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Eastern Federal Lands 21400 Ridgetop Circle 

US.Department 
Highway Division Sterling, VA 20166-651 1 

of TronsportatiCXl 
Federal Highway 
Administration 

In Reply Refer to: HFPP-15 

Ms. Carol Bemstein 
Coastal Branch Chief, Regulatory Division 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Savannah District 
ATTN: CESAS-RO-C 
PO Box 889 
100 West Oglethorpe Avenue 
Savannah, GA 31402 

Subject: PRA-FOPU 10(3) 
Fort Pulaski Bridge 
Fort Pulaski National Monument 

Dear Ms. Bemstein: 

The National Park Service, in cooperation with the Federal Highway Administration (F HWA), is 
initiating an Environmental Assessment for the repair and/or replacement of the Fort Pulaski 
Bridge located in Savannah, Georgia. The Fort Pulaski Bridge provides access to Fort Pulaski 
from U.S. Route 80 and crosses the South Channel of the Savannah River. The bridge was built 
in 1938, and has been rehabilitated several times. The timber piles have deteriorated, and the 
bridge does not meet current safety standards. The Environmental Assessment will analyze a 
range of bridge repair and replacement alternatives. Repairs to the bridge or replacement of the 
bridge have the potential to impact to wetlands and waters of the United States and also to the 
navigability of the Channel. 

A wetland delineation will be completed to support the Environmental Assessment; however, 
FHW A appreciates your early review of the project to identify any potential concerns. A quad 
map indicating the study area is enclosed. If you have any questions concerning this matter, 
please contact Ms. Lisa Landers, Environmental Protection Specialist, at Lisa.Landcrs@dot.gov, 
or (571) 434-1592. 

Sincerely, 

Kevin S. Rose 
Environmental Compliance Specialist 

Enclosures 

mailto:Lisa.Landcrs@dot.gov
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cc: 
Mr. Randy Wester, Superintendent, National Park Service, FOPD, Savannah, GA 
Mr. Steven Wright, Environmental Protection Specialist, National Park Service, Southeast 

Region, Atlanta, GA 
Mr. Kent Cochran, Southeast Region FLHP Coordinator, National Park Service, Atlanta, GA 



Eastern Federal Lands 21 400 Ridgetop Circle 
Highway Division 	 Sterling , VA 20166-6511 us. Deportment 

ofTransportalion 
Federal Highway 
AdministratIon 

E~ 20 2010 In Reply Refer to : HFPP-15 

Mr. Barry Dragon 
Bridge Branch Chief 
USCG Seventh District 
Brickell Plaza Federal Building 
909 SE 1 5t Avenue 
Miami, FL 33131-3050 

Subject: 	 PRA-FOPU 10(3) 
Fort Pulaski Bridge 
Fort Pulaski National Monument 

Dear Mr. Dragon: 

The National Park Service, in cooperation with the Federal Highway Administration (FHW A), is 
initiating an Environmental Assessment for the repair and/or replacement of the Fort Pulaski 
Bridge located in Savannah, Georgia. The Fort Pulaski Bridge provides access to Fort Pulaski 
from u.S. Route 80 and crosses the South Channel of the Savannah River. The bridge was built 
in 1938, and has been rehabilitated several times. The timber piles have deteriorated, and the 
bridge does not meet current safety standards. The Environmental Assessment will analyze a 
range of bridge repair and replacement alternatives. Repairs to the bridge or replacement of the 
bridge have the potential to impact navigation along the South Channel of the Savannah River. 

Please review the proposed project and provide us with comments and information in regard to 
potential impacts to navigation in the South Channel of the Savannah River. If possible , please 
identify specific areas where concerns are present, and include any required or suggested 
measures to avoid or minimize impacts. A quad map indicating the study area is enclosed. If 
you have any questions concerning this matter, please contact Ms. Lisa Landers, Environmental 
Protection Specialist, at Lisa.Landers@dot.gov, or (571) 434-1592. 

Sincerely, 

~~£ 
Kevin S. Rose 
Environmental Compliance Specialist 

Enclosures 

mailto:Lisa.Landers@dot.gov
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cc: 
Mr. Randy Wester, Superintendent, National Park Service, FOPU, Savannah, GA 
Mr. Steven Wright, Environmental Protection Specialist, National Park Service, Southeast 

Region, Atlanta, GA 
Mr. Kent Cochran, Southeast Region FLHP Coordinator, National Park Service, Atlanta, GA 



Eastem Federal Lands 21400 Ridgetop Circle 

us. Deparfment 
Highway Division Sterling, VA 20166-6511 

of Transportation 
federal Highway 
AdmlnlstrotlQn 

FEB 17 2011 In Reply Refer to: HFPP-15 

Mr. Barry Dragon 
Bridge Branch Chief 
USCG Seventh District 
Brickell Plaza Federal Building 
909 SE 1 sl Avenue 
Miami, FL 33131-3050 

Subject: 	 PRA-FOPU 10(3) 
Fort Pulaski Bridge Rehabilitation/Replacement 
Cooperating Agency Request 

Dear Mr. Dragon: 

The National Park Service, in cooperation with the Federal Highway Administration (FHW A), is 
initiating an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the repair and/or replacement of the Fort 
Pulaski Bridge located in Savannah, Georgia. The Fort Pulaski Bridge provides access to FOli 
Pulaski from U.S. Route 80 and crosses the South Channel of the Savannah River. The bridge 
was built in 1938, and has been rehabilitated several times. The timber piles have deteriorated, 
and the bridge does not meet current safety standards. The EA will analyze a range of bridge 
repair and replacement alternatives. 

FHW A would like to invite the Coast Guard to be a Cooperating Agency because proposed 
alternatives may impact navigation in the South Channel of the Savannah River. Upon 
completion, the EA should include information in the project environmental documents that 
cooperating agencies need to discharge their NEPA responsibilities and any other requirements 
regarding jurisdictional approvals, permits, licenses, and/or clearances. 
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We look forward to your response to this request. If you have any questions concerning this 
matter, please contact Ms. Lisa Landers, Environmental Protection Specialist, at 
Lisa.Landers@dot.gov, or (571) 434-1592. 

Sincerely, 

k/~
Kevin S. Rose 
Environmental Compliance Specialist 

Enclosures 

cc: 
Mr. Randy Wester, Superintendent, National Park Service, FOPU, Savannah, GA 
Mr. Steven Wright, Environmental Protection Specialist, National Park Service, Southeast 

Region, Atlanta, GA 
Mr. Kent Cochran, Southeast Region FLHP Coordinator, National Park Service, Atlanta, GA 
Mr. Brodie Rich, Federal Permitting Agent, Coast Guard Bridge Branch, Miami, FL 

mailto:Lisa.Landers@dot.gov










Eastem Federal lands 21 400 Ridgetop Circle 
Highway Division Sterling. VA 20166-6511 us. Department 

of Transportation 
Federal Highway 
AdminIstratIon 

DE 20 2010 In Reply Refer to: HFPP-15 

Mr. Matt Elliott 
Georgia Natural Heritage Program 
Wildlife & Natural Heritage Section 
Georgia Department of Natural Resources 
2065 US Hwy. 278 SE 
Social Circle, GA 30025 

Subject: PRA-FOPU 10(3) 
Fort Pulaski Bridge 
Fort Pulaski National Monument 

Dear Mr. Elliott: 

The National Park Service, in cooperation with the Federal Highway Administration (FHW A), is 
initiating an Environmental Assessment for the repair and/or replacement of the Fort Pulaski 
Bridge located in Savannah, Georgia. The Fort Pulaski Bridge provides access to Fort Pulaski 
from U.S. Route 80 and crosses the South Channel of the Savannah River. The bridge was built 
in 1938, and has been rehabilitated several times. The timber piles have deteriorated, and the 
bridge does not meet current safety standards. The Environmental Assessment will analyze a 
range of bridge repair and replacement alternatives. Repairs to the bridge or replacement of the 
bridge have the potential to impact species protected by the State of Georgia. 

Please review the proposed project and provide us with comments and information in regard to 
potential impacts to any protected species. Ifpossible, please identify specific areas where 
concerns are present, and include any required or suggested measures to avoid or minimize 
impacts. A quad map indicating the study area is enclosed. If you have any questions 
concerning this matter, please contact Ms. Lisa Landers, Environmental Protection Specialist, at 
Lisa.Landers@dot.gov, or (571) 434-1592. 

Sincerely, 

Kevin S. Rose 
Environmental Compliance Specialist 

Enclosures 

mailto:Lisa.Landers@dot.gov
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cc: 
Mr. Randy Wester, Superintendent, National Park Service, FOPU, Savannah, GA 
Mr. Steven Wright, Environmental Protection Specialist, National Park Service, Southeast 

Region, Atlanta, GA 
Mr. Kent Cochran, Southeast Region FLHP Coordinator, National Park Service, Atlanta, GA 















Eastern Federal Lands 21400 Ridgetop Circle 

us. Department 
of Transportation 

Highway Division Sterling , VA 20166-651 1 

Federal HIghway 
AdmInistratIon 

. AN - 3 20!1 In Reply Refer to: HFPP-15 

Mr. Strant Colwell 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
4980 Wildlife Drive NE 
Townsend, GA 31331 

Subject: 	 PRA-FOPU 10(3) 
Fort Pulaski Bridge 
Fort Pulaski National Monument 

Dear Mr. Colwell : 

The National Park Service, in cooperation with the Federal Highway Administration (FHW A), is 
initiating an Environmental Assessment for the repair and/or replacement of the Fort Pulaski 
Bridge located in Chatham County, Georgia. The Fort Pulaski Bridge provides access to Fort 
Pulaski from U.S. Route 80 and crosses the South Channel of the Savannah River. The bridge 
was built in 1938, and has been rehabilitated several times. The timber piles have deteriorated, 
and the bridge does not meet current safety standards. The Environmental Assessment will 
analyze a range of bridge repair and replacement alternatives. Repairs to the bridge or 
replacement of the bridge have the potential to impact federally-listed species per the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973. 

