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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
SAVAN GUT, ST. THOMAS, UNITED STATES VIRGIN ISLANDS (USVI)
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CONVERSION FEASIBILITY REPORT 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District (Corps) has conducted an 
environmental analysis in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as 
amended.  The final Environmental Assessment (EA) dated XXXXXX, for the Savan Gut, St. 
Thomas, United States Virgin Islands (USVI) Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) Conversion 
Feasibility Report addresses reduction of flood damages opportunities and feasibility in the 
Charlotte Amalie community of St. Thomas, USVI.  The final recommendation is contained in 
the report of the Chief of Engineers, dated XXXXXX. 

The final EA, incorporated herein by reference, evaluated various alternatives that would 
reduce flood risk in the study area.  The Recommended Plan is the National Economic 
Development (NED) Plan and includes: 

• Construction of a Gabion Channel (328-feet long) 
• Debris barrier located at the downstream end of the gabion channel; 
• A series of drop structures; 
• Catchment basin approximately 240 feet long; 
• Trash barrier (rack) at the velocity check dam located at the downstream end of the drop 

structures before entering into the box culvert; 
• Approximately 2,300 foot covered channel (box culvert) from the Jane E. Tuitt 

Elementary School to St. Thomas Harbor; 
• Replacement of three bridges (to maintain traffic flow over proposed box culvert); and 
• Mitigation for cultural resources. 

In addition to a “no action” plan, the 1982 Recommended Plan, relocation and a variety of 
design conditions (e.g. 100-year design, 50-year design, 25-year design, 10-year design) were 
evaluated in the study’s original 1982 report (Savan Gut St. Thomas, U.S. Virgin Islands 
(USVI), Detailed Project Report and Environmental Assessment (DPR/EA)). The originally 
selected 1982 Recommended Plan is carried forward as the EA’s Recommended Plan. 
Section 2 of the EA describes the alternatives, issues, and basis of choice in more detail. 

For all alternatives, the potential effects were evaluated, as appropriate.  A summary of the 
potential effects of the Recommended Plan are listed in Table 1: 
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Table 1: Summary of Potential Effects of the Recommended Plan 
Insignificant 
effects 

Insignificant 
effects as a 
result of 
mitigation 

Resource 
unaffected 
by action 

Aesthetic resources ☒ ☐ ☐ 
Air quality ☒ ☐ ☐ 
Coastal barrier resource systems ☐ ☐ ☒ 
Cultural resources ☐ ☒ ☐ 
Fish and wildlife resources ☒ ☐ ☐ 
Hazardous, toxic & radioactive waste ☐ ☐ ☒ 
Noise ☒ ☐ ☐ 
Environmental justice ☒ ☐ ☐ 
Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) ☒ ☐ ☐ 
Recreation resources ☒ ☐ ☐ 
Socioeconomic resources ☒ ☐ ☐ 
Threatened and endangered species ☒ ☐ ☐ 
Vegetation ☒ ☐ ☐ 
Water quality ☒ ☐ ☐ 
Wetlands ☒ ☐ ☐ 

Few changes in the environmental conditions of the project area have occurred. The ongoing 
erosion and scouring of the gut bed and banks have continued to degrade the streambank 
vegetation. The Recommended Plan includes debris and vegetation removal during the 
channelization, clearing, and grubbing activities associated with the construction of the debris 
basin. While there appear to be degraded wetlands in the project’s vicinity near the debris basin, 
the clearing and re-grading actions to create the basin are not expected to reduce the value or 
function of the existing degraded wetlands.  Project construction will result in removal of debris 
and refuse from the area, and revegetation is expected to occur promptly within the project 
footprint.  Upon construction completion, areas outside of the construction footprint will be 
restored. Therefore, consistent with the 1982 Recommended Plan, mitigation is not required as 
there will be no loss of wetland function. 

Public review of the draft EA and FONSI was completed on April 20, 2019.  All comments 
submitted during the public review period were responded to in the final EA and FONSI. A 
territory and agency review of the final EA was also completed on XXXXXX.  Comments from 
territory and federal agency review did not result in any significant changes to the final EA. 

Pursuant to section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers determined that the Recommended Plan would have no effect to listed 
species under National Marine Fisheries Service’s jurisdiction. The Corps determined the 
Recommended Plan may affect but is not likely to adversely affect the following federally listed 
species or their designated critical habitat:  Virgin Island tree boa (Epicrates monensis granti).  
The USFWS concurred with the Corps’ determination on March 7, 2019. 

Pursuant to section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, the 
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___________________________ ___________________________________ 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers initiated consultation for the Recommended Plan with the USVI 
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). The Corps and the SHPO executed a Programmatic 
Agreement (PA) on October 30, 2019.  All terms and conditions resulting from the agreement 
shall be implemented in order to minimize adverse impacts to historic properties. 

Pursuant to the Clean Water Act of 1972, as amended, the discharge of dredged or fill 
material associated with the Recommended Plan has been found to be compliant with section 
404(b)(1) Guidelines (40 CFR 230).  The Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines 
evaluation is found in Appendix D of the EA. 

A water quality certification pursuant to section 401 of the Clean Water Act will be obtained 
from the USVI prior to construction, if required. The Corps will meet USVI water quality 
standards. 

A determination of consistency with the USVI Coastal Zone Management program pursuant 
to the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 was obtained from the USVI DPNR.  The Corps 
determined that the Recommended Plan is consistent with the USVI’s Coastal Zone 
Management program.  In a letter dated December 6, 2019, DPNR concurred with the Corps’ 
determination. 

All applicable environmental laws have been considered and coordination with appropriate 
agencies and officials has been completed. 

Technical, environmental, and economic criteria used in the formulation of alternative plans 
were those specified in the Water Resources Council’s 1983 Economic and Environmental 
Principles and Guidelines for Water and Related Land Resources Implementation Studies. All 
applicable laws, executive orders, regulations, and local government plans were considered in 
evaluation of alternatives.  Based on this report, the reviews by other Federal, territory and local 
agencies, Tribes, input of the public, and the review by my staff, it is my determination that the 
Recommended Plan would not cause significant adverse effects on the quality of the human 
environment; therefore, preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement is not required. 

Date Andrew D. Kelly, Jr. 
Colonel, Corps of Engineers 
District Commander 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

SAVAN GUT, ST. THOMAS, 
UNITED STATES VIRGIN ISLANDS (USVI)

CONTINUING AUTHORITIES PROGRAM (CAP)
CONVERSION FEASIBILITY REPORT 

1 PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED 
1.1 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District (Corps), proposes to construct 
Phase II of the 1982 Savan Gut Section 205 Flood Risk Reduction project.  The original 
project, which includes Phase I (construction completed in April 1989) and Phase II 
(construction proposed), consisted of a total of 2,300 feet of covered concrete channel, a 
velocity check dam, and debris trap as well as replace three bridges with sections of 
covered channel to reduce flood damages in Charlotte Amalie, St. Thomas in the United 
States Virgin Islands (USVI) (see Figure 1 for a project vicinity map and Figures 2 and 
3 for project overview maps showing Phase 1 and Phase 2 project locations). Phase I 
construction was completed in April 1989 and consisted of the construction of 
approximately 800 feet of the covered channel (box culvert) from St. Thomas Harbor to 
Wimmelskafts Gade (also known as Back Street).  Phase II is the proposed project and 
details of its components are included in Section 2 of this environmental assessment 
(EA). The non-Federal sponsor (NFS) is the USVI Department of Public Works. 

The study area is within the Central Business District of Charlotte Amalie, the capital and 
largest city of the USVI.  Charlotte Amalie is on the southern shore of the island of St. 
Thomas.  Savan Gut provides the drainage for a watershed area of approximately 260 
acres, flowing through densely developed Charlotte Amalie to St. Thomas Harbor in a 
constructed channel. 

Savan Gut (also known locally as Deyoung Gut) is located in the highly developed 
urbanized area of Charlotte Amalie, St. Thomas, USVI. The gut’s headwaters begin in 
the mountainous and heavily vegetated region north of the Charlotte Amalie Harbor.  The 
gut drains directly into the harbor via a natural gut from the vegetated area, to a 
combination of an intermixed lined and unlined degraded concrete channel from the Jane 
E. Tuitt Elementary School (flowing under the school and the schools’ basketball court) 
to the intersection of Guttets Gade and Norte Gade. The culvert is then inaccessible and 
flows underneath businesses and roads of downtown Charlotte Amalie until it exits into 
St. Thomas Harbor. 
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Figure 1. Project vicinity map. 

Figure 2. Savan Gut Phase 1 project location and features. (Construction 
completed in 1989.) 
(SOURCE: Corps 2020) 
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Figure 3. Savan Gut Phase 2 project location and features. 
(SOURCE: Corps 2020) 

More detailed information on the project can be found in the documents listed in Section 
1.4 of this report. 

1.2 PROJECT AUTHORITY 
The Savan Gut Section 205 Project was initially authorized under Continuing Authorities 
Program (CAP), Section 205 of the Flood Control Act of 1948, Public Law 80-858, as 
amended. Phase I construction was completed in 1989 under this authority. Phase II of 
the project was advertised in 1999 with bids exceeding the government estimate and the 
Corps’ statutory limit for cost sharing. The project is now being planned under the 
authority of Section 209 of the Flood Control Act of 1966, Public Law 89-789, which 
authorizes studies for flood control in the United States and its territories. 

Title IV, Division B of the Bipartisan Budget Act of 2018 (Public Law 115-123) (BBA 2018), 
authorizes the Government to conduct the study at full federal expense to the extent that 
appropriations provided under the Investigations heading of the BBA 2018 are available 
and used for such purpose. The BBA 2018 also allows for the construction of flood and 
storm damage reduction projects “which are studied using funds provided under the 
heading ‘‘Investigations’’ if the Secretary determines such projects to be technically 
feasible, economically justified, and environmentally acceptable.” Upon receiving 
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approval from the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works (ASA-CW), the Corps 
can proceed to the Preconstruction Engineering Design (PED) phase and construction 
under BBA 2018.  Alternatively, if BBA 2018 funds are unavailable, the project can be 
considered for specific congressional authorization.  A more detailed discussion on the 
project authority can be found in Appendix D, specifically the 2020 Final Savan Gut, St. 
Thomas, USVI Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) Conversion Feasibility Report. 

1.3 PROJECT NEED OR OPPORTUNITY 
The purpose of the project is to reduce flood damages to the Jane E. Tuitt Elementary 
School and Central Business District in downtown Charlotte Amalie.  Heavy rainfall in the 
upland catchment basin of Savan Gut causes rocks and other debris to be washed down 
the channel toward the sea.  Two constrictions reduce flood flows so that the flood waters 
overflow the channel banks and flood the school as well as the business district. The 
Savan section of Charlotte Amalie has extremely high runoff rates due to the steep slopes 
in the upper basin.  Flash floods from intense thunderstorms are a common event 
affecting this area and can occur anytime during the year. Effects from Hurricane Maria, 
which hit the island in September 2017, prompted the Corps to include the project for 
consideration for funding under the BBA.  (Effects from the storm are discussed more in 
this EA’s section 3.5 Hurricane Maria Storm Effects.) 

This Environmental Assessment (EA) evaluates the Recommended Plan, which is 
described in detail in Section 2.2. This EA also completes the required analysis under 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and adopts the 1982 EA by reference 
where the information is valid and applicable to this evaluation. 

1.4 RELATED ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS 
The Recommended Plan is detailed in the Savan Gut St. Thomas, USVI Detailed Project 
Report (DPR) and EA, dated March 1982, and the 2020 Final Savan Gut, St. Thomas, 
USVI CAP Conversion Feasibility Report. These documents are available on the Corps’ 
environmental website, under USVI, at the following link: 

http://www.saj.usace.army.mil/About/Divisions-Offices/Planning/Environmental-
Branch/Environmental-Documents/ 

(On that page, click on the “+” next to “U.S. Virgin Islands” and scroll down to the project 
name.) 

1.5 DECISIONS TO BE MADE 
This NEPA document analyzes whether the implementation of the project will result in 
significant effects on the human environment. The need for mitigation measures or best 
management practices (BMPs) to reduce any potentially adverse effects, particularly in 
regards to associated activities, will be further defined in the PED phase but impacts to 
ecological resources are expected to not be more than negligible.  The Corps will make 
the decision to sign the Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) and move forward with 
the Recommended Plan if no significant impacts on the human environment are identified. 
If significant impacts are identified, the Corps will choose to implement mitigation 
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measures to reduce the impacts to a lower-than-significant threshold, proceed with the 
Notice of Intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement, or not implement the 
Recommended Plan. 

In addition to this NEPA document, a 2020 Final Savan Gut, St. Thomas, USVI CAP 
Conversion Feasibility Report has also been prepared. This report determines whether 
the project is still economically justified, technically feasible, and environmentally 
acceptable.  The report does not include new formulation; however, it may include 
recommendations for additional review that could be needed during the project’s PED 
phase due to regulation changes since the project was authorized. The 2020 Final Savan 
Gut, St. Thomas, USVI CAP Conversion Feasibility Report is included in Appendix D. 

1.6 SCOPING AND ISSUES 
Pursuant to NEPA and Corps’ regulations, the 1982 draft DPR/EA was circulated for 
comments in 1982.  A public and interagency workshop was held on February 25, 1982. 
Comments received during the public and agency review period and public workshop 
were incorporated into the EA prior to the signing of the FONSI. The proposed FONSI, 
draft EA, and associated appendices was released for a 60-day public and agency review 
and comment period, which ended on April 20, 2019. A public outreach meeting was held 
on April 2, 2019 at the Bethania Hall in Frederik Evangelistical Lutheran Church in St. 
Thomas for the project. 

1.6.1 RELEVANT ISSUES 
The Corps identified the following considerations as relevant to the Recommended Plan 
and appropriate for further evaluation: vegetation, wetlands, endangered and threatened 
species, fish and wildlife resources, essential fish habitat (EFH), coastal barrier resource 
system (CBRS) units, water quality, hazardous, toxic, and radioactive waste (HTRW), air 
quality, noise, aesthetic resources, recreation resources, socioeconomic resources, 
cultural resources, unavoidable adverse environmental effects, and cumulative effects.  
The Corps analyzed many of these issues in the 1982 EA. The 2020 EA updates that 
analysis and adopts the 1982 EA by reference where the information is valid and 
applicable to this evaluation. Please see Table 1 for additional information. 

1.6.2 ISSUES ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER ANALYSIS 
No issues were identified for elimination. 

1.7 WATER QUALITY CERTIFICATION AND COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT ACT 
The project will meet the USVI water quality standards. Pursuant to Section 401 of the 
Clean Water Act of 1972, as amended, water quality certification (WQC) will be obtained 
from the USVI prior to construction, if required. All appropriate conditions imposed by the 
WQC will be implemented in order to minimize adverse impacts to water quality. 

The Corps determined that the Recommended Plan is consistent with the USVI’s Coastal 
Zone Management program. Pursuant to the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, 
the Corps submitted a Federal Consistency Determination to the  USVI Department of 
Planning and Natural Resources (DPNR) for the USVI’s review and concurrence. DPNR 
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concurred with the Corps’ determination in a letter dated December 6, 2019. Pertinent 
correspondence is found in Appendix A. 

1.8 PUBLIC INTEREST FACTORS 
While the Corps does not process and issue permits for its own activities, pursuant to 33 
C.F.R. 336.1, the Corps authorizes its own discharges of dredged or fill material by 
applying all applicable substantive legal requirements, including public notice, and 
opportunity for public hearing.  As part of its review, the Corps evaluates the probable 
impacts, including cumulative impacts, of the proposed activity and its intended use on 
the public interest.  All factors which may be relevant to the proposal must be considered 
including the cumulative effects thereof. These factors may include: 

• General Environmental Concerns; 
• Wetlands; 
• Fish and Wildlife Values; 
• Water Quality; 
• Historic Properties; 
• Economics; 
• Flood Hazards; 
• Recreation; 
• Energy Needs; 
• Mineral Needs; 
• Aesthetics; 
• Safety; 
• Consideration of Property Ownership; 
• Needs and Welfare of the People. 

