental impacts. Christopher Mims (USACE) indicated an application with greater 

wetland impacts would more difficult authorize than an alternative with less impacts unless the 

alternative with greater impacts was avoiding another significant ecological resource. The 

USACE stated that without significant justifications, it would be challenging to approve a permit 

application with greater environmental impacts. If the quantity of impacts were closer between 

the considered alternatives, it may make the permit process less challenging.   

Are there remaining issues or problems that you foresee with the preferred alternative?  

No potential issues or problems were stated.   

Discussion of Navigation Study 

Chris Ruleman (US Coast Guard) asked about the justification for a 65-foot bridge height. Blair 

Wade and Chad Long provided an overview of the Navigation Study. The study was conducted 

between September and December 2015. The following data were used to determine current 

waterway usage on the Harbor River: 

• Location of local marinas, boat ramps, and marine-dependent businesses 

• US 21 Harbor River Bridge opening logs (1 ½ years) 

• Completed questionnaires received from residential dock owners, commercial vessels, 
and marinas and yacht clubs.  
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• Telephone interviews with local shrimping companies, sea rescue, marinas, and dock 
builders.  

• 2 months of results from a camera system that documented bridge openings on US 21 
over the Harbor River. The on-site camera was calibrated by surveyed field 
measurements to estimate the approximate vessel height.  

The study also considered future navigation needs. Because of the zoning in the area, it is likely 

that existing marinas and docks will continue to support maritime uses.  

Site Visit 

The group visited the northwestern side of the bridge to look at the existing marsh conditions 

and the SCE&G wooden power poles. The group then carpooled to the eastern side of the 

bridge to look at the existing tidal creek, shell bank, oyster beds, and Harbor Key community. 

The group also visited a bald eagle nest on the eastern project boundary that has been 

monitored for activity but was deteriorating. Only small remnants of the nest remain. 

The following provides a summary of comments made by individual agencies during the 

introduction and the remainder of the site visit.  

Colin Kinton (Beaufort County) 

• Prefers Alternative 1B due to the softer curve approaching Harbor Drive.  The less curve 
in the road, the better the roadway.  

• Will there be any issues with relocating the wooden power poles? 
o Blair Wade: Yes, we have coordinated with SCE&G and the relocation of wooden 

power poles is minor and will not be an issue. The relocation of the steel power 
poles on the south side of the bridge would be more costly.  

David Wilhelm (Beaufort County) 

• In regards to staging, the Butcher’s Island Boat Ramp can be partially closed or 
periodically entirely closed with notice, but the daily use needs to be maintained.  

Rob McFee (Beaufort County) 

• Beaufort County does not have any interest in managing or maintaining part of the old 
bridge or causeway as a fishing structure.   

• Supports bike/pedestrian infrastructure on the proposed bridge. 

• Beaufort County does not have a need for stockpiling excavated causeway materials. 

• Beaufort County supports a left turn lanes on US 21 at the Boat Ramp if it is justified. 
The County also supports a left turn lane on US 21 at Harbor Drive and states it may be 
justified based on tourist traffic. 

CWO Chris Ruleman (USCG) 

• No real concern as far as height goes if it is 65’.  That’s an easy yes.  Less height may 
be workable, but 65’ is no problem. 

• Local Coast Guard Station will be responsible for notifying the local mariners. 
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Keith Hanson (NOAA NMFS) 

• If there is any structure, new or old, that is to be used as a fishing structure in sea turtle 
habitat, NOAA Office of Protected Resources would consider the fishing activity to cause 
a ‘take’ of sea turtles. Formal sea turtle consultation with NOAA Office of Protected 
Resources would be required. Primary concerns are hooking and line entanglement. He 
would strongly advise against leaving any structure for fishing. 

• There is likely to be an in-water work moratorium associated with sturgeon and sea turtle 
species. 

• Impacts from construction barges can be worse due to groundings and impacts on salt 
marsh grasses, although temporary trestles can cause acoustic issues.   

