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Environmental Assessment 
For Control of Phragmites australis in South Carolina 

 
 
 
 
I. AUTHORITY AND PURPOSE 
 
The purpose of this document is to describe the environmental effects of proposed management 
efforts for Phragmites australis in the coastal region of South Carolina.  The Army Corps of 
Engineers Charleston District provides funding to the South Carolina Department of Natural 
Resources (SCDNR) for this purpose.  The actual management efforts are carried out by 
SCDNR. 
 
The Federal Aquatic Plant Control Program provides cost-share funding to SCDNR for the 
management of nuisance aquatic vegetation in public waters.  It is authorized under the 
following authorities: 
 

• Section 104, 1958 RHA (Public Law 85-500), as amended. 
• Sections 103(c) (6) ad 941, of the Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (Public 

Law 99-662).  This is a continuing authority. 
• Sections 225 and 540 of the Water Resources Development Act of 1996 (Public Law 

104-303). 
 
 
II. BACKGROUND 
 
A. General Plant Information 

 
Phragmites (Phragmites australis), also known as common reed, is a tall, coarse perennial grass 
with stout rhizomes, deep seated in the substrate.  Stems are up to 4.5 m tall, 5 to 15 mm thick, 
leafy throughout, the sheaths overlapping with a large, dense, terminal panicle.  The leaves are 
flat, stiff, 1 to 6 cm wide and up to 60 cm long, tapering to long-attenuate tips.  Leaf margins are 
serrate.  The panicle is terminal, plume-like, purplish or silvery, 15 to 50 cm long, with many 
branches.  The flowers have long, silky hairs. 
 
The plant is found in marshes and in shallow water along the shoreline of lakes, ponds, swamps, 
ditches, streams, canals, rivers, and estuaries.  It may produce large quantities of seed, but in 
many cases very few are viable.  The seed will not germinate in more than about 5 cm of water 
(Marks et al. 1994).  Once established, Phragmites spreads by rhizomes and stolons and often 
forms dense, monospecific colonies along shorelines and shallow water areas.  Rhizomes are 
reported to grow up to about 2 m per year and be as long as 20 m (Batterson & Hall 1984).   
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B. Distribution and Range 
 
The species occurs in every state in the continental U.S.  In particular, Phragmites has been 
problematic in the northeast where it has impacted marshlands in New York and New Jersey and 
adversely impacted waterfowl management areas in Delaware.  It was recognized as a potential 
nuisance species in South Carolina in the mid 1980’s based on initial invasions in waterfowl 
impoundments at Santee Coastal Reserve and the Tom Yawkey Center. 
 
In South Carolina, occurrence has been observed to be limited to the outer coastal plain in fresh, 
brackish and salt marshes and along streams, rivers and estuaries.  The extent of Phragmites 
coverage on public and private property in South Carolina is not well known.  Based on 
conversations with federal and state land managers, the best estimate of infestations on federal 
property is about 1500 acres and state property is about 1400 acres.  Coverage on private 
property may be equal to that on public lands, so total coverage could be about 6,000 acres.  The 
greatest concentration appears to be in the Winyah Bay area, but populations are also known to 
occur in the Edisto River area and as far south as the Savannah River near Highway 17. 
 
C. Invasive Nature and Effects of Phragmites Invasion 
 
Phragmites is typically the dominant species in environments where it occurs, to the extent that it 
may form dense monocultures in excess of 300 culms per square meter (Hara et al. 1993).  
Colonies have been observed to establish in low marsh areas and expand to even lower areas, 
which aren’t favorable for seed germination or transplant, by clonal integration (Amsberry et al. 
2000). 
 
Although Phragmites sp. is native to North America, there is evidence that an introduction of a 
non-native genotype has occurred (Saltonstall 2002).  Studies indicate that the introduced 
(European) variation has displaced native types and broadened the historical range of 
Phragmites.  The non-native type is not visually distinct from the indigenous, making this a 
“cryptic invasion” and difficult to fully understand the extent of the invasion.  Phragmites 
australis is officially listed by the State of South Carolina as an illegal plant. 
 
The presiding concern over monotypic stands of common reed is the habitat value of invaded 
wetlands.  Areas along the South Carolina coast typically managed for migratory water fowl and 
dominated by widgeon grass (Ruppia maritima), a principle food source, have been transformed.  
There is some question as to the viability of Phragmites stands as duck habitat.  Research into the 
overall usage of Phragmites stands by birds shows that significantly fewer numbers of species 
use the habitat (Benoit & Askins, 1999). 
 
Of late, there have been many scientific investigations into ecological changes as a result of 
Phragmites invasion.  There have been varying results depending on the trophic level observed in 
the ecosystem during the study.  Larger nekton and benthic infaunal communities were observed 
to not differ significantly between wetlands dominated by different macrophytes compared to 
Phragmites (Posey et al., 2003; Hanson et al., 2002; Able and Ragan, 2000).  However, in the 
Able and Ragan study, differences were observed in the abundance of small juvenile fish.   
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Evidence does suggest that usage during different life stages by blue crabs (Callinectes sapidus) 
is influenced by marsh surface habitats, a factor that significantly changes with the existence of 
Phragmites (Jivoff and Able, 2003). 
 
The effects on nutrient cycling have likewise been characterized.  Phragmites has been observed 
to alter the pathway of the nitrogen cycle by storing greater amounts of the nutrient within the 
biomass (Windham & Ehrenfeld 2003).  In addition, a study of sediment nutrient budgets reveals 
that restoration of invaded areas to a more biodiverse plant community reduces the ability of 
wetland to act as a nitrogen sink (Findlay et al. 2003).  Similarly, biomass production has been 
shown to be more concentrated on Phragmites rather than other primary producers such as 
benthic macroalgae by investigating carbon isotope concentrations (Curren et al. 2003).   
 
 
III. PROPOSED ACTIVITIES 
 
For a period of at least five years, treatment of an estimated 6,000 acres of Phragmites infested 
wetlands is planned.  Treatments will consist of an initial prescribed burn in the fall or winter (if 
possible/feasible) followed by application of herbicide when the spring growth of Phragmites 
appears.  The herbicide to be used is Habitat® (description of the chemical, in the form of the 
material safety data sheet, can be found in Appendix A) and will be performed using a spray 
application from helicopter, truck, or boat depending upon the size of the area to be treated.  
Burning of the previous year’s biomass prior to application of the herbicide allows the greatest 
coverage of existing foliage.  Follow-up treatments, which may or may not be federally funded 
in subsequent years, may be needed to help ensure long-term control.  The herbicide amount to 
be applied is to be that which is in accordance with the manufacturer’s instruction. 
 
