DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, SAVANNAH DISTRICT
100 W. OGLETHORPE AVENUE
SAVANNAH, GEORGIA 31401-3604

July 12, 2017
Regulatory Branch
SAS-2017-00527

JOINT PUBLIC NOTICE
Savannah District/State of Georgia
The Savannah District has received an application for a Department of the Army
Permit, pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. § 1344), as follows:
Application Number: SAS-2017-00527
Applicant: Mr. Shelton Hughes
Fred J Hughes & Fred J Hughes III, LLP
Post Office Box 16447
Garden City, Georgia 31408
Agent:

Mr. Brett Searing
Resource and Land Consultants
41 Park of Commerce Way, Suite 303
Savannah, Georgia 31405

Location of Proposed Work: The 4.60 acre project site is located off of United States
Highway 80, approximately 0.25 miles from the intersection with Chatham Parkway, in
the City of Garden City, Chatham County, Georgia (Latitude 32.0862,
Longitude -81.1657).
Description of Work Subject to the Jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(Corps): The applicant proposes to impact approximately 1.51 acres of wetland
associated with the construction of a commercial flex space. The aquatic resource
delineation has not yet been verified by the Corps. The applicant’s proposed
compensatory mitigation plan is the purchase of 9.2 wetland mitigation credits from a
Corps approved primary service area mitigation bank.

BACKGROUND
This Joint Public Notice announces a request for authorizations from both the Corps
and the State of Georgia. The applicant's proposed work may also require local
governmental approval.

STATE OF GEORGIA
Water Quality Certification: The Georgia Department of Natural Resources,
Environmental Protection Division, intends to certify this project at the end of 30 days in
accordance with the provisions of Section 401 of the Clean Water Act, which is required
for a Federal Permit to conduct activity in, on, or adjacent to the waters of the State of
Georgia. Copies of the application and supporting documents relative to a specific
application will be available for review and copying at the office of the Georgia
Department of Natural Resources, Environmental Protection Division, Watershed
Protection Branch, 2 MLK Jr. Drive, Suite 418, Atlanta, Georgia 30334, during regular
office hours. A copier machine is available for public use at a charge of 10 cents per
page. All coastal projects are filed at our Brunswick office and will need to be requested
from Mr. Bradley Smith at Bradley.Smith@dnr.ga.gov. Any person who desires to
comment, object, or request a public hearing relative to State Water Quality Certification
must do so within 30 days of the State's receipt of application in writing and state the
reasons or basis of objections or request for a hearing. The application can be
reviewed in the Savannah District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Regulatory Division,
100 W. Oglethorpe Avenue, Savannah, Georgia 31401-3604.
State-owned Property and Resources: The applicant may also require assent from
the State of Georgia, which may be in the form of a license, easement, lease, permit or
other appropriate instrument.
Georgia Coastal Management Program: Prior to the Savannah District Corps of
Engineers making a final permit decision on this application, the project must be
certified by the Georgia Department of Natural Resources, Coastal Resources Division,
to be consistent with applicable provisions of the State of Georgia Coastal Management
Program (15 CFR 930). Anyone wishing to comment on Coastal Management Program
certification of this project should submit comments in writing within 30 days of the date
of this notice to the Federal Consistency Coordinator, Ecological Services Section,
Coastal Resources Division, Georgia Department of Natural Resources, One
Conservation Way, Brunswick, Georgia 31523-8600 (Telephone 912-264-7218).

U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS
The Savannah District must consider the purpose and the impacts of the applicant's
proposed work, prior to a decision on issuance of a Department of the Army Permit.
Cultural Resources Assessment: Review of the latest published version of the
National Register of Historic Places indicates that there are no sites listed on the
register within or immediately adjacent to the project area. Pursuant to Section 106 of
the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, we request the Georgia
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Historical Preservation Division (HPD) or any other interested party review the latest
published version of the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) to determine if the
property has or has not any registered properties or properties listed as eligible for
inclusion located at the site or in the area affected by the proposed work. Presently
unknown archaeological, scientific, prehistorical, or historical data may be located at the
site and could be affected by the proposed work.
Endangered Species: Pursuant to Section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act of
1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), we request information from the U.S.
Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, the U.S. Department of
Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, National Marine
Fisheries Service; or, any other interested party, on whether any species listed or
proposed for listing may be present in the area.
According to the applicant, the USFWS Information, Planning, and Conservation
(IPaC) System was consulted to determine the potential impacts of the proposed project
on federally listed species. There are no known critical habitats located within the
project area. The following federally listed species have ranges that extend into
Chatham County: Acipenser brevirostrum (shortnose sturgeon); Acipenser oxyrinchus
(Atlantic sturgeon); Ambystoma cingulatum (frosted flatwoods salamander); Calidris
canutus (red knot), Caretta caretta (loggerhead sea turtle); Charadrius melodus (piping
plover); Chelonia mydas (green sea turtle); Dermochelys coriacea (leatherback sea
turtle); Eubalaena glacialis (Northern Atlantic right whale); Gopherus polyphemus
(gopher tortoise); Lepidochelys kempii (Kemp’s Ridley sea turtle); Lindera melissifolia
(pondberry); Mycteria americana (wood stork); Picoides borealis (red-cockaded
woodpecker); and Trichechus manatus (west indian manatee).
Public Interest Review: The decision whether to issue a permit will be based on an
evaluation of the probable impact including cumulative impacts of the proposed activity
on the public interest. That decision will reflect the national concern for both protection
and utilization of important resources. The benefit, which reasonably may be expected
to accrue from the proposal, must be balanced against its reasonably foreseeable
detriments. All factors, which may be relevant to the proposal will be considered
including the cumulative effects thereof; among those are conservation, economics,
aesthetics, general environmental concerns, wetlands, historic properties, fish and
wildlife values, flood hazards, flood plain values, land use, navigation, shoreline erosion
and accretion, recreation, water supply and conservation, water quality, energy needs,
safety, food and fiber production, mineral needs, considerations of property ownership
and in general, the needs and welfare of the people.
Consideration of Public Comments: The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is soliciting
comments from the public; federal, state, and local agencies and officials; Native
American Tribes; and other interested parties in order to consider and evaluate the
impacts of this proposed activity. Any comments received will be considered by the
3