• Longer spans on the proposed bridge are always better, single column vs double column 
is debatable, but priority is keeping them from the tidal creek. 

• Alternative 2A/2B would not be able to cross the shell bank and tidal creek on the 
eastern side of the bridge without pilings. Concerns over whether the contractor would 
use spans that long and unsupported. 

• No night work is good, but would like to specify having a 12 hour break every day.  
Summer nights can be short.  Some species may not want to cross an “acoustic wall” 
which the construction will create.  Having the 12 hour break will allow time for species 
to cross. 

• Confirmed that the shading calculations were very thorough and conservative.   

• EFH assessment will need to be its own section. 
o Blair Wade: A separate EFH Assessment is being prepared as a technical report 

and will be provided to NOAA NMFS in early May. 

• EFH mitigation, combined with removing of causeway and the Huspa Creek mitigation, 
could likely take care of the EFH requirements for mitigation. 

• Instead of working to use shell bags for oyster banks, SCDOT could focus on site and 
look to reestablish current shell banks which would assist with onsite mitigation. 

• Suggested replacing causeway with oyster castles and living shoreline for mitigation, 
would prefer onsite mitigation. 

Mark Caldwell (USFWS) 

• Curious as to the type of rookery on the map. 
o Blair Wade: Rookery provides habitat for herons and egrets; no protected 

species. None of the alternatives would directly impact the rookery. The project 
would indirectly affect the rookery; construction noise may temporarily deter birds 
from the area.  

• Will the construction take place via crane on a temporary causeway? 
o Blair Wade: Temporary trestle over each side of the bridge is the worst case 

scenario as far as acoustic is concerned. The contractor would be restricted from 
constructing a temporary construction causeway with fill.  

o USFWS supported the use of a temporary trestle over a temporary causeway.  

• Suggested avoiding the use of barge mats 

• What mitigation is proposed? 
o Chad Long: SCDOT is currently proposing to use Huspa Creek for mitigation 

credits. 
o Mark Caldwell: Suggested avoiding Clydesdale Club because USFWS and 

SCDNR did not approve of its use. Also supported the idea of onsite mitigation 
by removing parts of the causeway and replanting salt marsh grasses.  
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• How would deconstruction of the existing bridge take place? 
o Michael Darby: Ideally top down with pilings pulled out. If pilings cannot be pulled 

out USACE and SCDOT regulations mean it would be cut off two feet below the 
mudline. 

• Suggested that SCDOT consider establishing shell bank habitat at bridge’s western end 
instead of just placing oyster bags in the area. Asked whether the oyster beds on the 
pilings would be considered as part of the analysis.  

o Blair Wade responded that oysters on the pilings were included in the 
analysis of the project’s impacts.   

o Mark Caldwell also asked recommended that any shellfish restoration 
through SCORE should occur within the project boundaries. 

Geordie Madlinger (DHEC ORCM) 

• Alternative 1B is preferred to other alternatives. 

• Advised that Harbor Island community will be concerned about Alternative 1B.  
Suggested that the SCDOT be prepared with visualizations.  

Adrienne Daggett (SHPO) 

• Be sure to keep the archeological site protected from any construction or staging 
activities. 

• When is the next public meeting? 
o Blair Wade: The public hearing will be in mid-June. Agencies will be given copies 

of the EA to review prior to the hearing. 

Susan Davis (SCDNR) 

• Agreed with NOAA-NMFS that a shift to the south would not be ideal due to the natural 
resources affected. 

• SCDOT should consider stormwater management on the bridge itself (referenced Isle of 
Palms Connector) and remove the causeway as much as possible. 

• Agrees that there would be no major difference in visual disruption between the different 
alternatives. 

• Asked about osprey nests in the study area 
o Blair Wade: No osprey nests are located in the study area; there is a nest 

platform nearby, but no activity in this or in the Bald Eagle nest. 