Please review the proposed project and provide us with comments and information in regard to 
potential impacts to any federally-listed species and critical habitat. Ifpossible, please identify 
specific areas where concerns are present, and include any required or suggested measures to 
avoid or minimize impacts. A quad map indicating the study area is enclosed. If you have any 
questions concerning this matter, please contact Ms. Lisa Landers, Environmental Protection 
Specialist, at Lisa.Landers@dot.gov, or (571) 434-1592. 

Kevin S. Rose 
Environmental Compliance Specialist 

Enclosures 

mailto:Lisa.Landers@dot.gov
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cc: 
Mr. Randy Wester, Superintendent, National Park Service, FOPU, Savannah GA 
Mr. Steven Wright, Environmental Protection Specialist, National Park Service, Southeast 

Region, Atlanta, GA 
Mr. Kent Cochran, Southeast Region FLHP Coordinator, National Park Service, Atlanta, GA 































Eastern Federal Lands 21 400 Ridgetop Circle 

us. Department 
of Transportation 

Highway Division Sterling, VA 20166-6511 

federal Highway 
Admlnlstrcrllon 

DEC 2 0 2010 In Reply Refer to: HFPP-15 

Dr. David Crass 
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer 
Georgia Historic Preservation Division 
Department of Natural Resources 
254 Washington Street, SW 
Ground Level 
Atlanta, GA 30334 

Subject: 	PRA-FOPO 10(3) 
Fort Pulaski Bridge 
Fort Pulaski National Monument 

Dear Dr. Crass: 

The National Park Service, in cooperation with the Federal Highway Administration (FHW A), is 
initiating an Environmental Assessment for the repair and/or replacement of the Fort Pulaski 
Bridge located in Savannah, Georgia. The Fort Pulaski Bridge provides access to Fort Pulaski 
from u.S. Route 80 and crosses the South Channel of the Savannah River. The bridge was built 
in 1938, and has been rehabilitated several times. The timber piles have deteriorated, and the 
bridge does not meet current safety standards. The Environmental Assessment will analyze a 
range of bridge repair and replacement alternatives. Although the Fort Pulaski Bridge is not 
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places, repairs to the bridge or 
replacement of the bridge have the potential to disturb the ground surrounding the existing bridge 
structure. 

Please review the proposed project and provide us with comments and information in regard to 
potential impacts to any cultural resources and eligible or potentially eligible National Register 
of Historic Places properties. If possible, please identify specific areas where concerns are 
present, and include any required or suggested measures to avoid or minimize impacts. A quad 
map indicating the study area is enclosed. 
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If you have any questions concerning this matter, please contact Ms. Lisa Landers, 

Environmental Protection Specialist, at Lisa.Landers@dot.gov or (571) 434-1592. 


Sincerely, 

Kevin S. Rose 
Environmental Compliance Specialist 

Enclosures 

cc: 
Mr. Randy Wester, Superintendent, National Park Service, FOPU, Savannah, GA 
Mr. Steven Wright, Environmental Protection Specialist, National Park Service, Southeast 

Region, Atlanta, GA 
Mr. Kent Cochran, Southeast Region FLHP Coordinator, National Park Service, Atlanta, GA 

mailto:Lisa.Landers@dot.gov


U.S. Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Eastern Federal Lands 
Highway Division 

21400 Ridgetop Circle 
Sterling , VA 20166-6511 

AUG 2 9 2012 
In Reply Refer to: HFPP-15 

FEDERAL EXPRESS 
Dr. David Crass 
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer 
Georgia Historic Preservation Division 
Department of Natural Resources 
254 Washington Street, SW 
Ground Level 
Atlanta, GA 30334 

Subject: PRA-FOPU 10(3), Fort Pulaski Bridge 
Fort Pulaski National Monument 
Request for Concurrence 

Dear Dr. Crass: 

The National Park Service, in cooperation with the Federal Highway Administration (FHW A), is 
preparing an Environmental Assessment for the repair and/or replacement of the Fort Pulaski 
Bridge located in Savannah, Georgia. The Fort Pulaski Bridge provides access to Fort Pulaski 
from U.S. Route 80 and crosses the South Channel of the Savannah River. The bridge was built 
in 1938, and has been rehabilitated several times. The timber piles have deteriorated, and the 
bridge does not meet current safety standards. The preferred alternative in the Environmental 
Assessment, Rehabilitation of the Existing Bridge, would include installing fiber-reinforced 
polymer shells (FRP) on the deteriorated timber piles. The shell would be filled with epoxy 
grout to encapsulate the timber and protect it from further deterioration. The wrapping would 
extend approximately to but not below the mud line and above the high water level. Sections of 
severely deteriorated timber pile would be replaced, if needed. Additional substructure repairs 
would include replacing timber cross bracing and bent caps, installing timber corbels, and 
repairing concrete bent caps. Superstructure repairs would also be completed, and would likely 
consist of cleaning and painting all of the structural steel in the main span, cleaning exposed 
rebar in the bridge deck and diaphragms in the main span and coating them with protective 
sealant, and replacing timber deck shims. Riprap would also be placed around the bridge 
abutments. 

The Fort Pulaski Bridge has been modified substantially from the original 1930's structure as a 
result of several repair and rehabilitation projects. The proposed repairs would be similar in 
nature to those already completed on the bridge. Therefore, the FHW A has determined that the 
proposed project would have no adverse effect to any historic structures or cultural resources. 
The FHW A requests your concurrence with our determination. Please respond within 30 days of 
the receipt of this letter. If no response is received, agreement with our determination will be 
assumed. 



If you have any questions, or require any additional information, please contact 
Ms. Lisa Landers, Environmental Protection Specialist, at Lisa.Landers@dot.gov or 
(571) 434-1592. 

Sincerely, 

Kevin S. Rose 
Environmental Compliance Specialist 

Enclosures 

cc: 
Mr. Randy Wester, Superintendent, National Park Service, FOPU, Savannah, GA 
Mr. Steven Wright, Environmental Protection Specialist, National Park Service, Southeast 

Region, Atlanta, GA 
Mr. Kent Cochran, Southeast Region FLHP Coordinator, National Park Service, Atlanta, GA 
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October 1, 2012 
 
Kevin S. Rose 
Environmental Compliance Specialist 
Federal Highway Administration 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
21400 Ridgetop Circle 
Sterling, Virginia 20166-6511 
Attn: Lisa Landers, Lisa.Landers@dot.gov 

 
RE: Fort Pulaski National Monument: Repair/Replace Fort Pulaski Bridge, Savannah 

 PRA-FOPU 10(3) 

 Chatham County, Georgia 

 HP-101228-002 

 
Dear Mr. Rose: 
 

The Historic Preservation Division (HPD) has reviewed the information submitted concerning the 
above referenced project.  Our comments are offered to assist the National Park Service (NPS) in cooperation 
with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) in complying with the provisions of Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (NHPA). 
 

The subject project consists of repairs to the Fort Pulaski Bridge.  HPD concurs that Fort Pulaski 
National Monument is listed in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).  Based on the 
information provided, HPD concurs that the subject project, as proposed, will have no adverse effect to 
historic properties within its area of potential effects (APE), as defined in 36 CFR Part 800.5(d)(1).   
 

This letter evidences consultation with our office for compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA. 
Please refer to project number HP-101228-002 in any future correspondence on this project. If we may be 
of further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact Elizabeth Shirk, Environmental Review 
Coordinator, at (404) 651-6624.      

 
Sincerely, 

   
 
 

Karen Anderson-Cordova 
Program Manager 
Environmental Review and Preservation Planning 

 
KAC:jad 
 
Cc: Randy Wester, Superintendent, NPS 
 Tommy Jones, NPS 

Lupita McClenning, Coastal Regional Commission of Georgia 













U.S. Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

Eastern Federal Lands 
Highway Division 

21400 Ridgetop Circle 
Sterling , VA 20166-6511 

AUG 2 9 2012 In Reply Refer to: HFPP-15 

Federal Express 
Ms. Sandra Tucker 
Field Supervisor 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
105 West Park Drive, SuiteD 
Athens, GA 30606 

Subject: PRA-FOPU 1 0(3), Fort Pulaski Bridge Project 
Fort Pulaski National Monument 
Request for Concurrence 

Dear Ms. Tucker: 

The National Park Service, in cooperation with the Federal Highway Administration (FHW A), is 
preparing an Environmental Assessment for the repair and/or replacement of the Fort Pulaski 
Bridge located in Chatham County, Georgia. The Fort Pulaski Bridge provides access to Fort 
Pulaski from U.S. Route 80 and crosses the South Channel ofthe Savannah River. The bridge 
was built in 1938, and has been rehabilitated several times. The timber piles have deteriorated, 
and the bridge does not meet current safety standards. The preferred alternative in the 
Environmental Assessment, Rehabilitation of the Existing Bridge, would include installing fiber­
reinforced polymer shells (FRP) on the deteriorated timber piles. The shell would be filled with 
epoxy grout to encapsulate the timber and protect it from further deterioration. The wrapping 
would extend approximately to, but not below, the mud line and above the high water level. 
Sections of severely deteriorated timber pile would be replaced, if needed. Additional 
substructure repairs would include replacing timber cross bracing and bent caps, installing timber 
corbels, and repairing concrete bent caps. Superstructure repairs would also be completed, and 
would likely consist of cleaning and painting all of the structural steel in the main span, cleaning 
exposed rebar in the bridge deck and diaphragms in the main span and coating them with 
protective sealant, and replacing timber deck shims. Riprap would also be placed around the 
bridge abutments. Dewatering would be necessary in order to install the riprap and may also be 
necessary to replace sections of deteriorated timber piles. It is anticipated that access for the 
repairs would be from a barge located along side the pile bents. The barge would likely be 
moored through the use of pilings. No explosives will be used to complete the repairs. 