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to determine whether to issue, modify, condition or deny
a permit for this proposal. To make this decision, comments are used to assess
impacts on endangered species, historic properties, water quality, general
environmental effects, and the other public interest factors listed above. Comments are
used in the preparation of an Environmental Assessment and/or an Environmental
Impact Statement pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act. Comments are
also used to determine the need for a public hearing and to determine the overall public
interest of the proposed activity.
Application of Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines: The proposed activity involves the
discharge of dredged or fill material into potential waters of the United States. The
Savannah District's evaluation of the impact of the activity on the public interest will
include application of the guidelines promulgated by the Administrator, Environmental
Protection Agency, under the authority of Section 404(b) of the Clean Water Act.
Public Hearing: Any person may request, in writing, within the comment period
specified in this notice, that a public hearing be held to consider this application for a
Department of the Army permit. Requests for public hearings shall state, with
particularity, the reasons for requesting a public hearing. The decision whether to hold
a public hearing is at the discretion of the District Engineer, or his designated appointee,
based on the need for additional substantial information necessary in evaluating the
proposed project.
Comment Period: Anyone wishing to comment on this application for a Department
of the Army Permit should submit comments in writing to the Commander, U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, Savannah District, Attention: Jared M. Lopes, 100 W. Oglethorpe
Avenue, Savannah, Georgia 31401-3604, no later than 30 days from the date of this
notice. Please refer to the applicant's name and the application number in your
comments.
If you have any further questions concerning this matter, please contact
Mr. Jared M. Lopes, Regulatory Specialist, Coastal Plain Field Office at 912-652-5348.

