












































Table 2: Estimated Population Growth

Sub-basin 2000 2020 % Increase
Population estimate Population Estimate

Lower Pee Dee 227,200 271,000 19

Little Pee Dee 75,500 86,000 13

Waccamaw 206,700 261,000 26

3.3 Watershed Needs and Threats

The SCDHEC Watershed Water Quality Assessment for the Pee Dee River Basin was used to
identify the watershed’s needs and threats. This report calls out nine activities or conditions that pose
a threat to water quality. These include agriculture, silviculture, urban areas, marinas and recreational
boating, mining, hydro-modification (stream channelization, channel modification, and dam
construction), wetland loss, land disposal (landfills), and groundwater contamination. The 1-73
corridor is located predominantly in undeveloped areas where activities that threaten water quality
are mainly agriculture, silviculture, and hydro-modification. These activities negatively impact
aquatic habitat by increasing silt and sediment loads, introducing excessive nutrients and
contaminants, alter water quality due to irrigation, and instream habitat loss due to stream sand

mining.

Wetlands and streams within the four-county I-73 study area have been severely impacted by historic
and ongoing agricultural and silvicultural activities. This is especially true of the streams identified
within the construction footprint of the 1-73 project. The most prevalent impacts to streams observed
within the project study area consist of channelization/straightening of streams and disconnection
from their floodplains. Nearly 98.5 percent of the stream impacts and 89.1 percent of the wetland
impacts associated with the 1-73 project occur along the proposed alignment south of 1-95; therefore,

the southern portion of the project study area was targeted for mitigation.

3.4 Water Quality Issues and Needs

As a part of SCDHEC’s Watershed Water-Quality Assessment program, 29 surface-water sites were
sampled in the Little Pee Dee River sub-basin in 2003 in order to assess the water’s suitability for
aquatic life and recreational use. Aquatic-life uses were fully supported at 21 sites, or 72% of the
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For more detail on the sites listed as a part of SCDHEC’s Watershed-Water Quality Assessment, visit
http://gis.dhec.sc.gov/watersheds/

4.0 Proposed Compensatory Mitigation Plan

The purpose of the 1-73 Compensatory Mitigation Plan is to provide compensatory mitigation for the
impacts of 4,643 linear feet of stream and 342.3 acres of wetlands associated with the construction of
I-73. As mitigation banks could not provide adequate compensation and in the absence of in-lieu fee
opportunities in South Carolina, permittee responsible mitigation (PRM) is the only feasible option

for compensatory mitigation.

As specified in 33 C.F.R. § 332.3 (f) of the Rule, the DE must be satisfied that the type and amount
of mitigation provided will compensate for project impacts. This plan demonstrates that the
mitigation offered through the preservation of Gunter’s Island compensates for impacts resulting
from the 1-73 in a ratio of approximately 13:1 for wetland acreage and 19:1 for stream feet, and by
virtue of the aquatic, cultural, historic, and regionally significant resources that are included.

1-73 Impacts Gunter’s Is!and Ratio

Preservation
Stream 4,643 linear feet 89,836 linear feet 1:19
Wetland 342.3 acres 4,618.5 acres 1:13

The preservation and protection of the Gunter’s Island site is consistent with the criteria outlined in
the Rule listed below that would allow mitigation through preservation in the sound discretion of the
DE (33 C.F.R. § 332.3(f)):

e Resources to be preserved provide important physical, chemical and biological functions and

contribute significantly to the ecological sustainability of the watershed,;

e The DE determines preservation is appropriate and practicable;

e Resources to be preserved are under threat of destruction or adverse modification; and

e The proposed preservation sites will be permanently protected by third party conservation

easement or title transfer to a state resource agency or land trust.

The Rule also authorizes the DE to accept off-site mitigation opportunities, including those in
adjacent watersheds that have a "greater likelihood of offsetting project impacts” or are
"environmentally preferable” (33 C.F.R. 8 332.3(b)(6)). SCDOT proposes in this document off-site,
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approximately 4,563.1 acres of forested wetland, 55.4 acres of emergent wetland, and 31.4 acres of

open water.

An abundance of aquatic resources, diversity of resource types and habitat, high scoring functional
streams and wetlands, mature vegetation, and designated Outstanding Resource Waters are all
located within the Gunter’s Island site. All of these characteristics in one contiguous site create an
ideal opportunity for preservation of these valuable resources. The preservation of Gunter’s Island
meets the needs identified within the watershed and will eliminate the threats posed by silviculture,
mining, hydro-modification (stream channelization, channel modification, and dam construction),

and wetland loss.

In addition to the entire preservation of the tract, including all wetlands and streams, this plan also
includes restoration and enhancement through the removal of six (6) culverts and associated roadway
fill through wetland areas. The purpose of the restoration and enhancement activities is to allow for
more natural flow patterns and allow approximately 2.2 acres of previously filled wetlands to return

to a functional wetland state.

This PRM accomplishes in-kind mitigation by protecting similar wetland and stream resources to the
impacted resources. The preservation, enhancement, and protection of Gunter’s Island is a large-
scale mitigation opportunity with regional importance based on a watershed approach to protect
aquatic resources in accordance with the 2008 Mitigation Rule (33 CFR Parts 325 and 332, 40 CFR
Part 230).

4.2 Site Selection

In an effort to promote the environmental stewardship in transportation projects and expedite
environmental review of high-priority transportation infrastructure (Executive Order 13274, 2002),
the FHWA and SCDOT formed the ACT on July 30, 2004. The ACT was a group of representatives
from state and federal cooperating agencies that provided input and helped make project decisions
including those that pertained to wetland and stream impacts and the associated mitigation approach.
Mitigation was a focus at several ACT meetings and additional meetings were conducted to
specifically address mitigation (see Chapter 4.2 of the FEISs for a summary of the ACT meetings).
The importance of in-kind mitigation and mitigation within the same watershed, the proximity of the

mitigation site to the impact site, and the type of protection the site will receive were all emphasized.
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Construction of 1-73 will result in approximately 342.3 acres of wetland fill and 4,643 linear feet of
stream impacts. Coordination with the affected communities, various agencies and NGO's during this
process has resulted in identification and development of this mitigation plan that fully and

adequately compensates for all unavoidable impacts.