By letter dated February 2, 2011, you indicated that the West Indian manatee (Trichechus 
manatus), a Federally-listed species, is known to occur in the Savannah River and the South 
Channel. The preferred alternative would have negligible impacts to the river channel, because 
the repairs would be made to the existing structural components. Riprap would be placed only at 
the bridge abutments. Also, the 2007 Standard Manatee Conditions for Boating Facilities will be 
implemented with the project to minimize the potential for adverse effects to the manatee. 



Therefore, the FHW A has determined that the proposed action, Rehabilitation of the Existing 
Bridge, may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect the West Indian manatee. Also, in 
accordance with your letter, lights would not be placed on the bridge. This alternative would 
have no impact to the salt marsh located adjacent to the bridge approaches. 

The FHW A respectfully requests your concurrence with our determination. If you determine 
that any Federally-listed species may be present or affected by the proposed project, please 
provide any restrictions or mitigation requirements that should be included in the project plans 
and specifications in order to ensure that this project does not adversely affect any Federally­
listed threatened or endangered species. 
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Please provide us with your concurrence and/or comments within thirty (30) days of the receipt 
of this letter. A topographic map indicating the project area, photos ofthe project area, and an 
aerial photo of the project location, are enclosed for your review and information. If you have 
any questions concerning this matter, please contact Ms. Lisa Landers, Environmental Protection 
Specialist, at Lisa.Landers@dot.gov, or (571) 434-1592. 

Sincerely, 

/?_/~ 
y 

Kevin S. Rose 
Environmental Compliance Specialist 

Enclosures 

cc: 
Mr. Randy Wester, Superintendent, National Park Service, FOPU, Savannah, GA 
Mr. Steven Wright, Environmental Protection Specialist, National Park Service, Southeast 

Region, Atlanta, GA 
Mr. Kent Cochran, Southeast Region FLHP Coordinator, National Park Service, Atlanta, GA 







U.S. Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

FEDERAL EXPRESS 
Mr. Pace Wilber 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
Atlantic Branch 
Charleston Branch Office (F/SER47) 
217 Fort Johnson RD. 
Charleston, SC 29412-9110 

Eastern Federal Lands 
Highway Division 

21400 Ridgetop Circle 
Sterling, VA 20166-6511 

AUG 2 9 2012 In Reply Refer to: HFPP-15 

Subject: PRA-FOPU 1 0(3), Fort Pulaski Bridge Project 
Request for Concurrence per Section 305(b )(2) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act 

Dear Mr. Wilber: 

The Eastern Federal Lands Highway Division, of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), 
in cooperation with the National Park Service, is preparing an Environmental Assessment for the 
repair and/or replacement of the Fort Pulaski Bridge located in Chatham County, Georgia. The 
Fort Pulaski Bridge provides access to Fort Pulaski from U.S. Route 80 and crosses the South 
Channel of the Savannah River. The preferred alternative in the Environmental Assessment, 
Rehabilitation of the Existing Bridge, would include installing fiber-reinforced polymer shells 
(FRP) on the deteriorated timber piles. The shell would be filled with epoxy grout to encapsulate 
the timber and protect it from further deterioration. The wrapping would extend approximately 
to but not below the mud line and above the high water level. Sections of severely deteriorated 
timber pile would be replaced, if needed. Additional substructure repairs would include 
replacing timber cross bracing and bent caps, installing timber corbels, and repairing concrete 
bent caps. Superstructure repairs would also be completed, and would likely consist of cleaning 
and painting all of the structural steel in the main span, cleaning exposed rebar in the bridge deck 
and diaphragms in the main span and coating them with protective sealant, and replacing timber 
deck shims. Riprap would also be placed around the bridge abutments. Dewatering would be 
necessary in order to install the riprap and may also be necessary to replace sections of 
deteriorated timber piles. It is anticipated that the access for the repairs would be from a barge 
located along side the pile bents. The barge would likely be moored through the use of pilings. 
No explosives will be used to complete the repairs. 

The bridge repair action area has been designated as Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) by the South 
Atlantic Fishery Management Council. The action could potentially harm the EFH by release of 
debris and chemicals into the water during the repair of the bridge. A FRP shell will be used to 
encapsulate the piles. The FRP shell will be fully sealed and the injected grout will be contained 
to prevent it from entering the surrounding waters. Localized turbidity curtains and debris 
shields will be used to capture any debris released due to construction. The turbidity curtains 
will also be used in the few locations of shallow water where the river floor maybe disturbed by 



the pile encapsulation in order to not increase the turbidity of the river. Based on the type of 
construction proposed and the mitigative measures to be employed, the FHW A has determined 
that the action will not result in any adverse effects to the EFH. 

FHW A requests your concurrence on the determination of affect for the proposed action in 
consultation required by Section 305(b )(2) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act. Enclosed you will 
find a topographic map and photos ofthe project site. If you have any questions, please contact 
Ms. Lisa Landers, Environmental Protection Specialist at 571-434-1592 or 
Lisa.Landers@dot. gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

Kevin S. Rose 
Environmental Compliance Specialist 

Enclosures 

cc: 
Mr. Randy Wester, Superintendent, National Park Service, FOPU, Savannah, GA 
Mr. Steven Wright, Environmental Protection Specialist, National Park Service, Southeast 

Region, Atlanta, GA 
Mr. Kent Cochran, Southeast Region FLHP Coordinator, National Park Service, Atlanta, GA 
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From: Pace Wilber
To: Landers, Lisa (FHWA)
Cc: Mark Padgett
Subject: PRA-FOPU 10(3), Fort Pulaski Bridge Project; Request for Concurrence per Section 305(b)(2) of the Magnuson-

Stevens Act
Date: Thursday, November 01, 2012 12:58:15 PM

Hi Lisa.

NOAA's NMFS has reviewed the draft Environmental Assessment provided by the
National Park Service for refurbishing the Fort Pulaski Bridge in Chatham County.
 The bridge provides access to Fort Pulaski National Monument from US 80 and
crosses the South Channel of the Savannah River.  The Environmental Assessment
describes seven alternatives in depth, including the “no action” alternative.
 Alternative D is identified as the preferred alternative, and it consists of using FRP
jackets on the most deteriorated timber piles.  The jackets would be filled with epoxy
grout to encapsulate the timber and protect it from further deterioration.  The
wrapping would extend from the mud line (but not below) to above the high water
level.  Sections of severely deteriorated timber piles would be replaced.  It is
estimated that 20 piles would have new FRP jackets installed, 30 piles would have
their existing FRP jackets replaced, and that five piles would have sections replaced
and FRP jackets installed.  Additional substructure repairs would include replacing
timber cross bracing and bent caps, installing timber corbels, and repairing concrete
bent caps.  Superstructure repairs would also be completed, and would likely consist
of cleaning and painting all of the structural steel in the main span, cleaning exposed
rebar in the bridge deck and diaphragms in the main span and coating them with
protective sealant, and replacing timber deck shims.  Riprap would be replaced
around the bridge abutments.  It is estimated that 18,500 cubic feet of riprap would
be placed at the northern abutment and 29,000 cubic feet would be placed at the
southern abutment.

The Environmental Assessment does not include an essential fish habitat (EFH)
assessment; however, the Federal Highway Administration has provided EFH
information in a separate letter that includes a determination that no adverse
impacts to EFH are expected from refurbishing the Fort Pulaski Bridge.  Based on
our review of the information provided and knowledge of the area, NMFS agrees
with this determination and offers no EFH conservation recommendations pursuant
to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act.  If the
permitting process administered by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers leads to an
additional EFH consultation, NMFS expects to provide the Corps with a similar
conclusion unless project changes or new information arise.

Please note this determination does not cover the Endangered Species Act.  Should
the National Park Service or Federal Highway Administration conclude the project
may effect endangered or threatened species under NMFS’ jurisdiction, such as
Atlanitc or shortnose sturgeon, our Protected Resources Division in St. Petersburg,
Florida, should be contacted.