The following factors were considered, but were determined to be not applicable to this 
project: 

• Navigation; 
• Shore Erosion and Accretion; 
• Conservation; 
• Flood Plain Values; 
• Land Use; 
• Water Supply and Conservation; 
• Food and Fiber Production; 

This document concludes that the project is in the public interest and would not 
significantly affect the human environment. While there appears to be degraded wetlands 
in the project’s vicinity near the debris basin, the clearing and re-grading actions to create 
the basin are not expected to reduce the value or function of the existing degraded 
wetlands. (See Section 4 for detailed discussion on the effects of the Recommended 
Plan.) Environmental commitments, as discussed in Section 6, will be included in the 
contract specifications.  In addition, the Corps and its contractors commit to avoiding and 
minimizing for adverse effects during construction activities. 
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2 ALTERNATIVES 
This EA only evaluates the 1982 Recommended Plan to ensure that any new potential 
environmental consequences on the human environment are fully analyzed and disclosed 
to the public. Section 4 (Environmental Effects) compares the No Action Alternative, the 
original 1982 effects analysis of the 1982 Recommended Plan, and the 2020 effects 
analysis of the 1982 Recommended Plan in more detail, providing a clear basis for choice 
to the decision maker and the public.  The project’s Recommended Plan best meets the 
project objectives and constraints and is environmentally acceptable and economically 
justified. 

2.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
NEPA regulations refer to the No Action Alternative as the continuation of existing 
conditions of the affected environment without implementation of, or in the absence of, 
the Recommended Plan and 40 C.F.R. §6.205 requires an agency to assess the No 
Action Alternative in an EA. Under this alternative, existing and prospective flooding 
conditions would continue. Damages to infrastructure experiencing the flooding (e.g. 
residential houses, commercial businesses, elementary school) would continue in these 
areas.  Flooding, and its associated damages, may result in potential human health and 
safety issues. 

2.2 1982 RECOMMENDED PLAN 
COVERED CONCRETE CHANNEL, VELOCITY CHECK DAM, AND DEBRIS 
TRAP FOR STANDARD PROJECT FLOOD 

The 1982 Recommended Plan (see Figure 4), maximizes the National Economic 
Development benefits and consists of the phased construction of an approximately 2,300-
foot-covered concrete channel extending from St. Thomas Harbor upstream to and 
around Jane E. Tuitt Elementary School. The benefits for the project assume the 
originally designed total project would be completed; however, due to program capacity 
and funding challenges, the project was split into two phases.  Phase I construction was 
completed by the Corps in 1989 and consisted of channelization of approximately 800 
feet from Harbor of Charlotte Amalie to just north of Wimmelskafts Gade. Phase II 
construction includes the remaining channelization work as well as a velocity check dam 
approximately 150 feet upstream of the Jane E. Tuitt Elementary School. A barrier will 
be included in the check dam to trap debris.  The new channel ends at the velocity check 
dam. Replacement of three highway bridges with sections of covered channel will also 
be included in the project.  A more detailed description of the project can be found in the 
1982 DPR/EA as well as the 2020 Final Savan Gut, St. Thomas, USVI CAP Conversion 
Feasibility Report. 
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Figure 4. Recommended Plan location and project features. 
(SOURCE: Corps 2020) 

2.2.1 2019 EVALUATION OF THE 1982 RECOMMENDED PLAN 
In order to meet current Federal, territory, and local laws, regulations, and policy, as well 
as Corps standards and guidelines, the 1982 Recommended Plan will be reviewed and 
potentially modified during the PED phase. The project, as it is currently described and 
designed, is environmentally acceptable; however, if during PED changes to the project 
result in effects that have not been previously evaluated, then pursuant to NEPA, the 
Corps will prepare a separate NEPA document to address the changes and evaluate the 
associated effects. The Corps and its contractors commit to avoiding, minimizing, and 
mitigating for adverse effects during construction activities. 

Few changes in the environmental conditions of the project area have occurred. The 
ongoing erosion and scouring of the gut bed and banks have continued to degrade the 
streambank vegetation. The Recommended Plan includes debris and vegetation removal 
during the channelization, clearing, and grubbing activities associated with the 
construction of the debris basin. While there appear to be degraded wetlands in the 
project’s vicinity near the debris basin, the clearing and re-grading actions to create the 
basin are not expected to reduce the value or function of the existing degraded wetlands. 
Project construction will result in removal of debris and refuse from the area, and 
revegetation is expected to occur promptly within the project footprint.  Upon construction 
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completion, areas outside of the construction footprint will be restored.  Therefore, 
consistent with the 1982 Recommended Plan, mitigation is not required as there will be 
no loss of wetland function. 

2.3 ALTERNATIVES ELIMINATED FROM FUTURE EVALUATION 
In addition to the 1982 Recommended Plan, relocation and a variety of design conditions 
(e.g. 100-year design, 50-year design, 25-year design, 10-year design) were considered 
in the 1982 DPR/EA. These alternatives did not best meet the project needs and were 
eliminated from further evaluation. Additional information on these alternatives can be 
found in the 1982 DPR/EA. 

2.4 RECOMMENDED PLAN AND BASIS FOR CHOICE 
Table 1 in Section 4 lists the factors considered in the alternatives comparison process 
and provides the analysis of the major features and consequences of each alternative in 
comparison to one another. The No Action Alternative is not carried forward as it does 
not meet the mission.  In consideration of applicable factors listed in 33 CFR section 320.4, 
the Corps has determined the 1982 Recommended Plan is not contrary to public interest 
and is therefore, carried forward as the preferred alternative.  However, in order to meet 
current Federal, territory, and local laws, regulations, and policy, as well as Corps 
standards and guidelines, the 1982 Recommended Plan will be reviewed and potentially 
modified during the PED phase. 
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3 EXISTING ENVIRONMENT 
The Existing Environment Section describes the existing environmental resources of the 
areas that would be affected if any of the alternatives were implemented. This section 
describes only those environmental resources that are relevant to the decision to be 
made.  It does not describe the entire existing environment, but only those environmental 
resources that will affect or that will be affected by the alternatives if they were 
implemented.  This section, in conjunction with the description of the “No Action 
Alternative,” forms the baseline conditions for determining the environmental effects of 
the reasonable alternatives. 

No significant changes to the existing conditions have been documented in site visits 
conducted in 2017, 2018, and 2019. A brief summary of existing conditions is included 
in this section; however, a full detailed analysis is provided within the 1982 DPR/EA and 
is hereby incorporated by reference within this EA.  (The 1982 DPR/EA is available on 
the Corps’ environmental website, under “U.S. Virgin Islands”.) 

3.1 NATURAL SETTING 
(VEGETATION, WETLANDS, ENDANGERED AND THREATENED SPECIES, 
FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURCES, AND EFH) 

Due to the volcanic origin of the island, topography of Savan Gut varies from steep slopes 
with dense vegetation to moderate slopes with rock lined channels, especially in areas 
that have been developed. Wildlife in this area is not very diverse or unusual. Species, 
such as lizards, frogs, birds, and rats are commonly seen in the area. In a letter dated 
December 17, 1980, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services (USFWS) determined the project 
would not adversely affect fish and wildlife resources in the project area.  The USFWS 
1980 Coordination Act Report (CAR) did not identify any threatened or endangered 
species; however, the federally listed endangered Virgin Islands tree boa (Epicrates 
monensis granti) may occur in the project area.  No effect to EFH is anticipated as the 
project occurs inland, out of the Essential Fish Habitat under jurisdiction of the National 
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). Wetlands may be present at or near the northern 
portion of the project, which contains steep slopes resulting in less development. 

3.2 PHYSICAL SETTING 
(CBRS, WATER QUALITY, HTRW, CLIMATE CHANGE, AIR QUALITY, NOISE) 

Savan Gut is an intermittent gut and is therefore classified as Class I (IF) Inland surface 
waters. Per Title 12, Chapter 7, Sub-Chapter 186 of the USVI Water Quality Standards, 
designated uses of Class I (IF) waters include maintenance and propagation of desirable 
species of wildlife (including threatened, endangered species listed pursuant to section 4 
of the Federal Endangered Species Act and threatened, endangered and indigenous 
species listed pursuant to Title 12, Chapter 2 of the Virgin Islands Code), and primary 
contact recreation. 

St. Thomas Harbor, where Savan Gut empties is classified by the USVI as Class C 
Waters. Per Title 12, Chapter 7, Sub-Chapter 186 of the USVI Water Quality Standards, 
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designated uses of Class C waters include maintenance and propagation of desirable 
species of aquatic life (including threatened and endangered species listed pursuant to 
Section 4 of the Federal Endangered Species Act and threatened, endangered and 
indigenous species listed pursuant Title 12, Chapter 2 of the Virgin Islands Code), primary 
contact recreation (swimming, water skiing, etc.), industrial water supplies, and shipping 
and navigation. This Class allows for evident changes in structure of the biotic community 
and minimal changes in ecosystem function. Evident changes in structure due to loss of 
some rare native taxa; shifts in relative abundance of taxa (community structure) are 
allowed but sensitive-ubiquitous taxa remain common and abundant; ecosystem 
functions are fully maintained through redundant attributes of the system. No CBRS units 
are located near the project area.  The project area is highly developed; therefore, 
hazardous waste sources such as gas stations, dry cleaners, etc., exist in and around the 
project area.  A review of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (USEPA) 
EnviroMapper in November 2018 confirmed there are no documented superfund, toxic 
release, or brownfield sites in the project vicinity (see Figure 5); however, open channel 
areas are used as refuse dumping and sewage sites by nearby residents. 

Figure 5. USEPA resource mapper HTRW sites. 
(SOURCE: USEPA EnviroMapper) 
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The climate in this region is characteristically tropical. Flash floods from intense 
thunderstorms are a common event affecting this area and can occur anytime during the 
year. Climate change was not considered in the 1982 DPR/EA.  Analysis of the effects 
of climate change will occur during the project’s PED phase. Charlotte Amalie is located 
in Air Quality Control Region “U.S. Virgin Islands”, which is considered as being in 
attainment with the National Ambient Air Quality Standards. The project area is located 
in a highly urbanized environment, where sources of noise include recreational activities 
at the elementary school (e.g. outdoor sports), vehicles, commercial vessels transiting up 
and down the coast, and natural sounds from the physical and biological environment. 

3.3 SOCIOECONOMIC RESOURCES 
(ECONOMICS, AESTHETIC RESOURCES, RECREATION RESOURCES,
NAVIGATION)

The housing inventory does not appear to have changed much since the 1982 report. A 
majority of the structures appear to be inhabited and all show considerable signs of age, 
with many of the buildings constructed in the downtown area over a century old. The 
Jane E. Tuitt Elementary School appears to have been constructed in the 1930s with a 
major upgrade and renovation in the 1950s. There are numerous vehicles on every street 
in the study area.  Savan Gut flows through the main tourist area in Charlotte Amalie, 
which is undergoing a significant revitalization with decorative paver streets and 
expansion of the main route to a multi-lane highway. Since the previous report was 
completed, the cruise ship industry has seen dramatic increase in visitation, which has 
had a substantial economic impact on the infrastructure development in the Charlotte 
Amelia region. 

During a site visit conducted on November 10, 2018, a majority of the storefronts were 
closed due to the early hours, but the signs on the buildings appeared current and their 
businesses appear to be open. A majority of the structures on Veterans and Main streets 
appear to be active businesses. These businesses include multiple upscale/high-end 
retail clothing and jewelry stores that exist in the first two blocks from the harbor. 
However, as the majority of the buildings did not contain windows it was impossible to 
determine content. The further from the harbor the more vacancies appear with several 
vacant buildings noted on Back Street (Williamsementte).  Personal and property safety 
also appears to be a concern the further removed from Main and Veterans street. 

Tourism, trade, and other services are the primary economic activities, accounting for 
nearly 60% of the USVI’s gross domestic product (GDP) and about half of total civilian 
employment. Close to two million tourists per year visit the islands. The government is 
the single largest employer. In 2016, government spending (both federal and territorial 
together) accounted for about 27% of GDP while exports of goods and services, including 
spending by tourists, accounted for nearly 47%. The agriculture sector is small, with most 
food being imported. The manufacturing sector consists of rum distilling, electronics, 
pharmaceuticals, and watch assembly. Rum production is significant. Shipments during 
a six-month period of fiscal year 2016 totaled 8,136.6 million proof gallons. More detailed 
information on the socioeconomic conditions is included in section 2 of the 2020 Final 
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Savan Gut, St. Thomas, USVI CAP Conversion Feasibility Report. 

3.4 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Previous consultation with the USVI Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and a current 
review of the listing of the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) indicates the 
Savan Gut Phase II Project’s area of potential effect (APE) includes the Charlotte Amalie 
Historic District listed on the NRHP in 1976 (see Figure 6).  The historic district then 
included 574 contributing buildings, three contributing structures, and a contributing 
object.  The Charlotte Amalie Historic District includes buildings, dwellings, and sites that 
represent the town’s early colonization and rich history. Important features in the district 
include Fort Christian, a National Historic Site constructed circa 1666 and completed in 
1680; Skystborg (Blackbeard’s Castle), a watchtower overlooking the harbor built by the 
Danes in 1678; and Emancipation Park, commemorating the emancipation of slaves by 
Governor Peter von Scholten in 1848. The architecture extant in the Charlotte Amalie 
Historic District especially in the project area’s residential section known as “The 
Savanne” or “Savan” spans three centuries having great significance in understanding 
the historical development of the town of Charlotte Amalie. This area west of Denmark 
Hill was laid out in a grid plan in 1764, and is predominantly single family residential in 
use with some commercial buildings bordering its eastern boundary. Cottages in the 
Savanne area are almost exclusively single-storied buildings of frame construction with 
shingled hip roofs. 

Based on the presence of existing cultural resources and standing structures within the 
Charlotte Amalie Historic District and high probability for additional historic properties to 
be identified within the project’s APE, a cultural resources survey of the proposed Savan 
Gut alignment was conducted (Righter and Mitchell 1981).  As a result of this cultural 
resources survey, archaeological monitoring during construction and further 
documentation of extant structures and features to the HABS/HAER standards was 
recommended to be the most effective method for identifying and evaluating historic 
properties that would potentially be adversely effected by the proposed Savan Gut Phase 
II undertaking.  Following this survey, and due to monetary constraints, the Corps 
developed a historic preservation mitigation plan with the USVI SHPO to divide the Corps’ 
Savan Gut Phase II Project into two mitigation planning phases (identified as Phase II 
and Phase III in the historic preservation mitigation plan).  As a result, the Corps’ Savan 
Gut Phase II Project reduced the northern extent of the flood control footprint. 

Subsequently, for both of the historic preservation mitigation Phase II and Phase III plans, 
it was agreed that the Contractor would be required to monitor and control construction 
vibrations that may affect historic structures.  Specifically, the Phase I plan called for the 
Contractor to dismantle and record to HABS/HAER standards, the two historic ovens, the 
General Gade bridge arch and wall, and the historical architectural features in the 
deJongh wall.  The historically significant brick from the dismantled historic properties 
was to be stored on the Department of Public Works property during Phase II of the 
historic preservation mitigation plan. The ovens were then to be rebuilt and the 
architectural features of the bridge arch and wall and the deJongh wall were to be 
incorporated into the flood control project during Phase III of the historic preservation 
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mitigation plan. In addition, all of the remaining restoration work including the Banaba 
Well, and placement of the commemorative plaque were to be deferred to Phase III of the 
historic preservation mitigation plan. 