• Asked about the SCDNR shellfish restoration areas 
o Blair Wade: There are two SCDNR shellfish restoration areas; the preferred 

alternative will not impact these areas. 

• Wanted to reiterate that sea turtle and manatee protection guidelines should be followed 
o Blair Wade: Manatee, sea turtle, and saw-tooth conditions would be followed by 

the contractor. There would be no work at night. 

• Contact Shannon Hicks or SCDHEC 401 Division about stormwater treatment and 
obtain input. Untreated water cannot be discharged within 1000’ of shellfish beds. 

• Asked whether the existing causeway would be removed. 
o Blair Wade: The existing causeway would remain to treat stormwater before it is 

discharged into the surrounding marsh.  
o SCDNR wants as much as possible of the causeway removed. 
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• Oysters on pilings are not typical SCDNR concern as they are usually self mitigating with 
the pilings of the new bridge. Recommended to keep these estimates in the EFH 
assessment.  

o Keith Hanson agreed. 

• Recommended the SCDOT ‘stay the course’ with Alternative 1B as the preferred 
alternative. 

Will McGoldrick (SCDOT) 

• What additional DNR coordination will be required for NEPA? 
o Susan Davis: Deconstruction of the bridge and reuse as a reef would require 

consultation with SCDNR and DHEC-OCRM 
o Blair Wade: If DNR was interested, the bridge could be repurposed as a reef. 

The deconstruction process may be open to the contractor 
o Chad Long: Could be possible to relocate the existing bridge to a park or 

incorporate in a trail system due to the low number of steel truss bridges left in 
South Carolina. 

Christopher Mims (USACE) 

• Requested that the SCDOT evaluate whether Alternative 3 could tie in closer to existing 
roadway to reduce salt marsh impacts and mitigation needs. 
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Wade, Blair

From: Keith Hanson - NOAA Affiliate <keith.hanson@noaa.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2016 10:03 AM

To: Wade, Blair

Subject: Re: US 21 Harbor River Bridge Replacement Agency Site Visit - SCDOT Project ID 

P026862

Hi Blair, 

 

Thanks for this.  Just to be clear, it would be our Protected Resources Division that would be responsible for 

any in-water work windows (moratoria).   

 

Additionally, any oyster impacts, including those to the clusters on the existing bridge piles must be 

compensated for. 

 

Hope all is well and please contact me if you need anything at all.  

 

Best, 

Keith 

 

On Mon, May 2, 2016 at 10:13 AM, Wade, Blair <Blair.Wade@hdrinc.com> wrote: 

Good morning, 

  

Revised meeting minutes are attached for your files. We received revisions from Rob McFee, PE with Beaufort County 
clarifying his comments about the turn lanes. 

  

Kind regards, 

  

Blair 

  

Blair Goodman Wade, ENV SP 

D 843.414.3740  M 843.693.9938 

hdrinc.com/follow-us 

  

From: Wade, Blair  

Sent: Monday, April 25, 2016 12:27 PM 

To: 'rmcfee@bcgov.net'; 'gkubic@bcgov.net'; 'dwilhelm@bcgov.net'; 'Jeffrey.Belcher@dot.gov'; 'Jaclyn.Daly@noaa.gov'; 



2

'keith.hanson@noaa.gov'; 'giffinma@dhec.sc.gov'; 'trumbumt@dhec.sc.gov'; 'vlewis@scprt.com'; 'dgambrell@scprt.com'; 

'williabn@dhec.sc.gov'; 'MADLINGJ@dhec.sc.gov'; 'daviss@dnr.sc.gov'; 'christopher.d.mims@usace.army.mil'; 
'laycock.kelly@epa.gov'; 'Mark_Caldwell@fws.gov'; 'ADaggett@scdah.sc.gov'; 'Long, Chad C.'; 'McGoldrick, Will'; 

'Redfearn, Tyke'; P. E. James (Jae) H. Mattox III (mattoxjh@scdot.org); 'Williams, Elizabeth G SAC'; Darby, Michael M.; 
Carter, Brad; 'John.Z.Downing@uscg.mil'; Ruleman, Christopher L BOSN4; Olson, Sean W BM1; 'rstevens@scprt.com'; 