The linear position of the 1-73 project corridor presented challenges to the selection of a mitigation
site. The corridor crosses three 8 digit HUC watersheds and two EPA level 111 ecoregions. In order
to meet regulatory requirements and ACT recommendations, the search for an appropriate mitigation
site was focused on the 8-digit watershed and ecoregion where the majority of 1-73 impacts would
occur. Several sites that met these criteria were identified through coordination with SCDNR.
During the selection process, SCDOT also had to consider the cost and availability of the site.
SCDOT does not have the ability to use the condemnation process for mitigation purposes, and is

required to purchase the site from a willing seller.

Gunter’s Island was selected as the 1-73 mitigation site because the large scale mitigation site was
consistent with ACT recommendations, met the requirements for a watershed approach, reduced the
stressors of development called out in the SCDHEC Watershed Assessment and SCDNR Little Pee
Dee-Lumber Focus Area Plan, was economically feasible for SCDOT, and was available for
purchase from a willing seller. The site will provide similar ecological resources as those impacted
by the 1-73 project, are located in the same ecoregion as the majority of the 1-73 impacts, and are in

the same 8 digit HUC watershed as the majority of the impacted resources.

4.2.1 Ecological Suitability

Wetland and stream resources such as those preserved, restored, and enhanced by the 1-73
Compensatory Mitigation Plan provide many important physical, chemical, and biological functions.
The relatively undisturbed aquatic resources located on Gunter’s Island contribute significantly to the
Little Pee Dee watershed by providing these functions. The Little Pee Dee watershed is under threat
from various activities such as mining, silviculture, and hydrologic modification. Environmental
stressors have degraded water quality in some portions of the watershed and there are several
impaired water quality monitoring stations (Table 3). Although the preservation of Gunter’s Island

alone will not correct all of the impairment issues observed within the watershed, the functions
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provided by the aquatic resources located on Gunter’s Island will contribute to the ecological

sustainability of the watershed by removing some threats from future pollution sources.

Some of the physical functions of the streams and wetlands on Gunter’s Island include flow
maintenance, retention of stormwater runoff, and reduction of sedimentation from adjacent
silviculture and agriculture activities. The landscape position of Gunter’s Island will provide high
volume storage of flood waters. The high organic content within the soil types found in the Gunter’s

Island wetlands will provide surface water retention and slow discharge back into the water table.

A high percentage of land use in the Little Pee Dee watershed is agricultural. Agricultural runoff is a
common source of nutrient loading that can contribute to low dissolved oxygen (DO) levels in rivers
and streams. Several water quality monitoring stations on the Little Pee Dee River (as shown in
Table 3) are impaired for DO. The natural streams and wetlands on Gunter’s Island provide nutrient
removal from upstream agricultural runoff. Additionally, the resources contribute by reducing
nitrogen and phosphorous loading, thus preventing oxygen depletion that may result from
eutrophication. The protection of the fully functioning wetlands and stream riparian areas found on
Gunter’s Island contributes to ecological sustainability within the watershed by preserving these
important chemical functions. Protection of the site will also prevent the threat from future land use

activities, such as agriculture, that could increase DO impairment.

One of the primary threats to the watershed identified in the SCDNR Little Pee Dee-Lumber Focus
area plan is habitat fragmentation via land conversion. Protection of the Gunter’s Island tract will
reduce some of the negative influence of habitat fragmentation on the ecosystem by providing
important biological functions. The wetlands preserved as a component of this mitigation plan will
provide wildlife habitat and spawning areas for various fish, reptiles, amphibians, birds, and
mammals. The tract provides foraging habitat and shelter for various indigenous wildlife species,
including wetland dependent species. Gunter’s Island and other conservation tracts located in close
proximity provide large undisturbed areas which serve as habitat and travel corridors for many

species. The Pee Dee-Lumber Focus Area Plan is included in Appendix G.
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4.2.2 Watershed-scale features

The Gunter’s Island site is within SCDNR’s Little Pee Dee-Lumber Focus area plan (Figure 9) that
encompasses the Lumber and Little Pee Dee Rivers, from the North Carolina-South Carolina state
line, southwest to U.S. Hwy 378. The focus area concept encourages conservation on a landscape-
scale with the use of partnerships between federal and state land managers and private landowners
through voluntary conservation easements. Together, these land protection actions preserve
ecologically sensitive areas and enhance the existing outstanding, natural, cultural and recreational

resources that surround the rivers within the focus area.

The preservation of Gunter’s Island provides an ideal opportunity to pursue landscape-scale,
ecologically meaningful stream and wetland mitigation. Gunter’s Island encompasses a large tract of
contiguous acreage on the floodplain of the Little Pee Dee River and is a contributor to the Great Pee
Dee River, located less than 10 miles south southeast of the site. Fourteen miles of the lower Little
Pee Dee River from Highway 378 to the confluence with the Great Pee Dee River were designated as
a State Scenic River in March of 1990 by the SC Legislature. Immediately upstream of Highway
378, an additional 64-mile section of the Little Pee Dee River was determined eligible for scenic
river status in 1997 but was never officially designated. Further upstream, the Little Pee Dee in
Dillon County (a 48-mile section) was designated a Scenic River in 2005. The Little Pee Dee River is
designated as an Outstanding Water Resource (ORW) by SCDHEC, and an Aquatic Resource of
National Importance (ARNI) by the USEPA.

The southern end of the Gunter’s Island tract is adjacent to the 200 acre Johnson tract of the Little
Pee Dee Heritage Preserve and the northern boundary of Gunter’s Island lies approximately 3 miles
south of the majority of the Little Pee Dee Heritage Preserve/Wildlife Management Area that
protects over 10,406 acres along the Little Pee Dee and its floodplain (Figure 10). Just to the south
and across the Little Pee Dee River, Gunter’s Island connects with the 25,924 acres of the Woodbury

Wildlife Management Area.

The connectivity of these habitats to the Site will not only provide an opportunity for wildlife and
plant communities to flourish, but will promote further conservation efforts within the Little Pee
Dee-Lumber Focus area plan by state agencies, land protection organizations, and private
landowners. The preservation of Gunter’s Island will generate a large-scale preservation and

conservation corridor along the Little Pee Dee River which meets the goals of the impacted
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watersheds by reducing habitat fragmentation, eliminating risk from of development, minimizing

potential for wetland loss, and hydro-modifications.

Gunter’s Island contains millions of dollars of timber value and there is a known plan for potential
mining opportunities on the site and a plan for parceling out the property into smaller tracts for
development as well. With all of these activities potential hydro-modifications and wetland loss are
realistic possibilities. Additional concerns would be habitat fragmentation and loss as well as land
use changes. All of these actions are listed as known threats of the impacted watersheds and the Pee

Dee-Lumber Focus Area Plan.