Due to the age of these previous surveys and evaluations, the current Savan Gut Phase 
II Project requires renewed coordination and consultation with the USVI SHPO as 
changes in criteria for evaluating historic properties need to meet current standards to 
fulfill the requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 
Part 800).  Additional cultural resources surveys are needed to conduct a phased 
identification and evaluation of historic properties during the project’s PED phase. The 
Corps executed a Programmatic Agreement with USVI Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO) on October 30, 2019.  The Programmatic Agreement outlines the process in 
which the Corps will consult with the agencies to avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse 
effects to historic. Dependent on further consultation/reevaluation with these agencies 
and the results of monitoring and Phase I cultural resources investigations, project design 
modification may be necessary to avoid or minimize impact to historic properties. Phase 
II NRHP eligibility testing or mitigation may be required if impacts cannot be avoided. 
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Figure 6. St. Thomas, USVI National Register of Historic Places: Cultural Resources
and Historic District in vicinity of Savan Gut Phase II Project. 
(SOURCE: National Park Service) 

3.5 HURRICANE MARIA STORM EFFECTS 
Hurricane Maria resulted in uprooted trees, downed weather stations and cell towers, and 
damages to private and public infrastructure.  Multiple media outlets reported electricity 
was cut off to 100 percent of the island leaving approximately 100,000 people without 
power.  Heavy rains and flash floods brought on by the storm exacerbated widespread 
devastation, scouring existing guts and turning streets into rivers full of debris, sediment, 
and, in some areas, sewage. Various locations throughout the island also experienced 
mass die off of vegetation due to the sustained high winds and storm surge. 

The main damages sustained in the project area are from flooding. Since the area is 
heavily urbanized, post-storm conditions for vegetation and wildlife are not substantially 
different than the pre-storm conditions.  Site inspections conducted on October 31, 2017 
after Hurricane Maria revealed Savan Gut overtopped its banks causing debris and 
sediment accumulation throughout the gut and surrounding infrastructure (see Figure 7 
through Figure 10). Channel wall and soil erosion (one to two feet) was observed 
downstream of the low-water crossing on Gamble Street.  Approximately 15 feet of a 
collapsed channel wall near the damaged road was also noted. Heavy and sustained 
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rain over multiple days will cause the Savan Gut to continue to flood in its current condition 
if protective measures are not in place, causing even more damage to property owners. 

Based on site visits to the project area in November 2018, January 2019, and April 2019, 
most of the study area’s residential property appears to have been reoccupied and 
businesses reopened. Local emergency management (EM) officials confirmed that a 
portion of the population evacuated and did not return; however, the remaining population 
continue to suffer hardships from the storm damages. In some cases, residents have 
opted to reoccupy their homes and attempt to adapt to “the new normal”, which could 
include living with severe structural damages and/or without functional utilities, such as 
electricity and running water. 
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Figure 7. Sediment build up in the 
channel. 
(SOURCE: Corps staff, October 2017) 

Figure 8. Channel wall damage and 
erosion. 
(SOURCE: Corps staff, October 2017) 

Figure 9. Debris accumulation in the 
channel. 
(SOURCE: Corps staff, October 2017) 

Figure 10. Collapsed channel wall. 
(SOURCE: Corps staff, October 2017) 
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In coordination with the USVI, Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) is 
executing a long term recovery and resilience program in the USVI following the 
damaging 2017 hurricane season.  The 1982 DPR/EA noted the presence of utility lines 
that occur in or cross the gut that may need to be relocated for this project.  The FEMA 
recovery mission may include upgrades and repairs of some of these utility lines.  Full 
coordination during the PED phase of the project with the USVI Department of Public 
Works and USVI Waste Management Authority will occur to avoid potential conflicts 
during construction. The Corps and FEMA have been in coordination throughout the 
development of this EA and will continue to coordinate through PED and construction. 
The Corps provided a set of the 1999 construction drawings to FEMA for their planning 
purposes in April 2019. 

After discussing with the NFS, no additional impacts have occurred since Hurricane Maria 
besides small flood events. These events resulted in temporary impacts from nuisance 
flooding and all impacts have been resolved or disappeared once flooding receded. 
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4 ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 
The anticipated changes to the existing environment (including direct and indirect effects) 
for the No Action Alternative and Recommended Plan are included in Table 2. 
Cumulative effects are also discussed in Tables 3 and 4 of this section. 

In order to meet current Federal, territory, and local laws, regulations, and policy, as well 
as Corps standards and guidelines, the 1982 Recommended Plan will be reviewed and 
potentially modified during the PED phase. The project, as it is currently described and 
designed, is environmentally acceptable; however, if during PED changes to the project 
result in effects that have not been previously evaluated, then pursuant to NEPA, the 
Corps will prepare a separate NEPA document to address the changes and evaluate the 
associated effects. The Corps and its contractors commit to avoiding, minimizing, and 
mitigating for adverse effects during construction activities. 
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Table 1. Summary and comparison of the potential environmental consequences associated with the implementation of the No 
Action Alternative and Recommended Plan. 
Table 1. Summary and comparison of the potential environmental consequences associated with the implementation of the No 
Action Alternative and Recommended Plan. 

Environmental 
Factor / Resource 

No Action Alternative 1982 Recommended Plan 2019 Evaluation of the 1982 
Recommended Plan 

Vegetation No effect Construction of the project would 
lethally affect vegetation through 
excavation or burial. 

Same as 1982 Recommended 
Plan 

Wetlands No effect No analysis completed; no 
mitigation proposed. 

Debris and vegetation would be 
removed during the channelization, 
clearing, and grubbing activities, 
and construction of the debris 
basin. While there appear to be 
degraded wetlands in the project’s 
vicinity near the debris basin, the 
clearing and re-grading actions to 
create the basin are not expected 
to reduce the value or function of 
the existing degraded wetlands. 
Project construction will result in 
removal of debris and refuse from 
the area, and revegetation is 
expected to occur promptly within 
the project footprint. Upon 
construction completion, areas 
outside of the construction footprint 
will be restored. Therefore, 
consistent with the 1982 
Recommended Plan, mitigation is 
not required as there will be no 
loss of wetland function. 
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Table 1. Summary and comparison of the potential environmental consequences associated with the implementation of the No 
Action Alternative and Recommended Plan. 
Environmental 
Factor / Resource 

No Action Alternative 1982 Recommended Plan 2019 Evaluation of the 1982 
Recommended Plan 

Threatened and No effect No effect on any federally listed Construction activities may affect, 
Endangered Species endangered or threatened species. 

The 1980 USFWS CAR did not 
identify any endangered or 
threatened species or effects to 
designated critical habitat. 

but are not likely to adversely 
affect, the Virgin Islands tree boa 
(Epicrates monensis granti). 
USFWS and Virgin Islands Division 
of Fish and Wildlife (VIDFW) 
standard protection measures will 
be implemented to protect any 
boas that may occur in the project 
area. In a letter dated March 7, 
2019, USFWS concurred with the 
Corps’ MANLAA determination. 
Pertinent correspondence is 
included in Appendix A. 

Fish and Wildlife No effect In a letter dated December 17, The project lies within a highly 
Resources 1980, USFWS concurred with the 

Corps determination and stated no 
negative impacts on the fauna are 
expected. 

urbanized area. Temporary 
displacement of wildlife during 
construction due to noise and/or 
construction activities may occur; 
however, these effects are 
expected to be minor and will 
cease with the completion of 
construction. 
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Table 1. Summary and comparison of the potential environmental consequences associated with the implementation of the No 
Action Alternative and Recommended Plan. 
Environmental 
Factor / Resource 

No Action Alternative 1982 Recommended Plan 2019 Evaluation of the 1982 
Recommended Plan 

EFH No effect No analysis completed No effect. In an email dated March 
29, 2019, NMFS stated “The 
NMFS anticipates any adverse 
effects from implementing the 
Recommended Plan to NOAA-trust 
resources would be minimal.” 
NMFS did not provide any 
conservation recommendations. 
See Appendix A for pertinent 
correspondence. 

CBRS No effect No analysis completed No effect 
Water Quality Erosion and sediment loss 

upstream of Back Street will 
continue and turbidity downstream 
within the bay (Class C waters) will 
increase, due to lack of sediment 
containment. 

There will be a temporary increase 
in turbidity levels downstream of 
the construction areas. These 
elevated turbidity levels will be 
temporary and are not expected to 
be significant. If dewatering is 
required, BMPs will be 
implemented to ensure compliance 
with USVI water quality 
requirements.  No long-term 
adverse effects to water quality are 
expected. 

There will be a temporary increase 
in turbidity levels at the 
construction areas during 
construction. These elevated 
turbidity levels will be temporary 
and are not expected to be 
significant. Pursuant to Section 
401 of the Clean Water Act of 
1972, as amended, WQC will be 
obtained from the USVI prior to 
construction, if required. 

HTRW No effect No analysis completed. No effect 
Air Quality No effect Minor, temporary degradation of air 

quality will occur due to emissions 
during construction operations as 
well as heavy equipment and truck 
haul emissions. 

Same as 1982 Recommended 
Plan 
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Table 1. Summary and comparison of the potential environmental consequences associated with the implementation of the No 
Action Alternative and Recommended Plan. 
Environmental 
Factor / Resource 

No Action Alternative 1982 Recommended Plan 2019 Evaluation of the 1982 
Recommended Plan 

Noise No effect A temporary increase in the noise 
level in the project area would 
occur during construction 
operations; however noise levels 
would return to normal following 
completion of the construction. 

Same as 1982 Recommended 
Plan 

Aesthetic Resources No effect No analysis completed The project area is highly 
urbanized. The area south of the 
Inte Gade bridge possesses very 
low visual aesthetic quality, 
whereas the area north of the 
bridge is too steep for structures 
and is mainly lush vegetation. 
Equipment used for construction of 
the project will be visible and may 
be considered unsightly by 
members of the public, resulting in 
a temporary reduction in the 
aesthetic value in the construction 
area. 
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Table 1. Summary and comparison of the potential environmental consequences associated with the implementation of the No 
Action Alternative and Recommended Plan. 
Environmental 
Factor / Resource 

No Action Alternative 1982 Recommended Plan 2019 Evaluation of the 1982 
Recommended Plan 

Recreation Resources No effect No analysis completed on the 
project area. 

Implementation of the 
Recommended Plan will affect the 
Jane E. Tuitt Elementary School 
basketball court. The Corps is 
committed to working with the NFS 
and Jane E. Tuitt Elementary 
School to ensure any loss of 
recreational features on lands 
identified as a public facility is 
offset through the restoration 
and/or replacement of resources 
lost. If recreational features are 
located on privately owned lands, 
the Corps will work with the NFS 
for approvals to use the lands 
during construction. It is the NFS’ 
responsibility to acquire real estate 
and/or perform any relocations 
prior to construction completion. 
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Table 1. Summary and comparison of the potential environmental consequences associated with the implementation of the No 
Action Alternative and Recommended Plan. 
Environmental 
Factor / Resource 

No Action Alternative 1982 Recommended Plan 2019 Evaluation of the 1982 
Recommended Plan 

Socioeconomic Taking no action would avoid any The selected plan will maintain Same as 1982 Recommended 
Resources possible adverse impacts from 

proposed remedial plans but would 
result in continuation of, and 
potentially expanding, losses to 
property and threats to health and 
life from storm-induced flooding. 

both the identity of the Central 
Business District of Charlotte 
Amalie and the community spirit 
and close-knit relationships within 
the Savan area. There should be 
no significant additional financial 
burden placed on the residents as 
a result of these flood damage 
reduction measures. There should 
be no significant change in land 
use activities within the study area, 
with residents and shop owners 
being afforded the assurance of 
lessened flood damages. Along 
with a reduction of health hazards, 
the flood control project should 
lower the risk of displacement as a 
result of flooding conditions. 

Plan. 

26 



             
    

 
 

     
  

 

 
 

  
   

  
  
  

 
   

 
  

    
    

    

   
   
       

  
  

  
    

   
 

   
    

    
   

  
   

   
 

    
  

  
   

  
  

     
    

  
   

Table 1. Summary and comparison of the potential environmental consequences associated with the implementation of the No 
Action Alternative and Recommended Plan. 
Cultural Resources No effect on cultural resources 

listed or eligible for listing in the 
NRHP. 

Cultural resources 
monitoring/surveys, and 
coordination with the USVI SHPO 
and Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation is necessary to 
evaluate cultural resources and 
determine effects of the 
Recommended Plan on historic 
properties. 

Based on consultation with USVI 
SHPO for the 1982 Recommended 
Plan, it was proposed that the top 
of the concrete box culvert may 
serve as part of the cultural 
resource mitigation through 
aesthetic restoration. Seven 
areas, previously referred to as a 
“linear park” or “pocket park”, 
were proposed to be constructed 
along concrete culvert and may 
include features such as 
landscaping, hardscaping, 
vegetation, and lighting. Cultural 
resources monitoring/surveys will 
be required as identified in the 
1982 Recommended Plan. The 
Corps executed a Programmatic 
Agreement with USVI SHPO on 
October 30, 2019.  The 
Programmatic Agreement outlines 
the process in which the Corps will 
consult with the agencies to avoid, 
minimize, and mitigate adverse 
effects to historic properties. 
Dependent on further 
consultation/reevaluation of effects 
on cultural resources, project 
design modifications may be 
necessary to avoid or minimize 
impacts to historic properties. 
Phase II NRHP eligibility testing or 
mitigation may be required if 
impacts cannot be avoided. 
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Table 1. Summary and comparison of the potential environmental consequences associated with the implementation of the No 
Action Alternative and Recommended Plan. 
Environmental 
Factor / Resource 

No Action Alternative 1982 Recommended Plan 2019 Evaluation of the 1982 
Recommended Plan 

Unavoidable Adverse No effect No analysis completed. Effects from the construction 
Environmental Effects activities to fish and wildlife, 

including threatened and 
endangered species, are expected 
to be insignificant and temporary 
as the motile organisms are able to 
relocate and avoid direct effects. 
While construction will lethally 
affect existing vegetation in the 
footprint, native vegetation will be 
planted following completion of 
construction. These effects are 
expected to be short-term and 
minor. 

Mineral and energy needs for the 
project include indirect effects to 
natural or depletable resources, 
such as the use of fuel for 
construction (petroleum depletion), 
machinery wear and tear (metal 
ore depletion), and similar effects. 
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4.1 CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 
Cumulative effects are defined in 40 C.F.R. §1508.7 as those effects that result from 
“...the incremental effect of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (federal or nonfederal) or person 
undertakes such other actions. Cumulative effects can result from individually minor but 
collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time.” 

Past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions and plans are summarized below in 
Table 2. Section 1.4 of this EA contains more details on environmental reports completed 
in/around the project’s vicinity.  No other Federal projects exist in the project’s immediate 
vicinity; however, channel improvements to Turpentine Run (east of the project area near 
Nadir) are planned for construction by the Corps. In addition, it is expected that the public 
and local governments could have permitted activities in or around the project area. 
Activities completed by the Federal government are evaluated under NEPA directly for 
each project.  Other projects that could result in a cumulative effect, occur in-water, or 
would affect wetlands are evaluated under a permit issued by the Corps’ Regulatory 
Division and are incorporated by reference. 

The implementation of the Savan Gut Phase II project, when considered with past 
projects in the area and potential future projects, has no significant cumulative impact on 
the environmental conditions of the project area. A summary of cumulative effects on 
environmental factors from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions and plans 
is provided in Table 3. 

Table 2. Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions and plans affecting the 
project area. 
Past Actions/Authorized 
Plans 

Current Actions and 
Operating Plans 

Reasonably Foreseeable 
Future Actions and Plans 

- Savan Gut Section 205 
Phase I 
- General urbanization 

- Veteran’s Drive 
Improvements Project 
(includes widening 
Veteran’s Drive from 2 to 4 
lanes and waterfront 
enhancement) 
- FEMA recovery and 
resiliency efforts (e.g. utility 
upgrades) 

- Construction of Savan 
Gut Section 205 Phase II 
- Maintenance of 
infrastructure (e.g. debris 
basin) 
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Table 3. Summary of cumulative effects. 
Natural Setting

(Vegetation, Wetlands, Threatened and Endangered, 
Fish and Wildlife, and EFH) 

Past Actions Construction of residential and commercial/public infrastructure has 
decreased the amount of habitat available for use by wildlife and 
threatened and endangered species potentially in the area. 

Present 
Actions 

Present actions focus on improving the already urbanized areas in 
the Harbor and Central Business District. No effects to the natural 
setting are expected. 