The new herbicide, Habitat®, is registered by the EPA and was approved for use in the State of 
South Carolina by the Clemson University Department of Pesticide Regulation in 2004.  The 
active ingredient (imazapyr) appears to provide much better control than previously available 
herbicides (Kay 1995, Nelson 2005).  Test treatments by the SCDNR and other agencies under 
an experimental use permit from Environmental Protection Agency indicate that imazapyr is 
much more effective than glyphosate (the active ingredient in Rodeo®) in providing long-term 
control.  In calendar year 2004, the SCDNR treated 200 acres at the Yawkey Center, 494 acres at 
Santee Coastal Reserve, and 12 acres in the ACE Basin using Habitat.  Due to limited funding, 
only part of the known Phragmites can be treated each year.  This management strategy should 
reduce Phragmites coverage over time. 
 
SCDNR has recognized that a two-pronged management strategy is needed: 1) expanded and 
coordinated control of known Phragmites populations on public and private properties and 2) 
comprehensive survey of Phragmites along the coast.  A comprehensive survey of the coast is 
needed to document the extent of coverage and to help develop a long-term management plan. 
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IV. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION 
 
Alternatives for control of nuisance aquatic vegetation include: 
 
A. Chemical Control  A number of herbicides are available and designed specifically to 
control aquatic vegetation.  These products are tested and registered by the Environmental 
Protection Agency and state agencies for use in water.  When used according to label directions 
and applied by licensed/certified applicators, these products are environmentally safe and 
effective in controlling the growth of a variety of plant species including Phragmites and can 
result in an increase in plant biodiversity (Ailstock et al. 2001).  However, previous control 
efforts using other herbicides have generally been short-term and repeated treatments are usually 
needed.  Most herbicides carry water use restrictions related to fishing, drinking, and irrigation.  
The selection of which herbicide to use is based on the effectiveness on the target species, the 
cost, and environmental and water use constraints in the waterway. 
 
The South Carolina’s Aquatic Plant Management Program (formerly with the Water Resources 
Commission but now with the SCDNR) has assisted with Phragmites control operations since 
1985 treating 1,812 acres.  Treatment has been limited primarily to the aquatic herbicide Rodeo® 
(glyphosate), which provided only partial control and required frequent repeat treatments.  The 
control strategy was to reduce Phragmites populations over time with annual treatments; 
however, the extent of control was less than desired and, at best, treatments have helped slow the 
spread of Phragmites on these properties. 
 
B. Biological Control  The advantages of biological control agents are long-term control, 
cost effectiveness, and the avoidance of potential toxic effects to aquatic life and water users that 
can be associated with misuse of chemical control agents.  Another advantage is that some 
biocontrol agents control only the target species of concern.  The major disadvantage is that 
currently there are not many biological control agents available to control aquatic plant species in 
general and few that are specific for certain species and achieving control can take a long time.  
Biological control agents that have been effective in South Carolina include the alligatorweed 
flea beetle (Agasicles hygrophila), alligator weed thrip (Amynothrips andersonii), alligatorweed 
stem borer moth (Vogtia malloi), as well as the fish Tilapia (Tilapia sp.), and sterile grass carp 
(Ctenopharyngodon idella).  There are no viable biological controls for Phragmites that are 
applicable to South Carolina. 
 
C. Mechanical Harvesting  Physical removal of aquatic vegetation from the water body 
using harvesting machines can be quite beneficial, particularly where 1) the vegetation is dense 
and composed of a variety of species, 2) immediate results are needed, and 3) the acreage is 
small.  Disadvantages to this method of control include: 1) the need for a disposal site for 
harvested vegetation, 2) this type of control is expensive, and 3) it is not applicable in areas 
where there are stumps or downed timber.  This method has been eliminated due to cost 
considerations. 
 



 

 5

D. Hydrologic Manipulation  The use of water control structures has been successful in 
controlling Phragmites populations.  Installation of dikes allows managers to control the level of 
water and to some extent the salinity of impoundments to produce an undesirable environment 
for the plant.  These structures are expensive to build and are often not feasible in large areas due 
to this factor.  Land owners may have objections to the alteration of property and these methods 
require active management.  This method has been eliminated due to cost considerations and its 
limited applicability (i.e., this method would only be cost effective to areas that are presently 
diked, which is a less than half of the total acreage of Phragmites). 
 
E. No Action  Depending on the severity of the aquatic plant infestation and its current and 
potential impact on water use activities and/or the aquatic environment, control may or may not 
be necessary.  Each water body is evaluated depending on a number of factors including but not 
limited to the type of plant species present, the potential of spreading, the number and degree of 
impaired uses, the type of treatment proposed, the cost of the treatment, and the availability of 
funds.  Concern for the viability of the migratory waterfowl population precludes this alternative. 
 
 
V. THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 
 
There are thought to be no threatened or endangered plant species which typically occur in the 
same environs inhabited by Phragmites in the area of proposed treatment addressed in this 
Environmental Assessment.  The likelihood of any detrimental affect to threatened or 
endangered animals is remote due to the properties of the herbicide proposed for this application.  
However, elimination of dense stands of Phragmites may provide feeding habitat for bald eagles 
and wood storks. 
 
A list of threatened or endangered species under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Department of the 
Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service for the South Carolina coastal counties of Berkeley, 
Charleston, Colleton, Beaufort, Jasper, Horry, and Georgetown are available in Appendix B.  
 
 
VI. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS  
 
A. Aquatic Animals  Imazapyr, the chemical common name for Habitat® Herbicide, has 
been shown to have little toxicity to both terrestrial and aquatic organisms.  It is non-
carcinogenic, non-mutagenic, non-teratogenic.  Neither is the herbicide a reproductive toxin.  
Due to the chemical readily being degraded by light and microbial activity, it is not known to 
bioaccumulate or bioconcentrate. (Tatum 2004) 
 
B. Water Quality  Study of the chemical imazapyr in estuarine environments shows that 
imazapyr’s persistence in water and sediment is very short on the order of 40 hours (Patten 
2003).  In the long term, nutrients (nitrogen, carbon, etc.) in the treated wetlands are expected to 
return to normal cycles and dissolved oxygen in the water column is expected to improve due to 
the removal of the vast amount of Phragmites biomass. 
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C. Aquatic Plants  Habitat® is not selective in its affect on plant species.  However, the 
application can be very selective.  Targeting of infested areas will be performed with the greatest 
care possible to minimize impacts to desirable native species and plant communities.  The 
purpose of the treatment is to defoliate the entire treatment area, the treatment area being only 
those occupied by Phragmites, with the purpose of allowing a more diverse community to 
reestablish (Ailstock, et al. 2001).  This herbicide does not control aquatic plants that are 
completely submerged or have the majority of their foliage submerged.  Appendix C contains 
manufacturer’s information on the affect of Habitat® on aquatic plants. 
 