If you have any questions, please let us know.
Thanks,
Pace

-- 

mailto:pace.wilber@noaa.gov
mailto:Lisa.Landers@dot.gov
mailto:Mark.J.Padgett@usace.army.mil


Pace Wilber, Ph.D.
HCD Atlantic Branch Supervisor 
NOAA Fisheries Service
219 Ft Johnson Road
Charleston, SC 29412
 
Voice: 843-762-8601
FAX: 843-953-7205
Pace.Wilber@noaa.gov

tel:843-762-8601
tel:843-953-7205
mailto:Pace.Wilber@noaa.gov






 

 

 

December 11, 2014  F/SER47:JD/pw 

 

(Sent via Electronic Mail)   

 

Mr. Kevin Rose 

Federal Highway Administration 

Eastern Federal Lands Highway Division 

21400 Ridgetop Circle 

Sterling, VA 20166 

 

Attention:  Lisa Landers 

 

Dear Mr. Rose: 

 
NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) reviewed the Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) 
Assessment, dated September 30, 2014, prepared by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) for 
the Fort Pulaski bridge replacement project, Chatham County.  FHWA and the National Park Service 
(NPS) propose to replace the deteriorating Fort Pulaski bridge leading to Cockspur Island on a new, 

upstream alignment over the South Channel of the Savannah River.  As compensatory mitigation, FHWA 
and NPS would restore and enhance salt marsh at the bridge and at one or two locations on Cockspur 
Island or adjacent NPS land.  FHWA has determined the bridge replacement would have temporary 
adverse effects on EFH; however, the effects would not be substantial and the minimization and 
mitigation measures would appropriately mitigate for the adverse effects.  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 and the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (Magnuson-
Stevens Act). 

 

Proposed Project Description 

The proposed new bridge would be upstream of the existing bridge, approximately 1,300 feet long, 

consist of two 11-foot-wide travel lanes, and have a five-foot shoulder.  To support bridge decking, sixty 

square concrete piles (18 inches on a side) would be driven into the river bottom using an impact hammer.  

The existing abutments would be used to the maximum extent practicable; however, new fill would be 

needed to accommodate the new alignment.  To construct the new bridge abutments, FHWA would install 

sheet-pile cofferdams (130 feet and 100 feet at south and north area, respectively) using a vibratory 

hammer, dewater the area, and then place fill within the cofferdams.  Sheet piling would then be removed 

and riprap would be placed at each bridge abutment to protect the abutments from scour.  Once the new 

bridge is completed, the existing bridge would be mechanically demolished and the existing 310 timber 

piles would be removed from the channel.  Remaining abutments associated with the existing bridge 

would be graded to adjacent marsh elevations and monitored for marsh recruitment.  No in-water work 

would occur from April 15 to May 31 and from September 1 to November 30 to avoid impacts to 

sturgeon.  The proposed work is anticipated to take one year to complete.  
 

Essential Fish Habitat in the Project Area 
With two exceptions, the EFH Assessment accurately describes EFH in the project area and use by 
federally managed fishery species.  The EFH Assessment includes red drum.  On November 5, 2008, 
management of Atlantic coast red drum was transferred from the Magnuson-Stevens Act to the Atlantic 
Coastal Act.  With this transfer, Atlantic red drum lost its federal EFH designations and should not be 
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listed as having federally-designated EFH in the EFH Assessment.  Spiny lobster and slipper lobster are 
not found in the action area and should be deleted from the assessment.  While the EFH descriptions in 
the EFH Assessment do not require augmentation to complete this EFH consultation, NMFS believes 
future EFH assessments would be improved by explicitly tying the EFH and HAPC designations to their 
respective federal fishery management plans (e.g., penaeid shrimp, coastal migratory pelagic species) and 
using these plans as the organizing framework for the impact evaluation.  This approach ensures 

consistent terminology when describing specific habitats, draws attention to the functions of habitats in 
supporting federally managed fishery species, and provides a filter for EFH and HAPC evaluations based 
on the presence/absence of the federally managed species in the project area. 
 
Impacts to Essential Fish Habitat 
The bridge replacement project would permanently impact approximately 0.40 acres of salt marsh; 
approximately 7,800 square feet on the southern side and approximately 9,200 square feet on the northern 
side.  During construction, increased turbidity and sedimentation can degrade water quality while noise 
could impact fish behavior.  No oysters are present within the construction footprint; however, oyster 
aggregations are present approximately 100 to 200 meters upstream.  No direct impacts would occur to 
these aggregations and indirect impacts from water quality degradation are likely to be insignificant due 

to turbidity control measures. 

 

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 

FHWA proposes several means to minimize impacts to aquatic resources.  Based on a site visit with 

NMFS on July 21, 2014, FHWA has realigned the proposed bridge to take advantage of fill already 

present.  This alignment shift decreased impacts to salt marsh by 0.12 acres.  Silt fencing and other best 

management practices would be used to reduce erosion and sediment leaving the site and impacting the 

adjacent tidal marsh and oyster aggregations.  Sound attenuation methods, such as pile caps, using the 

minimum hammer energy needed to drive piles, and ramping-up hammers, would decrease impacts to fish 

by reducing received sound levels and allowing fish to leave the area before highest noise levels are 

reached.  Lastly, FHWA has also proposed construction windows to reduce the likelihood of encounters 

with sturgeon. 

 

Using the Savannah District’s Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) for wetland mitigation, FHWA 

determines 3.64 credits are needed to offset the loss of function of 0.40 acres of salt marsh impacted by 

the proposed project.  In the calculations, FHWA assigned a rarity ranking of “common” to the impacted 

marsh.  The Savannah District typically affords salt marsh an “uncommon” or “rare” factor value in SOP 

mitigation calculations.  With a change to “uncommon,” FHWA would need 3.8 credits.  The proposed 

grading and restoration of approach sections of the existing bridge would provide 2.1 credits.  NMFS 

recommends the final grading plan be examined carefully prior to work to ensure the target elevations are 

locally conducive for salt marsh vegetation.  The remaining credits would be generated by installing 

living shoreline projects, in coordination with the Georgia Department of Natural Resources (GADNR), 

at one or two erosional areas on the island or by removing fill on nearby NPS land.  On October 30, 2014, 

NMFS participated in a conference call with FHWA, NPS, and GADNR to discuss potential mitigation 

sites.  NMFS noted any living shoreline project would have to result in salt marsh recruitment to generate 

credit and high wave energy at many of the Cockspur Island sites may impede success.  NMFS also 

helped identify additional sites on NPS land that could be restored to marsh by removing old spoil fill.  

FHWA has yet to present a final mitigation proposal to NMFS for review.  

 

Conservation Recommendation 

NMFS finds the proposed filling of salt marsh will adversely affect EFH.  Section 305(b)(4)(A) of the 

Magnuson-Stevens Act requires NMFS to provide EFH conservation recommendations when an activity 

is expected to adversely affect EFH.  Based on this requirement, NMFS provides the following: 
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EFH Conservation Recommendation 

 FHWA shall provide a complete compensatory mitigation and monitoring plan to NMFS for 

approval.  The plan shall include the location of sites proposed for mitigation work, description of 
construction activities, monitoring methods, performance standards, credit calculations, and an 
adaptive management process.  NMFS is available to review draft plans.   

 

In accordance with Section 305(b)(4)(B) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act and its implementing regulations 

at 50 CFR 600.920(k), the FHWA must provide a detailed response in writing to NMFS within 30 days 

after receiving this letter.  If it is not possible to provide a substantive response within 30 days, the 

FHWA should provide an interim response to NMFS, to be followed by the detailed response.  The 

response must include a description of measures proposed by the FHWA for avoiding, mitigating, or 

offsetting the impact of the activity on EFH.  If the response is inconsistent with the EFH conservation 

recommendation, the FHWA must explain reasons for not following the recommendation, including the 

scientific justification for any disagreements with NMFS over the anticipated effects of the action and the 

measures needed to avoid, minimize, mitigate, or offset such effect.  The FHWA must submit the 

response to NMFS at least 10 days prior to final approval of the action.   

 

In accordance with section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, it is the responsibility 

of the FHWA to review and identify any proposed activity that may affect endangered or threatened 

species and their designated critical habitat.  Determinations involving species under NMFS jurisdiction 

should be reported to NMFS’ Protected Resources Division at the letterhead address.   

 

The Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972, as amended, prohibits, with certain exceptions, the “take” 

of marine mammals in U.S. waters.  If the proposed action may incidentally take, by harassment, a marine 

mammal, FHWA should contact the NMFS Office of Protected Resources, Permits Division, at NOAA 

Headquarters, Silver Spring, Maryland. 

  

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments.  Please direct related correspondence to the 

attention of Ms. Jaclyn Daly-Fuchs at our Charleston Area Office.  She may be reached at (843) 762-8610 

or by e-mail at Jaclyn.Daly@noaa.gov. 