Following the approval of the Permittee-Responsible Mitigation Plan, the Gunter’s Island Tract will
be transferred to the SCDNR Heritage Trust Program, upon approval by the Heritage Trust Advisory
Board. SCDNR will manage the property with traditional management practices similar to those
utilized in both the Little Pee Dee Heritage Preserve and the Woodbury Wildlife Management Area.

4.2.3 Size and Location

The Gunter’s Island Tract is located in western Horry County on the border with Marion County
along the Little Pee Dee River. The site is situated west of the Town of Conway just north of US 378,
east of SC 908, and west of Pee Dee Road near Jordanville, SC (Figure 3). Gunter’s Island is located

25 miles from the SC/NC state line along the Little Pee Dee River.

Gunter’s Island encompasses a large tract of contiguous acreage on the floodplain of the Little Pee
Dee River and is a contributor to the Great Pee Dee River, located less than 10 miles south southeast
of the site. The Gunter’s Island Tract is a single parcel (28700000001) containing 6,258 deeded acres
(Figure 5). The tract is located in the Middle Atlantic Coastal Plain EPA Level 111 ecoregion and the
Little Pee Dee River watershed where 74 percent of the wetland impacts and 78 percent of the stream
impacts occur (HUC 03040204) (Figure 4).

4.2.4 Compatibility with Adjacent Land Uses and Watershed Management Plans
The goal to use landscape scale mitigation is consistent with needs of the Pee Dee-Lumber Focus

Area Plan and the Horry County Comprehensive Plan which emphasizes the need for large,
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qualified archaeologist will conduct a survey to evaluate cultural resources within the Area of
Potential Effect within the Site. The surveys will be performed prior to any ground-disturbing

restoration or enhancement activities.

4.2.7 Protected Species

Protected species are plants and animals whose protection is mandated by specific acts of the United
States Congress, and managed and enforced by various federal authorities. There are four federal acts
that are important in conservation, and that need to be addressed for the proposed project: the
Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA), the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1940 (as
amended, BGEPA), the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918, and the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act of 1976 (as amended). Additionally, SCDNR maintains a list of
plants and animals it considers rare, threatened, and endangered in South Carolina, listed as “Species
of Concern”. The list comprises species, beyond those federally protected, thought to have
populations that are rare, declining, or of unknown status. According to SCDNR’s Comprehensive
Wildlife Conservation Strategy, the Species of Concern list does not carry the weight of law and is
used only as a conservation tool to assist in protection planning and to direct research and survey

efforts.

Following is an assessment of the potential presence of, or suitable habitat for, protected species and
species of concern. Initially a literature search was performed for the protected species listed for
Horry County to determine habitat requirements and to obtain descriptions of the species that would
facilitate identification of potentially suitable habitat during a review of aerial photography (true
color and false-color infrared), the Horry County soil survey, and field reconnaissance conducted on
November 17" and 30", 2016. Important sources of reference information included natural resource
agency data and published reports, various botanical and faunal literature, and available U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) Species Recovery Plans. Prior to the limited site reconnaissance,
SCDNR’s Heritage Trust Database was reviewed to determine if there are any known occurrences of

protected species onsite or in close proximity.

4.2.7.1 Endangered Species Act and Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act
The USFWS maintains lists of federally protected species that are protected by the ESA. Lists are broken
down to the County level and are available on the USFWS Charleston Field Office website. The lists also

include At Risk Species (ARS), which are species that are under status review and could be listed as
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Endangered (E) or Threatened (T) in the future. Table 4 presents E, T, and ARS species that occur, or
potentially occur, in Horry County that would benefit from the protection of the Gunter’s Island tract.
Species that require marine, beach, or saltmarsh habitats are not included in the table as these habitats do

not occur at Gunter’s Island.

Table 4: Horry County Protected Species

Common Name

Scientific Name

Birds

American wood stork (T)

Mycteria americana

Bald Eagle (BGEPA)

Haliaeetus leucocephalus

Black rail (ARS)

Laterallus jamaicensis

Red-cockaded woodpecker (E)

Picoides borealis

Fish

American Eel (ARS)

Anguilla rostrata

Atlantic Sturgeon (E)

Acipenser oxyrinchus

Blueback Herring (ARS)

Alosa aestivalis

Carolina Pygmy Sunfish (ARS)

Elassoma boehlkei

Robust Redhorse (ARS) Moxostoma robustum
Shortnose Sturgeon (E) Acipenser brevirostrum
Insects

Monarch butterfly (ARS)

Danaus plexippus

Rare skipper (ARS)

Problema bulenta

Mammals

Rafinesque’s big-eared bat (ARS)

Corynorthinus rafinesquii

Tri-colored bat (ARS*)

Perimyotis subflavus

Mollusks

Savannah Lilliput (ARS)

Toxoplasma pullus

Waccamaw Fatmucket (ARS)

Lampsilis fullerkati

Plants

American chaffseed (E)

Schwalbea Americana

Canby’s dropwort (E)

Oxypolis canbyi

Carolina-birds-in-a-nest (ARS)

Macbridea caroliniana

Ciliate-leaf tickseed (ARS)

Coreopsis integrifolia

Godfrey’s stitchwort (ARS)

Minuartia godfreyi

Harper’s fimbristylis (ARS)

Fimbristylis perpusilla

Long Beach seedbox (ARS)

Ludwigia brevipes

Pondberry (E)

Lindera melissifolia

Venus flytrap (ARS*)

Dionaea muscipula

Wire-leaved dropseed (ARS)

Sporobolus teretifolius

Yellow pond lily (ARS)

Nuphar lutea ssp. Sagittifolia

Reptiles

Southern hognose snake (ARS)

Heterdon simus

Spotted turtle (ARS)

Clemmys guttata
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Common Name | Scientific Name

At Risk Species (ARS): Species that the FWS has been petitioned to list and for which a positive 90-day
finding has been issued (listing may be warranted); information is provided only for conservation actions as no
Federal protections currently exist.

ARS*: Species that are either former Candidate Species or are emerging conservation priority species

Bald & Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA): Federally protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act

Critical Habitat (CH)

Federally Endangered (E)

Federally Threatened (T)

A review of SCDNR’s Heritage Trust Database yielded two known occurrences within 4-6 miles of
Gunter’s Island. These are the ARS designated Rafinesque’s big-eared bat and the federally protected
bald eagle. Additionally, there are documented wading bird colonies within 3-8 miles of Gunter’s
Island, and a 2004 documented wood stork colony approximately 10 miles to the southwest, with 174
nests observed in the rookery. There are no known occurrences of protected species in Gunter’s

Island.