'Kinton, Colin'; Burdette, Benjamin; Hutcherson, Phillip; 'Larson, Eric'; 'Anderson, Bobby' 

Subject: US 21 Harbor River Bridge Replacement Agency Site Visit - SCDOT Project ID P026862 

  

Hello everyone, 

  

Thanks again for attending the site visit last week at Harbor River. Your comments and input are helpful as SCDOT 
moves forward with the Environmental Assessment. Meeting minutes are attached for your review and files. Please let me 
know if you have any changes or additions.  

  

Kind regards, 

  

Blair 

  

Blair Goodman Wade, ENV SP 

Sr. Environmental Planner/Project Manager 

HDR  

3955 Faber Place Drive, Suite 300 
North Charleston, SC 29405-8580 
D 843.414.3740 M 843.693.9938 
Blair.Wade@hdrinc.com 

hdrinc.com/follow-us 

  

 

 

 

 

--  

Keith M. Hanson 
Contractor, Jamison Professional Services, Inc. 
Environmental Specialist, NOAA - National Marine Fisheries Service 
Southeast Regional Office - Habitat Conservation Division 
219 Fort Johnson Road 
Charleston, SC 29412 
Office: 843-762-8622 
Cell: 440-532-9327 
Keith.Hanson@noaa.gov 


	Appendix A Agency Coordination_Cover and LOI
	US 21 Bridge Replacement over Harbor River Environmental Assessment_20160819 111
	US 21 Bridge Replacement over Harbor River Environmental Assessment_20160819 112
	0_Letter of Intent
	LOI Email
	LOI for US 21 Harbor River Beaufort County
	Figure 1 Project Map 8 x 11


	Appendix A1 Coast Guard Coordination
	US 21 Bridge Replacement over Harbor River Environmental Assessment_20160819 114
	1_US 21_Harbor River_USCG Cooperating Agency Invite_Signed
	2_Cooperating agency acceptance US 21 Harbor River SC
	3_USCG LOI Response Jul 14
	4_USCG LOI Response Jul 7
	5_USCG Navigation Study Response
	6_USCG Waiver of MOA Consultation

	Appendix A2 USACE Coordination
	US 21 Bridge Replacement over Harbor River Environmental Assessment_20160819 116
	11_US 21 Harbor River_Approved JD
	10_September 2015 ACE Meeting Notes

	Appendix A3 NOAA NMFS EFH Coordination
	US 21 Bridge Replacement over Harbor River Environmental Assessment_20160819 118
	1_NOAA NMFS LOI Response
	2_20150713 NOAA site visit minutes
	3_20151119 NOAA NMFS Review of EFH Boundaries
	4_20151130 NOAA NMFS Review of EFH Boundaries
	5_20160503 Response to Agency Site Visit Minutes
	6_20160519 EFH Assessment Submittal
	7_20160606 SCDOT-US21-SeaIslandParkway_EFH_FINAL
	8_20160623 Finalresponse letter to NMFS for US 21 over Harbor river_Email
	9_20160623 Finalresponse letter to NMFS for US 21 over Harbor river

	Appendix A4 NOAA NMFS PRD Coordination
	US 21 Bridge Replacement over Harbor River Environmental Assessment_20160819 120
	NOAA NMFS PRD Coordination
	1_NOAAemailBA submittal of US 21 over Harbor River in Beaufort County
	2_20160229_NOAA Comments on BA
	3_Submittal of Revised BA to NOAA
	4_040416 Mr. Rydene Ph.D
	5_20160414 NOAA Questions
	6_20160413 and 15 NOAA Questions
	7_20160421 Response to Additional NOAA Questions Email
	8_20160421 Response to Additional NOAA Questions Attachment
	9_20160422 NOAA Question
	10_20160425 Response to NOAA Question
	11_20160425 Response to NOAA Question_Spreadsheet
	12_20160426 Response to NOAA Question and Check In
	13_NOAA PRD Concurrence Letter
	14_PCTS guide - EFH MMPA combo 3-10-15
	15_Sea Turtle and Smalltooth Sawfish Construction Conditions 3-23-06