Enclosure

1. Excerpt from Department of the Army Application SAS-2017-00462
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Fred J Hughes Jr & Fred J Hughes III, LLP
Highway 80 Tract
Garden City, Chatham County, Georgia
June 2017
1.0 Introduction:
Resource and Land Consultants on behalf of Fred J Hughes Jr & Fred J Hughes III, LLP is requesting authorization to impact 1.51
acres of wetland during the development of the 4.60 acres project site located north of US Hwy 80, approximately 0.25 miles
from the intersection of Chatham Parkway in Garden City, Chatham County, Georgia (32.086298°, -81.164746°, Figure 1). The
project is located in the Ogeechee Coastal Watershed (03060204). The proposed development includes the construction of
commercial flex space in order to serve the surrounding business community.
2.0 Project Purpose and Need:
The market for light industrial/commercial flex space in the Savannah is experiencing significant demand as a result of the
economic growth we have been experiencing over the past 18 to 24 months. This activity has spurred an increase in small
business and "subcontractor", supplier related growth, which are the typical occupiers for the flex type space. As a result of this
demand on existing product, there is a need for new space but we have very limited availability of well-located parcels to
accommodate additional development of this product. The purpose of the proposed project is to construct commercial flex
space within the Chatham Parkway/US Hwy 80 business corridor in order to provide service to the rapidly growing, surrounding
business community.
3.0 Existing Conditions:
The 4.60 acre project area is divided into three distinct habitat types; 2.05 acres of upland, 0.67 acres of storm water detention
pond, and 1.88 acres of wetland. The upland habitat consists of cleared, and maintained turf grass, with live oaks irregularly
distributed around the perimeter. The storm water detention pond consists of open water habitat with cattail, smooth rush,
wax myrtle, black willow, and other assorted other herbaceous vegetation along the perimeter. The wetland within the project
area is severely degraded, bounded on three sides by commercial development and US Hwy 80 to the south. Sweet gum,
loblolly pine and red maple are dominant in the canopy layer, the same species are present within the sapling layer with black
willow and wax myrtle present as well. Herbaceous vegetation within the wetland includes cinnamon fern, netted chain fern,
smooth rush, and Virginia chain fern. Hydrologic inputs to this system are not natural and have been limited to surface runoff
from the adjacent developed uplands, including street and parking lot runoff, as well as two large diameter storm water pipes
that deliver water from across US Hwy 80. The position of the wetland nestled within the surrounding development does not
allow for free movement of water; rather it is funneled into the system via storm water conveyances where it is sequestered
more in the manner of a detention basin. A portion of this wetland has been filled in order to accommodate a lift station in the
southwest corner of the property.
4.0 Proposed Project:
The preferred alternative site plan proposes to construct a 32,400 sq ft building, with 162 parking spaces along with associated
landscaping and attendant features. 1.51 acres of wetland fill are required to facilitate this design and will serve as the location
for portions of both the building pad and for parking.
5.0 Alternatives Analysis:
As part of the overall project, the applicant completed a thorough alternatives analysis. A review of the 404(b)(1) guidelines
indicates that “(a) Except as provided under section 404(b)(2), no discharge of dredged or fill material shall be permitted if
there is a practicable alternative to the proposed discharge which would have less adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem, so
long as the alternative does not have other significant adverse environmental consequences.” The guidelines define practicable
alternatives as “(q) The term practicable means available and capable of being done after taking into consideration cost,
existing technology, and logistics in light of overall project purposes.”
The guidelines outline further consideration of practicable alternatives: “(1) For the purpose of this requirement, practicable
alternatives include, but are not limited to: (i) Activities which do not involve a discharge of dredged or fill material into the
waters of the United States or ocean waters; (ii) Discharges of dredged or fill material at other locations in waters of the United
States or ocean waters; (2) An alternative is practicable if it is available and capable of being done after taking into
consideration cost, existing technology, and logistics in light of overall project purposes. If it is otherwise a practicable
alternative, an area not presently owned by the applicant which could reasonably be obtained, utilized, expanded, or managed
in order to fulfill the basic purpose of the proposed activity may be considered.”
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Considering the guidelines above, the applicant evaluated a No Action Alternative, 12 alternative sites including the applicants
preferred site, and three on-site configurations including the applicants preferred on-site configuration. As noted above, the
permit drawings depicting the proposed site plan and all alternatives considered are provided in Appendix C. As part of this
alternative evaluation, the following “Practicability/ Reasonability Screening Selection Criteria” were applied to each alternative
to confirm whether or not the particular alternative and/or on-site configuration was practicable. Practicably/Reasonablity
Screening Selection Criteria for the project included the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Capable of being done considering cost (Is the cost reasonable considering scope and type of project considering total
cost, funding source, profit margin, etc.)
Capable of being done considering logistics (Must consider existing infrastructure, traffic patterns, topography.)
Geographic Location (Review area consists of the Chatham Parkway corridor from Highway 80 to Highway 17)
Capable of being done considering tract size (Site must be between 4 acres and 20 acres in size)
Property can be reasonably obtained (Must consider availability, ability to condemn, liens, etc.)
Meets basic project purpose
Meets overall project purpose

The following provides a summary of the alternative analysis and a description of each alternative evaluated as part of this
permit application package.
5.1 No Action Alternative:
Obviously with every project, a “no action” alternative must be considered and complete avoidance of wetlands was the
first alternative considered for this project. Due to the location of wetlands, it was quickly determined that complete
avoidance of wetland impacts was not feasible. Because the “no-action” alternative and complete avoidance of impacts
prohibits construction of the proposed commercial facility, this alternative was determined to be unreasonable and not
practicable.
5.2 Off-Site Alternatives & On-Site Configurations: Including the applicates preferred alternative, a total of 11 alternative
sites and 3 site configurations were reviewed as part of the off-site alternatives analysis.
5.2.1 Applicant’s Preferred Site: The applicant’s preferred alternative totals 4.60 acres generally located at the
intersection of Highway 80 and Chatham Parkway. The following provides a summary of each criterion reviewed for
the applicants preferred site:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

This alternative is capable of being done when considering cost
This alternative is capable of being done when considering logistics
The site is located within the geographic review area.
The site meets the minimum size criteria for the project
The property can be reasonably obtained
The property meets the basic project purpose
The property meets the overall project purpose

In summary, the applicants preferred site meets all the site screening criteria and is therefore a practicable
alternative.
5.2.2 Off-Site Alternative 1: This tract totals approximately 3.86 acres located adjacent to and north of Highway 80
approximately 0.4 miles east of Chatham Parkway. The following provides a summary of each criterion reviewed for
this off-site alternative:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

This alternative is capable of being done when considering cost
This alternative is capable of being done when considering logistics
The site is located within the geographic review area.
The site does not meet the minimum size criteria for the project.
The property can be reasonably obtained
The property meets the basic project purpose.
The property meets the overall project purpose.
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While Off-Site Alternative 1 meets the majority of the site screening criteria, the site did not meet the minimum size
requirement and was therefore determined not practicable.
5.2.3 Off-Site Alternative 2: This tract totals approximately 8.68 acres located adjacent to and north of Highway 80
approximately 0.4 miles east of Chatham Parkway. The following provides a summary of each criterion reviewed for
this off-site alternative:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

This alternative is capable of being done when considering cost
This alternative is capable of being done when considering logistics
The site is located within the geographic review area.
The site meets the minimum size criteria for the project.
The property can be reasonably obtained
The property meets the basic project purpose.
The property meets the overall project purpose.