During the limited site reconnaissance, four specific locations in Gunter’s Island that are mapped as
Lynn Haven sand on the soil survey were investigated for suitable pondberry (E) and Carolina-birds-
in-a-nest (ARS) habitat. These plants have been found in the Woodbury Wildlife Management Area,
located just south along the Little Pee Dee River, in areas mapped with this soil type. One of the
areas investigated at Gunter’s Island was the Carolina Bay and the other three wetlands are located in
the north-central portion of the site. Although none were observed during the site reconnaissance, the
Carolina bay appears to be suitable habitat for pondberry based on soils, hydrology, and the
associated plant species observed. Herbaceous vegetation in the other three wetlands was severely
damaged by floodwaters associated with Hurricane Matthew and no Carolina-birds-in-a-nest was
observed. However, the soil conditions and the associated plant community present indicate suitable
habitat for this species is present at these wetlands.

Other accessible areas of the site were given a cursory review for threatened and endangered species
habitat. It is likely that wood storks utilize the inundated wetlands and ditches for foraging. The trees
located in the managed pine areas are not of sufficient age and diameter to support red-cockaded
woodpeckers. However, with continued burning and mechanical undergrowth clearing, these upland
areas could potentially support colonies, should SCDNR and USFWS decide to relocate birds from

other areas of the state. Suitable habitat for American chaffseed and Canby’s dropwort were not
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observed on aerial photography or during the site reconnaissance. The Little Pee Dee River provides
foraging habitat for the bald eagle. Also, it is anticipated that mature trees occur within the floodplain
of the river, which were not accessible during the field reconnaissance, are of suitable size to support

eagle nests.

Although the endangered shortnose and Atlantic sturgeon do not occur in the Little Pee Dee River,
protection of this tract could protect their habitat in Great Pee Dee River, located downstream. This
would be done by eliminating the possibility of land disturbance, thereby reducing the amount of

sediment entering the river.

The presence of the remaining ARS species listed for Horry County were evaluated based on
literature review, habitat observations during the site reconnaissance, and aerial photography review.
Based on this review it is anticipated that suitable habitat is present for Carolina pygmy sunfish,
black rail, robust redhorse, Rafinesque’s big-eared bat, tri-colored bat, Savannah Lilliput, ciliate-leaf
tickseed, Godfrey’s stitchwort, Harper’s fimbristylis, long beach seedbox, yellow pond lily, spotted

turtle, and southern hognose snake.

4.2.7.2 Migratory Bird Species Act

The varied wetland and upland habitats at Gunter’s Island provide habitat for a variety of migratory bird
species. SCDNR has documented breeding occurrences of 15 species of neo-tropical migratory birds
and 35 species of other upland birds on the Little Pee Dee River Heritage Preserve just upstream, and
the Woodbury Wildlife Management Area, located just downstream in Marion County, is designated
as an Important Bird Area by the Audubon Society. Table 5 provides a summary of typical migratory
species that potentially utilize the various habitats located at Gunter’s Island in the winter and summer

months.

Table 5: Migratory Bird Species

HABITAT WINTER RESIDENTS SUMMER RESIDENTS
American bittern Acadian flycatcher
WATER RELATED Palm warbler Black crowned night heron
(Lakes, Rivers, Swamps, Wilson’s snipe Swallow-tailed kite
Bottomland Hardwoods, etc.) Canada goose Least bittern
Gadwall Mississippi kite
Ring-necked duck Acadian flycatcher
Blue-winged teal Northern parula warbler
Green-winged teal Prothonotary warbler
Hooded merganser Swainson’s warbler
Northern harrier Kentucky warbler
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HABITAT

WINTER RESIDENTS

SUMMER RESIDENTS

Yellow-rumped warbler

Hooded warbler

FORESTED
(Mixed Woodlands, Pine
Woodlands, etc.)

Yellow-bellied sapsucker
Blue-headed vireo
Brown creeper
Red-breasted nuthatch
House wren

Winter wren
Golden-crowned kinglet
Ruby-crowned kinglet
Hermit thrush
Yellow-rumped warbler
Fox sparrow
White-throated sparrow
Dark-eyed junco

Purple finch

Broad-winged hawk
Chuck-will’s-widow
Ruby-throated hummingbird
Yellow-billed cuckoo
Eastern wood pewee
Great crested flycatcher
Yellow-throated vireo
Red-eyed vireo
Blue-gray gnatcatcher
Wood thrush

Summer tanager
Yellow-throated warbler
Hooded warbler
Kentucky warbler

Sources: Potter, E.F., J.F Parnell, and R.P. Teulings. 1980. Birds of the Carolinas. The University of North

Carolina Press, Chapel Hill, NC.

Dunn, J.L. and J. Alderfer. 2008. A Field Guide to the Birds of Eastern North America. National

Geographic Society, Washington, DC.

During the field reconnaissance, ruby-crowned kinglets and yellow-belly sapsuckers were observed in the

managed pine areas.

4.2.7.3 Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act

During the preparation of the I-73 South Environmental Impact Statement, the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) identified all perennial streams within the study corridor as potential
habitat for juvenile and adult fish maturation or nursery habitat for diadromous fish species, which
are protected under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act. This
includes species such as shortnose sturgeon, Atlantic sturgeon, American shad, blueback herring,

hickory shad, American eel, and striped bass.

SCDNR’s Stream Assessment data from sampling stations within both the Palmetto and Juniper
Swamps, which drain into the Gunter’s Island tract, provided that the American eel, a South Carolina
Wildlife Action Plan (SWAP) priority species and USFWS ARS species, was present. Species are
listed in the SWAP because they are:

. rare or designated as at-risk due to knowledge deficiencies;
o species common in South Carolina but listed rare or declining elsewhere; or,
. species that serve as indicators of detrimental environmental conditions.
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Other SWAP priority species that readily utilize the Little Pee Dee River along Gunter’s Island are
American shad (Alosa sapidissima), blueback herring (USFWS ARS species), and hickory shad
(Alosa mediocris) which are all an important prey base for predatory fish species and a variety of
piscivorous birds, including bald eagles. Therefore, protection of Gunter’s Island’s streams and

adjacent wetlands would benefit important fish species.