 

        Sincerely, 

 
       / for 

Virginia M. Fay 

Assistant Regional Administrator 

        Habitat Conservation Division 

 

cc:  

 

FHWA, Lisa.Landers@dot.gov 

COE, Sherelle.D.Reinhardt@usace.army.mil 

GADNR CRD, Kelie.Moore@dnr.state.ga.us, Jan.Mackinnon@dnr.state.ga.us 

SAFMC, Roger.Pugliese@safmc.net  

EPA, Somerville.Eric@epa.gov 

FWS, Karen_Mcgee@fws.gov 

F/SER4, David.Dale@noaa.gov 

F/SER47, Jaclyn.Daly@noaa.gov 

 



Eastern Federal Lands 21400 Ridgetop Circle 

us. Department 
of Transportation 

Highway Division Sterling. VA 20166-6511 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

In Reply Refer to: HFPP-15DE 20 2010 
Mr. Eric Hawk 
Section 7 Coordinator 
Southeast Regional Office 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
263 13th Avenue South 
St. Petersburg, FL 33701 

Subject: PRA-FOPU 10(3) 
Fort Pulaski Bridge 
Fort Pulaski National Monument 

Dear Mr. Hawk: 

The National Park Service, in cooperation with the Federal Highway Administration (FHW A), is 
initiating an Environmental Assessment for the repair and/or replacement of the Fort Pulaski 
Bridge located in Savannah, Georgia. The Fort Pulaski Bridge provides access to Fort Pulaski 
from U.S. Route 80 and crosses the South Channel of the Savannah River. The bridge was built 
in 1938, and has been rehabilitated several times. The timber piles have deteriorated, and the 
bridge does not meet current safety standards. The Environmental Assessment will analyze a 
range of bridge repair and replacement alternatives. Repairs to the bridge or replacement of the 
bridge have the potential to impact federally-listed marine and anadramous species per the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973 and Essential Fish Habitat per the Magnuson-Stevens Act. 

Please review the proposed project and provide us with comments and information in regard to 
potential impacts to any federally-listed species, critical habitat, and Essential Fish Habitat. If 
possible, please identify specific areas where concerns are present, and include any required or 
suggested measures to avoid or minimize impacts. A quad map indicating the study area is 
enclosed. If you have any questions concerning this matter, please contact Ms. Lisa Landers, 
Environmental Protection Specialist, at Lisa.Landcrs@dot.gov, or (571) 434-1592. 

Sincerely, 

Kevin S. Rose 
Environmental Compliance Specialist 

Enclosures 

mailto:Lisa.Landcrs@dot.gov
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cc: 
Mr. Randy Wester, Superintendent, National Park Service, FOPU, Savannah, GA 
Mr. Steven Wright, Environmental Protection Specialist, National Park Service, Southeast 

Region, Atlanta, GA 
Mr. Kent Cochran, Southeast Region FLHP Coordinator, National Park Service, Atlanta, GA 



U.S. Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

FEDERAL EXPRESS 
Mr. David Bernhart 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
Protected Resources Division 
263 13th Ave. South, 
St. Petersburg, FL 33701 

Eastern Federal Lands 
Highway Division 

21400 Ridgetop Circle 
Sterling, VA 20166-6511 

AUG 2 9 2012 
In Reply Refer to: HFPP-15 

Subject: PRA-FOPU 1 0(3), Fort Pulaski Bridge Project 
Section 7 of Endangered Species Act of 1973 - Request for Concurrence 

Dear Mr. Bernhart: 

The Eastern Federal Lands Highway Division, ofthe Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), 
in cooperation with the National Park Service, is preparing an Environmental Assessment for the 
repair and/or replacement of the Fort Pulaski Bridge located in Chatham County, Georgia. The 
Fort Pulaski Bridge provides access to Fort Pulaski from U.S. Route 80 and crosses the South 
Channel of the Savannah River. The FHWA previously consulted with your office for a similar 
project to make repairs to the Fort Pulaski Bridge in late 2007. The project was completed in 
2008; however, further deterioration has made additional repairs to the bridge necessary. 

The preferred alternative in the Environmental Assessment, Rehabilitation of the Existing 
Bridge, would include installing fiber-reinforced polymer shells (FRP) on the deteriorated timber 
piles. The shell would be filled with epoxy grout to encapsulate the timber and protect it from 
further deterioration. The wrapping would extend approximately to but not below the mud line 
and above the high water level. Sections of severely deteriorated timber pile would be replaced, 
if needed. Additional substructure repairs would include replacing timber cross bracing and bent 
caps, installing timber corbels, and repairing concrete bent caps. Superstructure repairs would 
also be completed, and would likely consist of cleaning and painting all of the structural steel in 
the main span, cleaning exposed rebar in the bridge deck and diaphragms in the main span and 
coating them with protective sealant, and replacing timber deck shims. Riprap would also be 
placed around the bridge abutments. Dewatering would be necessary in order to install the riprap 
and may also be necessary to replace sections of deteriorated timber piles. It is anticipated that 
access for the repairs would be from a barge located along side the pile bents. The barge would 
likely be moored through the use of pilings. No explosives will be used to complete the repairs. 

The range of Federally-listed Shortnose Sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum) includes the South 
Channel of the Savannah River. Construction activities that result in increased turbidity are 
known to adversely affect pre-spawning adult sturgeon, and may disrupt spawning during late 
winter and spring. To mitigate the potential affect, FHWA will implement measures to avoid 
adverse impacts to the species. Localized turbidity curtains and debris shields will be used to 
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capture any debris released due to construction. The turbidity curtains will also be used in the 
few shallow locations where the river floor may be disturbed by the pile encapsulation in order to 
not increase the turbidity of the river. Due to the potential disruption ofthe Shortnose Sturgeon 
spawning season, work below the water surface will not be allowed December 1 through 
February 28. The bridge repair has a nominal possibility of affecting the Shortnose Sturgeon, 
and the potential affects have been reduced by the mitigation measures. FHW A has made the 
determination that the proposed action including mitigation measures may affect, but is not likely 
to adversely affect the Shortnose Sturgeon. 

FHW A requests your concurrence on the determination of effect for the proposed action in 
consultation required by Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973. Enclosed you will 
find a topographic map and photos ofthe project site. If you have any questions, please contact 
Ms. Lisa Landers, Environmental Protection Specialist at 571-434-1592 or 
Lisa.Landers@dot.gov. 

Sincerely yours, 

;;?{--~~ 
Kevin S. Rose 
Environmental Compliance Specialist 

Enclosures 

cc: 
Mr. Randy Wester, Superintendent, National Park Service, FOPU, Savannah, GA 
Mr. Steven Wright, Environmental Protection Specialist, National Park Service, Southeast 

Region, Atlanta, GA 
Mr. Kent Cochran, Southeast Region FLHP Coordinator, National Park Service, Atlanta, GA 



Kevin S. Rose 
Environmental Compliance Specialist 
Federal Highway Administration 
21400 Ridgetop Circle 
Sterling, VA 20166-6511 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 
Southeast Regional Office 
263 13th Avenue South 
St. Petersburg, Florida 33701-5505 
(727) 824-5312; FAX (727) 824-5309 
http://sero.nmfs.noaa.gov 

NOV 2 7 2012 

F/SER31 :KPB 

Re: Repair of the Fort Pulaski Bridge to Cockspur Island, Chatham County, Georgia (PRA­
FOPU 10(3)) 

Dear Mr. Rose: 

This responds to your August 29, 2012, request for Section 7 consultation under the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA). We requested additional information on September 14 and September 28, 
2012. In your responses on September 25 and October 4, 2012, you included sea turtles and 
Atlantic sturgeon in your effects determination, included the additional information requested, 
and provided the environmental assessment for the project. You determined the referenced 
project may affect but is not likely to adversely affect shortnose sturgeon, Atlantic sturgeon, and 
sea turtles . You requested concurrence from the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) with 
these determinations. We provided a preliminary noise assessment on October 5, 2012, and 
suggested noise reduction technologies to reduce the noise footprint from the project. On 
October 10, 2012, you indicated that the project would use a vibratory hammer in lieu of impact 
hammering for the project. Our findings on the project's potential effects are based on the 
project description in this response. Changes to the proposed action may negate our findings and 
require reinitiating consultation. 

The Federal Highway Administration (FWHA) proposes to conduct repairs to the existing Fort 
Pulaski Bridge located at 32.020731°N, 80.899011°W (North American Datum 1983). The 
bridge was originally constructed in 1938 and reconstructed in 1965. It crosses the South 
Channel of the Savannah River and connects U.S. Highway 80 with Cockspur Island. There are 
a total. of 320 existing timber piles supporting the roadway, many of which are showing signs of 
deterioration and are proposed for repair. The FHW A proposes to install fiber-reinforced 
polymer shells around five of the deteriorated timber piles. The shells will be placed around the 
piles from above the surface to the mud line, and each shell will be filled with epoxy grout to 
encapsulate the timber and prevent further deterioration. Sections of cross members will be 
repaired above the water, and no pile driving of new timber piles is proposed as part of the repair 
work. Bridge repairs will be conducted from a barge anchored by two spuds. 



Below-water repair work includes repairing severely damaged timber piles using divers and 
placement of 15,900 fe of riprap at the bridge abutments. Before placement of riprap can occur, 
a cofferdam will be installed around each abutment with interlocking sheet piles and the area 
dewatered. The south abutment will require 180 piles, and the north abutment approximately 
170 piles. Each 20-ft by 1.5-ft pile will require approximately 10 to 20 minutes to install to a 
depth of 12 feet with a vibratory hammer. Approximately 12 piles will be driven each day. 
Work will not be conducted at night. 

FHWA Proposed Harm Avoidance Measures 
The FWHA proposed several measures to reduce the probability of interactions with listed 
species. 

• A vibratory hammer will be used in lieu of an impact hammer to reduce the noise 
footprint in the river. 