In summary, Off-Site Alternative 2 meets all the site screening criteria and is therefore a practicable alternative.
5.2.4 Off-Site Alternative 3: This tract totals approximately 16.91 acres located adjacent to west of Chatham
Parkway. The following provides a summary of each criterion reviewed for this off-site alternative:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

This alternative is capable of being done when considering cost
This alternative is capable of being done when considering logistics
The site is located within the geographic review area.
The site meets the minimum size criteria for the project.
The property can be reasonably obtained
The property meets the basic project purpose.
The property meets the overall project purpose.

In summary, Off-Site Alternative 3 meets all the site screening criteria and is therefore a practicable alternative.
5.2.5 Off-Site Alternative 4: This tract totals approximately 32.01 acres located adjacent to and east of Chatham
Parkway and adjacent to and north of Interstate 16. The following provides a summary of each criterion reviewed for
this off-site alternative:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

This alternative is not capable of being done when considering cost. The site consists of a +/- 30 acre lake
and development would require bulk fill of the open water area.
This alternative is not capable of being done when considering logistics for the reason discussed above.
The site is located within the geographic review area.
The site exceeds size criteria for the project.
The property can be reasonably obtained
The property meets the basic project purpose.
The property meets the overall project purpose.

In summary, Off-Site Alternative 4 does not meet all the site screening criteria and is therefore not a practicable
alternative.
5.2.6 Off-Site Alternative 5: This tract totals approximately 34.4 acres located adjacent to and east of Chatham
Parkway and adjacent to and south of Interstate 16. The following provides a summary of each criterion reviewed for
this off-site alternative:
•

•
•

This alternative is not capable of being done when considering cost. The site consists of a +/- 34.4 acres of
commercial property which would exceed any reasonable land acquisition cost for the proposed project. In
addition, the 34.4 acre parcel is only available for purchase with a larger package including adjacent
undeveloped parcels.
This alternative is capable of being done when considering logistics.
The site is located within the geographic review area.
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•
•
•
•

The site exceeds size criteria for the project.
The property can be reasonably obtained
The property meets the basic project purpose.
The property meets the overall project purpose.

In summary, Off-Site Alternative 5 does not meet all the site screening criteria and is therefore not a practicable
alternative.
5.2.7 Off-Site Alternative 6: This tract totals approximately 15.91 acres located adjacent to and west of Chatham
Parkway. The following provides a summary of each criterion reviewed for this off-site alternative:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

This alternative is capable of being done when considering cost
This alternative is capable of being done when considering logistics
The site is located within the geographic review area.
The site meets the minimum size criteria for the project.
The property can not be reasonably obtained as it is currently under contract and not for sale
The property meets the basic project purpose.
The property meets the overall project purpose.

In summary, Off-Site Alternative 6 does not meet all the site screening criteria and is therefore not a practicable
alternative.
5.2.8 Off-Site Alternative 7: This tract totals approximately 30.76 acres located adjacent to and east of Chatham
Parkway and adjacent to and north of Interstate 16. The following provides a summary of each criterion reviewed for
this off-site alternative:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The site consists of a +/- 30.76 acres of commercial property which would exceed any reasonable land
acquisition cost for the proposed project.
This alternative is capable of being done when considering logistics
The site is located within the geographic review area.
The site exceeds the size criteria for the project.
The property can not be reasonably obtained as it is currently under contract and not for sale
The property meets the basic project purpose.
The property meets the overall project purpose.

In summary, Off-Site Alternative 7 does not meet all the site screening criteria and is therefore not a practicable
alternative.
5.2.9 Off-Site Alternative 8: This tract totals approximately 19.84 acres located adjacent to and west of Chatham
Parkway. The following provides a summary of each criterion reviewed for this off-site alternative:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

This alternative is capable of being done when considering cost
This alternative is capable of being done when considering logistics
The site is located within the geographic review area.
The site meets the minimum size criteria for the project.
The property can not be reasonably obtained as it is currently under contract and not for sale
The property meets the basic project purpose.
The property meets the overall project purpose.

In summary, Off-Site Alternative 8 does not meet all the site screening criteria and is therefore not a practicable
alternative.
5.2.10 Off-Site Alternative 9: This tract totals approximately 19.84 acres located adjacent to and west of Chatham
Parkway. The following provides a summary of each criterion reviewed for this off-site alternative:
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•

This alternative is capable of being done when considering cost
This alternative is capable of being done when considering logistics
The site is located within the geographic review area.
The site meets the minimum size criteria for the project.
The property can not be reasonably obtained as it is currently under contract and not for sale
The property meets the basic project purpose.
The property meets the overall project purpose.