4.2.7.4 South Carolina State Rare Species

As mentioned in the introduction of this section, SCDNR maintains a list of rare, threatened, and
endangered species and communities known to occur in each County. A literature review was
completed for each species for Horry County, and based on the habitats present at Gunter’s Island; a
list was developed of species that could occur there. Species that were identified in Section 4.2.7.1 as
E, T, or ARS are not included in this list. Table 6 provides a list of the species, their state status, and

a short description of their habitat requirements.

Table 6: State Rare Species Potentially Occurring at Gunter’s Island

Scientific Common | Status Habitat
Name Name
Plants
Echinodorus Dwarf Drawdown zones of Coastal Plain ponds, pineland ponds, and
S2 .
parvulus burhead blackwater riverbanks.

On muddy bottoms and silty margins of drying pine barren ponds and

Fimbristylis Harper’s Coastal Plain blackwater rivers; seasonally exposed mudflats along

perpusilla fimbristylis = pond margins, river shores, and in the center of seasonal ponds; silty
sandbars in rivers.
Helenium Shortleaf s1 Bogs, springhead seepage forests, boggy stream banks, boggy
brevifolium | sneezeweed clearings, and other saturated soils.
Isoetes River bank s1 Wet soil along muddy or sandy shores (including tidal shores and
riparia quillwort estuaries) of rivers, streams, and in swamps.
Liliacopsis Carolina _Open mud flats of.pond shores, swamps, fres_hwater marshes,
carolinensis lilaeopsis S1 mterdung ponds, dltches,. and shores _of bracklsh to freshwater
estuarine sounds and rivers, often immersed in the water.
Lipocarpha @ Half-chaff $2 Moist to wet sandy soils, commonly on alluvial sands, of riverbank
micrantha sedge draw-down zones, pond margins, streams, and ditches.
Lygodium Ar_neri_can _
climbing S1S2 Moist, sandy, woodlands and swamps.
palmatum fern
In wet, peaty or sandy soils in pinelands, and borders of ponds,
Scleria Baldwin $2 drainage ditches, and borrow-pits, often in shallow water. In our area,
baldwinii nutrush it favors wet savannas, under Pinus serotina, P. palustris, and/or
Taxodium ascendens.
Stylisma S . . . .
pickeringii Plcker_lng s Coarse, \_/vhlte sands in open sandhills orin other dry, parren, sar_1dy
var. morning- S1 woods with sparse ground cover, scant litter accumulation, and little
pickeringii glory canopy cover.
flab;ﬁ/i?cfrmis S;;?g\r,]ﬁh S1 Wet pinelands, spodosol pine flatwoods, and Carolina bay edges.
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Scientific Common | Status Habitat

Name Name
eyed grass
Animals
Blackwater systems, including some with a tidal influence. However,
Fundulus Banded s1 they rarely venture into brackish water. It prefers calm, slow, clear or
diaphanus killifish brown-stained waters of creeks, rivers, lakes, and ponds with a sand
and gravel bottom near scattered submerged and emergent vegetation.
Lampsis Rayed pink S2 Little Pee Dee River

splendida flatmucket
Notes: S1 = Critically imperiled statewide because of extreme rarity or because of some factor(s)
making it especially vulnerable to extirpation.
S2 = Imperiled statewide because of rarity or factor(s) making it vulnerable.
During the site reconnaissance, pondspice (Litsea aestivalis), an S3 ranked plant species, was
observed in the Carolina bay. SCDNR has also identified important habitats and geological features
on the site. Bald cypress-tupelo gum swamps, bottomland hardwoods, pine flatwoods, and xeric
sandhill scrub are among the habitats present at Gunter’s Island. A Carolina bay, an important
geological feature, is also present onsite. As indicated in Table 6, many state species of concern are

anticipated to benefit from protection of Gunter’s Island.

4.2.7.5 Conclusion

The varied habitats found at Gunter’s Island provide suitable habitat for many protected species and
species of concern as discussed above. Long-term management and enhancement of the habitats, to
be provided by SCDNR, will increase the possibility that dormant plant seeds of many fire dependent
species regenerating the native wildflower and grasses to areas previously disturbed by logging
activity. Areas of currently managed loblolly pine (Pinus taeda) and future plantings of longleaf pine
(Pinus palustrus) could someday provide habitat for relocated red-cockaded woodpeckers. Protection
of the site will benefit many neo-tropical and other migratory birds that utilize the onsite habitats
during winter and summer months. Protection of the onsite streams, adjacent wetlands, and the
shoreline of the Little Pee Dee River will benefit many diadromous fish species, including the
endangered Atlantic and shortnose sturgeon. SCDNR species of concern, important habitats and a
geological feature (Carolina bay) will be protected. The river corridor in the Little Pee Dee River
drainage is also habitat for black bear (Ursus americanus), an S3 ranked species, and swallow-tailed

kite (Elanoides forficatus). Both of these species have been reported along the river corridor.

In addition to protected species, the tract provides valuable habitat for deer, turkey and numerous
non-game species as well as wintering habitat for a wide variety of waterfowl including wood ducks

(Aix sponsa), hooded mergansers (Lophodytes cucullatus), mallards (Anas platyrhynchos), green-
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winged teal (Anas carolinensis) and ringed-necked ducks (Aythya collaris). The forested wetlands

also provide important nesting and migration habitat for a large assemblage of migratory birds.

Acquisition and protection of the Gunter’s Island tract will complement larger conservation

initiatives of the Little Pee Dee-Lumber River Focus Area and the adjacent Winyah Bay Focus Area.

4.3 Site Protection

Currently, Gunter’s Island is owned by a private company. SCDOT has been working with the
current land owner to purchase the property upon approval of the permit for 1-73. SCDOT, in
coordination with the Federal Highway Administration, prepared a categorical exclusion document
for this property purchase and is included as Appendix A. After purchasing the property, SCDOT
will immediately transfer the fee simple ownership of the property to SCDNR. SCDNR will then
place the property into the Heritage Trust Program. The Heritage Trust Program is a system
dedicated to inventorying, preserving, using and managing "outstanding natural or cultural areas and
features” in South Carolina. Properties generally enter the Heritage Trust Program through
dedication. Properties dedicated to the Heritage Trust Program will be protected in perpetuity. Once
the property is received by SCDNR it will be dedicated into the Heritage Trust Program. Any
property restrictions are recorded in the county real estate records to complete the dedication into the
Heritage Trust Program. Based on baseline evaluations, Gunter’s Island would qualify as a Heritage
Trust Preserve. In accordance with S.C. Code of Laws 851-17-80 "[t]he following restrictions shall

apply to all Heritage Preserves:”