D. Air Quality  Prescribed burns of the infested areas will cause a temporary plume of 
smoke and ash.  The burn will release chemicals to include, but not limited to, ozone, carbon 
dioxide, nitrogen oxides, and sulfur dioxides.  Particulate matter will reduce visibility and cause 
an odor.  The associated plume will be dissipated in time depending on the prevailing winds. 
 
 



VII. FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT (FONSI) 

Based upon the attached Environmental Assessment and in consideration of other pertinent 
documents, I conclude that the environmental effects resulting from the use of prescribed burns 
and ~ a b i t a t ~  herbicide to control Phragrnites are not substantial, and that there are not significant 
new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns that warrant the 
preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement. Specific factors considered in making this 
Finding of No Significant Impact include the following: 

1. Water quality is not significantly affected. 

2. Wetlands are not significantly affected. 

3. No cultural resource is affected. 

4. No significant adverse impacts to threatened or endangered species will occur. 

5. No significant land use changes will occur. 

6. Air and noise quality will not be significantly affected. 

7. Fish and wildlife are not significantly affected. 

8. Benthic invertebrate communities are not significantly affected. 

Lieutenant colo&l, EN 
Commander, US Army Engineer District, 
Charleston 
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USF&WS THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 
IN BEAFORT, BERKELY, CHARLESTON, COLLETON, 

GEORGETOWN, HORRY, AND JASPER COUNTIES 
 

Common Name Scientific Name Status Occurrence

BEAUFORT COUNTY 

West Indian manatee  Trichechus manatus E Known 
Bald eagle  Haliaeetus leucocephalus T Known 
Wood stork  Mycteria americana E Known 
Red-cockaded woodpecker  Picoides borealis E Known 
Piping plover  Charadrius melodus T, CH Known 
Kemp's ridley sea turtle  Lepidochelys kempii* E Known 
Leatherback sea turtle  Dermochelys coriacea* E Known 
Loggerhead sea turtle  Caretta caretta T Known 
Green sea turtle  Chelonia mydas* T Known 
Flatwoods salamander Ambystoma cingulatum T Known 
Shortnose sturgeon  Acipenser brevirostrum* E Known 
Pondberry  Lindera melissifolia E Known 
Canby's dropwort  Oxypolis canbyi E Possible 
Chaff-seed  Schwalbea americana E Known 
Southern Dusky Salamander Desmognathus auriculatus SC Possible 
Cupgrass Eriochloa michauxii SC Known 
Godfrey’s privet Forestiera godfreyi SC Known 
Pondspice Litsea aestivalis SC Known 
Bachman’s sparrow Aimophila aestivalis SC Possible 
Henslow’s sparrow Ammodramus henslowii SC Known 
Red knot Calidris canutus SC Possible 
Swallow-tailed kite Elanoides forficatus forficatus SC Known 
American kestrel Falco sparverius SC Possible 
American oystercatcher Haematopus palliatus SC Known 
Loggerhead shrike Lanius ludovicianus SC Possible 
Swainson’s warbler Limnothlypis swainsonii SC Known 
Kirtland’s Warbler Dendroica kirtlandii E Possible 
Painted bunting Passerina ciris ciris SC Possible 
Gull-billed tern  Sterna nilotica SC Known 
Hilton Head white-tail deer Odocoileus virginianus hiltonensis SC Known 
Hunting Island white-tail deer Odocoileus virginianus venatoria SC Known 
Southeastern myotis Myotis austroriparius SC Known 
Southern hognose snake Heterodon simus SC Known 

BERKELEY COUNTY 
West Indian manatee  Trichechus manatus E Possible 
Bald eagle  Haliaeetus leucocephalus T Known 
Wood stork  Mycteria americana E Known 
Red-cockaded woodpecker  Picoides borealis E Known 
Loggerhead sea turtle  Caretta caretta T Known 
Flatwoods salamander  Ambystoma cingulatum T Known 
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USF&WS THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 
IN BEAFORT, BERKELY, CHARLESTON, COLLETON, 

GEORGETOWN, HORRY, AND JASPER COUNTIES (CONT’D) 
 

Common Name Scientific Name Status Occurrence
BERKELEY COUNTY (cont’d) 

Shortnose sturgeon  Acipenser brevirostrum* E Known 
Pondberry  Lindera melissifolia E Known 
Canby's dropwort  Oxypolis canbyi E Known 
Chaff-seed  Schwalbea americana E Known 
Southern Dusky Salamander Desmognathus auriculatus SC Possible 
Gopher frog Rana capito SC Known 
Incised groovebur Agrimonia incisa SC Known 
Wagner’s spleenwort Asplenium heteroresiliens SC Known 
Chapman’s sedge Carex chapmanii SC Known 
Ciliate-leaf tickseed Coreopsis integrifolia SC Known 
Angiosperm (no common name) Elytraria caroliniensis SC Known 
Pondspice Litsea aestivalis SC Known 
Boykin’s lobelia Lobelia boykinii SC Known 
Pineland plantain Plantago sparsiflora SC Known 
False coco Pteroglossaspis ecristata SC Known 
Awned meadowbeauty Rhexia aristosa SC Known 
Brown beaked-rush Rhynchospora pleiantha SC Known 
Sun-facing coneflower Rudbeckia heliopsidis SC Known 
Biltmore green briar Smilax biltmoreana SC Known 
Reclined meadow-rue Thalictrum subrotundum SC Known 
Least trillium Trillium pusillum var. pusillum SC Known 
Bachman’s sparrow Aimophila aestivalis SC Possible 
Henslow’s sparrow Ammodramus henslowii SC Known 
Black-throated green warbler Dendroica virens SC Possible 
Swallow-tailed kite Elanoides forficatus forficatus SC Known 
American kestrel Falco sparverius SC Possible 
Loggerhead shrike Lanius ludovicianus SC Possible 
Painted bunting Passerina ciris ciris SC Possible 
Rafinesque’s big-eared bat Corynorhinus rafinesquii SC Known 
Southeastern myotis Myotis austroriparius SC Known 
Southern hognose snake Heterodon simus SC Known 