In summary, Off-Site Alternative 9 does not meet all the site screening criteria and is therefore not a practicable
alternative.
5.2.11 Off-Site Alternative 10: This tract totals approximately 10.89 acres located adjacent to and west of Chatham
Parkway and adjacent to and north of Highway 17. The following provides a summary of each criterion reviewed for
this off-site alternative:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

This alternative is capable of being done when considering cost
This alternative is capable of being done when considering logistics
The site is located within the geographic review area.
The site meets the minimum size criteria for the project.
The property can not be reasonably obtained as it is currently under contract and not for sale
The property meets the basic project purpose.
The property meets the overall project purpose.

In summary, Off-Site Alternative 10 does not meet all the site screening criteria and is therefore not a practicable
alternative.
5.2.12 Off-Site Alternative 11: This tract totals approximately 10.22 acres located adjacent to and west of Chatham
Parkway and adjacent to and south of Highway 17. The following provides a summary of each criterion reviewed for
this off-site alternative:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

This alternative is capable of being done when considering cost
This alternative is capable of being done when considering logistics
The site is located within the geographic review area.
The site meets the minimum size criteria for the project.
The property can not be reasonably obtained as it is currently under contract and not for sale
The property meets the basic project purpose.
The property meets the overall project purpose.

In summary, Off-Site Alternative 11 does not meet all the site screening criteria and is therefore not a practicable
alternative.
5.2.13 On-Site Configurations: In addition to considering off-site alternatives, the applicant considered on-site
alternatives. The description of various components required to support and sustain the overall commercial complex
operation including suitable office space, parking, stormwater detention, etc. Specifically, three on-site configurations
were drafted and studied in an effort to avoid or minimize impacts to wetlands and waters identified within the property.
The following provides a summary of each alternative considered during the design review process.
5.2.14 On-Site Configuration 1: This alternative requires 1.89 acres of wetland impact and maximizes the usable land by
aligning all project components to the eastern most portion of the property. This arrangement creates the need to fill
approximately 0.35 acres of the storm water detention pond and replace the lost capacity via an equal amount of
excavation within the wetland on the western end. Due to excessive impacts to waters of the U.S. and the associated cost
this site layout was deemed the least desirable.
5.2.15 On-Site Configuration 2: This alternative requires 1.75 acres of wetland impact and avoids nearly all modification
to the existing storm water pond. The site layout for this alternative was considered the most desirable, based on the
location of the building, minimal cost associated with storm water pond relocation and maximization of usable area within
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the site. Because On-Site Configuration 2 contains all the required components of the project, this alternative met the site
screening criteria and is therefore a practicable alternative.
5.2.16 Onsite Configuration 3: This alternative requires 1.51 acres of wetland impact and is situated to avoid modification
to the storm water pond altogether. By shifting the building footprint to the center of the project area and strategically
arranging parking, the design team has allowed for a significant increase in minimization of wetland impacts, while
maintaining continuity of the remaining wetland. Because On-Site Configuration 3 contains all the required components of
the project, this alternative met the site screening criteria and is therefore a practicable alternative.
5.2.17 Alternatives Not Practicable or Reasonable: Following review of both off site alternatives and onsite
configurations, the applicant completed a comparison of alternatives to practicability and reasonability screening criteria.
Table 2 below summarizes a comparison of each alternative discussed above to the screening criteria for practicability and
reasonableness.
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Table 2. Summary Table for Practicability and Reasonableness Screening Selection Criteria
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5.6 Review of Practicable Alternatives:
Following a determination of practicable alternatives using the
“Practicability/Reasonability Screening Selection Criteria”, the applicant completed an analysis of practicable alternatives
to identify the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative pursuant to 40 CFR 230.7(b)(1). The purpose of the
below analysis is to ensure that “no discharge of dredged or fill material shall be permitted if there is a practicable
alternative to the proposed discharge which would have less adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem”. The applicant
evaluated potential environmental impacts that would result from construction of the proposed facility. This evaluation
was completed by considering environmental factors which could impact development of the site. The environmental
factors included:
•

Stream Impacts (quantitative). The estimated linear footage of potential stream impact was evaluated for each practicable
alternative.

•

Stream Impacts (qualitative). The functional value of potential stream impact areas were evaluated for each practicable
alternative. A low, medium, or high value was assigned based on current structure and hydrologic conditions. Examples of
high value would be stable geomorphology and diverse biological community. Examples of low value would be evidence
of full impairment such as extensive culverting, piping, or impoundment within the stream.

•

Wetland Impacts (quantitative). The estimated acreage of potential wetland impact was evaluated for each practicable
alternative.

•

Wetland Function (qualitative). The functional value of potential wetland impact areas were evaluated for each
practicable alternative. A low, medium, or high value was assigned based on current vegetative structure and hydrologic
conditions. Examples of high value would be mature canopy, no evidence of ditching, rare habitats, etc. Examples of low
value would be evidence of habitat manipulation through ditching, clear cutting, diking, fragmentation, etc.

•

Impacts to Other Waters (quantitative). The acreage of open water impact for each site was considered during review of
each practicable alternative.

•

Other Waters Functions (qualitative). The functional value of any open water impact areas were evaluated for each
practicable alternative. A low, medium, or high value was assigned based on habitat type and condition. Examples of high
value would be lakes, impoundments, and/or features occurring naturally. Examples of low value would be man-made
features which have not naturalized and provide little to no biological support (i.e. borrow pit).