“The primary dedication as a Heritage Preserve shall be to preserve and
protect the natural or cultural character of any area or feature so established.
The board of the department and its agents shall in all cases maintain the
essential character of any area or feature dedicated, and as such they are
hereby declared to be at their highest, best and most important use for the
public benefit. No Heritage Preserve shall be taken for any other public
purpose unless the approval of both the board of the department and the
Governor has been obtained. In no case shall any Heritage Preserve be taken

for any private use”.
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In order to facilitate the transfer of the property and to give assurance the wetland restoration and
enhancement activities as described in this plan will be completed in manner consistent with Section
404 permitting requirements; SCDOT has worked with SCDNR to develop a memorandum of
agreement (MOA). A draft of the MOA between SCDOT and SCDNR is included in Appendix B.
The final MOA will be signed by SCDOT and SCDNR prior to transfer of the property. Included in
the MOA are the obligations by each party to cover the transfer of the property. The MOA also
includes the provision that SCDNR perform the restoration activities described in Section 4.5.4 of

this plan.

A Dedication and Declaration of Trust document will serve as the site protection instrument and will
be immediately executed by SCDNR after the property is transferred. A draft of this document is
included as Appendix C. The Dedication and Declaration of Trust lists the conditions, restrictions,
and terms of use for the property. The document also includes provisions for enforcement by
USACE and/or SCDHEC in the event that there is a breach in the terms of the instrument. If for any
reason SCDNR does not acquire the property and incorporate it into the Heritage Trust Program,

SCDOT will coordinate with the USACE to develop an appropriate site protection instrument on the

property.
4.4 Baseline Information and Conditions

4.4.1 ProjectSite

The 1-73 corridor runs through four counties (Dillon, Horry, Marion and Marlboro) in the
northeastern section of South Carolina (Figure 1). The corridor runs for approximately 75 miles from
the border with North Carolina just north of Bennettsville in Marlboro County (34.792260, -
79.0660296), south towards the town of Latta and thence southeast of the town of Aynor and north of
the City of Conway in Horry County to intersect with SC 22 (33.940903, -79.062486). The corridor
is located primarily within two EPA Level 11l Ecoregions: Southeastern Plains and Middle Atlantic
Coastal Plains (Figure 2). As previously mentioned, the corridor is located within three 8-digit HUC
watersheds: Middle Pee Dee River (03040201), Little Pee Dee River (03040204), and Waccamaw
River (03040206). The corridor is primarily rural in character with upland forest and agricultural
lands interlaced with low lying drainages, and dotted with small cities and towns including
Bennettsville, Marion, Mullins and Aynor, as well as numerous smaller communities. Vegetation

community types vary throughout the corridor and consist primarily of natural and managed pine
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forests, deciduous upland forests, forested and non-forested wetlands, pasture and agricultural field
borders.

The corridor crosses the Little Pee Dee River, Lake Swamp and numerous smaller streams, wetland
and open water habitats. Aquatic resources occurring within the corridor include aquatic beds, bay
forest, bottomland hardwoods, deciduous shrub swamp, freshwater marsh, pine wet flatwoods,
ponds, borrow pits, rivers, canals, and wooded swamp (Nelson, John; The Natural Communities of

South Carolina). Detailed information of aquatic habitat types may be found in the FEISs.

Aguatic habitats within the Little Pee Dee-Lumber Focus Area, which include both the impact and
mitigation sites, are described as being
“...defined by classic blackwater river floodplain forests with canopies of bald
cypress (Taxodium distichum), swamp tupelo (Nyssa biflora) and red maple (Acer
rubrum). Other species commonly associated include tulip poplar (Liriodendron
tulipfera), sweet gum (Liquidambar styraciflua), pond pine (Pinus serotina), loblolly
pine (P. taeda) and laurel oak (Quercus laurifolia). Floodplain forests are seasonally
inundated by the river and represent the most deeply flooded of all southeastern
United States forest types. The shrub layer in areas subjected to frequent flooding is

open, whereas areas with infrequent flooding may be fairly dense and pocosin-like.

The Little Pee Dee and Lumber rivers’ bottomland hardwood forests typically occur
between the floodplain forest and drier upland sites. Unlike floodplain forests and
longleaf pine (P. palustris) uplands, bottomland hardwoods are quite diverse in terms
of the number of overstory species. This ecotype is dominated by a well-developed
canopy of water oak (Quercus nigra), overcup oak (Q. lyrata), willow oak (Q.
phellos), sweetgum, water hickory (Carya aquatica) and loblolly pine. Bottomland
hardwood forests are inundated regularly by the river, but do not typically contain
standing water for extended periods of time. The drier conditions result in a better
developed herbaceous layer. Loose spangle grass (Uniola laxa) often develops thick

stands in open areas.

Some of the most significant resources of the study area are probably the geomorphic

features, the oxbow lakes, sloughs, braided streams, sand ridges and other fluvial
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formations that have been created by the river within the floodplain. These type
features are common on Coastal Plain blackwater rivers; however, the Little Pee Dee
and Lumber Rivers have an unusually numerous and well developed array of fluvial
formations. Many of these features can be directly accessed from the main river
channel. Oxbow lakes are often associated with floodplain forests. Oxbow lakes are

former sections of river channel that became isolated when the river changed course.

There are several excellent examples of oxbow lakes along the Little Pee Dee River.
Elevated xeric sand ridges run parallel to the rivers throughout the floodplain. This
ecosystem is associated with fluvial sand deposited by river currents. The soils are
sandy and well drained. Longleaf and sparse loblolly pine dominate the canopy. The
mid-story consists primarily of turkey oak (Q. laevis), sand live oak (Q. virginiana
var. germinata) and persimmon (Diospyros virginiana). Common understory plants
include wiregrass (Aristida stricta), dropseed (Sporobolus spp.), and prickly-pear
(Opuntia compressa). The protection of these ridges is essential to the health of the

overall aquatic system.”

Uplands throughout the 1-73 corridor are characterized by dry sandy hillsides, much of which have
been timbered, in successional regeneration or are in planted pine production. These areas have been
recently cleared and/or may be dominated by such species as loblolly pine, (Pinus taeda), white oak
(Q. alba), post oak (Q. stellata), blackjack oak (Q. marilandica), dewberry (Rubus fragellaris) and
American beech (Fagus grandifolia). Additional uplands are located in topographically lower areas
and along the bottom of hillsides. These areas tend to exhibit slightly higher percentage of
hydrophytic vegetation but lack hydric soil and hydrology indicators associated with wetlands.
Generally these areas are dominated by forest communities consisting of red maple (Acer rubrum),

sweet-gum (Liquidambar styraciflua), and American holly, (Ilex opaca).