• Localized turbidity curtains and debris shields will be used to capture any debris 
released due to construction. The turbidity curtains will also be used in the few 
shallow locations where the river floor may be disturbed by the pile encapsulation, in 
order to not increase the turbidity of the river. 

• Due to the potential for disruption of the Atlantic sturgeon spawning migration in the 
lower Savannah River during February and March, work below the water surface will 
not be allowed between February 1 and March 31. 

Listed fish species that occur in the action area include Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus) 
and shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum). Listed species of sea turtles in the project area 
include the green (Chelondia mydas) , Kemp's ridley (Lepidochelys kempii) , and loggerhead 
(Caretta caretta). 

Shortnose sturgeon typically remain within their natal rivers. 1 Research has indicated that 
juvenile shortnose sturgeon can be found during the year within the Lower Savannah River from 
river mile 19.3 to 29.5, and adult sturgeon from river mile 3.4 to 29.5? Although shortnose 
typically do not occur beyond the freshwater/saltwater mixing area, a few adult sturgeon have 
been detected in the main North Channel of the Savannah River as low as river mile 3.4 (Figure 
1), but not in the lesser South Channel. A habitat suitability analysis that was conducted for the 
Savannah Harbor Expansion Project also indicates suitable shortnose sturgeon habitat does not 
occur downstream of Elba Island (see yellow square in Figure 1). Based on the location of the 
project close to the Atlantic Ocean and no reports in the first several river miles of the lower 
Savannah River, shortnose sturgeon occurrences would be very rare in the action area and any 
potential project effects are discountable. 

1 Kynard, B. 1997. Life history, latitudinal patterns and status of shortnose sturgeon, Acipenser brevirostrum. 
Environmental Biology of Fishes 48: 319-334. 
2 Collins, M. R. , W.C. Post, and D.C. Russ. 2001 . Distribution of shortnose sturgeon in the lower Savannah River. 
Final Report to the Georgia Ports Authority. 21 p. 
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Figure 1. A map showing the location of the project area (red star) and the lowermost river 
detections of shortnose sturgeon in the Savannah River (blue triangles). 

Pile Driving Noise Effects on Atlantic Sturgeon and Sea Turtles 
Construction noise may disrupt the migration of Atlantic sturgeon from the ocean to upriver 
spawning sites during February and March. To mitigate the potential effect, FHW A will 
implement measures to avoid adverse impacts to the species. Work below the water surface will 
not be allowed between February 1 through March 31. With this seasonal work restriction, the 
likelihood that construction activities will adversely affect the Atlantic sturgeon migration is 
discountable. 

Sea turtles and Atlantic sturgeon may forage in the project area. Pile driving noise was further 
considered for its potential to expose animals to harmful noise levels and disrupt foraging 
(Table 1). FHW A has agreed to use a vibratory hammer to reduce the potential for behavioral 
and physical injury that could result from impact pile driving methods. Using a vibratory 
hammer avoids any risk of injury to sea turtles or Atlantic sturgeon and reduces the potential for 
behavioral disturbance to the area immediately around the bridge abutments (Figure 2). 
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Table 1. Noise exposure thresholds and impact zones for vibratory pile driving used for 
s d ttl.thfft I turgeon an sea ur esm ee ec s anatysts. 

Effect Organism Threshold Level Source Level Distance from 
Pile (m) 

Injury Fish ~ 102 grams 234 dB (SELcUM) 231 dB (1 Pile NA 
and sea turtles SELcuM) 

221 dB (12 Pile NA 
SELcuM) 

Behavior Fish 150 (RMS) 175 dB (RMS) 47 
Sea turtles 160 dB (RMS) 175 dB (RMS) 10 

.. 
' Thresholds are based on the recommended cntena for vtbratory ptle dnvmg found m Hastmgs (20 12). Cumulattve 

source levels were back calculated using 20 minutes to drive each pile and 15 logR intermediate spreading loss 
based on reference levels for 24-inch AZ sheet pile noise using a vibratory hammer reported in Illinworth and 
Rodkin (2007).4 

Figure 2. The 47-m behavioral impact zone for Atlantic sturgeon from the vibratory piling of 
sheet piles to create coffer dams around the two bridge abutments. 

3 Hastings, M.C. 2010. Recommendations for Interim Criteria for Vibratory Pile Driving. Submitted to 
ICF Jones & Stokes, Sacramento, CA, for task order on vibratory pile driving. Caltrans Contract 
43A0228. June 30. 
4 

Illinworth and Rodkin. 2007. Compendium of Pile Driving Sound Data. Report Prepared for the California 
Department of Transportation. September 27, 2007. 
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The potential for sea turtles to be disturbed by the vibratory pile driving is limited to a small area 
within 10 m of the bridge abutments and does not extend across the river. Any behavioral effects 
that may occur are considered insignificant due to the small area impacted and ample suitable 
habitat available in the area. 

Atlantic sturgeon may be behaviorally affected within 47 m from the pile driving activities and 
may avoid the area. The width of the river at the bridge from abutment to abutment is 
approximately 392 m. Any avoidance of the small area around the abutments due to noise is not 
expected to significantly affect the foraging success or movement of Atlantic sturgeon in the 
river since the majority of the river will be unaffected by noise. 

The general construction effects of turbidity and construction debris falling into the water will be 
reduced to minimal levels due to the proposed use of turbidity curtains and debris shields to 
capture any debris released during bridge repairs. Turbidity curtains will also be used in the few 
shallow locations where the river floor may be disturbed by the pile encapsulation. The 
placement of riprap around the abutments will be conducted from a stationary barge to the 
dewatered area behind the cofferdams. Turbidity curtains, debris shields, and cofferdams are 
expected to reduce the potential for physical impacts, noise, and turbidity from general 
construction activities to discountable levels. 

We believe the project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect shortnose sturgeon, 
Atlantic sturgeon, and sea turtles . This concludes your consultation responsibilities under the 
ESA for species under NMFS' purview. Consultation must be reinitiated if a take occurs or new 
information reveals effects of the action not previously considered, or the identified action is 
subsequently modified in a manner that causes an effect to the listed species or critical habitat in 
a manner or to an extent not previously considered, or if a new species is listed or critical habitat 
designated that may be affected by the identified action. 

We have enclosed other relevant information for your review. If you have any questions, please 
contact Kyle Baker, consultation biologist, at (727) 551-5789 or by e-mail at 
Kyle.Baker@noaa.gov. Thank you for your continued cooperation in the conservation of listed 
species. 

Enclosure 

File: 1514-22.L.3 
Ref: I/SER/2012/03774 
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Sincerely, 

Roy E. Crabtree, Ph.D. 
Regional Administrator 



PCTS Access and Additional Considerations for ESA Section 7 Consultations 
(Revised 7-15-2009) 

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

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

For inquiries regarding applications processed by COE districts that have not yet made the 
conversion to ORM (e.g. , Mobile District), enter the 9-digit numeric identifier, or convert the 
existing COE-assigned application number to 9 numeric digits by deleting all letters, hyphens, 
and commas; converting the year to 4-digit format (e.g. , -04 to 2004); and adding additional 
zeros in front of the numeric identifier to make a total of9 numeric digits. For example: ALOS-
982-F converts to 200500982; MSOS-04401-A converts to 200504401. PCTS questions should 
be directed to Eric Hawk at Eric.Hawk@noaa.gov. Requests for username and password should 
be directed to PCTS.Usersupport@noaa.gov. 

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

Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMP A) 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 MMP A permitting procedures. 
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OCT 10 2014 SER-2014- 13454

Mr. Kevin S. Rose

Environmental Compliance Specialist
Eastern Federal Lands Highway Division
Federal Highway Administration
U.S. Department of Transportation

21400 Ridgetop Circle
Sterling, Virginia 20166- 6511

Ms. Melissa Memory
Superintendent

Fort Pulaski National Monument
P. O. Box 30757

Savannah, Georgia 31410-0757

Ref.: PRA-FOPU- 10( 3), Federal Highway Administration, Fort Pulaski Bridge Replacement,
Chatham County, Georgia

Dear Mr. Rose and Ms. Memory:

This letter responds to your letter dated March 26, 2014, requesting National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS) concurrence with your project- effect determinations under Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act( ESA) for the above-referenced project.  You determined that the
project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect, Atlantic sturgeon and green, Kemp' s
ridley, and loggerhead sea turtles.  You also determined that there would be no effect to
shortnose sturgeon.  Based on a recent sturgeon telemetry study, ( Ingram 2014)' NMFS has
determined that the project may also affect shortnose sturgeon.  We base our findings on the
project' s potential effects on the project descriptions in this response.  Changes to the proposed
action for the project may negate our findings and may require reinitiation of consultation.

The Federal Highway Administration( FHWA) sent a Section 7 consultation request letter and a
completed NMFS Endangered Species Act Section 7 Checklist to NMFS on March 26, 2014.
The project was assigned to Dr. Dave Rydene of NMFS Southeast Region on June 11, 2014. Dr.
Rydene spoke to Lisa Landers of FHWA about the status of the project on July 14, 2014, and
sent Ms. Landers an email that afternoon requesting additional information related to the bridge
replacement that was needed to complete the Section 7 consultation.  Ms. Landers provided the
additional information on July 15, 2014.