•

Federally Listed Threatened or Endangered Species. A preliminary assessment of each practicable alternative was
conducted to determine the potential occurrence of animal and plants species (or their preferred habitats) currently listed
as threatened or endangered by state and federal regulations [Federal Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 USC 1531
1543)]. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Information, Planning, and Conservation System (IPaC) database at
http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/ database was reviewed to determine plant and animal species as endangered or threatened for
each alternative.

•

Cultural Resources. A preliminary assessment of cultural resources was conducted for each site by reviewing available
State Historic Preservation Office information at http://www.nr.nps.gov/. Potential impacts to sites listed or eligible for
listing on the National Register of Historic Places was noted for each alternative.

•

Stream Buffer Impact. The estimated linear footage of potential stream buffer impact was evaluated for each practicable
alternative.

•

Flood Plain Impacts: The estimated acreage of flood plain impact was evaluated for each practicable alternative.
Considering the assessment criteria above, the applicant evaluated nine alternatives include five alternative sites
(including the applicants preferred site) and four alternative on-site configurations (including the applicants preferred onsite configuration). The following provides a summary of each practicable alternative and associated environmental
impacts.
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5.6.1 Proposed Action or Applicant’s Preferred Alternative/On-site Configuration: As discussed above, this proposal
includes development of 4.60 acres located adjacent to and north of Highway 80 and west of Chatham Parkway. The site
design includes approximately 32,400 square feet of office space, 162 parking spaces, and adequate stormwater detention
area. Considering the site plan, a summary of environmental impacts is provided below.
•

Stream Impacts (quantitative). The proposed project will not require any stream impact.

•

Stream Impacts (qualitative). No streams are located within the project area.

•

Wetland Impacts (quantitative). 1.51 acres of jurisdictional wetland impact would be required for the preferred
alternative site and on-site configuration.

•

Wetland Function (qualitative). Due to the surrounding development, isolated nature of the wetland and impounded
state (permanently flooded and dying vegetation), the functional value of the wetland areas proposed for impact was
assigned a low value.

•

Impacts to Other Waters (quantitative). No other waters impacts are associated with this alternative.

•

Other Waters Functions (qualitative). No other waters are located within the project area.

•

Federally Listed Threatened or Endangered Species. An intensive threatened and endangered species survey has been
completed within the project site. Due to the location of the site and current habitat conditions, the project will not
adversely impact any threatened or endangered species.

•

Cultural Resources. The project site is located within a developed area of Chatham County and the project will have
no impact on cultural or archeological resources.

•

Stream Buffer Impact. The proposed project will require not impacts to stream buffers.

•

Floodplain Impacts: The project site is not located within the 100 year flood zone.

5.6.2 Off-Site Alternative Site 1: This tract totals approximately 3.86 acres located adjacent to and north of Highway 80
approximately 0.4 miles east of Chatham Parkway. The following provides a further review of this alternative.
•

Stream Impacts (quantitative). The proposed project will not require any stream impact.

•

Stream Impacts (qualitative). No streams are located within the project area.

•

Wetland Impacts (quantitative). Based on review of available mapping information (aerial & lidar), the project would
require greater than 3 acres of wetland impact. 3.5 acres of jurisdictional wetland impact would be required for the
preferred alternative site and on-site configuration.

•

Wetland Function (qualitative). Due to the surrounding development, the functional value of the wetland areas
proposed for impact was assigned a medium value.

•

Impacts to Other Waters (quantitative). No other waters impacts are associated with this alternative.

•

Other Waters Functions (qualitative). No other waters are located within the project area.

•

Federally Listed Threatened or Endangered Species. Due to the location of the site and current habitat conditions, the
project will not adversely impact any threatened or endangered species.

•

Cultural Resources. Based on available information, the project site is located within a developed area of Chatham
County and the project will have no impact on cultural or archeological resources.
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•

Stream Buffer Impact. The proposed project will require not impacts to stream buffers.

•

Floodplain Impacts: This site is not located within the 100 year flood zone.

5.6.3 Off-Site Alternative 2: This tract totals approximately 8.68 acres located adjacent to and north of Highway 80
approximately 0.4 miles east of Chatham Parkway. The following provides a further review of this alternative.
•

Stream Impacts (quantitative). The proposed project will not require any stream impact.

•

Stream Impacts (qualitative). No streams are located within the project area.

•

Wetland Impacts (quantitative). Based on review of available mapping information (aerial & lidar), the project would
require greater than 3 acres of wetland impact. 4.84 acres of jurisdictional wetland impact would be required for the
preferred alternative site and on-site configuration.

•

Wetland Function (qualitative). Due to the surrounding development, the functional value of the wetland areas
proposed for impact was assigned a medium value.

•

Impacts to Other Waters (quantitative). No other waters impacts are associated with this alternative.

•

Other Waters Functions (qualitative). No other waters are located within the project area.

•

Federally Listed Threatened or Endangered Species. Due to the location of the site and current habitat conditions, the
project will not adversely impact any threatened or endangered species.