Recommended 
Plan 

Implementation of the Recommended Plan could result in 
temporary effects to wildlife, and threatened and endangered 
species during construction due to noise and/or construction 
activities; however, these impacts are expected to be minor and will 
cease with the completion of construction. Non-motile species 
located in the project footprint would be lethally effected due to 
construction operations. These effects, although lethal, are 
expected to be minor and temporary as recolonization from 
adjacent communities will occur almost immediately. Debris and 
vegetation would be removed during the channelization, clearing, 
and grubbing activities, and construction of the debris basin. While 
there appear to be degraded wetlands in the project’s vicinity near 
the debris basin, the clearing and re-grading actions to create the 
basin are not expected to reduce the value or function of the 
existing degraded wetlands. Project construction will result in 
removal of debris and refuse from the area, and revegetation is 
expected to occur promptly within the project footprint. Upon 
construction completion, areas outside of the construction footprint 
will be restored. Therefore, consistent with the 1982 
Recommended Plan, mitigation is not required as there will be no 
loss of wetland function 

Future Actions Any Federal and/or territory/local projects will be required to follow 
regulations to maintain and protect threatened and endangered 
species and their habitats within the area. 

Cumulative 
Effect 

Cumulative effects to the natural setting of this area are not 
anticipated. 

Physical Setting 
(CBRS, Water Quality, HTRW, Air Quality, Noise) 

Past Actions Ongoing erosion of the streambank, including debris, has likely 
contributed to the reduction of channel flow and degradation of 
water quality. 
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Present 
Actions 

Present actions focus on improving the already urbanized areas in 
St. Thomas Harbor and the Central Business District. 
Improvements to utilities in the area would improve water quality by 
reducing or eliminating waste drainage into the gut. 

Recommended 
Plan 

Implementation of the Recommended Plan could result in 
temporary minor turbidity impacts. Excavation and/or fill operations 
for project features (e.g. catchment basin, drop structures, 
channels, recreation areas, etc.) could temporarily increase 
turbidity within the gut and in downstream waters within St. Thomas 
Harbor. Construction equipment may release negligible amounts of 
pollutants, including oils and grease. BMPs will be used to limit the 
possibility of adverse effects, and detailed pollution and turbidity 
control plans will be developed during the design phase. 

Future Actions Projects implemented would be required to meet and maintain 
regulated water quality standards within the area. 

Cumulative 
Effect 

Ongoing seasonal weather and storm event effects on water quality 
are unlikely to be eliminated; however, implementation of the 
Recommended Plan will reduce risk of flooding. The Corps is 
committed to ensuring that projects will not result in violations of 
water quality standards. Cumulative effects to the physical setting 
of this area are not anticipated. 

Socioeconomic Resources 
(Aesthetic Resources, Recreation Resources, Economic Resources) 

Past Actions General urbanization of the region has increased the aesthetic, 
recreation, and economic resources in this area. 

Present 
Actions 

Present actions focus on improving the already urbanized areas in 
the Harbor and Central Business District. Improvements to utilities, 
traffic flow, and enhancing the waterfront may make the area more 
desirable to visit. 

Recommended 
Plan 

By implementing the Recommended Plan, flood damages in the 
project area will be reduced which will positively affect 
socioeconomic resources in this area. 

Future Actions Continued urbanization and projects to increase benefits to the 
economy (e.g. tourism), recreation, and aesthetics are likely in this 
region. 

Cumulative 
Effect 

Continuation of benefits to socioeconomic resources may be 
anticipated when considering the cumulative effects of projects in 
this area. 

Cultural Resources 
Past Actions In August 1981, a cultural resources survey conducted for the 

Corps identified historic properties within the Savan Gut Phase II 
Project’s Area of potential effect. Construction of residential and 
commercial/public infrastructure has severely impacted known 
cultural resources within the area. By changing elements of the 
historic district, there is the potential that over time, the overall 
historic character could have changed. 
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Present 
Actions 

Present actions focus on improving the already urbanized area, 
which is a NRHP listed historic district. Improvements to 
infrastructure and public utilities installations would be coordinated 
with the USVI SHPO to avoid or mitigate for potential adverse 
effects. 

Recommended 
Plan 

The Corps executed a Programmatic Agreement with USVI SHPO 
on October 30, 2019. The Programmatic Agreement outlines the 
process in which the Corps will consult with the agencies to avoid, 
minimize, and mitigate adverse effects to historic properties. 

Future Actions Any federal and/or territory/local projects will be required to follow 
regulations to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts to cultural 
resources within the area. 

Cumulative 
Effect 

No cumulative effects are anticipated. 
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5 PUBLIC AND AGENCY COORDINATION 
A Notice of Availability for the proposed FONSI, draft EA, and associated appendices was 
coordinated with pertinent agencies and interested stakeholders for a 60-day review and 
comment period, which ended on April 20, 2019. The project is in compliance with the 
NEPA of 1969, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 4321, et seq. Public Law 91-190. 

5.1 COMMENTS RECEIVED AND CORPS’ RESPONSES 
A copy of the comments received during the 60-day agency review and public comment 
period, as well as a summary matrix of the comments and Corps’ responses, will be 
addressed in the final EA and included in Appendix C. 
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6 ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS AND COMPLIANCE 
The Corps will comply with all terms and conditions of agency consultations and/or 
permits.  The Corps and its contractors also commit to avoiding and minimizing for 
adverse effects during construction activities by including the commitments in Table 4 in 
the contract specifications: 

Table 4. Corps' environmental commitments. 
Environmental Commitment Corps’ Commitment 
Protection of Fish and Wildlife 
Resources 

Construction activities will be managed to minimize 
interference with, disturbance of, and damage to fish and 
wildlife. Prior to the start of construction, the Contractor will 
submit their Environmental Protection Plan (EPP) that will 
include protective measures for species that require specific 
attention. 

Endangered and Threatened 
Species Protection 

Adverse effects to endangered and threatened species will be 
avoided and/or minimized. USFWS and VIDFW standard 
protection measures will be implemented to protect any Virgin 
Islands tree boas that may occur in the area. Endangered 
and threatened species protection criteria will be included in 
the Contractor’s EPP. 

Water Quality Implementation of design and procedural controls will prevent 
oil, fuel, or other hazardous substances from entering the air 
or water and reduce turbidity impacts. All fill, wastes, and 
refuse generated by project construction will be removed and 
properly disposed. Contractors will implement a spill 
contingency plan for hazardous, toxic, or petroleum material. 
All required permits and authorizations will be obtained prior 
to the start of construction. The Corps commits to meet all 
applicable water quality standards in order to minimize 
adverse impacts to water quality. The Corps requires 
contractors to submit an EPP describing how the contractor 
will comply with laws, regulations, and permits concerning 
environmental protection, pollution control, and abatement 
that are applicable to the Contractor’s proposed operations 
and the requirements imposed by those laws, regulations, and 
permits. The EPP also includes descriptions of the methods 
for protection of features (e.g. vegetation, animals, water) to 
be preserved within authorized work areas and procedures to 
be implemented that will provide the required environmental 
protection to comply with applicable laws and regulations. 
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Environmental Commitment Corps’ Commitment 
Cultural Resources Pursuant to 54 U.S.C. 306108 § 800.14, the Corps is 

conducting a phased identification and evaluation of historic 
properties. The Corps executed a Programmatic Agreement 
with USVI SHPO on October 30, 2019. The Programmatic 
Agreement outlines the process in which the Corps will 
consult with the agencies to avoid, minimize, and mitigate 
adverse effects to historic properties. In addition, an 
unexpected cultural resources finds clause will be included in 
the project specifications. In the event of an archaeological 
resource discovery, work in the area will be suspended at the 
site until compliance with all Federal and territory regulations 
is successfully completed and Corps staff members provide 
further directive. 

Protection of Migratory Birds Standard migratory bird protection protocols will be 
incorporated into the project plans and specifications. The 
contractor will be required to abide by those protocols and all 
monitoring timeframes as specified by all applicable licenses 
and permits. 

This EA has been prepared pursuant to NEPA and its implementing regulations. The 
status of the proposed project’s compliance with environmental acts and E.O. are 
provided in Table 5: 

Table 5. Proposed project's environmental act and E.O. compliance status. 
Environmental Act or E.O. Project Compliance Status 
National Environmental Policy Act 
of 1969 
(42 U.S.C. §4321 et seq.) 

This EA has been prepared pursuant to NEPA and its 
implementing regulations. A Notice of Availability for the 
proposed FONSI, draft EA, and associated appendices was 
coordinated with pertinent agencies and interested 
stakeholders for a 60-day review and comment period, which 
ended on April 20, 2019. In order to meet current Federal, 
territory, and local laws, regulations, and policy, as well as 
Corps standards and guidelines, the 1982 Recommended 
Plan will be reviewed and potentially modified during the 
PED phase. The project, as it is currently described and 
designed, is environmentally acceptable; however, if during 
PED changes to the project result in effects that have not 
been previously evaluated, then pursuant to NEPA, the 
Corps will prepare a separate NEPA document to address 
the changes and evaluate the associated effects. The 
project complies with this Act. 
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Environmental Act or E.O. Project Compliance Status 
Endangered Species Act of 1973 The project was coordinated with NMFS and consulted with 
(16 U.S.C. §1531 et seq.) USFWS through the 1982 EA. During the development of 

the 2020 EA, the Corps determined that the project would 
have no effect on listed species under NMFS jurisdiction and 
the project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect, 
(MANLAA) listed species under USFWS jurisdiction. The 
Corps completed Section 7 consultation with USFWS. In a 
letter dated March 7, 2019, USFWS concurred with the 
Corps’ MANLAA determination. The Corps coordinated the 
project with NMFS during the public review of the draft EA. 
All coordination and consultation with resource agencies is 
complete. Pertinent correspondence is found in Appendix A. 
The project complies with this Act. 

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 
of 1958 
(16 U.S.C. §661 et seq.) 

The USFWS prepared a Coordination Act Report (CAR) for 
the project in 1980. The 1980 CAR did not identify any 
endangered or threatened species or effects to critical 
habitat. The project was also coordinated with USFWS 
through the 1982 EA with a no-effect determination for any 
federally listed endangered or threatened species. Dated 
February 19, 2019, a Memorandum for the Record, found in 
Appendix A (Project Correspondence), was signed by 
USFWS and the Corps to document an agreement between 
the agencies to use the NEPA review and endangered 
species act consultation processes to complete coordination 
responsibilities under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act. 
Funds may be sent to the USFWS during the PED phase to 
provide support during design refinements. The project 
complies with this Act.. 

National Historic Preservation Act 
of 1966 
(Inter Alia) 

The Corps has initiated consultation for the Recommended 
Plan with the USVI SHPO pursuant to Section 106 of the 
NHPA of 1966, as amended, and consideration given under 
NEPA. The Corps executed a Programmatic Agreement with 
USVI SHPO on October 30, 2019. The Programmatic 
Agreement outlines the process in which the Corps will 
consult with the agencies to avoid, minimize, and mitigate 
adverse effects to historic properties. 

Clean Water Act of 1972, Section The 1982 EA included a Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines 
401 and Section 404(B) Evaluation. The project was determined to be consistent 
(33 U.S.C. §1341 et seq. and 33 with the program. The project will comply with the Clean 
U.S.C. §1344(b) et seq.) Water Act and USVI territory standards in effect for the Clean 

Water Act. 
Clean Air Act of 1972 No air quality permits are required for this project. Because 
(42 U.S.C. §7401 et seq.) the project is located within an attainment area, USEPA 

General Conformity Rule to implement Section 176(c) of the 
Clean Air Act does not apply and a conformity determination 
is not required. 
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Environmental Act or E.O. Project Compliance Status 
Coastal Zone Management Act of 
1972 
(16 U.S.C. §1451 et seq.) 

The Corps determined that the Recommended Plan is 
consistent with the USVI’s Coastal Zone Management 
program. A Federal Consistency Determination was 
submitted to DPNR for the USVI’s review and concurrence. 
DPNR concurred with the Corps’ determination in a letter 
dated December 6, 2019. Pertinent correspondence is found 
in Appendix A. The project complies with the Act. 

Farmland Protection Policy Act of 
1981 
(7 U.S.C. §4201 et seq.) 

No prime or unique farmland will be affected by 
implementation of this project. This Act is not applicable. 

Wild and Scenic River Act of 1968 
(16 U.S.C. §1271 et seq.) 

This project will not affect any designated wild and scenic 
river reaches. This Act is not applicable. 

Marine Mammal Protection Act of 
1972 
(16 U.S.C. §1361 et seq.) 

No marine mammals will be affected by this project. This Act 
is not applicable. 

Estuary Protection Act of 1968 
(16 U.S.C. §§1221-26) 

No estuaries will be affected by this project. This Act is not 
applicable. 

Federal Water Project Recreation 
Act 
(16 U.S.C. §460(L)(12)-460(L)(21) 
et seq.) 

Recreational resources and opportunities are discussed in 
Section 4 of this report. The project complies with this Act. 

Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act 
of 1976, as amended 
(16 U.S.C. §1801 et seq.) 

The project was coordinated with NMFS through the 1982 
EA. The Corps consulted with NMFS during the public 
review of this NEPA document. The proposed work occurs 
inland and would not affect EFH under the jurisdiction of 
NMFS. In an email dated April 10, 2019, NMFS stated “The 
NMFS anticipates any adverse effects from implementing the 
Recommended Plan to NOAA-trust resources would be 
minimal.” NMFS did not provide any conservation 
recommendations. See Appendix A for pertinent 
correspondence. The project complies with this Act. 

Submerged Lands Act of 1953 
(43 U.S.C. § 1301 et seq.) 

No submerged navigable lands will be affected by 
implementation of the Recommended Plan. This Act is not 
applicable. 

Coastal Barrier Resources Act and No CBRS units are located in or near the project area. This 
Coastal Barrier Improvement Act of Act is not applicable. 
1990 
(16 U.S.C. §3501 et seq.) 
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899, 
Section 10 
(33 U.S.C. §403 et seq.) 

The proposed work will not obstruct navigable waters of the 
U.S. The project complies with this Act. 

Anadromous Fish Conservation Act 
(16 U.S.C. §§757A-757G) 

The project will have no effect on anadromous fish species. 
The project complies with this Act. 
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Environmental Act or E.O. Project Compliance Status 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 
U.S.C. §§703-712) and Migratory 
Bird Conservation Act (16 U.S.C. 
§§715-715D, 715E, 715F-715R) 

The project plans and specifications will include migratory 
bird protection measures for construction activities. If nesting 
activities occur within the construction area, appropriate 
buffers will be placed around nests to ensure their protection. 
The project was coordinated with USFWS and complies with 
these Acts. 

Marine Protection, Research, and 
Sanctuaries Act 
(16 U.S.C. §1431 et seq. AND 33 
U.S.C. §1401 et seq.) 

Ocean disposal is not a component of this project. This Act 
is not applicable. 

Uniform Relocation Assistance and 
Real Property Acquisition Policies 
Act of 1970 
(42 U.S.C. §4601 et seq.) 

The NFS will be responsible for acquiring any real estate 
interests for the project. The Corps will work with the NFS to 
ensure compliance with this Act. The project will comply with 
this Act. 
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E.O. 11988, 
Flood Plain Management 

Per guidance provided in E.O. 11988, the following factors 
were evaluated: 
1. Determine if a proposed action is in the base floodplain 
(area with a one percent or greater chance of flooding in 
any given year). 
Yes, the proposed action would occur within the base 
floodplain. 
2. Conduct early public review, including public notice. 
Public review of the proposed action was conducted during 
the 1982 DPR/EA as well as during this EA’s review 
process. 
3. Identify and evaluate practicable alternatives to locating 
in the base floodplain, including alternative sites outside of 
the floodplain. 
There is no practicable alternative to locating the project 
outside of the floodplain due to the nature of the project’s 
objectives, which are discussed in more detail in this EA’s 
section 1.3 and in the project’s 2020 Savan Gut, St. 
Thomas, USVI CAP Conversion Feasibility Report (provided 
in Appendix D). 
4. Identify impacts of the proposed action. 
Impacts of the proposed action are discussed in Section 4 
of this EA. 
5. Minimize threats to life and property and to natural and 
beneficial floodplain values. Restore and preserve natural 
and beneficial floodplain values. 
The purpose of the project includes minimizing threats to life 
and property while restoring and preserving natural and 
beneficial floodplain values. More details on the project’s 
purpose are included in this EA’s section 1.3, and details on 
the environmental commitments are included in section 6. 
6. Reevaluate alternatives. 
Alternatives were evaluated in the 1982 DPR/EA and are 
discussed again in this EA’s section 2. The Recommended 
Plan that is selected best meets the study objectives. 
7. Issue findings and a public explanation. 
This EA provides the Recommended Plan and explanation 
in section 2. 
8. Implement the action. 
The action will be implemented once authorized, 
appropriations are received, and all appropriate 
documentation (e.g. agreements, permitting, etc.) is 
completed. 
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Environmental Act or E.O. Project Compliance Status 
The Corps concludes that the proposed project will not 
result in harm to people, property, and floodplain values, will 
not induce development in the floodplain, and the project is 
in the public interest. The project will result in a reduction of 
flood damages. The project complies with this Order. 