4.4.2 Mitigation Site

The Gunter’s Island tract is located in western Horry County on the border with Marion County
along the Little Pee Dee River. The site is situated west of the Town of Conway just north of US 378,
east of SC 908, and west of Pee Dee Road near Jordanville, SC. (Figure 3). The Gunter’s Island tract
is adjacent to the 200 acre Johnson Tract of the Little Pee Dee Heritage Preserve and just upstream of
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the approximately 26,000 acre Woodbury Wildlife Management Area. The site is within the Little
Pee Dee-Lumber River Focus Area and the Little Pee Dee Scenic River begins just downstream at
the US 378 bridge (Figure 9). Gunter’s Island is a single parcel (28700000001) tract containing
6,258 deeded acres (Figure 5). The tract is located in the Middle Atlantic Coastal Plain EPA level 1lI
ecoregion and the Little Pee Dee River watershed where 74 percent of the 1-73 wetland impacts and
78 percent of the stream impacts occur (HUC 03040204) (Figures 4).

In total, the site contains approximately 4,563.1 acres of forested wetland, 55.4 acres of emergent
wetland, 31.4 acres of open water, and 1,608 acres of upland habitat (Figure 6). A GIS desktop
survey with field verifications was used to determine the quantity of wetland areas on the site. The
publically available spatial data from US Fish and Wildlife Service (National Wetland Inventory),
Natural Resource Conservation Service (soils), and US Geological Survey (National Land Cover

Database) were combined, utilizing at least two sources, to identify these areas included in the total.

The palustrine forested wetlands are characterized by hydric soil indicators and a mature canopy of
hardwoods. The bottomland hardwoods are forested areas usually occurring within floodplains and
comprised of the tree species listed in Table 7. Flooding in the bottomland hardwoods usually occurs
during the winter and spring months. Wooded swamps are also associated with floodplains, occurring

on low flats, oxbows and isolated ponds.

Table 7: Gunter’s Island Wetland Tree Species

Common Name Scientific Name
Bald Cypress Taxodium distichum
Red Maple Acer rubrum

River Birch Betula nigra

Black Willow Salix nigra

Laurel Oak Quercus laurifolia
Willow Oak Quercus phellos
Water Oak Quercus nigra
Black Gum Nyssa silvatica
Water Tupelo Nyssa aquatica
Green Ash Fraxinus pennsylvanica
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The Gunter’s Island tract also includes an intact, 85-acre Carolina Bay, located in the northeastern
section of the property. Bay forests occur on peat soils and stay saturated for long periods of time
throughout the growing season. According to a tree stand history provided by the current landowner,
it appears the Carolina Bay was harvested in 1935 and allowed to naturally regenerate; however,
verification through historic aerial photography and observations from biological surveys do not
support this theory. Historic aerial photography from 1949 (Figure 11) does not show a 14 year old
new growth forest; stumps were also not found during biological surveys in the area. In order for the
replanted trees in the bay to survive, the rim of the bay would have been breached to drain the bay
and there is no evidence of such activity. American Timberlands has stated that it is possible that
when International Paper did the stand survey that the age of the stand was estimated based upon the
height of the trees. Based on this evidence, it does not appear the Carolina Bay has been previously

cleared. Trees dominating the canopy within the bay are listed in Table 8.

Table 8: Gunter’s Island Carolina Bay Species

Common Name Scientific Name
Bald Cypress Taxodium distichum
Loblolly Pine Pinus taeda

Red Maple Acer rubrum

River Birch Betula nigra

Red Bay Persea borbonia
Black Gum Nyssa sylvatica
Swamp Chestnut Oak Quercus michauxii

Numerous oxbow lakes dot the landscape comprising approximately 20 acres of open water. Oxbow
lakes are often associated with floodplain forests, as these features are former sections of river
channel that became isolated when the river changed course. Excluding relic oxbow channels, the
property contains approximately 17 miles of stream, including 11 miles of waterfront on the Little
Pee Dee River, one of the most ecologically significant drainages in South Carolina. Data from the
US Geological Survey (National Hydrologic Dataset) was used to identify the on-site streams as
Evan’s Branch and an Unnamed Tributary leading from Jordan Lake to the Little Pee Dee River.
Most of these waters, including the Little Pee Dee River, are designated as Outstanding Resource
Waters by the state of South Carolina. The Little Pee Dee River was also designated by the EPA as
an Aquatic Resource of National Importance.
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The enhancement area is expected to be limited to areas in the vicinity of the removed roadway fill.
An analysis of Light Detection and Ranging (LIDAR) data was done to show that the roadway fill
area does have a change in elevation and creates a barrier that is affecting flow through the wetland
systems where the roads are located. The area of wetland enhancement was determined through
analysis of the 6 inch contour LIDAR data. It is expected that removal of this roadway fill will
enhance hydrology in the wetland areas both upstream and downstream from the restored areas as
shown in figures 19 through 36. Through the removal of these roads, SCDOT expects to
hydrologically enhance 18.6 acres of wetlands at 6 locations. Table 11 shows a summary of data

collected at each wetland enhancement data point.

Table 11: Wetland Enhancement Data:

Enhancement Hyc!ric Hydrophytic Hydrology Acres Figure
Area Soils Vegetation Enhanced Number
la Yes Yes Yes 0.7 21
1b Yes Yes Yes 14 21
2a Yes Yes Yes 0.6 24
2b Yes Yes Yes 0.2 24
3a Yes Yes Yes 1.7 27
3b Yes Yes Yes 1.7 27
4a Yes Yes Yes 1.9 30
4b Yes Yes Yes 1.5 30
5a Yes Yes Yes 14 33
5b Yes Yes Yes 2l 33
6a Yes Yes Yes 2.7 36
6b Yes Yes Yes el 36

SCDNR has agreed to complete the construction activities for the wetland restoration/enhancement
areas. SCDOT will enter into an MOA with SCDNR that will include a provision that the proposed
work is completed in accordance with the mitigation plan; the draft MOA is included as Appendix B.
SCDNR will perform the removal of the culverts and associated roadway fill to return the area as
close as possible back to original grade. Removed fill will be placed in an upland area for future
needs by SCDNR for roads maintenance. Appropriate sediment and erosion control measures will be

used to prevent the migration of disturbed sediment from leaving the construction areas and
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similar or more evidence of hydrology as shown on the baseline forms. The NCWAM data collected
for the preservation areas will serve as a reference condition for the enhancement areas. The wetland
enhancement areas should show a similar NCWAM score as wetlands of the same type in the

preserved wetland areas.