	Appendix A5 USFWS Coordination
	US 21 Bridge Replacement over Harbor River Environmental Assessment_20160819 122
	1_USFWS LOI Response
	2_emailBA submittal of US 21 over Harbor River in Beaufort County
	3_USFWS Concurrence Letter with BA

	Appendix A6 SCDHEC Coordination
	US 21 Bridge Replacement over Harbor River Environmental Assessment_20160819 124
	6_SCDHEC BOW LOI Response
	7_SCDHEC AQ LOI Response

	Appendix A7 SHPO Coordination
	US 21 Bridge Replacement over Harbor River Environmental Assessment_20160819 126
	1_20160317_US 21 over Harbor River SHPO Transmittal_Email
	2_20160317_US 21 over Harbor River SHPO Transmittal
	3_20160411 SHPO Comments on Cultural Report
	4_SHPO and SCDOT Comments on Final Report and MOA
	5_20160504_US 21 Harbor River report concurrence and MOA comments
	6_Notice of bridge available for adaptive reuse_US21

	Appendix A8 ACHP Coordination
	US 21 Bridge Replacement over Harbor River Environmental Assessment_20160819 128
	20160512 FHWA Adverse Effect Notification
	20160512 FHWA Adverse Effect Notification_Section 106 Form
	20160527 ACHP Response
	20160527 FHWA Email with ACHP Response

	Appendix A9 Gullah Geechee Heritage Coordination
	US 21 Bridge Replacement over Harbor River Environmental Assessment_20160819 130
	Gullah Geechee correspondence compilation
	US 21 Gullah Geechee Consultation-phone
	092315
	FW_ US 21 Harbor River Bridge Replacement Project

	110915
	FW_ US 21 Harbor River Bridge

	111115
	FW_ US 21 Harbor River Bridge

	111815
	FW_ Gullah Geechee

	112515
	FW_ US 21 Harbor River Bridge

	1125b15
	FW_ US 21 Harbor River Bridge

	120715
	FW_ US 21 Harbor River Bridge

	120815
	FW_ Harbor River update



	Appendix A10 Tribal Coordination
	US 21 Bridge Replacement over Harbor River Environmental Assessment_20160819 132
	1_Catawba Indian Nation LOI Response
	2_20160317_US 21 over Harbor River SHPO Transmittal
	3_us 21 THPO concurrence 040416

	Appendix A11 Beaufort County
	US 21 Bridge Replacement over Harbor River Environmental Assessment_20160819 134
	Section 4f Landing Email

	Appendix A12 City of Beaufort
	US 21 Bridge Replacement over Harbor River Environmental Assessment_20160819 136
	8_City of Beaufort LOI Response

	Appendix A13 NGOs
	US 21 Bridge Replacement over Harbor River Environmental Assessment_20160819 138
	1_NGO and Private Citizen LOI Response
	US 21 Letter from Citizen
	Harbor Island OA LOI Email
	New Harbor River Bridge questions

	2_Harbor Island OA LOI Email
	3_New Harbor River Bridge questions

	Appendix A14 Agency Site Visit
	US 21 Bridge Replacement over Harbor River Environmental Assessment_20160819 140
	13_Agency Site Visit Minutes_04192016_Final Rev 20160425
	NOAA Clarification


	US 21 over Harbor River MOA signed (2)
	7_MOA SCDOT-SCPRT Bridge
	10_20160826 NMFS and SCDOT Response
	11_20160826 Final NMFS Response Email
	7_MOA SCDOT-SCPRT Bridge
	ACHP MOA Acceptance Letter_US 21 Bridge over Harbor River_9-16-16 (2)