CHARLESTON COUNTY 

West Indian manatee  Trichechus manatus E Known 
Bald eagle  Haliaeetus leucocephalus T Known 
Bachman's warbler  Vermivora bachmanii  E Known 
Wood stork  Mycteria americana E Known 
Red-cockaded woodpecker  Picoides borealis E Known 
Piping plover  Charadrius melodus T, CH Known 
Kemp's ridley sea turtle  Lepidochelys kempii* E Known 
Leatherback sea turtle  Dermochelys coriacea* E Known 
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USF&WS THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 
IN BEAFORT, BERKELY, CHARLESTON, COLLETON, 

GEORGETOWN, HORRY, AND JASPER COUNTIES (CONT’D) 
 

Common Name Scientific Name Status Occurrence
CHARLESTON COUNTY (cont’d) 

Loggerhead sea turtle  Caretta caretta T Known 
Green sea turtle  Chelonia mydas* T Known 
Flatwoods salamander Ambystoma cingulatum T Known 
Shortnose sturgeon  Acipenser brevirostrum* E Known 
Sea-beach amaranth  Amaranthus pumilus T Possible 
Canby's dropwort  Oxypolis canbyi E Possible 
Pondberry  Lindera melissifolia E Known 
Chaff-seed  Schwalbea americana E Possible 
Southern Dusky Salamander Desmognathus auriculatus SC Known 
Gopher frog Rana capito SC Known 
Kirtland’s Warbler Dendroica kirtlandii E Known 
Incised groovebur Agrimonia incisa SC Known 
Venus’ fly-trap Dionaea muscipula SC Known 
Angiosperm (no common name) Elytraria caroliniensis SC Known 
Godfrey’s privet Forestiera godfreyi SC Known 
Creeping St. John’s wort  Hypericum adpressum SC Known 
Pondspice Litsea aestivalis SC Known 
Boykin’s lobelia Lobelia boykinii SC Known 
Sweet pinesap Monotropsis odorata SC Known 
Savannah or Piedmont cowbane Oxypolis ternata SC Known 
Pineland plantain Plantago sparsiflora SC Known 
False coco Pteroglossaspis ecristata SC Known 
Awned meadowbeauty Rhexia aristosa SC Possible 
Bachman’s sparrow Aimophila aestivalis SC Known 
Henslow’s sparrow Ammodramus henslowii SC Possible 
Red knot Calidris canutus SC Possible 
Black-throated green warbler Dendroica virens SC Known 
Swallow-tailed kite Elanoides forficatus forficatus SC Possible 
American kestrel Falco sparverius SC Known 
American oystercatcher Haematopus palliatus SC Possible 
Loggerhead shrike Lanius ludovicianus SC Possible 
Black rail Laterallus jamaicensis SC Known 
Swainson’s warbler Limnothlypis swainsonii SC Possible 
Painted bunting Passerina ciris ciris SC Known 
Gull-billed tern  Sterna nilotica SC Known 
Rafinesque’s big-eared bat Corynorhinus rafinesquii SC Known 
Southeastern myotis Myotis austroriparius SC Known 
Bull’s Island white-tail deer Odocoileus virginianus taurinsulae SC Known 
Southern hognose snake Heterodon simus SC Known 
Island glass lizard Ophisaurus compressus SC Known 
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USF&WS THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 
IN BEAFORT, BERKELY, CHARLESTON, COLLETON, 

GEORGETOWN, HORRY, AND JASPER COUNTIES (CONT’D) 
 

Common Name Scientific Name Status Occurrence
COLLETON COUNTY 

Bald eagle  Haliaeetus leucocephalus T Known 
Wood stork  Mycteria americana E Known 
Red-cockaded woodpecker  Picoides borealis E Known 
Piping plover  Charadrius melodus T, CH Known 
Kemp's ridley sea turtle  Lepidochelys kempii* E Known 
Leatherback sea turtle  Dermochelys coriacea* E Known 
Loggerhead sea turtle  Caretta caretta T Known 
Green sea turtle  Chelonia mydas* T Known 
Shortnose sturgeon  Acipenser brevirostrum* E Possible 
Pondberry  Lindera melissifolia E Known 
Canby's dropwort  Oxypolis canbyi E Possible 
Southern Dusky Salamander Desmognathus auriculatus SC Known 
Angiosperm (no common name) Elytraria caroliniensis SC Known 
Godfrey’s privet Forestiera godfreyi SC Known 
Pondspice Litsea aestivalis SC Known 
Boykin’s lobelia Lobelia boykinii SC Known 
Carolina bird-in-a-nest Macbridea caroliniana SC Known 
Crested fringed orchid Pteroglossaspis ecristata SC Possible 
Bachman’s sparrow Aimophila aestivalis SC Known 
Kirtland’s Warbler Dendroica kirtlandii E Possible 
Henslow’s sparrow Ammodramus henslowii SC Possible 
Red knot Calidris canutus SC Possible 
Black-throated green warbler Dendroica virens SC Known 
Swallow-tailed kite Elanoides forficatus forficatus SC Possible 
American kestrel Falco sparverius SC Known 
American oystercatcher Haematopus palliatus SC Possible 
Loggerhead shrike Lanius ludovicianus SC Possible 
Black rail Laterallus jamaicensis SC Possible 
Painted bunting Passerina ciris ciris SC Known 
Gull-billed tern  Sterna nilotica SC Known 
Bluebarred pygmy sunfish Elassoma okatie SC Possible 
Southern hognose snake Heterodon simus SC Known 
Island glass lizard Ophisaurus compressus SC Known 
Rafinesque’s big-eared bat  Corynorhinus rafinesquii SC Known 

GEORGETOWN COUNTY 
West Indian manatee  Trichechus manutus E Known 
Bald eagle  Haliaeetus leucocephalus T Known 
Red-cockaded woodpecker  Picoides borealis E Known 
Wood stork  Mycteria americana E Known 
Piping plover  Charadrius melodus T, CH Known 



 

 B-5

 