•

Cultural Resources. Based on available information, the project site is located within a developed area of Chatham
County and the project will have no impact on cultural or archeological resources.

•

Stream Buffer Impact. The proposed project will require not impacts to stream buffers.

•

Floodplain Impacts: This site is located within the 100 year flood zone.

5.6.4 Off-Site Alternative 3: This tract consists of approximately 4,055 acres and is located west of Interstate 95,
southeast of Highway 17 and south of Highway 84 within Liberty County, Georgia. Based on review of available
information the tract consists of forested upland, forested wetland, and tidal wetland/waters. The tract has been
historically managed for timber production. The following provides a further review of this alternative.
•

Stream Impacts (quantitative). The proposed project will not require any stream impact.

•

Stream Impacts (qualitative). No streams are located within the project area.

•

Wetland Impacts (quantitative). Based on review of available mapping information (aerial & lidar), the project would
require greater than 3 acres of wetland impact. +/-5 acres of jurisdictional wetland impact would be required for the
preferred alternative site and on-site configuration.

•

Wetland Function (qualitative). Due to the surrounding development, the functional value of the wetland areas
proposed for impact was assigned a medium value.

•

Impacts to Other Waters (quantitative). Approximately 1,100 linear feet of canal and ditch impacts are associated
with this alternative.

•

Other Waters Functions (qualitative). The function and value of the ditches within the site would be relatively low.

•

Federally Listed Threatened or Endangered Species. Due to the location of the site and current habitat conditions, the
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project will not adversely impact any threatened or endangered species.
•

Cultural Resources. Based on available information, the project site contains a portion of Savannah Ogeechee Canal
which is listed on the National Register. Thus, the project site is likely to affect cultural and potentially archeological
resources.

•

Stream Buffer Impact. The proposed project will require not impacts to stream buffers.

•

Floodplain Impacts: This site is located within the 100 year flood zone.

5.6.5 On-Site Configuration 2: The site design includes approximately 32,400 square feet of office space, 183 parking
spaces, and adequate stormwater detention area. Considering the site plan, a summary of environmental impacts is
provided below.
•

Stream Impacts (quantitative). The proposed project will not require any stream impact.

•

Stream Impacts (qualitative). No streams are located within the project area.

•

Wetland Impacts (quantitative). 1.75 acres of jurisdictional wetland impact would be required for on-site
configuration 2.

•

Wetland Function (qualitative). Due to the surrounding development, isolated nature of the wetland and impounded
state (permanently flooded and dying vegetation), the functional value of the wetland areas proposed for impact was
assigned a low value.

•

Impacts to Other Waters (quantitative). 0.04 acre of stormwater pond impact would be required for this design
configuration.

•

Other Waters Functions (qualitative). Because the stormwater pond was constructed for stormwater management
purposes the functional value of this habitat would be relatively low.

•

Federally Listed Threatened or Endangered Species. An intensive threatened and endangered species survey has been
completed within the project site. Due to the location of the site and current habitat conditions, the project will not
adversely impact any threatened or endangered species.

•

Cultural Resources. The project site is located within a developed area of Chatham County and the project will have
no impact on cultural or archeological resources.

•

Stream Buffer Impact. The proposed project will require not impacts to stream buffers.

•

Floodplain Impacts: The project site is not located within the 100 year flood zone.

5.6.6 On-Site Configuration 3: The site design includes approximately 32,400 square feet of office space, 163 parking
spaces, and adequate stormwater detention area. Considering the site plan, a summary of environmental impacts is
provided below.
•

Stream Impacts (quantitative). The proposed project will not require any stream impact.

•

Stream Impacts (qualitative). No streams are located within the project area.

•

Wetland Impacts (quantitative). 1.89 acres of jurisdictional wetland impact would be required for on-site
configuration 3.
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•

Wetland Function (qualitative). Due to the surrounding development, isolated nature of the wetland and impounded
state (permanently flooded and dying vegetation), the functional va lue of the wetland areas proposed for impact was
assigned a low va lue.

•

Impacts to Other Waters (quantitative) . 0.35 acre of stormwater pond impact wou ld be requi red for th is design
configuration .

•

Other Waters Functions laualitative). Because the stormwater pond was constructed for stormwater management
purposes the functiona l va lue of this habitat would be relatively low.

•

Federall y Listed Threatened or Endan gered Species. An intensive th reatened and endangered species survey has been
completed with in the project site. Due to the location o f the site and current habitat conditions, the project w i ll not
adversely impact any threatened or endangered species.

•

Cult ural Resou rces . The project site is located w ithi n a developed area o f Chatham County and the project w ill have
no impact on cu ltural or archeological resources .

•

St ream Buffer Impact. The proposed project w ill require not impacts to stream buffers.

•

Floodplain Impacts: The project site is not located w ithin the 100 yea r flood zone.