E.O. 11990, 
Protection of Wetlands 

Debris and vegetation would be removed during the 
channelization, clearing, and grubbing activities, and 
construction of the debris basin. While there appear to be 
degraded wetlands in the project’s vicinity near the debris 
basin, the clearing and re-grading actions to create the basin 
are not expected to reduce the value or function of the 
existing degraded wetlands. Project construction will result 
in removal of debris and refuse from the area, and 
revegetation is expected to occur promptly within the project 
footprint. Upon construction completion, areas outside of the 
construction footprint will be restored. Therefore, consistent 
with the 1982 Recommended Plan, mitigation is not required 
as there will be no loss of wetland function. The Project 
complies with this Order. 

E.O. 12898, 
Environmental Justice 

Detailed analysis of the project’s environmental justice status 
is found in Appendix B (Environmental Justice Analysis). 
The project will result in temporary impacts related to noise, 
air quality, water quality, and use of the project staging area 
during construction of the project. These effects are minor 
and would cease with construction completion. The project 
will result in long-term positive effects to the Savan Gut 
project area that will include the entire length through the 
downtown and urban areas of Charlotte Amalie. Benefits of 
the project include the reduction of existing and future flood 
damages to the Jane E. Tuitt Elementary School and the 
affected central business district of Charlotte Amalie. The 
project complies with this Order. This project will not cause 
any disproportionate and adverse effects to minority or low 
income populations. The project complies with this Order. 

E.O. 13045, Flooding and flood damages increase the potential for 
Protection of Children from environmental health or safety risks for children attending the 
Environmental Health Risks and Jane E. Tuitt Elementary School.  The proposed action will 
Safety Risks reduce these risks to children. The project complies with this 

Order. 
E.O. 13089, 
Coral Reef Protection 

No corals or hardbottom habitat exists within the project 
area. The project complies with this Order. 

E.O. 13112, The Recommended Plan will not introduce or promote the 
Invasive Species introduction of non-species to the region. Planting of native 

species will result in a decrease of habitat availability for 
invasive/exotic species. The project complies with this 
Order. 
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Environmental Act or E.O. Project Compliance Status 
E.O. 13186, 
Responsibilities of Federal 
Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds 

This E.O. requires, among other things, a Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) between the Corps and USFWS 
concerning migratory birds. Neither the Department of 
Defense MOU nor the Corps’ Draft MOU clearly address 
migratory birds on lands not owned or controlled by the 
Corps. For many Corps’ civil works projects, the real estate 
interests are provided by the non-Federal Sponsor. Control 
and ownership of the Project lands remain with a non-
Federal interest. Measures to avoid the destruction of 
migratory birds and their eggs or hatchlings are described in 
Section 4 of this EA and are incorporated by reference. The 
Corps will include standard migratory bird protection 
requirements in the Project plans and specifications and will 
require the contractor to abide by those requirements.  The 
Project complies with this Order. 
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APE 
BBA 

BCOES 

BMPs 
C.F.R. 
CAP 
CBRS 
CEQ 
Corps 
DPR 
E.O. 
EA 
EFH 
EJ 
EPP 
FEMA 
FONSI 
GDP 

HABS/HAER 

HTRW 
MOU 
NEPA 
NFS 
NMFS 
NRHP 
NWI 
PED 
U.S. 
U.S.C. 
USEPA 
USFWS 
USVI 

8 ACRONYM LIST 
Area of Potential Effect 
Bipartisan Budget Act of 2018 
Biddability, Constructability, Operability, Environmental and 
Sustainability 
Best Management Practices 
Code of Federal Regulations 
Continuing Authorities Program 
Coastal Barrier Resource System 
Council on Environmental Quality 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Detailed Project Report 
Executive Order 
Environmental Assessment 
Essential Fish Habitat 
Environmental Justice 
Environmental Protection Plan 
Federal Emergency Management Agency 
Finding of No Significant Impact 
Gross Domestic Product 
Historic American Buildings Survey/Historic American Engineering 
Record 
Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste 
Memorandum of Understanding 
National Environmental Policy Act 
Non-Federal Sponsor 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
National Register of Historic Places 
National Wetlands Inventory 
Preconstruction Engineering and Design 
United States 
United States Code 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
U.S. Virgin Islands 
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From: Pace Wilber - NOAA Federal 
To: Donofrio, Kristen L CIV USARMY CESAJ (USA) 
Cc: Ashley Ruffo - NOAA Affiliate; Jose Rivera 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] NMFS no objection for Savan Gut Phase II 
Date: Friday, March 29, 2019 2:25:31 PM 

Hello Kristen. 

NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) reviewed the Draft EA for Savan Gut Phase II, St Thomas 
USVI, Study, Section 205 Flood Risk Reduction CAP Conversion.  Based on the information in the Draft EA, 
implementing the Recommended Plan would not occur within essential fish habitat (EFH) designated by the 
Caribbean Fishery Management Council or the NMFS.  The NMFS anticipates any adverse effects from 
implementing the Recommended Plan to NOAA-trust resources would be minimal.  Consequently, the NMFS offers 
no EFH conservation recommendations pursuant to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management 
Act and no recommendations under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act.  Please let me know if additional 
information is needed from the NMFS or if the District's plans change and the District concludes those changes may 
affect EFH. 

Pace 

Pace Wilber, Ph.D. 
HCD Atlantic Branch Supervisor 
NOAA Fisheries Service 
219 Ft Johnson Road 
Charleston, SC 29412 

843-460-9926 <----Office Number 
843-568-4184 <----Office Cell Number 
Pace.Wilber@noaa.gov <mailto:Pace.Wilber@noaa.gov> 

mailto:pace.wilber@noaa.gov
mailto:Kristen.L.Donofrio@usace.army.mil
mailto:ashley.ruffo@noaa.gov
mailto:jose.a.rivera@noaa.gov
mailto:Pace.Wilber@noaa.gov
mailto:Pace.Wilber@noaa.gov


GOVERNMENT OF THE UNITED STATES VIRGIN ISLANDS 
--------0--------

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND NATURAL RESOURCES 
Coastal Zone Management Program 

Charles Wesley Turnbull Regional Public Library 
4607 Tutu Park Mall 

St. Thomas, U.S. Virgin Islands 00802 

Telephone: (340) 774-3320 FAX: (340) 714-9524 

CERTIFICATE OF DETERMINATION 

December 10, 2019 

Mr. Jason J. Spinning 
Acting Chief, Environmental Branch 
US Army Corps of Engineers 
Jacksonville District 
P.O. Box 4970 
Jacksonville, FL 32232-0019 

SUBJECT: FEDERAL CONSISTENCY DETERMINATION CZT-3-19(FC} 
SAVAN GUT FLOOD RISK REDUCTION PROJECT 
PRINDSESSE GADE TO JANE E. TUITT ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 
ST. THOMAS, U.S. VIRGIN ISLANDS 

Dear Mr. Spinning: 

This is in response to your letter received February 19, 2019, requesting authorization for 
implementation of the Savan Gut Phase II St. Thomas, U.S. Virgin Islands Study Section 205 
Flood Risk Reduction Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) Conversion. As stated, the purpose 
of this project is to reduce flood damage to Jane E. Tuitt Elementary School and the Central 
Business District of Charlotte Amalie, St. Thomas, Virgin Islands. 

It has been determined that the proposed project is consistent with the Virgin Islands Coastal 
Zone Management Program (VICZMP), specifically the goals set forth in the VI Code, Title 12, 
Chapter 21, Sections 903(b)(1), 903(b)(2), 903(b)(3), 903(b)(4), 903(b)(5), 903(b)(7), 
903(b)(8), 903(b)(9), 903(b)(11) and Amenity Policies 906(a)(5), 906(a)(9), 906(a)(10), 
9069b)(1), 906(b)(3), 906(b)(4), 906(b)(5), 906(b)(9), 906(b)(10), 906(c)(1) and 906(c)(2) 
Based on this determination, your request is hereby approved with the following conditions: 

1) Work is limited to the construction of a channel from Prindsesse Gade to the 
Jane E. Tuitt Elementary School, a velocity check dam approximately 150 feet 
upstream of the Jane E. Tuitt Elementary School, barrier to trap debris at the 



Certificate of Determination 
USACE Savan Gut Flood Reduction Project 

October 22, 2019 
Page 2 

check dam and the replacement of three highway bridges with sections of 
covered channel; 

2) The Division of Coastal Zone Management is also aware of the programmatic 
agreement between ACOE and VISHPO and concurs that all work must be 
conducted in accordance with the stipulations of that agreement; 

3) Best Management Practices i.e. silt fencing, berms, etc. must be utilized to 
prevent construction debris from negatively affecting the surrounding 
environment; 

4) The Division of Coastal Zone Management must be notified at least 72 hours 
prior to commencement of work; 

5) All other required permits must be obtained prior to commencement of work 
(to include building permits; and 

6) No other work authorized. 

Please direct questions or concerns to Marlon Hibbert, Director of CZM, at (340) 774-3320, or 
by email at marlon.hibbert@dpnr.vi.gov. 

Sincerely, 

~ i.f.L.Oriol 
~ ~~1ss1oner 

cc: Marlon Hibbert, CZM Director 

----- ·----- ------- -----------

mailto:marlon.hibbert@dpnr.vi.gov


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

701 San Marco Boulevard 

JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32207-8175 

REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF 

Planning and Policy Division 
Environmental Branch FEB 19 2019 

Honorable Jean-Pierre Oriol 
Commissioner, Department of Planning and Natural Resources 
Cyril E. King Airport Terminal Bldg., 2nd Floor 
St. Thomas, VI 00802 

Dear Mr. Oriol: 

Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. §4321 et seq.), 
Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C. §1451 et seq.), and the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers Regulation (33 CFR 230.11 ), this letter constitutes the Notice of 
Availability of the Proposed Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI), draft 
Environmental Assessment (EA), and Federal Consistency Determination (FCD) for the 
Savan Gut Phase II St. Thomas, U.S. Virgin Islands Study Section 205 Flood Risk 
Reduction Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) Conversion. Enclosed with this letter 
is the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District (Corps) FCD for the project. 
The purpose of the project is to reduce flood damages to the Jane E. Tuitt Elementary 
School and Central Business District in downtown Charlotte Amalie. The proposed 
1982 Recommended Plan consists of the phased construction of a 2,300-foot-covered 
concrete channel extending from St. Thomas Harbor upstream to and around Jane E. 
Tuitt Elementary School. Phase I construction was completed by the Corps in 1989 and 
consisted of channelization of approximately 655 feet from St. Thomas Harbor to 
Prindsesse Gade. Phase II construction includes the remaining channelization work as 
well as a velocity check dam approximately 150 feet upstream of the Jane E. Tuitt 
Elementary School. A barrier will be included in the check dam to trap debris. 
Replacement of three highway bridges with sections of covered channel will also be 
included in the project. 

Additional information, including a copy of the draft EA and associated appendices, 
is available for review on the Corps' environmental planning website, under U.S. Virgin 
Islands. For your convenience, the website link is: 
http://www.saj.usace.army.mil/About/Divisions-Offices/Planning/Environmental
Branch/Environmental-Documents/ 

The Corps has determined that the proposed federal action is consistent with the 
findings, goals, and policies of the U.S. Virgin _Islands Coastal Zone Management 
Program. The Corps respectfully requests a letter of concurrence with our FCD within 
60 days of the date of this letter. 

http://www.saj.usace.army.mil/About/Divisions-Offices/Planning/Environmental
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If you have any questions, or need additional information, please contact Kristen 
Donofrio by email Kristen.L.Donofrio@usace.army.mil or telephone 904-232-2918. 
Thank you for your assistance. 

Sincerely, 

nvironmental Branch 

Enclosure 

, g 

mailto:Kristen.L.Donofrio@usace.army.mil


U.S. Virgin Islands Coastal Zone Management Program 
Federal Consistency Determination 

SAVAN GUT PHASE II ST. THOMAS, U.S. VIRGIN ISLANDS STUDY 
SECTION 205 FLOOD RISK REDUCTION 

CONTINUING AUTHORITIES PROGRAM (CAP) CONVERSION 
FEBRUARY 2019 

In accordance with Section 307 of the Federal Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) 
of 1972 and the U.S. Virgin Islands (USVI) CZMA of 1978, the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, Jacksonville District, (Corps) has determined that the proposed federal 
action is consistent with the findings, goals, and policies of the USVI Coastal Zone 
Management Program (CZMP). 

Project Location 
The project is located within the Central Business District of Charlotte Amalie, the 
capital and largest city of the USVI. Charlotte Amalie is on the southern ·shore of the 
island of St.Thomas. Savan Gut provides the drainage for a watershed area of 
approximately 260 acres, flowing through densely developed Charlotte Amalie to St. 
Thomas Harbor in a constructed channel (see Figure 1 and Figure 2). 

Savan Gut (also known locally as Deyoung Gut) is located in the highly developed 
urbanized area of Charlotte Amalie, St. Thomas, USVI. The gut's headwaters begin in 
the mountainous and heavily vegetated region north of the Charlotte Amalie Harbor. 
The gut drains directly into the harbor via a natural channel from the vegetated area, to 
a combination of an intermixed lined and unlined degraded concrete channel from the 
Jane E. Tuitt Elementary School (flowing under the school and the schools' basketball 
court) to the intersection of Guttets Gade and Norte Gade. The culvert is then 
inaccessible and flows underneath businesses and roads of downtown Charlotte Amalie 
until it exits into St. Thomas Harbor. 
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Figure 1. Project vicinity map. 
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Figure 2. Savan Gut Section 205 project location (zoomed in). 

Recommended Plan 
The 1982 Recommended Plan (see Figure 3), maximizes the National Economic 
Development benefits and consists of the phased construction of a 2,300-foot-covered 
concrete channel extending from St. Thomas Harbor upstream to and around Jane E. 
Tuitt Elementary School. The benefits for the project assume the originally designed 
total project would be completed; however, due to program capacity and funding 
challenges, the project was split into two phases. Phase I construction was completed 
by the Corps in 1989 and consisted of channelization of approximately 655 feet from St. 
Thomas Harbor to Prindsesse Gade. Phase II construction includes the remaining 
channelization work as well as a velocity check dam approximately 150 feet upstream of 
the Jane E. Tuitt Elementary School. A barrier will be included in the check dam to trap 
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debris. The new channel ends at the velocity check dam. Replacement of three 
highway bridges with sections of covered channel will also be included in the project. 

Figure 3. Savan Gut Section 205 project features. 

Additional information, including a copy of the draft Environmental Assessment (EA) 
and associated appendices, is available for review on the Corps' environmental 
planning website, under "U.S. Virgin Islands". For your convenience, the website link is: 
http://www.saj.usace.army.mil/AbouUDivisions-Offices/Planning/Environmental
Branch/Environmental-Documents/ 

Consistency with Findings, Goals, and Policies of the USVI CZMP: 
903(b) Findings and Goals. 

(1) Protect, maintain, preserve and, where feasible, enhance and restore, the 
overall quality of the environment in the coastal zone, the natural and man
made resources therein, and the scenic and historic resources of the coastal 
zone for the benefit of residents of and visitors of the Virgin Islands; 

- 4 -

http://www.saj.usace.army.mil/AbouUDivisions-Offices/Planning/Environmental


RESPONSE: The Recommended Plan is designed to preserve and protect 
natural and man-made resources to the maximum extent practicable. 