 
USF&WS THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 
IN BEAFORT, BERKELY, CHARLESTON, COLLETON, 

GEORGETOWN, HORRY, AND JASPER COUNTIES (CONT’D) 
 

Common Name Scientific Name Status Occurrence

GEORGETOWN COUNTY (cont’d) 
Kemp's ridley sea turtle  Lepidochelys kempii* E Known 
Leatherback sea turtle  Dermochelys coriacea* E Known 
Loggerhead sea turtle  Caretta caretta T Known 
Green sea turtle  Chelonia mydas* T Known 
Shortnose sturgeon  Acipenser brevirostrum* E Known 
Sea-beach amaranth  Amaranthus pumilus T Known 
Pondberry  Lindera melissifolia E Possible 
Canby's dropwort  Oxypolis canbyi E Possible 
Chaffseed  Schwalbea americana E Possible 
Southern Dusky Salamander Desmognathus auriculatus SC Possible 
Georgia lead-plant Amorpha georgiana var. georgiana SC Known 
One-flower balduina Balduina uniflora SC Known 
Venus’ fly-trap Dionaea muscipula SC Known 
Southern bog-button Lachnocaulon beyrichianum SC Known 
Pondspice Litsea aestivalis SC Known 
Carolina bogmint Macbridea caroliniana SC Known 
Savannah or Piedmont cowbane Oxypolis ternata SC Known 
Carolina grass-of-parnassus Parnassia caroliniana SC Known 
Pineland plantain Plantago sparsiflora SC Known 
Awned meadowbeauty Rhexia aristosa SC Known 
Wire-leaved dropseed Sporobolus teretifolius SC Known 
Reclined meadow-rue Thalictrum subrotundum SC Known 
Kirtland’s Warbler Dendroica kirtlandii E Possible 
Dune bluecurls Trichostema sp 1 SC Known 
Bachman’s sparrow Aimophia aestivalis SC Known 
Henslow’s sparrow Ammodramus henslowii SC Known 
Red knot Calidris canutus SC Possible 
Black-throated green warbler Dendroica virens SC Possible 
Swallow-tailed kite Elanoides forficatus forficatus SC Known 
American kestrel Falco sparverius SC Possible 
American oystercatcher Haematopus palliatus SC Known 
Loggerhead shrike Lanius ludovicianus SC Possible 
Black rail Laterallus jamaicensis SC Possible 
Swainson’s warbler Limnothlypis swainsonii SC Known 
Painted bunting Passerina ciris ciris SC Possible 
Gull-billed tern  Sterna nilotica SC Known 
Carolina pygmy sunfish Elassoma boehlkei SC Known 
Rafinesque’s big-eared bat Corynorhinus rafinesquii SC Known 
Southern hognose snake Heterodon simus SC Possible 
Pine or Gopher snake Pituophis melanoleucus 

melanoleucus 
SC Known 
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USF&WS THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 
IN BEAFORT, BERKELY, CHARLESTON, COLLETON, 

GEORGETOWN, HORRY, AND JASPER COUNTIES (CONT’D) 
 

Common Name Scientific Name Status Occurrence
HORRY COUNTY 

West Indian manatee   Trichechus manutus E Known 
Red-cockaded woodpecker  Picoides borealis E Known 
Bald eagle  Haliaeetus leucocephalus T Known 
Wood stork  Mycteria americana E Known 
Piping plover  Charadrius melodus T, CH Known 
Kemp's ridley sea turtle  Lepidochelys kempii* E Known 
Leatherback sea turtle  Dermochelys coriacea* E Known 
Loggerhead sea turtle  Caretta caretta T Known 
Green sea turtle  Chelonia mydas* T Possible 
Shortnose sturgeon  Acipenser brevirostrum* E Known 
Sea-beach amaranth  Amaranthus pumilus T Known 
Pondberry  Lindera melissifolia E Possible 
Canby's dropwort  Oxypolis canbyi E Possible 
Chaff-seed  Schwalbea americana E Known 
Southern Dusky Salamander Desmognathus auriculatus SC Possible 
Georgia lead-plant Amorpha georgiana var. georgiana SC Known 
One-flower balduina Balduina uniflora   SC Known 
Ciliate-leaf tickseed Coreopsis integrifolia SC Known 
Venus’ fly-trap Dionaea muscipula SC Known 
Dwarf burhead Echinodorus parvalus SC Known 
Harper’s fimbristylis Fimbristylis perpusilla SC Known 
Southern bog-button Lachnocaulon beyrichianum SC Known 
Pondspice Litsea astivalis SC Known 
Carolina bogmint Macbridea caroliniana SC Known 
Piedmont cowbane Oxypolis ternata SC Known 
Carolina grass-of parnassus Parnassia caroliniana SC Known 
Pineland plantain Plantago sparsiflora SC Known 
Crested fringed orchid Pteroglossaspis ecristata SC Known 
Well’s Pyxie Moss Pyxidanthera barbulata var. 

barbulata 
SC Known 

Wire-leaved dropseed Sporobolus teretifolius SC Known 
Pickering’s morning-glory Stylisma pickerngii var. pickeringii SC Known 
White false-asphodel Tofieldia glabra SC Known 
Kirtland’s Warbler Dendroica kirtlandii E Possible 
Bachman’s sparrow Aimophia aestivalis SC Known 
Henslow’s sparrow Ammodramus henslowii SC Known 
Red knot Calidris canutus SC Possible 
Swallow-tailed kite Elanoides forficatus forficatus SC Known 
American kestrel Falco sparverius SC Possible 
American oystercatcher Haematopus palliatus SC Known 
Loggerhead shrike Lanius ludovicianus SC Possible 
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USF&WS THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 
IN BEAFORT, BERKELY, CHARLESTON, COLLETON, 

GEORGETOWN, HORRY, AND JASPER COUNTIES (CONT’D) 
 