4.8 Monitoring Requirements

SCDOT will be responsible for any monitoring and has agreed to coordinate monitoring activities
with SCDNR to not interfere with other activities taking place on the site. After restoration activities
have been completed, SCDOT will submit a report to the USACE within 30 days documenting the
completion of the restoration activities. After this initial report, annual monitoring reports will be
completed by SCDOT and submitted to the USACE for review. It is expected that success criteria in
the restoration/enhancement areas will be met after three years. If, after three years, it is determined
that all performance standards have been met, no further monitoring of the site will occur. If
performance standards have not been met, SCDOT will continue to monitor the site for two more
years. The reports will include a narrative providing an overview of site conditions; NCWAM
assessment forms, USACE data forms, maps, and photographs to illustrate conditions at the
restoration/enhancement sites. Photographs will be included with dates and clear labels with the
direction from which the photo was taken. Maps will show the location of the mitigation site,
locations of photographic reference points, and quadrats. SCDOT will include the following
components in each monitoring report submitted after construction.

1. Name of party responsible (SCDOT or their designated consultant) for conducting the
monitoring and the date(s) of the inspection.

2. A Dbrief description of the approved compensatory mitigation plan and the dates when specific
mitigation activities were commenced and/or completed.

3. A paragraph describing whether the mitigation site is developing as expected. This summary
will be supported by a detailed description of each of the six sites, and whether or not each
site is developing as expected and meeting the necessary performance standards.

4. If one or more sites are not meeting the necessary performance standards, the Applicant will
submit a description of the existing condition, identify the reason(s) that the site is not
meeting performance standards, and submit a proposal to conduct remedial actions and bring

the management unit into compliance with the approved compensatory mitigation plan.
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5. Dates of any corrective or maintenance activities conducted since the previous report

submission.

4.9 Long Term Management

A private landowner currently owns the parcels on which the Site is located. SCDOT has an
agreement with the current owner to purchase the property upon approval of the necessary
permits/certifications for 1-73. Following issuance of the Clean Water Act Section 404 permit by
the USACE and the 401 Water Quality Certification, State Navigable Water permit and a Coastal
Zone Management permit from SCDHEC; SCDOT will purchase the site and transfer ownership
of Gunter’s Island to SCDNR for dedication into the Heritage Trust Program. The Heritage
Trust Act (51-17-10 et Seq.) defines the primary objective of all Heritage Preserves is to "protect
the natural or cultural character of any area or feature” for which the property was dedicated.
Objectives for the property are to preserve and enhance natural resources while restoring and

enhancing jurisdictional waters on the property.

Additionally, the Heritage Trust Act requires that Heritage Preserves be managed "to provide the
maximum public usage . . . which is compatible and consistent with the character of the area" —
(S.C. Code of Laws 51-17-40). These uses, consistent with agency mission and management
objectives, include providing general public access for hunting, fishing, wildlife or other natural
resource observation, wildlife or other natural resource photography, environmental education

and environmental interpretation.

4.9.1 Identification of Long Term Management Activities

Typical SCDNR management involves the protection of the resource in addition to management.
Traditional management involves the enhancement of natural systems to promote appropriate
ecological conditions and improve habitat quality for wildlife and plant species. Judicious
timber harvesting opens up the canopy and stimulates understory development that is beneficial
to certain species of plants and animals, and can be a valuable tool in restoring degraded and
altered ecosystems. SCDNR may thin and/or clearcut pine plantations on Gunter’s Island. If
plantations are removed, they may be allowed to regenerate naturally or be replanted to the
appropriate ecological condition. The appropriate ecological condition will be determined by an

examination of the soil type of each site and a topographical review of each area. This could
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include the conversion of predominately loblolly pine stands to longleaf pine or to a mixed

hardwood community.

Other enhancements may include under-planting in certain stands with sparse longleaf pine
overstory and selective thinning to enhance natural stands that have achieved crown closure.
Traditionally, hardwood stands are protected as a part of SCDNR management, unless tree
species composition or stand health can be improved. The use of prescribed fire may also be
implemented to restore and maintain fire-dependent ecosystems, promoting both species and

habitat diversity.

Prescribed fire, in addition to other appropriate control measures, such as the use of herbicides or
mechanical means (i.e. mowing or Gyro trac), may be implemented to control exotic and
invasive species. Other management activities may include research studies or the maintenance

of roads for public and management access.

4.9.2 Funding Mechanism
Any management activities following completion of the monitoring period and closure of the Site as
specified in this mitigation plan will be funded through monetary appropriations by SCDNR and the

Heritage Trust Program.

5.0 Conclusive Summary

The 1-73 Compensatory Mitigation Plan represents a unique opportunity to accomplish landscape
scale conservation of outstanding resources, consistent with ongoing regional conservation efforts
and goals in accordance with the 2008 Mitigation Rule. The Rule describes the components of a
mitigation plan (33 C.F.R. § 332.4(c)). All information, documentation, and evidence provided
throughout this document meet all criteria set forth in the 2008 Mitigation Rule for a successful and

appropriate mitigation plan.

The 1-73 Compensatory Mitigation Plan has identified a site that is a high priority for acquisition and
preservation within the same watershed as the majority of the impacts from 1-73 construction. The
plan meets identified watershed goals and objectives, landscape scale watershed approach, and the
requirements for preservation as listed in the 2008 rule for mitigation. The site contains outstanding

natural resources including:

40|Page



o Relatively undisturbed ecosystems,

e Management for species of conservation concern,

¢ Unique landforms,

e Important scientific, educational, aesthetic or recreational characteristics, and

e Cultural resources.

The long-term preservation of Gunter’s Island and its outstanding aquatic resources will contribute
significantly to the sustainability of the watershed by providing important physical, chemical, and
biological functions. The plan documents that the resources on the site are under threat from
destruction or adverse modification. The site will be transferred to a third party resource agency and
will be protected in perpetuity by dedication into the Heritage Trust Program. This PRM plan fully
mitigates for lost aquatic resource functions and services resulting from the construction and
operation of I-73. With the detailed documentation provided in this plan, the DE now has ample
foundation to conclude that this plan is "environmentally preferable” and meets the requirements for
mitigation through preservation as specified in 33 C.F.R. § 332.3 (f) of the Rule.
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