(2) Promote economic development and growth in the coastal zone and consider 
the need for development of greater than territorial concern by managing: (1) 
the impacts ofhuman activity and (2) the use and enhance the long-term 
productivity of the coastal environment. 

RESPONSE: The Recommended Plan is designed to protect existing 
residential and commercial development. 

(3) Assure priority for coastal-dependent development over other development in 
the coastal zone by reserving areas suitable for commercial uses including 
hotels and related facilities, industrial uses including port and marine facilities, 

and recreation uses. 

RESPONSE: The Recommended Plan will have no effect on development or 
commercial uses of land as described by this goal. Implementation of the 
Recommended Plan will affect the Jane E. Tuitt basketball court. The Corps 
is committed to working with the non-federal sponsor and Jane E. Tuitt 
Elementary School to ensure any loss of recreational areas is offset through 
the restoration or replacement of resources lost. The top of the concrete box 
culvert will serve as a linear park for the project. Seven pocket parks, which 
include landscaping, hardscaping, vegetation, and lighting, will be constructed 
along the linear park. 

(4) Assure the orderly, balanced utilization and conservation of the resources of 
the coastal zone, taking into account the social and economic needs of the 

. residents of the Virgin Islands. 

RESPONSE: The Recommended Plan is designed to preserve and protect 
natural and man-made resources to the maximum extent practicable and 
takes into account the social and economic needs of the residents of the 
USVI. 

(5) Preserve, protect, and maintain the trust/ands and other submerged and filled 
lands of the Virgin Islands so as to promote the general welfare of the people 

of the Virgin Islands. 

(6) RESPONSE: The Recommended Plan is designed to protect existing 
residential and commercial development which will promote the general 
welfare of the people of the USVI. 
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(7) Preserve what has been a tradition and protect what has become a right of 
the public by insuring that the public, individually and collectively, has and 
shall continue to have the right to use and enjoy the shorelines and to 
maximize public access to and along the shorelines consistent with 
constitutionally protected rights ofprivate property owners; 

RESPONSE: The Recommended Plan will not affect access or use of 
shorelines. 

(8) Promote and provide affordable and diverse public recreational opportunities 
in the coastal zone for all residents of the Virgin Islands through acquisition, 
development, and restoration of areas consistent with sound resource 
conservation principles; 

RESPONSE: Implementation of the Recommended Plan will affect the Jane 
E. Tuitt basketball court. The Corps is committed to working with the non
federal sponsor and Jane E. Tuitt Elementary School to ensure any loss of 
recreational areas is offset through the restoration or replacement of 
resources lost. The top of the concrete box culvert will serve as a linear park 
for the project. Seven pocket parks, which include landscaping, hardscaping, 
vegetation, and lighting, will be constructed along the linear park. · 

(9) Conserve ecologically significant resource areas for their contribution to 
marine productivity and value as wildlife habitats, and preserve the function 
and integrity of reefs, marine meadows, salt ponds, mangroves, and other 
significant natural areas; 

RESPONSE: The Recommended Plan may affect wetlands, and mitigation 
may be necessary. The project design minimizes the destruction, loss, and/or 
degradation of wetlands and preserves and enhances the natural and 
beneficial values of wetlands. If impacts to wetlands require mitigation, a plan 
will be developed, proposed, and refined during the project's-Preconstruction 
Engineering and Design (PED) phase. The Corps and its contractors commit 
to avoiding, minimizing, and mitigating for adverse effects during construction 
activities. 

(10) Maintain or increase coastal water quality through control of erosion, 
sedimentation, run-off, siltation, and sewage discharge; 

RESPONSE: The purpose of the project is to reduce flood damages to the 
Jane E. Tuitt Elementary School and Central Business District in downtown 
Charlotte Amalie. Channelization and use of the debris basin may result in 
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decreased erosion and improved water quality. Utilities located in the project 
footprint may be replaced or relocated. 

(11) Consolidate the existing regulatory controls applicable to uses of land and 
water in the coastal zone into a single unified process consistent with the 
provisions of this Chapter, and coordinate therewith the various regulatory 
requirements of the United States government. 

RESPONSE: Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 
U.S.C. §4321 et seq.) (NEPA), the Recommended Plan will be coordinated 
with Federal and local government agencies as well as other interested 
parties and the public during the planning process. 

(12) Promote public participation in decision affecting coastal planning 
conservation and development. 

RESPONSE: Pursuant to NEPA, the Recommended Plan will be coordinated 
with Federal and local government agencies as well as other interested 
parties and the public during the planning process. 

906(a) Specific Policies Applicable to the First Tier of the Coastal Zone: Development 

Policies 
(1) To guide new development to the maximum extent feasible into locations 

with, contiguous with, or in close proximity to existing developed sites and into 
areas with adequate public services; and to well-planned, self-sufficient, 
development in other suitable areas where it will have no significant adverse 
effect, individually or cumulatively, on coastal zone resources; 

RESPONSE: The Recommended Plan will be located upland, in an existing, 
highly developed/urbanized area. 

(2) To give highest priority to water dependent uses, particularly in those areas 
suitable for commercial uses including resort hotels and related facilities, 
industrial uses including port and marine facilities, and recreation; to give 
secondary priority to these uses that are water-related or have special siting 
needs; and to discourage uses which are neither water dependent, water
related nor have special siting needs in areas suitable for the highest and 
secondary priority uses; 

RESPONSE: The Recommended Plan does not include construction or 
development as described by this policy. 
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(3) To assure that new or expanded public capital improvement projects will be 
designed to accommodate those needs generated by development or uses 
permitted consistent with the Coastal Land and Water Use Plan and 
provisions of this Chapter; 

RESPONSE: The Recommended Plan does not include construction or 
development as described by this policy. 

(4) To assure that all new subdivisions, in addition to the other requirements 
contained in this Chapter and in the Virgin Islands Zoning and Subdivision 
Law, are physically suitable for the proposed sites and are designed and 
improved so as to avoid causing environmental damage or problems ofpublic 
health; 

RESPONSE: The Recommended Plan does not include construction or 
development as described by this policy. 

(5) To encourage waterfront redevelopment and renewal in developed harbors in 
order to preserve and improve physical and visual access to the waterfront 
from residential neighborhoods and commercial downtown areas; 

RESPONSE: Implementation of the Recommended Plan will reduce flood 
damages to the surrounding areas which may aid in the preservation of and 
improve physical access to the waterfront from the project's surrounding 
residential neighborhoods and commercial downtown areas. 

(6) To assure that development will be sited and designed to protect views to and 
along the sea and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration ofnatural 
land forms, and to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding 
areas; 

RESPONSE: The Recommended Plan does not include construction or 
development as described by this policy. 

(7) To encourage fishing and carefully monitor mariculture and, to the maximum 
extent feasible, to protect local fishing activities from encroachment by non
related development; 

RESPONSE: The Recommended Plan will have no effect on fishing and/or 
mariculture. 

(8) To assure that dredging filling of submerged lands is clearly in the public 
interest and to ensure that such proposals are consistent with specific marine 
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environment policies contained in this Chapter. To these ends, the diking, 
filling or dredging of coastal waters, salt ponds, lagoons, marshes, or 
estuaries may be permitted in accordance with other applicable provisions of 
this Chapter only where there are no feasible, less environmentally-damaging 
alternatives and where feasible, mitigation measures have been provided to 
minimize adverse environmental effects, and in any event shall be limited to 
the following: (i) maintenance dredging required for existing navigational 
channels, vessel berthing and mooring areas; (ii) incidental public service 
purposes, including but not limited to the burying ofcables and pipes, the 
inspection ofpiers, and the maintenance ofexisting intake and outfall lines; 
(iii) new or expanded port, oil, gas and water transportation, and coastal 
dependent industrial uses, including commercial fishing facilities, cruise ship 
facilities, and boating facilities and marinas; (iv) except as restricted by 
federal law, mineral extraction, including sand, provided that such extraction 
shall be prohibited in significant natural areas; and (v) restoration purposes; 

RESPONSE: Dredging is not a component of the Recommended Plan. 

(9) To the extent feasible, discourage further growth and development in flood
prone areas and assure that development in these areas is so designed as to 
minimize risks to life and property; 

RESPONSE: The purpose of the project is to reduce flood damages to the 
Jane E. Tuitt Elementary School and Central Business District in downtown 
Charlotte Amalie; however, the Recommended Plan does not include 
construction or development as described by this policy. 

(1 OJ To comply with all other applicable laws, rules, regulations, standards and 
criteria ofpublic agencies. 

RESPONSE: Pursuant to NEPA, the Recommended Plan will be coordinated 
with Federal and local government agencies as well as other interested 
parties and the public during the planning process. 

906(b) Specific Policies Applicable to the First Tier of the Coastal Zone: Environmental 
Policies 

(1) To conserve significant natural areas for their contributions to marine 
productivity and value as habitats for endangered species and other wildlife; 

RESPONSE: The Recommended Plan may affect wetlands, and mitigation 
may be necessary. The project design minimizes the destruction, loss, and/or 
degradation of wetlands and preserves and enhances the natural and 
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beneficial values of wetlands. If impacts to wetlands require mitigation, a plan 
will be developed, proposed, and refined during the project's PED phase. 
The Corps and its contractors commit to avoiding, minimizing, and mitigating 
for adverse effects during construction activities. Pursuant to NEPA, the 
Recommended Plan will be coordinated with Federal and local government 
agencies as well as other interested parties and the public during the planning 
process. Pursuant to the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. §1531 
et seq.) (ESA), the project was coordinated with National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS) and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) through the 
1982 EA and will be coordinated again during the public review of the 2019 
NEPA document. 

(2) To protect complexes ofmarine resource systems of unique productivity, 
including reefs, marine meadows, salt ponds, mangroves and other natural 
systems, and assure that activities in or adjacent to such complexes are 
designed and carried out so as to minimize adverse effects on marine 
productivity, habitat value, storm buffering capabilities, and water quality of 
the entire complex; 

RESPONSE: The Recommended Plan will be located upland, in an existing , 
highly developed/urbanized area. Implementation of the Recommended Plan 
will not affect marine resources. 

(3) To consider use impacts on marine life and adjacent and related coastal 
environment; 

RESPONSE: The Recommended Plan will be located upland, in an existing, 
highly developed/urbanized area and will not affect marine resources. 
Pursuant to the NEPA, an EA has been prepared to assess the effects of the 
Recommended Plan on existing resources. The Recommended Plan will be 
coordinated with Federal and local government agencies as well as other 
interested parties and the public during the planning process. 

(4) To assure that siting criteria, petformance standards, and activity regulations 
are stringently enforced and upgraded to reflect advances in related 
technology and knowledge ofadverse effects on marine productivity and 
public health; 

RESPONSE: The Recommended Plan will be located upland, in an existing , 
highly developed/urbanized area and will not affect marine resources. 
Pursuant to the NEPA, an EA has been prepared to assess the effects of the 
Recommended Plan on existing resources. The Recommend.ed Plan will be 
coordinated with Federal and local government agencies as well as other 
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interested parties and the public during the planning process. All applicable 
authorizations will be obtained prior to the start of construction. 

(5) To assure that existing water quality standards for all point source discharge 
activities are stringently enforced and that the standards are continually 
upgraded to achieve the highest possible conformance with federally
promulgated water quality criteria; 

RESPONSE: Pursuant to Section 401 of the Clean Water Act of 1972, as 
amended, water quality certification (WQC) will be obtained from the USVI 
prior to construction, if required . If a WQC certification is required, conditions 
imposed by the WQC will be implemented in order to minimize adverse 
impacts to water quality. 

(6) To preserve and protect the environments ofoffshore islands and cays; 

RESPONSE: The Recommended Plan will be located upland, in an existing , 
highly developed/urbanized area and will not affect offshore islands and cays. 

(7) To accommodate offshore sand and gravel mining needs in areas and in 
ways that will not adversely affect marine resources and navigation. To this 
end, sand, rock, mineral, marine growth and coral (including black coral), 
natural materials, or other natural products of the sea, excepting fish and 
wildlife, shall not be taken from the shorelines without first obtaining a coastal 
zone permit, and no permit shall be granted unless it is established that such 
materials orproducts are not otherwise obtainable at reasonable cost, and 
that the removal of such materials or products will not significantly alter the 
physical characteristics of the area or adjacent areas on an immediate or long 
term basis; or unless the Commission has determined that a surplus of such 
materials or products exists at specifically designated locations; 

RESPONSE: Offshore sand and gravel mining is not a component of the 
Recommended Plan. 

(8) To assure that dredging and disposal of dredged material will cause minimal 
adverse affects to marine and wildlife habitats and water circulation; 

RESPONSE: Dredging is not a component of the Recommended Plan. 

(9) To assure that development in areas adjacent to environmentally-sensitive 
habitat areas, especially those of endangered species, significant natural 
areas, and parks and recreations areas, is sited and designed to prevent 
impacts which would significantly degrade such areas; 
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RESPONSE: Pursuant to the ESA, the project was coordinated with NMFS 
and USFWS through the 1982 EA and will be coordinated again during the 
public review of the 2019 NEPA document. Implementation of the 
Recommended Plan will affect the Jane E. Tuitt basketball court. The Corps 
is committed to working with the non-federal sponsor and Jane E. Tuitt 
Elementary School to ensure_ any loss of recreational areas is offset through 
the restoration or replacement of resources lost. The top of the concrete box 
culvert will serve as a linear park for the project. Seven pocket parks, which 
include landscaping, hardscaping, vegetation, and lighting, will be constructed 
along the linear park. 

(10) To assure all of the foregoing, development must be designed so that 
adverse impacts on marine productivity, habitat value, storm buffering 
capabilities and water quality are minimized to the greatest feasible extent by 
careful integration ofconstruction with the site. Significant erosion, sediment 
transport, land settlement or environmental degradation of the site shall be 
identified in the environmental assessment report prepared for or used in the 
review of the development, or described in any other study, report, test results 
or comparable documents. 

RESPONSE: Pursuant to the NEPA, an EA has been prepared to assess the 
effects of the Recommended Plan on existing resources. The Recommended 
Plan will be coordinated with Federal and local government agencies as well 
as other interested parties and the public during the planning process. 

906(c) Specific Policies Applicable to the First Tier of the Coastal Zone: Amenity 
Policies 

(1) To protect and, where feasible or appropriate, enhance and increase public 
coastal recreational uses, areas and facilities; 

RESPONSE: Implementation of the Recommended Plan will affect the Jane 
E. Tuitt basketball court. The Corps is committed to working with the non
federal sponsor and Jane E. Tuitt Elementary School to ensure any loss of 
recreational areas is offset through the restoration or replacement of 
resources lost. The top of the concrete box culvert will serve as a linear park 
for the project. Seven pocket parks, which include landscaping, hardscaping, 
vegetation, and lighting, will be constructed along the linear park. 

(2) To protect and enhance the characteristics of those coastal areas which are 
most valued by the public as amenities and which are scarce, or which would 
be significantly altered in character by development, or which would cause 
significant environmental degradation if developed; 
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RESPONSE: The Recommended Plan is designed to preserve and protect 
natural and man-made resources to the maximum extent practicable. 

(3) To preserve agricultural land uses in the coastal zone by encouraging either 
maintenance of such present agricultural use or use as open space areas; 

RESPONSE: The Recommended Plan will not affect agricultural lands. 

(4) To incorporate visual concern into the early stages of the planning and design 
of facilities proposed by siting in the coastal zone and, to the extent feasible, 
maintain or expand visual access to the coastline and coastal waters; 

RESPONSE: The Recommended Plan will have no effect on visual aesthetics 
or visual access to the coastline and coastal waters. 

(5) To foster, protect, improve, and ensure optimum access to, and recreational 
opportunities at, the shoreline for all the people consistent with public rights, 
constitutionally-protected rights ofprivate property owners, and the need to 
protect natural resources from overuse; 

RESPONSE: The Recommended Plan will have no effect on access or 
recreational opportunities at the shoreline. 