Common Name Scientific Name Status Occurrence

HORRY COUNTY (cont’d) 
Painted bunting Passerina ciris ciris SC Possible 
Gull-billed tern  Sterna nilotica SC Known 
Southern hognose snake Heterodon simus SC Possible 
Northern pine snake Pituophis melanoleucus 

melanoleucus 
SC Known 

Rafinesque’s big-eared bat  Corynorhinus rafinesquii SC Known 

JASPER COUNTY 
West Indian manatee Trichechus manutus E Known 
Bald eagle  Haliaeetus leucocephalus T Known 
Red-cockaded woodpecker  Picoides borealis E Known 
Wood stork  Mycteria americana E Known 
Piping plover  Charadrius melodus T, CH Possible 
Eastern indigo snake  Drymarchon corais couperi T Possible 
Kemp's ridley sea turtle  Lepidochelys kempii* E Known 
Leatherback sea turtle  Dermochelys coriacea* E Known 
Loggerhead sea turtle  Caretta caretta T Known 
Green sea turtle  Chelonia mydas* T Possible 
Flatwoods salamander  Ambystoma cingulatum T Known 
Shortnose sturgeon  Acipenser brevirostrum* E Known 
Pondberry  Lindera melissifolia E Possible 
Canby's dropwort  Oxypolis canbyi E Possible 
Chaff-seed  Schwalbea americana E Known 
Southern Dusky Salamander Desmognathus auriculatus SC Possible 
Creeping St. Johns-wort Hypericum adpressum SC Known 
Pondspice Litsea aestivalis SC Known 
Pineland plantain Plantago sparsiflora SC Known 
Crested fringed orchid Pteroglossaspis ecristata SC Known 
Bachman’s sparrow Aimophia aestivalis SC Known 
Henslow’s sparrow Ammodramus henslowii SC Known 
Red knot Calidris canutus SC Possible 
Swallow-tailed kite Elanoides forficatus forficatus SC Known 
American kestrel Falco sparverius SC Possible 
American oystercatcher Haematopus palliatus SC Known 
Loggerhead shrike Lanius ludovicianus SC Possible 
Kirtland’s Warbler Dendroica kirtlandii E Possible 
Painted bunting Passerina ciris ciris SC Possible 
Gull-billed tern  Sterna nilotica SC Known 
Yellow lampmussel Lampsilis cariosa SC Known 
Bluebarred pygmy sunfish Elassoma okatie SC Known 
Tortoise, gopher (eastern pops) Gopherus polyphemus SC Known 
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USF&WS THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 
IN BEAFORT, BERKELY, CHARLESTON, COLLETON, 

GEORGETOWN, HORRY, AND JASPER COUNTIES (CONT’D) 
 

Common Name Scientific Name Status Occurrence
JASPER COUNTY (cont’d) 

Southern hognose snake Heterodon simus SC Possible 
Mimic glass lizard Ophisaurus mimicus SC Known 
Northern pine snake Pituophis melanoleucus 

melanoleucus 
SC Known 

Florida pine snake Pituophis melanoleucus mugitus SC Known 
Rafinesque’s big-eared bat  Corynorhinus rafinesquii SC Known 
 
E:  Federally endangered T:  Federally threatened CH:  Critical Habitat 
 
SC: Federal Species of Concern.  These species are rare or limited in distribution but are 

not currently legally protected under the Endangered Species Act. 
 
Species proposed for listing:  None 
 
*  Contact NOAA Fisheries for more information on this species. 
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APPENDIX D 
 
 

Review Comments 
 
 
 



 

 

The Draft EA and FONSI were issued for a 30-day review period on July 26, 2005 to the 
agencies, organizations, and individuals listed in the table below.  Comments (see attached letters 
and e-mails) were received from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, South Carolina Department of Natural Resources, Jack Whetstone (Clemson 
University), and Michael McShane.  No other comments were received. 
 

 
  

Resource Agencies 

 

 
Mr. David Rackley 
National Marine Fisheries Services 
P.O. Box 12559 
Charleston, SC  29412-9110 

 
Mr. Ed Duncan 
Environmental Programs Director 
SC Dept. of Natural Resources 
PO Box 12559 
Charleston, SC  29422-2559 

 
Mr. Tim Hall-Field Supervisor 
US Fish and Wildlife Service 
176 Croghan Spur Road, Suite 200 
Charleston, SC  29407 
 

 
Dr. Rodger Stroup, Director 
SHPO, SC Department of Archives 
8301 Parklane Road 
Columbia, SC  29223 
 

 
Mr. Quinton Epps, Manager 
Water Qual. Cert. & Wetlands Plan. Sec. 
SC Dept of Health and Env. Control 
2600 Bull Street 
Columbia, SC  29201 

Mr. Steve Snyder 
Office of Ocean and Coastal Resource 

Management 
SC Dept of Health and Env. Control 
1362 McMillan Avenue Suite 400 
Charleston, SC  29405 

 
Dr. Gerald Miller 
EPA - Region IV 
61 Forsyth Street 
Atlanta, GA  30303 

Mr. Bill Eiser 
Office of Ocean and Coastal Resource 

Management 
SC Dept. of Health and Env. Control 
1362 McMIllan Avenue Suite 400 
Charleston, SC  29405 

 

  
Miscellaneous 

 

 
SC Wildlife Federation 
Suite 104 
2711 Middleburg Drive 
Columbia, SC  29204 
 

 
Honorable Henry E. Brown, Jr. 
Representative in Congress 
NationsBank Financial Center 
5900 Core Avenue, Suite 401 
North Charleston, SC  29406 

 
Sierra Club 
SC State Chapter 
PO Box 2388 
Columbia, SC  29202-2388 
 

 
Mr. Dana Beach 
SC Coastal Conservation League 
PO Box 1765 
Charleston, SC  29402 
 

 
Mr. Coy Johnson 
Ducks Unlimited 
104 Johnston Street 
Summerville, SC  29483 

 
Mr. Val Nash 
Chief, Freshwater Fisheries 
SCDNR 
P.O. Box 167 
Columbia, SC 29202 



 

 

 
Honorable Jim DeMint 
112 Customs House 
20 East Bay Street 
Charleston, SC 29401 

 
US Department of Agriculture 
Natural Resources Conservation Service 
1835 Assembly Street, Room 950 
Columbia, SC  29201 
 

 
Mr. Breck Carmichael 
Deputy Director for Wildlife 
  And Freshwater Fisheries, SCDNR 
P.O. Box 167 
Columbia, SC  29202 

 
Honorable Lindsey Graham 
United States Senator 
530 Johnnie Dodd Boulevard 
Suite 203 
Mount Pleasant, SC  29464 

 
Honorable Joe Wilson 
P.O. Box 7381 
Columbia, SC  29202 

 
SC Sea Grant Consortium 
287 Meeting Street 
Charleston, SC  29401 
 

 
BCD Council of Governments 
1362 McMillan Avenue, Suite 100 
North Charleston, SC  29405 