Ingram, E. 2014. Temporal and Spatial Patterns of Shortnose Sturgeon( Acipenser brevirostrum) and Atlantic
Sturgeon( Acipenser oxyrinchus oxyrinchus). M.S. thesis, University of Georgia, 85' pp.
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The bridge replacement project is located at 32.022519°N, 80. 89825° W North American Datum
1983 ( NAD1983), crossing the South Channel of the Savannah River( near the mouth of the river
and about 0. 9 nautical miles from the Atlantic Ocean) in Chatham County, Georgia( Figures 1
and 2). The existing bridge provides the only vehicular access to Cockspur Island and Fort
Pulaski. FHWA proposes the in-kind replacement of the existing 2- lane Fort Pulaski Bridge.
The new bridge will be built adjacent to the existing bridge. The existing bridge is 1, 283 feet( ft)
in length with a width of approximately 24.8 ft. The new bridge will be approximately 1, 292 ft
in length with a width of 24 ft. The new bridge will be supported by 60 precast square concrete
piles( 18- inch [ in] by 18- in). The South Channel of the Savannah River is a tidally- influenced
river that empties to the Atlantic Ocean. No seagrasses or mangroves are present within the
limits of proposed construction. The primary shoreline vegetation is Spartina alterniflora,
smooth cordgrass.
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Figure 1. Google Earth© image showing the location of the Fort Pulaski Bridge
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Figure 2. Image showing the project location overview(© 2014 Google, TerraMetrics, Data SIO, NOAA, U.S. 9i3~
Navy, NGA, GEBCO)

Heavy equipment such as cranes, backhoes, and dump trucks will be used to accomplish
construction activities. Barges will be used to move cranes along the bridge alignment, and
smaller supply vessels will also be used. No blasting will be performed.  Pile driving will only
occur during daylight hours. The applicant will use turbidity controls and comply with NMFS' s
Sea Turtle and Smalltooth Sawfish Construction Conditions, dated March 23, 2006. The project
should take approximately 15 months to complete.

The 60 concrete piles will be installed from a barge using an impact hammer. It will take
approximately 1, 100 hammer blows( about 25 minutes of active pile driving) to install each pile.
About 5 piles can be installed each day, translating to approximately 125 minutes of active pile
driving per day.  It should take about 12 days to install all 60 piles. Micarta( a brand name for
composites of linen, canvas, paper, fiberglass, carbon fiber, or other fabric in a thermosetting
plastic) cushion blocks will be used during pile-driving operations, as a noise attenuation
measure.  Based on a recent sturgeon telemetry study( Ingram 2014, see footnote above), the
seasonal restrictions on in-water construction work originally proposed by FHWA have been
modified.  Based on this new data, no in-water work will be done between April 15 and May 31,
and/or between September 1 and November 30, to prevent the disruption of the Atlantic sturgeon
upriver spawning migration.
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Steel sheet pile cofferdams will be installed on each shoreline and the enclosed areas dewatered
in order to construct the new bridge' s abutments. The total length of sheet pile needed for both
abutments will be about 400 linear feet. The sheet pile will be installed using a vibratory
hammer and total installation time will be approximately 133 hours.  About 0.7 acre of riprap
will be placed along the base of the abutments to stabilize the shoreline.

Following construction of the new bridge, the existing obsolete bridge will be demolished
mechanically and removed. The existing bridge' s 330 timber piles will be snapped off and
removed and sawcut at the mud line, if necessary. The existing bridge' s abutment areas will be
restored to a more natural condition.

We believe that Atlantic sturgeon, shortnose sturgeon, and green, Kemp' s ridley, and loggerhead
sea turtles may be present in the action area and may be affected by the project. We do not
believe hawksbill or leatherback sea turtles will be present or affected because of their very specific
life history, sheltering, and foraging requirements, which are not met in or near the action area-
hawksbills are associated with coral reefs while leatherbacks are a deepwater, pelagic species. The
project area is not located within critical habitat for any of these listed species.  We have
identified the following potential effects to these species and concluded that the species are not
likely to be adversely affected:

1.  Effects to Atlantic sturgeon, shortnose sturgeon, and green, Kemp' s ridley, and
loggerhead sea turtles include the risk of injury from construction machinery and
associated activities ( e. g., pile driving, barge movement, riprap placement), which will be
discountable due to the species' ability to move away from the project site if disturbed.
The applicant' s compliance with NMFS' s Sea Turtle and Smalltooth Sawfish
Construction Conditions will provide an additional measure of protection by requiring
work to stop if a protected species is seen within 50 ft of operating machinery.

2.  Atlantic sturgeon, shortnose sturgeon, and green, Kemp' s ridley, and loggerhead sea
turtles may be affected by noise associated with the impact driving of concrete piles.
Based on impact pile driving data( Appendix I— Compendium of Pile Driving Sound
Data, updated in 2012) from the California Department of Transportation, this project' s
noise levels should be below the peak pressure threshold for injury to fish and sea turtles.
The best scientific information available is for the installation of 24- inch-square( in2)
concrete piles( via impact hammer) that produced noise levels of approximately 200 dB
peak pressure at the source. The injury threshold is 206 dB peak pressure for both fish
and sea turtles. Relatively small differences in concrete pile sizes have been found to
have only minor effects on pile-driving noise levels.  Pile-driving noise levels at the
source will likely exceed the threshold for potential injury to fish from cumulative sound
exposure levels( cSEL) and the threshold for behavioral effects to sturgeon and sea
turtles. There is no established cSEL injury threshold for sea turtles. The installation of
piles will produce cSEL levels of 212 dB at the source while the cSEL fish injury
threshold for cSEL is 187 dB. A sturgeon would have to remain within a 49- meter( m)

2 California Department of Transportation. 2009. Technical Guidance for Assessment and Mitigation of the
Hydroacoustic Effects of Pile Driving on Fish( with updated 2012 Compendium). Final. February( ICF 645. 10).
Prepared by 1CF Jones& Stokes, Sacramento, CA and Illingworth& Rodkin, Inc., Petaluma, CA.
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radius ofpile driving operations for 125 minutes( a full day' s active pile driving) to
receive injuries.  In terms of behavioral effects the project' s impact pile driving will
produce about 185 dB Root Mean Square (RMS) ofnoise at the source, while the
threshold for behavioral disturbance is 150 dB RMS for fish and 160 dB RMS for sea
turtles.  Based on this information, sea turtles may exhibit behavioral changes when
within a 46- m radius of the project' s active impact pile driving, and sturgeon when within
a 215- m radius, because those are the distances at which noise levels are expected to
dissipate to the respective thresholds.

3.  Atlantic sturgeon, shortnose sturgeon, and green, Kemp' s ridley, and loggerhead sea
turtles may also be affected by noise associated with the vibratory driving of steel sheet
piles. Based on updated 2012 data from the California Department of Transportation and
injury criteria proposed by Hastings3 for vibratory pile-driving noise effects on fish and
sea turtles, this project' s noise levels should be below the threshold for injury. The
installation of 24- in AZ steel sheet pile( via vibratory hammer) produced noise levels of
approximately 192 dB peak pressure at the source. The injury threshold is 206 dB peak
pressure for both fish and sea turtles. Assuming that a maximum of 10 steel sheet piles
could be installed in a day, fish would be exposed to about 221 dB of cSEL noise from
vibratory driving. The proposed cSEL injury threshold for fish is 234 cSEL. There is no
proposed cSEL vibratory driving injury threshold for sea turtles. The vibratory
installation of sheet piles will exceed the behavioral disturbance threshold for fish and sea
turtles.  The project' s vibratory pile driving will produce about 178 dB RMS of noise at
the source, while the behavioral threshold is 150 dB RMS for fish and 160 dB RMS for
sea turtles.  Based on this information, sea turtles may exhibit behavioral changes when
within a 16- m radius of the project' s active vibratory pile driving.  Sturgeon may do the
same when within a 74-m radius, because those are the respective distances at which we
expect noise levels to dissipate to the respective thresholds.

Due to their expected avoidance ofproject noise and activity, we would not expect a
sturgeon or sea turtle to remain stationary within those radii of a square concrete pile or
steel sheet pile during installation operations. The project has adequate avenues for a
sturgeon or sea turtle to escape or avoid the project area during pile-driving activities, and
the project area could still be used by these species during early evening and night hours
when pile driving and other construction activities will not occur. No impact or vibratory
driving will be allowed during the times of the year when Atlantic sturgeon would be
traversing the area( heading upriver) during their spawning migration.  We believe the
effects on sea turtles and sturgeon caused by noise generated during the installation of
concrete piles and steel sheet piles during this project will be insignificant.

4.  The installation of 60 square concrete piles( 18- in by 18- in) will result in the permanent
loss of 135 fly of unvegetated river bottom( sand, silt, and clay) where sturgeon and sea
turtles could forage for invertebrate prey. This type of substrate is abundant in the lower
Savannah River system, though, and the removal of the obsolete bridge' s 330 timber

3 Hastings, M.C. 2010. Recommendation for Interim Criteria for Vibratory Pile Driving. Submitted to ICF Jones&
Stokes, Sacramento, CA. For task order on vibratory pile driving, Caltrans Contract 43A0228.
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piles following the new bridge' s construction will more than offset that loss of river
bottom.

In conclusion, we concur with your determinations that the proposed actions are unlikely to
adversely affect Atlantic sturgeon and green, Kemp' s ridley, and loggerhead sea turtles, and are
also unlikely to adversely affect shortnose sturgeon.