(6) To ensure that development will not interfere with the public's right of access 
to the sea where acquired through customary use, legislative authorization or 
dedication including without limitation the use of beaches to the landward 
extent of the shoreline; 

RESPONSE: The Recommended Plan will have no effect on the public's 
access to the sea or use of beaches to the landward extent of the shoreline. 

(7) To require, in the discretion of the appropriate Committee of the Commission, 
that public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline be 
dedicated in land subdivisions or in new development projects requiring a 
major coastal zone permit. Factors to be considered in requiring such 
dedication ofpublic access include (i) whether it is consistent with public 
safety or protection of fragile coastal zone resources; (ii) whether adequate 
public access exists nearby; (iii) whether existing or proposed uses or 
development would be adversely affected; (iv) consideration of the type of 
shoreline and its appropriate potential recreational, educational, and scientific 
uses; and (v) the likelihood of trespass on private property resulting from such 
access and availability of reasonable means for avoiding such trespass. 
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Dedicated accessways shall not be required to be open to public use until a 
public agency or private association agrees to accept responsibility for 
providing off~street parking areas and for maintenance and liability of the 
accessway, shoreline and beach areas. Nothing in this subsection shall be 
construed as restricting existing public access nor shall it excuse the 
performance ofduties and responsibilities ofpublic agencies as provided by 
law to acquire or provide public access to the shoreline. This provision shall 
not be construed as requiring free use ofprivate facilities on land adjoining 
any beach or shoreline but only as requiring access to the beach or shoreline 
to the general public as a condition precedent to the grant ofa coastal zone 
permit. 

RESPONSE: The Recommended Plan will be located upland, in an existing, 
highly developed/urbanized area, will have no effect on the public's access to 
the coast, and does not require or include construction or development as 
described by this policy. 

- 14 -



U.S. 
Flfill & WILDLln 

SERVICE 

United States Department of the Interior 

FISH AND VvILDLIFE SERVICE ~ 
Caribbean Ecological Services 

Field Office 
P.O. Box 491 

Boqueron, PR 00622 

MAR O7 2019 
In Reply Refer To: 
FWS/R4/CESFO/72-FC-124 

Mr. Jason J. Spinning 
Acting Chief, Environmental Branch 
US Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonvilie District 
701 San Marco Blvd 
Jacksonville, Florida 32207-1895 

Re: Savan Gut Phase II, St. Thomas, U.S. Virgin 
Islands 

Dear Mr. Spinning: 

This is a reply to yofu Fe):iriiary° 19,"2of9,: ldtter re<ju~sting conunents toth~ ppJpOSfd 
Phase n of the Savait Gut fl6od,ciohtrol ~rtject'in. St. 'Thomas, USV( Our co;;;ments are 
provided as technical in 'kcordancr with the'FiJh Jii.d'WH~life Cpordination Act (48 Stat. 
401, as amended; 16 U.S.C'. llili''et seq) an.cl the Endang~red Species Act (16 U.S.C. 
1531 et seq. as amended). · · · ·.· · ·· · · ' ' 

The U.S. Arniy Corps of Engineers (Corps) is prciposing' to continue the channel work at 
Savan Gut from the existing channelization tb above the Jane E. Tuitt Elementary School. 
Savan Gut runs through downtown Charlotte Amalie. The purpose of this project is to 
reduce flood damage to the school and the downtown commercial district. Streams in the 
USVI are for the most pait intermittent, but can be subject to flash flooding during heavy 
rain events. Phase II will consist of extending the flood control channel, the constrnction 
of a check dam, a drop structure and an uppel' gabion channel. 

' ' \ ·.' '·: ' i' ·:('. ',!. . ' ' 

Only the area of the proposed gabion channel and drop structure remains forested, the 
rest of the work will be within the urban area ofthe town: The Corps has identified the 
federally listed Virgin Island boa (Epicrates monensis granti) as possibly occurring 
within the project area. The Corps is proposing to use tr1e Service's Conservation 
Measures for the VI boa to minimize the effects of the' constrnction. Please be aware that 
these conservation measures require tlo~lcoordin~tiori ;,,;,ith the VI Division of Fish and 
Wildlife, which includes preconsfri.ictionmeetings,hand clearing of vegetation, and a 10-
14 day waiting perio'd after h:ind clem'ing prio?to' the use' ofheavy equipment.. · . 

The Corps has determined that the proposed Phase II work, using the VI boa conservation 
measures, may affect but is not likely to adversely affect the VI boa. Based on the nature 



2 Mr. Spinning 

of the project and the location, we concur with the Corps determination that the project is 
not likely to adversely affect the VI boa. Therefore, no further consultation is required. 
Nevertheless, if the project is modified or if information on impacts to listed species 
becomes available this office should be contacted concerning the need for the initiation of 
consultation under section 7 of the Act. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this action. If you have any questions 
regarding our comments, please feel free to contact Felix Lopez ofmy staff at 787 851-
7297 X 210. 

Sincerely yours, 

H\;J),"
~nE.Muiz 

Field Supervisor 
ful 
cc: 
COE, San Juan 
DPNR, DFW, St. Thomas 
EPA, San Juan 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT 

701 SAN MARCO BLVD 
JACKSONVILLE, FL 32207-8915 

CESAJ-PD-E (ER 200-2-2) FEB 1 9 2019 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD 

SUBJECT: Coordination Act Report for the Savah Gut Phase II St. Thomas, U.S. Virgin 
Islands Study Section 205 Flood Risk Reduction Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) 
Conversion. 

PURPOSE: To document an informal understanding between the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, Jacksonville District (Corps), and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS), Caribbean Ecological Services Field Office. 

Background. The Savan Gut Phase II St. Thomas, U.S. Virgin Islands Study Section 
205 Flood Risk Reduction Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) Conversion was 
initially authorized under CAP, Section 205 of the Flood Control Act of 1948 Public Law 
80-858, as amended. Phase I construction was completed in 1989. Phase II of the 
project was advertised in 1999 with bids exceeding the government estimate and the 
capacity of the statutory CAP budget limits. The project is now being planned under the 
Authority of Section 209 of the Flood Control Act of 1966, Public Law 89-789, 
authorizing studies for flood control in the United States and its territories. Division 8, 
Subdivision 1, Title IV of the Bipartisan Budget Act (BSA) of 2018 (Public Law 115-123), 
authorizes the Government to conduct the study at full federal expense to the extent 
that appropriations provided under the Investigations heading of the 2018 SBA are 
available and used for such purpose. 

Recommended Plan. The proposed 1982 Recommended Plan maximizes the 
National Economic Development benefits and consists of the phased construction of a 
2,300-foot0 covered concrete channel extending from St. Thomas Harbor upstream to 
and around Jane E. Tuitt Elementary School. The benefits for the project assume the 
originally designed total project would be completed; however, due to program capacity 
and funding challenges, the project was split into two phases. Phase I construction was 
completed by the Corps in 1989 and consisted of channelization of approximately 655 
feet from St. Thomas Harbor to Prindsesse Gade. Phase II construction includes the 
remaining channelization work as well as a velocity check dam approximately 150 feet 
upstream of the Jane E. Tuitt Elementary School. A barrier will be included in the check 
dam to trap debris. The new channel ends at the velocity check dam. Replacement of 
three highway bridges with sections of covered channel Will also be included in the 
project · 

Construction of the 1982 Recommended Plan will reduce flood damages to the 
Jane E. Tuitt Elementary School and Central Business District in downtown Charlotte 
~alie. · 



CESAJ-PD-E (ER 200-2s2) 
SUBJECT: Coordination Act Report for the Savan Gut Phase II St. Thomas, U.S. Virgin 
Islands Study Section 205 Flood Risk Reduction CAP Conversion. 

Coordination. The Fish and Wildlife Coordination (FWCA; 16 U,S.C. 661 et seq., 
March 10, 1934, as amended 1946, 1958, 1978, and 1995) requires Federal agencies 
to consult with USFWS regarding project related effects to fish and wildlife resources 
and proposed measures to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate unavoidable effects. 
Additional coordination authorities exist through the review process of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA; 42 U.S.C. 4321-4347, January 1, 1970, as amended 
1975 and 1982) and the consultations required under the Endangered Species Act of 
1973 (ESA; 7 U.S.C. 136, 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq. December 28, 1973). 

The USFWS prepared a Coordination Act Report (CAR) for the project in 1980. 
The 1980 CAR did not identify any endangered or threatened species or effects to 
critical habitat. The project was also coordinated with USFWS through the 1982 EA 
with a no-effect determination for any federally listed endangered or threatened species. 

USFWS continues to coordinate and consult with the Corps through NEPA and the 
ESA in which impacts to fish and wildlife resources are adequately addressed via these 
two authorities. Funds may be sent to the USFWS during the Preconstruction 
Engineering and Design (PED) phase to provide support during design refinements. 
USFWS will include comments relevant to FWCA in the USFWS response to the Corps' 
ESA coordination letter. 

Agreement. The undersigned, the Corps and USFWS, agree to utilize the Savan Gut 
Phase II St. Thomas, U.S. Virgin Islands Study Section 205 Flood Risk Reduction CAP 
Conversion NEPA review and ESA consultation processes to complete coordination 
responsibilities under the FWCA. This agreement will avoid duplicate analysis and 
documentation as authorized under 40 CFR section 1500,4 (k), 1502.25, 1506.4, and is 
consistent with Presidential Executive Order for Improving Regulation and Regulatory 
Review, released January 18, 2011. 

Edwin Muniz 
Field Supervisor 
Caribbean Ecological S rvices Field Office 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT 

701 SAN MARCO BLVD 
JACKSONVILLE, FL 32207-8915 

Planning and Policy Division FEB 1 9 2019
Environmental Branch 

Edwin Muniz 
Field Supervisor 
Caribbean Ecological Services Field Office 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Road 301 Km 5.1 
Boquer6n, Puerto Rico 00622 

Dear Mr. Muniz: 

Pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 (87 Stat. 884, 
as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville 
District (Corps), respectfully requests a letter of concurrence from the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) for the Savan Gut Phase II St. Thomas, U.S. Virgin Islands 
Study Section 205 Flood Risk Reduction Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) 
Conversion. The purpose of the project is to reduce flood damages to the Jane E. Tuitt 
Elementary School and Central Business District in downtown Charlotte Amalie. The 
proposed 1982 Recommended Plan consists of the phased construction of a 2,300-foot
covered concrete channel extending from St. Thomas Harbor upstream to and around 
Jane E. Tuitt Elementary School. Phase I construction was completed by the Corps in 
1989 and consisted of channelization of approximately 655 feet from St. Thomas Harbor 
to Prindsesse Gade. Phase II construction includes the remaining channel ization work 
as well as a velocity check dam approximately 150 feet upstream of the Jane E. Tuitt 
Elementary School. A barrier will be included in the check dam to trap debris. 
Replacement of three highway bridges with sections of covered channel will also be 
included in the project. 

The Corps has determined that the proposed project may affect, but is not likely to 
adversely affect (MANLAA) the Virgin Island tree boa (Epicrates monensis granti) . 
Included with this letter is additional information describing the project background, 
project location and proposed action, potential effects to boas, and efforts to 
eliminate/avoid impacts. Additionally, a copy of the draft Environmental Assessment 
and associated appendices, is available for review on the Corps' environmental 
planning website, under U.S. Virgin Islands. For your convenience, the website link is: 
http://www.saj.usace.army.mil/AbouUDivisions-Offices/Planning/Environmental
Branch/Environmental-Documents/ 

http://www.saj.usace.army.mil/AbouUDivisions-Offices/Planning/Environmental


-2-

The Corps respectfully requests that the USFWS provide a letter of concurrence to 
the Corps' MAN LAA effect determination within 30 days of the receipt of this letter. If 
you have any questions, or need additional information, please contact Kristen Donofrio 
by email Kristen.L.Donofrio@usace.army.mil or_telephone 904-232-2918. Thank you 
for your assistance. 

Sincerely, 

r-enmental Branch 

Enclosure 

mailto:Kristen.L.Donofrio@usace.army.mil


Savan Gut Phase II St. Thomas, U.S. Virgin Islands Study 
Section 205 Flood Risk Reduction 
Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) Conversion 

In order to comply with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 (87 
Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
Jacksonville District (Corps), respectfully requests a letter of concurrence within 30 days 
of the date of this letter from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) on the Savan 
Gut Phase II St. Thomas, U.S. Virgin Islands Study Section 205 Flood Risk Reduction 
Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) Conversion. The Corps has determined that the 
proposed project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect the Virgin Islands tree 
boa (Epicrates monensis grant,). 

Pursuant to our request, the Corps is providing the following information: 
• Project Background; 
• Project Location; 
• Recommended Plan; 
• Listed Species Under USFWS Jurisdiction; 
• Potential Effects to Listed Species and Efforts to Eliminate/Avoid Impacts; 

and 
• Corps' Effect Determination. 

Project Background 
The Savan Gut Phase II St. Thomas, U.S. Virgin Islands Study Section 205 Flood Risk 
Reduction Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) Conversion was initially authorized 
under CAP, Section 205 of the Flood Control Act of 1948 Public Law 80-858, as 
amended. Phase I construction was completed in 1989. Phase II of the project was 
advertised in 1999 with bids exceeding the government estimate and the capacity of the 
statutory CAP budget limits. The project is now being planned under the Authority of 
Section 209 of the Flood Control Act of 1966, Public Law 89-789, authorizing studies for 
flood control in the United States and its territories. Division B, Subdivision 1, Title IV of 
the Bipartisan Budget Act (BBA) of 2018 (Public Law 115-123), authorizes the 
Government to conduct the study at full federal expense to the extent that 
appropriations provided under the Investigations heading of the 2018 BSA are available 
and used for such purpose. 

The purpose of the project is to reduce flood damage to the Jane E. Tuitt Elementary 
School and Central Business District in downtown Charlotte Amalie. Heavy rainfall in 
the upland catchment basin of Savan Gut causes rocks and other debris to be washed 
down the channel toward the sea. Two constrictions reduce flows so that the flood 
waters overflow the channel banks and flood the school as well as the business district. 
The Savan section of Charlotte Amalie has extremely high runoff rates due to the steep 
slopes in the upper basin. Flash floods from intense thunderstorms are a common 
event affecting this area and can occur anytime during the year. Effects from Hurricane 
Maria, which hit the island in September 2017, prompted the Corps to include the 
project for consideration for funding under the BBA. 
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Project Location 
The project is located within the Central Business District of Charlotte Amalie, the 
capital and largest city of the USVI. Charlotte Amalie is on the southern shore of the 
island of St. Thomas. Savan Gut provides the drainage for a watershed area of 
approximately 260 acres, flowing through densely developed Charlotte Amalie to St. 
Thomas Harbor in a constructed channel (see Figure 1 and Figure 2). 

Savan Gut (also known locally as Deyoung Gut) is located in the highly developed 
urbanized area of Charlotte Amalie, St. Thomas, USVI. The gut's headwaters begin in 
the mountainous and heavily vegetated region north of the Charlotte Amalie Harbor. 
The gut drains directly into the harbor via a natural channel from the vegetated area, to 
a combination of an intermixed lined and unlined degraded concrete channel from the 
Jane E. Tuitt Elementary School (flowing under the school and the schools' basketball 
court) to the intersection of Guttets Gade and Norte Gade. The culvert is then 
inaccessible and flows underneath businesses and roads of downtown Charlotte Amalie 
until it exits into St. Thomas Harbor. 

St Thomas, USVI 
Savan Gut 

M.lOfn'S BayP,lfk Q~ 

/ 

Cho,1011e 
Am.ll>e WCSI 

Estote OovomI 
N 

Corel WorldOc~an P 

Figure 1. Project vicinity map. 
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Figure 2. Savan Gut Section 205 project location (zoomed in). 

Recommended Plan 
The 1982 Recommended Plan (see Figure 3), maximizes the National Economic 
Development benefits and consists of the phased construction of a 2,300-foot-covered 
concrete channel extending from St. Thomas Harbor upstream to and around Jane E. 
Tuitt Elementary School. The benefits for the project assume the originally designed 
total project would be completed; however, due to program capacity and funding 
challenges, the project was split into two phases. Phase I construction was completed 
by the Corps in 1989 and consisted of channelization of approximately 655 feet from St. 
Thomas Harbor to Prindsesse Gade. Phase II construction includes the remaining 
channelization work as well as a velocity check dam approximately 150 feet upstream of 
the Jane E. Tuitt Elementary School. A barrier will be included in the check dam to trap 
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debris. The new channel ends at the velocity check dam. Replacement of three 
highway bridges with sections of covered channel will also be included in the project. 