 
Honorable J. Gresham Barrett 
233 Pendleton Street, NW 
Aiken, SC  29801 

 
SC Nature Conservancy 
PO Box 5475 
Columbia, SC  29250 

 
Honorable Bob Inglis 
105 North Spring Street 
Suite 111 
Greenville, SC  29601 

 
Dr. Robert F. Van Dolah, Director 
Marine Resources Research Institute 
SC Dept. of Natural Resources 
PO Box 12559 
Charleston, SC  29422 

 
Honorable John M. Spratt Jr. 
201 E. Main Street 
Suite 305 
Rock Hill, SC  29730 

 
Honorable James E. Clyburn 
Joseph Floyd Manor 
Suite 7 
2106 Mt Pleasant Street 
Charleston, SC  29403  

 
Jack Whetstone 
Clemson University Extension 
P.O. Box 956 
Georgetown, SC 29442 
 

 
Paul T. Gayes, PhD  
Center for Marine & Wetland Studies 
PO Box 1954 
Conway, SC  29526 
 

 
Dr. Dave Gordon 
US Fish and Wildlife Service 
SC Coastal Ecosystems Program 
176 Croghan Spur Rd., Suite 200 
Charleston, SC 29407 

 
John Hensel 
SCDHEC/OCRM 
1362 McMillan Ave., Suite 400 
Charleston, South Carolina  29405 

 
Cam Lay 
Dept. of Pesticide Regulations 
511 Westinghouse Rd. 
Pendleton, South Carolina  29670 
 

 
Marc Cribb 
PO Box 167, 1000 Assembly 
Columbia, South Carolina  29202 
 

 
Jeannie Eidson 
2600 Bull St. 
Columbia, South Carolina 
29201-1708 
 

 
John Inabinet 
1 Riverwood Dr. 
PO Box 2946101 
Moncks Corner, South Carolina 
29461-2901 

 
David Thompkins 
PO Box 13504 
Columbia, South Carolina  29201 
 

 
Stan Hutto 
1205 Pendleton St., Rm 529 
Columbia, South Carolina  29201 
 

 
Miller White 
PO Drawer 190 
Bonneau, South Carolina  29431 
 



 

 

 
  

Native American 
Tribes 

 

 
Dr. Wenonah G. Haire 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Catawba Indian Nation 
P.O. Box 750 
Rock Hill, SC  29731 

 
Dr. Richard Allen 
Section 106 and NAGPRA Consultant 
Cherokee Nation 
P.O. 948 
Tahlequah, OK  74465-0948 

Ms. Virginia Nail, 
Historic Preservation Officer 
Chickasaw Nation 
Arlington at Mississippi 
P.O. Box 1548 
Ada, OK  74821 

Ms. Michelle Hamilton 
Tribal Historic Preservation Office 
The Eastern Band of the Cherokee 
   Nation  
P.O. Box 455 
Cherokee, NC  28719 

 
Mr. Charles Enyart, Chief 
Eastern Shawnee Tribe 
P.O. Box 350 
Seneca, MO  64865 

 
Ms. Lillie Strange 
Jena Band of Choctaw 
P.O. Box 14 
Jena, LA  71342 

 
Ms. Delores Herrod 
Environmental Director 
Kialegee Tribal Town 
P.O. Box 332 
Wetumka, OK  74883 

 
Ms. Joyce Bear 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Muscogee (Creek) Nation 
P.O. Box 580 
Okmulgee, OK  74447 

 
Mr. Olin Williams 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma 
P.O. Drawer 1210, 16th & Locust Street 
Durant, OK  74702-1201 

 
Mr. Robert Thrower 
Poarch Band of Creek Indians 
5811 Jack Springs Road 
Atmore, AL  36502 

Mr. Emman Spain 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Seminole Nation of Oklahoma 
P.O. Box 1498 
Wewoka, OK  74884 

 
Mr. Leo Henry, Chief 
Tuscarora Nation of New York 
2006 Mount Hope Road 
Lewiston, NY  14092 

Ms. Rebecca Hawkins 
Section 106 Coordinator 
Shawnee Tribe 
P.O. Box 189 
Miami, OK  74355 

Mr. Nick Smith 
Section 106 Coordinator 
Shawnee Tribe 
P.O. Box 189 
Miami, OK  74355 

 
Mr. Bryan K. McGertt, Mekko 
Thlopthlocco Tribal Town 
P.O. Box 188 
Okemah, OK  74859 

Mr. Charles Coleman 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Thlopthlocco Tribal Town 
Rt. 1, Box 190-A 
Weleetka, OK  74880 

 
Mr William Steele, THPO 
Ah-Tah-Thi-Ki Museum 
Seminole Tribe of Florida 
HC-62, Box 21-A 
Clewiston, FL  33440 

Mr. Richard Hill, Chairperson 
Haudenosaunee Standing Committee on 

Burial Rules and Regulations 
Tuscarora Nation 
2235 Mt. Hope Road 
Sanborn, NY  14132 

 
Ms. Karen Kaniatobe 
Absentee-Shawnee Tribe of Indians of 

Oklahoma 
2025 South Gordon Cooper Drive 
Shawnee, OK  74801-9381 

 
Mr. Ronnie Thomas, Chairman 
Alabama-Coushatta Tribes of Texas 
571 State Park Road 56 
Livingston, Texas 77351 
 

 
Ms. Josephine Yargee 
Section 106 Coordinator 
Alabama-Quassarte Tribal Town 
P.O. Box 187 
Wetumka, OK  74883 

Mr. Archie Mouse 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee 

Indians 
P.O. Box 746 

Tahlequah, OK  74464 

  

 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 4 

ATLANTA FEDERAL CENTER 
61 FORSYTH STREET 

ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303-8960 

Department of the Army 
Charleston District, Corps of Engineers 
69A Hagood Avenue 
Charleston, SC 29403-5107 
ATTN: Mr. Alan Shirley 

Subject: Environmental Assessment [EA] Control of Phragmites australis in South 
Carolina [July 20051 

Dear Sir: 

Pursuant to Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, EPA, Region 4 has reviewed the 
subject document, an evaluation of the consequences of sequentially burning a total of 
6,000 acres of Phargmites infested wetlands and then treating the various parcels with the 
herbicide, Habitat. Burning prior to application of the herbicide should increase the 
Habitat's lethality to the target species. Application of the herbicide will be conducted by 
various means [via helicopters, trucks, or boats] depending on the size/location of the 
areas to be treated. Follow-up treatments may become necessary to ensure long-term 
control. 