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

Additional relevant information is enclosed for your review. We look forward to further
cooperation with you on other projects to ensure the conservation of our threatened and
endangered marine species and designated critical habitat. If you have any questions on this
consultation, please contact Dr. Dave Rydene, Consultation Biologist, at( 727) 824- 5379, or by
email at David.Rydene@noaa.gov.

Sincerely,

yVim_ .

k^  Roy E. Crabtree, Ph.D.
Regional Administrator

Enc.: 1. Sea Turtle and Smalltooth Sawfish Construction Conditions( Revised March 23, 2006)
2. PCTS Access and Additional Considerations for ESA Section 7 Consultations
Revised June 11, 2013)

File:  1514- 22. L.
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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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Mr. Kevin S. Rose

Environmental Compliance Specialist

Eastern Federal Lands Highway Division FEB 10 2015
Federal Highway Administration
U. S. Department of Transportation

21400 Ridgetop Circle
Sterling, Virginia 20166- 6511

Ms. Melissa Memory
Superintendent

Fort Pulaski National Monument

P. O. Box 30757

Savannah, Georgia 31410- 0757

Ref.: PRA-FOPU- 10( 3), Federal Highway Administration, Fort Pulaski Bridge Replacement,
Chatham County, Georgia

Dear Sir or Madam:

This letter amends portions of the National Marine Fisheries Service' s ( NMFS) informal
consultation letter dated October 10, 2014, issued in accordance with Section 7 of the

Endangered Species Act( ESA) of 1973 and referenced above.  The Federal Highway
Administration( FHWA) determined that the project may affect, but is not likely to adversely
affect, Atlantic sturgeon and green, Kemp' s ridley, and loggerhead sea turtles. FHWA also
determined that there would be no effect to shortnose sturgeon. However, based on a recent

sturgeon telemetry study, ( Ingram 2014) 1 NMFS determined that the project may also affect
shortnose sturgeon.  Therefore, effects to that species were also considered in the original
informal consultation letter and in this amendment letter. On October 10, 2014, NMFS
concurred with FHWA' s determinations that the proposed actions are unlikely to adversely affect
Atlantic sturgeon and green, Kemp' s ridley, and loggerhead sea turtles. NMFS also determined
that the proposed actions are unlikely to adversely affect shortnose sturgeon.

NMFS staff received a phone call from Lisa Landers of FHWA on February 9, 2015.  Ms.
Landers stated that, due to the results of a bridge hydraulic report regarding potential storm surge
issues, the bridge design was being modified. The original bridge design specified that 60
precast square concrete piles( 18- inch [ in] by 18- in) would support the new bridge.  The latest
modified bridge design will require that 96 precast square concrete piles( 18- in by 18- in) support
the new bridge.

Ingram, E. 2014. Temporal and Spatial Patterns of Shortnose Sturgeon( Acipenser brevirostrum) and Atlantic
Sturgeon( Acipenser oxyrinchus oxyrinchus). M. S. thesis, University of Georgia, 85 pp.
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The driving of the additional 36 piles (96 total piles rather than 60) would add approximately 7. 2
days of pile driving to the project( a total of 19. 2 days rather than the 12 days originally
proposed). The installation of the 36 additional piles changes the permanent loss ofunvegetated

river bottom (sand, silt, and clay) where sturgeon and sea turtles could forage for invertebrate
prey from 135 ft2 to 216 ft2.

The original noise attenuation and mitigation measures will still be implemented as described in
the October 10, 2014, informal consultation letter.  Micarta( a brand name for composites of
linen, canvas, paper, fiberglass, carbon fiber, or other fabric in a thermosetting plastic) cushion
blocks will be used during pile-driving operations. No in-water work will be done between April
15 and May 31, and/ or between September 1 and November 30 to prevent the disruption of the
Atlantic sturgeon upriver spawning migration. Pile driving will only occur during daylight
hours. Also, the applicant will comply with NMFS' s Sea Turtle and Smalltooth Sawfish
Construction Conditions, dated March 23, 2006.

Atlantic sturgeon, shortnose sturgeon, and green, Kemp' s ridley, and loggerhead sea turtles may
be affected by noise associated with the impact driving of concrete piles. The increase in the
number of piles driven will not change the peak pressure experienced by ESA- listed species due
to pile driving. Based on impact pile driving data( Appendix I— Compendium of Pile Driving
Sound Data, updated in 2012) from the California Department ofTransportation2, this project' s

noise levels should be below the peak pressure threshold for injury to fish and sea turtles. The
best scientific information available is for the installation of square, concrete piles (24- in by 24-
in) (via impact hammer) that produced noise levels of approximately 200 dB peak pressure at the

source. The injury threshold is 206 dB peak pressure for both fish and sea turtles. In addition,
the smaller pile size actually being used for the project( square, 18- in by 18- in vs. square, 24- in
by 24- in) and the use of Micarta cushion blocks means that peak pressure will likely be slightly
lower than 200 dB.

Pile-driving noise levels at the source will likely exceed the threshold for potential injury to fish
from cumulative sound exposure levels( cSEL) and the threshold for behavioral effects to

sturgeon and sea turtles. There is no established cSEL injury threshold for sea turtles. The
installation of piles will produce daily cSEL levels of 212 dB at the source while the cSEL fish
injury threshold for cSEL is 187 dB. A sturgeon would have to remain within a 49-meter( m)
radius of pile driving operations for 125 minutes (a full day' s active pile driving) to receive
injuries. In terms of behavioral effects, the project' s impact pile driving will produce about 185
dB Root Mean Square( RMS) ofnoise at the source, while the threshold for behavioral
disturbance is 150 dB RMS for fish and 160 dB RMS for sea turtles.  Based on this information,
sea turtles may exhibit behavioral changes when within a 46-m radius of the project' s active
impact pile driving, and sturgeon when within a 215- m radius, because those are the distances at
which noise levels are expected to dissipate to the respective thresholds.

The increase in the total number of piles will not affect the daily noise exposure ( i.e., peak
pressure, cSEL, and RMS) experienced by ESA- listed species, but will increase the number of

2 California Department of Transportation. 2009. Technical Guidance for Assessment and Mitigation of the
Hydroacoustic Effects of Pile Driving on Fish( with updated 2012 Compendium). Final. February( ICF 645. 10).
Prepared by ICF Jones& Stokes, Sacramento, CA and Illingworth& Rodkin, Inc., Petaluma, CA.
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days that animals are exposed to pile- driving noise from 12 days as originally proposed to about
19. 2 days as currently proposed. NMFS still expects ESA- listed species to avoid project noise
and activity and does not expect these animals to remain stationary within the cSEL injury radius
or RMS behavioral radius of a square concrete pile during installation operations. The project
area has adequate avenues for a sturgeon or sea turtle to escape or avoid the area during pile-
driving activities, and the project area could still be used by these species during early evening
and night hours when pile driving and other construction activities will not occur. No impact
driving will be allowed during the times of the year when Atlantic sturgeon would be traversing
the area( heading upriver) during their spawning migration. Also, the project' s active pile
driving will only take place for a relatively short period of time and will be intermittent through
the course of a day.  In consideration of these factors, NMFS believes the effects on sea turtles
and sturgeon caused by noise generated during the installation of 96 concrete piles during this
project will be insignificant.

The installation of 96 square concrete piles ( 18- in by 18- in) will result in the permanent loss of
216 ftof unvegetated river bottom( sand, silt, and clay) where sturgeon and sea turtles could
forage for invertebrate prey. This type of substrate is abundant in the lower Savannah River
system, though, and the removal of the obsolete bridge' s 330 timber piles following the new
bridge' s construction will more than offset that loss of river bottom. Therefore, NMFS believes
that the effects will be insignificant.

Based on the analyses of the above proposed project changes, NMFS concludes the action is not

likely to adversely affect Atlantic sturgeon and green, Kemp' s ridley, and loggerhead sea turtles,
and is also unlikely to adversely affect shortnose sturgeon. This concludes the FHWA' s
consultation responsibilities under the ESA for species under NMFS' s purview. Consultation

must be reinitiated if a take occurs or new information reveals effects of the action not previously
considered, or the identified action is subsequently modified in a manner that causes an effect to
the listed species or critical habitat in a manner or to an extent not previously considered, or if a
new species is listed or critical habitat designated that may be affected by the identified action.

We look forward to further cooperation with you on other USACE projects to ensure the

conservation and recovery of our threatened and endangered marine species.  If you have any
questions regarding this consultation, please contact Dr. Dave Rydene, Consultation Biologist, at
727) 824- 5379, or by email at David.Rydene@noaa.gov.

Sincerely,

oy E. Crabtree, Ph.D.
Regional Administrator

File: 1514- 22. F.4
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June 12, 2014 
 
Kevin S. Rose 
Environmental Compliance Specialist 
Federal Highway Administration 
Eastern Federal Lands Highway Division 
21400 Ridgetop Circle 
Sterling, VA 20166-6411 
 
Ref:  Proposed Replacement of the Fort Pulaski Bridge 

  Chatham County, Georgia 

  PRA-FOPU 10(3) 
  

Dear Mr. Rose: 
 
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, 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 Georgia 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 Najah Duvall-Gabriel at 202-517- 0210 or at ngabriel@achp.gov.   
 
Sincerely, 

 
LaShavio Johnson 
Historic Preservation Technician 
Office of Federal Agency Programs 
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