5.6.S

Sum mary of A lt ernat ives A nalysis: When comparing the practicable alternatives, the Applicant's Preferred

Alternative requi res less wetlands, open water, floodplai n impact than alternative sites and when considering
environmental impacts, the App licant's Preferred A lternative represents the least environmentally damaging. Table 3
provides a summary of the practicable alternatives and the values for each factor.
Table 3. Summary of Least Environmentally Damaging Practicab le Alternative Assessment
FACTORS
Pr eferred

Off-Site

A lternative &

Off-Site

Off-Site

On-Site

On-Site

Environm ental Factors

Conficuration

A lt 1

Alt 2

Alt3

Conf2

Conf 3

Stream Impacts (Linear Feet)

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Functional Value of Impact ed Stream

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Wetland Impacts (Acres)

1 .Sl ac

3.S ac

4.84 ac

+/-5 ac

1 .75 ac

1.89 ac

Functiona l Va lue of Impacted Wetland

Low

Medium

Medium

Low

Low

Low

Impacts to Other Waters (Acres)

N/A

N/A

N/A

1,100 l.f.

0.04 ac

0.35 ac

Funct ional Value of Impacted Other Waters

Low

Medium

Medium

Low

Low

Low

Federa l Endangered Species Impact

No

No

No

No

No

No

Cultura l Resources Impact

No

No

No

Yes

No

No

Stream Buffer Impact

No

No

No

Yes

No

No

Floodpla in Impact

N/A

N/A

4.84 ac

+/-5 ac

N/A

N/A

LEDPA

Yes

No

No

No

No

No
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(RLC)

In summary, the applicant and design team considered a variety of alternatives which would avoid and minimize
impacts to wetlands to the greatest extent practicable while satisfying the overall project purpose. Through a
comprehensive analysis of both off-site alternatives and on-site configurations, the applicant has been able to reduce
the overall environmental impacts and demonstrate that the proposed site and design is the least environmentally
damaging practicable alternative.
6.0 Storm Water Management:
A storm water management plan has been designed and implemented as part of the overall development. This master storm
water management plan accommodates for the proposed project and meets the local and state requirements. As depicted on
the attached plan and as discussed above, the proposed project has been specifically designed to avoid construction of storm
water facilities within jurisdictional areas and incorporates the existing stormwater detention basin into the overall storm water
management plan.
7.0 Compensatory Mitigation:
Using the Savannah District Standard Operating Procedure for Compensatory Mitigation, SOP calculations indicate that 9.2
wetland credits are required to compensate for jurisdictional wetland impacts (Appendix G). The applicant is proposing to
purchase the required credits from a USACE approved primary service area mitigation bank. Credits will be purchased from one
of the following primary service area bank: Black Swamp, Margin Bay, Yam Grandy, Old Thorn Pond, or Wilhelmina Morgan.
Upon approval of the proposed project and prior to initiation of authorized wetland impacts, the applicant will provide
documentation of credit conveyance to the USACE.
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Permit Drawings & Alternative Analysis Exhibits
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APPENDIX D:

Wetland & Open Water SOP Worksheet

WETLANDS AND OPEN WATERS
MITIGATION WORKSHEETS
ADVERSE IMPACT FACTORS
F actor

Options

Dominant Effect

Fill
2.0

Dredge
1.8

hnpound
1.6

Drain
1.4

Flood
1.2

Duration of Effects

7+years
2.0

5-7 years
1.5

3-5 years
1.0

1-3 years
0.5

< 1 year

Existing Condition

Class 1
2.0

Class 2
1.5

Class 3
1.0

Class 4
0.5

Class 5
0.1

Lost Kind

Kind A
2.0

KindB
1.5

KindC
1.0

KindD
0.5

KindE
0.1

Preventability

High
2.0

Moderate
1.0

Low
0.5

None
0

Rarity Ranking

Rare
2.0

Uncommon
0.5

Common
0.1

t

Clear
1.0

Shade
0.5

0.1

These factors are detenuined on a case-by-case basis.

REQUIRED MffiGATION CREDITS WORKSHEET
Facto1·

Wetland
Impact

Dominant Effect

2.0

Duration ofEffect

2.0

Existing Condition

0.5

Lost Kind

1.0

Preventability

0.5

Rarity Ranking

0.1

Sum of r Factors
Impacted Area
R x AA =

Area 2

Area3

Area4

Area s

Area6

R 1 = 6.l

~=

~=

R4 =

Rs =

R6 =

AA1 = 1.51

P.Ai =

~=

AA4 =

AAs =

AA6 =

9.2

I_____

Total R equired Credits = L (R x AA) = ...
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Category 1 - Data ind icate that waters are supporting the ir designated use(s).
Category 3 - There is insufficient data or other information to make a determination as to whether or not the designated
use(s) is being supported.
Category 4a - Data indicate that at least one designated use is not being supported , but TMDL(s) have been completed
for the parameter(s) that are causing a w ater not to meet its use(s).
Category 4b - Data indicate that at least one designated use is not being supported, but there are actions in place (other
than a TMDL) that are predicted to lead to compliance with w ater quality standards.
Category 5 - Data indicate that at least one designated use is not being supported and TMDL(s) need to be completed
for one or more pollutants. Waters in Category 5 make up the 303(d) list.
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