The following information is provided for use in finalizing the NEPA documentation 
for future proposals of this nature: 

Ground application of herbicides which are delivered in close proximity to the target 
species are more likely to produce "top to bottom" plant coverage. In our experience this 
protocol has proven to be the most effective means of providing lasting effects [death] 
and lessens the potential of collateral damage to non-target plant and animal species. 

Products [in this case herbicides] are registered [not approved] by EPA, are used 
according to label directions [not as directed on the labels], and must always be applied 
by licensedcertified applicators. 

While Habitat is largely ineffective for control of submerged vegetation in aquatic 
habitats, it should have the desire effect on the terrestrial Phragmites. 

On the basis of the information provided, we have no significant objections to the use 
on an EA to evaluate this proposal in lieu of the more comprehensive environmental 
impact statement format and by extension the forthcoming "Finding of No Significant 

Internet Address (URL) http://www.epa.gov 
Recycled/Recyclable .Printed with Vegetable On Based Inks on Recycled Paper (Mhimum 30% Postconsumer) 



Impact". 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. If we can be of further assistance, Dr. 
Gerald Miller (404-562-9626) will serve as initial point of contact. 

Sincerely, 

- 

Heinz J. Mueller, Chief 
NEPA Program Office 



United States Department of the Interior 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
176 Croghan Spur Road, Suite 200 
Charleston, South Carolina 29407 

August 15,2005 

Mr. Joseph Jones 
Chief, Planning Branch 
U.S. Army Corps of En,' -0meers 
69A Hagood Avenue 
Charleston, SC 29403-5 107 

Dear Mr. Jones: 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed the Draft Environmental Assessment 
(DEA) and Finding of No Significant Impact for Control of Phragmites australis in South Carolina. 

The DEA is generally adequate in its description of the existing fish and wildlife resources and the 
evaluation of project impacts. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this project. 

Sincerely, 

T i m o t h y N .  Hall - 

Field Supervisor 



Shirey, Alan D SAC 

From: Jack Whetstone [jwhtstn@CLEMSON.EDU]

Sent: Friday, August 12, 2005 10:45 AM

To: Shirey, Alan D SAC; Steve DeKozlowski

Cc: jwhtstn@CLEMSON.EDU

Subject: Phragmites Environmental Assessment - Draft Review

9/22/2005

Hi! 
 
The draft looks excellent. 
 
Here are a few paragraphs you may or may not want to add. 
 
No one really has a good estimate of phragmites infestation in South Carolina.  I believe it is higher, but how high, I don’t 
know. 
 
Phragmites australis is officially listed by the state of South Carolina as an illegal aquatic plant. 
 
The US Fish and Wildlife Foundation, SC Department of Natural Resources, The Nature Conservancy, US Fish 
and Wildlife Service and US Department of Agriculture are presently developing a program to assist private 
landowners in the control and eradication of phragmites.  With the Corps cost-sharing of phragmites control on 
public lands in South Carolina, a cooperative public/private partnership will be much more successful. 
 
Protocol issues.   
Burning is not always practical.  You may want to add - where feasible, a fall burn ……. 
 
There may be populated areas with adjacent man-made structures with docks and buildings should not be burned – 
Unimpounded tidal areas also can not be burned. 
 
Where burning would not be pragmatic, but herbicide control measures are still viable. 
 
I applaud the US Army Corps of Engineers for considering cost-sharing. Phragmites is the major invasive species 
in brackish water areas of South Carolina. 
 
I hope I’ve been of service and if I can clarify anything in this letter or assist you in any further manner with your 
aquatic needs, please feel free to contact me. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Jack M. Whetstone 
Jack M. Whetstone 
Extension Aquaculture Specialist/Assoc. Professor 
Clemson University 
Department of Forestry and Natural Resources 
SC Sea Grant Extension Program 
Baruch Institute of Coastal Ecology and Forest Science 
PO Box 596 
Georgetown, SC 29442 
 



E-mail  jwhtstn@clemson.edu 
Telephone: 843-546-6321 
FAX: 843-546-6296  
Home: 843-237-2585 
 
UPS/FEDEX Delivery:   
Baruch Institute - Clemson University 
Hwy 17 North 
Georgetown, SC 29440 

9/22/2005



Michael G. McShane 
1501 Ravens Point Road 

Johns Island, South Carolina 29455 
ravens~oint~,msn.com 

August 19,2005 

Mr. Alan Shirey 
US Army Corps of Engineers 
Charleston District 
69A Hagood Avenue 
Charleston, SC 29403 

Dear Mr. Shirey, 

I strongly urge the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to approve the Draft 
Environmental Assessment for Control of Phragmites australis in South 
Carolina dated July 2005. I have reviewed the document and find that it 
represents the facts associated with embarking on addressing this 
problem. 

I appreciate the Charleston District's recognition of the Phragmites 
problem in our public waterways and applaud its efforts to help address 
the problem through enhanced cost-sharing with appropriate agencies 
and parties as proposed in the Drafi Environmental Assessment. Please 
let me know if I can provide any additional supportive comments or 
actions. 

Sincerely 

Michael G. McShane 



South Carolina Department of 

Natural Resources 
John E. Frampton 

Director 

August 19,2005 

Mr. Alan Shirey 
US Army Corps of Engineers 
Charleston District 
69A Hagood Avenue 
Charleston, SC 29403 

Dear Mr. Shirey: 

Rembert C. Dennis Building 1000 Assembly St. P.O. Box 167 Columbia, S.C. 29202 Telephone: 8031734-4007 

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY AGENCY framptonj@scdnr.state.sc.us www.dnr.state.sc.us PRINTED O N  RECYCLED PAPER 6 

The South Carolina Department of Natural Resources strongly urges the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers to approve the Draft Environmental Assessment for Control of Phragmites australis in 
South Carolina dated July 2005. Our Aquatic Plant Management and Wildlife Section Staffs 
have reviewed this document and find it suitable and accurate. 

We appreciate the Charleston District's recognition of the Phragrnites problem in our public 
waterways and applaud its efforts to help address the problem through enhanced cost-share funds 
as proposed in the Draft Environmental Assessment. Our staff is ready and willing to assist in the 
control of this invasive and very destructive plant. Please let us know how we can cooperate 
M e r  in this effort. 

John E. Fr pton F+/ 
Director 

CC: Breck Carmichael 
Derrell Shipes 
Steve de Kozlowski 