Figure 3. Savan Gut Section 205 project features. 

Additional information, including a copy of the draft Environmental Assessment and 
associated appendices, is available for review on the Corps' environmental planning 
website, under U.S. Virgin Islands. For your convenience, the website link is: 
http://www.saj.usace.army.mil/AbouUDivisions-Offices/Planning/Environmental
Branch/Environmental-Documents/ 

Listed Species under USFWS Jurisdiction 
Listed species which may occur in the vicinity of the proposed work and are under the 
jurisdiction of the USFWS include the Virgin Islands tree boa (Epicrates monensis 
grant,), which is endangered. The Corps has determined the project may affect, but is 
not likely to adversely affect the boa. 
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Corps' Analysis and Effect Determinations on Listed Species under USFWS 
Jurisdiction: 
Virgin Islands tree boa (Epicrates monensis granti) 
The Virgin Islands tree boa was listed as endangered in 1970 (35 FR 13519). The boas 
can reach a maximum length of approximately 4 feet and is easily distinguishable from 
other snakes in its range. An ontogenetic color change occurs between juveniles to 
adults. Adults are plumbeous brown with darker brown blotches partially edged with 
black. The dorsal surface has a general blue-purple iridescence. The ventral surface is 
greyish-brown speckled with darker spots. Juveniles are dorsal color is light grey 
punctuated with black blotches (USFWS 1986). This boa is semi-arboreal and has an 
extremely disjunct distribution, likely due to increased predation from the introduction of 
exotic mammals (e.g . Indian mongoose) as well as habitat destruction from increased 
development (Department of Planning and Natural Resources 2005). These boas are 
nocturnal and their diet consists of birds, small mammals, and lizards. The Virgin 
Islands tree boa is non-venomous and generally harmless unless provoked. No OCH 
has been identified for this species. 

Corps' Effect Determination: MANLAA 
Components of construction activities for the Recommended Plan may occur within 
areas where the Virgin Islands tree boa could be present; however, by utilizing the 
USFWS Standard Protection Measures for the Virgin Islands tree boa, potential effects 
to this species can be minimized. Therefore, the Corps has determined that the 
proposed project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect Virgin Islands tree boas. 

References: 

Department of Planning and Natural Resources. 2005. "Comprehensive Wildlife 
Conservation Strategy for the U.S. Virgin Islands." 
https://www.researchgate.neUprofile/Floyd Hayes/publication/299485684 A Comprehe 
nsive Wildlife Conservation Plan for the U S Virgin lslands/links/56fb289808ae1 b4 
0b804db5a/A-Comprehensive-Wildlife-Conservation-Plan-for-the-U-S-Virgin
lslands.pdf. Website accessed February 1, 2019. 

USFWS. 2018. "Virgin Islands tree boa (Epicrates monensis grant,). 
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp0/profile/speciesProfile?sld=3247. Website accessed February 
1, 2019. 

USFWS. 1986. "Recovery Plan for the Virgin Islands tree boa." 
. https://ecos.fws.gov/docs/recovery plan/860327b.pdf. Website accessed February 1, 

2019. 
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CONSERVATION MEASURES FOR THE VIRGIN ISLAND BOA - USFWS 

The endangered Virgin Island boa (Epicrates monensis grantU), commonly known as VI 
boa or "Culebr6n de Ia Sabana" by Spanish speakers, is a small, nocturnal, arboreal non
venomous snake native of PR and USVI. The juvenile are a light grey with black 
blotches, and change to adult coloration as they mature. The body in adults is a light 
brown, w ith chestnut blotches edged in black. 

They may grow to become 41 inches in length. VI boas are found on the east end of St. 
Thomas, no1theast of Puerto Rico, Culebra ls land and on a few offshore cays. They 
generally live in xeric (dry) habitat, which is characterized by poor rocky soils, in scrub 
woodland or subtropical dry forest with high density of interdigitating branches and vines 
connecting adjacent tree canopies. The VI boa can be found crawling in vegetation at 
night. They can be found also on disturbed vegetation, and may use lower vegetation and 
a1tificial structures to travel from one patch to another. In daytime they are usually found 
under rocks or logs. The VI boa is protected as endangered species pursuant to the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, throughout its range since 1979. 

The fo llowing conservation measures should be developed and implemented to minimize 
any possible adverse effects to the species. Although surveys did to detect this species 
was not found, we recommend the following precautions to prevent impact to any boa 
which may have been missed or not been present during the survey. 
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Conservation Measures for Puerto Rico 

1. All personnel will be instructed in identifying this harmless snake and 
photographs of the VI Boa are to be prominently displayed at the site. 

2. Prior to any use ofmachinery on the site, the vegetation should be cleared by 
hand to the maximum extent possible, cutting vegetation about one meter 
above the ground. · · 

3. Debris should be piled to the side and left undisturbed to avoid killing snakes 
hiding in crevices. 

4. A biologist should be on site during the initial vegetation removal or debris 
removal, to ensure safe removal of any snakes in underground bun ows, tree 
trwiks, etc. 

5. If boas are found within the working area, activities should stop at the area 
where the boas are found until the boas move out of the area on their own. 
Construction and activities at other work sites, where no boas have been found 
may continue. Ifrelocation of the species is necessary, any relocated boas 
should be transfe1Ted by authorized personnel or PR DNER staff to 
appropriate habitat close to the project site. Any findings should be repmted to 
the Service and to the DNER. 

We recommend that the above mentioned conservation measures should be incorporate 
into the project plans. Ifyou have any question regarding the comments above, please 
contact Marelisa Rivera, marelisa rivera@fws.gov, 787 851-7297 x 206. 

Conservation Measures for the USVI 

1. Contact VI Division of Fish and Wildlife (DFW) (340)775-6762, for 
consultation. 

2. DFW will come out for an onsite discussion. They need a copy of your 
building plans or at least a nanative of your intended project. DFW will 
coordinate via email so that all developers, owners, contractors, and other 
agencies, can follow along and provide input. 

3. DFW will conduct a shmt VI Tree-Boa training session for all individuals 
conducting hand clearing. This will involve discussions on what to do if a boa 
is encountered as well as boa identification . This can be done any time prior 
to hand clearing but is often preformed the first day on site. 

Version 2.0 August 17, 2018 
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4. At least l Odays prior (if under 1 acre) to the use ofheavy equipment on the 
s ite, the site is to be flagged and vegetation cut by hand, saving trees where 
possible. Any stone walls or naturally occurring rock piles must be carefully 
dismantled by hand as these are refuges for the snake. This will allow any 
boas present to vacate the site without injury. If the area to be cleared exceeds 
l acre then the resting period is 14 days. 

5. Only hand clearing is to be performed. This usually allows the use of 
chainsaws cutting vegetation down to less than 36 inches off the ground. 

6. All personnel w ill be instru"cted in identifying this haimless snake and 
photographs ofthe VI Boa are to be prominently displayed at the site. 

7. The Division of Fish and Wildlife (DFW) or an on-site agent should be 
notified of any snakes observed or captured. If a snake is in imminent danger, 
the snake can be moved to undisturbed habitat outside the construction area 
that has been pre-approved by DFW. If no undisturbed habitat exists near the 
site, the landowner or agent shall identify a suitable release site in 
collaboration with DFW prior to any vegetation clearance. A permit from 
DFW under section 2(6) of the Cooperative Agreement will be required for all 
personnel involved in any snake handling or relocation activities. 

8. Another s ite visit will be performed by DFW to confirm that hand clearing has 
been completed to our standards. The waiting period clock starts after 
inspection. 

9. The site is to be left undisturbed for the required 10-14 days prior to the use of 
heavy machinery. However manual work may continue to be performed 
during this time and any vegetation may be moved by hand. 

10. Use ofheavy equipment is only permitted to start after the agreed upon date. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT 

701 SAN MARCO BLVD 
JACKSONVILLE, FL 32207-8915 

CESAJ-PD-E (ER 200-2-2) FEB 1 9 2019 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD 

SUBJECT: Coordination Act Report for the Savan Gut Phase II St. Thomas, U.S. Virgin 
Islands Study Section-205 Flood Risk Reduction Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) 
Conversion. 

PURPOSE: To document an informal understanding between the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, Jacksonville District (Corps), and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS), Caribbean Ecological Services Field Office. 

Background. The Savan Gut Phase II St. Thomas, U.S. Virgin Islands Study Section 
205 Flood Risk Reduction Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) Conversion was 
initially authorized under CAP, Section 205 of the Flood Control Act of 1948 Public Law 
80-858, as amended. Phase I construction was completed in 1989. Phase II of the 
project was advertised in 1999 with bids exceeding the government estimate and the 
capacity of the statutory CAP budget limits. The project is now being planned under the 
Authority of Section 209 of the Flood Control Act of 1966, Public Law 89-789, 
authorizing studies for flood control in the United States and its territories. Division B, 
Subdivision 1, Title IV of the Bipartisan Budget Act (BBA) of 2018 (Public Law 115-123), 
authorizes the Government to conduct the study at full federal expense to the extent 
that appropriations provided under the Investigations heading of the 2018 BBA are 
available and used for such purpose. 

Recommended Plan. The proposed 1982 Recommended Plan maximizes the 
National Economic Development benefits and consists of the phased construction of a 
2,300-foot-covered concrete channel extending from St. Thomas Harbor upstream to 
and around Jane E. Tuitt Elementary School. The benefits for the project assume the 
originally designed total project would be completed; however, due to program capacity 
and funding challenges, the project was split into two phases. Phase I construction was 
completed by the Corps in 1989 and consisted of channelization of approximately 655 
feet from St. Thomas Harbor to Prindsesse Gade. Phase II construction includes the 
remaining channelization work as well as a velocity check dam approximately 150-feet 
upstream of the Jane E. Tuitt Elementary School. A barrier will be included in the check 
dam to trap debris. The new channel ends at the velocity check dam. Replacement of 
three highway bridges with sections of covered channel will also be included in the 
project. · 

Construction of the 1982 Recommended Plan will reduce flood damages to the 
Jane E. Tuitt Elementary School and Central Business District in downtown Charlotte 
Amalie. 



CESAJ-PD-E (ER 200-2-2) 
SUBJECT: Coordination Act Report for the Savan Gut Phase II St. Thomas, U.S. Virgin 
Islands Study Section 205 Flood Risk Reduction CAP Conversion. 

Coordination. The Fish and Wildlife Coordination (FWCA; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq., 
March 10, 1934, as amended 1946, 1958, 1978, and 1995) requires Federal agencies 
to consult with USFWS regarding project related effects to fish and wildlife resources 
and proposed measures to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate unavoidable effects. 
Additional coordination authorities exist through the review process of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA; 42 U.S.C. 4321-4347, January 1, 1970, as amended 
1975 and 1982) and the consultations required under the Endangered Species Act of 
1973 (ESA; 7 U.S.C. 136, 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq. December 28, 1973). 

The USFWS prepared a Coordination Act Report (CAR) for the project in 1980. 
The 1980 CAR did not identify any endangered or threatened species or effects to 
critical habitat. The project was also coordinated with USFWS through the 1982 EA 
with a no-effect determination for any federally listed endangered or threatened species. 

USFWS continues to coordinate and consult with the Corps through NEPA and the 
ESA in which impacts to fish and wildlife resources are adequately addressed via these 
two authorities. Funds may be sent to the USFWS during the Preconstruction 
Engineering and Design (PED) phase to provide support during design refinements. 
USFWS will include comments relevant to FWCA in the USFWS response to the Corps' 
ESA coordination letter. 

Agreement. The undersigned, the Corps and USFWS, agree to utilize the Savan Gut 
Phase 11 St. Thomas, U.S. Virgin Islands Study Section 205 Flood Risk Reduction CAP 
Conversion NEPA review and ESA consultation processes to complete coordination 
responsibilities under the FWCA. This agreement will avoid duplicate analysis and 
documentation as authorized under 40 CFR section 1500.4 (k), 1502.25, 1506.4, and is 
consistent with Presidential Executive Order for Improving Regulation and Regulatory 
Review, released January 18, 2011. 

Edwin Muniz 
Field Supervisor 
Caribbean Ecological Services Field Office 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT 

701 SAN MARCO BLVD 
JACKSONVILLE, FL 32207-8915 

Planning and Policy Division FEB192019 
Environmental Branch 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act and the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers Regulation (33 CFR 230.11 ), this letter constitutes the Notice of Availability of 
the proposed Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) and draft Environmental 
Assessment (EA) for the Savan Gut Phase II St. Thomas, U.S. Virgin Islands Study 
Section 205 Flood Risk Reduction Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) Conversion. 
The purpose of the project is to reduce flood damages to the Jane E. Tuitt Elementary 
School and Central Business District in downtown Charlotte Amalie. The proposed 
1982 Recommended Plan consists of the phased construction of a 2,300-foot-covered 
concrete channel extending from St. Thomas Harbor upstream to and around Jane E. 
Tuitt Elementary School. Phase I construction was completed by the Corps in 1989 and 
consisted of channelization of approximately 655 feet from St. Thomas Harbor to 
Prindsesse Gade. Phase II construction includes the remaining channelization work as 
well as a velocity check dam approximately 150 feet upstream of the Jane E. Tuitt 
Elementary School. A barrier will be included in the check dam to trap debris. 
Replacement of three highway bridges with sections of covered channel will also be 
included in the project. 

The proposed FONSI, draft EA, and associated appendices are available for your 
review on the Jacksonville District's Environmental planning website, under U.S. Virgin 
Islands: · 

http://www.saj.usace.army.mil/About/Divisions-Offices/Planning/Environmental
Branch/Environmental-Documents/ 

Questions or comments can be submitted to Kristen Donofrio at the letterhead 
address, or via email to Kristen.L.Donofrio@usace.army.mil within 60 days from the 
date of this Notice of Availability. Ms. Donofrio may also be reached by telephone at 
904-232-2918. 

Sincerely, 

mailto:Kristen.L.Donofrio@usace.army.mil
http://www.saj.usace.army.mil/About/Divisions-Offices/Planning/Environmental
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
SAVAN GUT, ST. THOMAS, UNITED STATES VIRGIN ISLANDS (USVI) 

CONTINUING AUTHORITIES PROGRAM (CAP) 
CONVERSION FEASIBILITY REPORT 

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE ANALYSIS 
FEBRUARY 2019 

On February 11, 1994, the President of the U.S. issued Executive Order (E.O.) 12898, 
Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-
Income Populations. This E.O. mandates that each Federal agency make 
environmental justice (EJ) part of the agency mission and to address, as appropriate, 
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of the 
programs and policies on minority and low-income populations.  Significance 
thresholds that may be used to evaluate the effects of a proposed action related to EJ 
are not specifically outlined. However, Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
guidance requires an evaluation of a proposed action’s effect on the human 
environment and the Corps must comply with Executive Order 12898.  The Corps has 
determined that a proposed action or its alternatives would result in significant effects 
related to EJ if the proposed action or an alternative would disproportionately adversely 
affect an EJ community through its effects on: 

• Environmental conditions such as quality of air, water, and other environmental 
media; degradation of aesthetics, loss of open space, and nuisance concerns 
such as odor, noise, and dust; 

• Human health such as exposure of EJ populations to pathogens; 
• Public welfare in terms of social conditions such as reduced access to certain 

amenities like hospitals, safe drinking water, public transportation, etc.; and 
• Public welfare in terms of economic conditions such as changes in employment, 

income, and the cost of housing, etc. 

The Corps conducted an evaluation of EJ impacts using a two-step process: as a first 
step, the study area was evaluated to determine whether it contains a concentration of 
minority and/or low-income populations. The second step includes evaluation to 
determine whether the proposed action would result in a disproportionately, high 
adverse effect on these populations. 

As defined in Executive Order 12898 and the CEQ guidance, a minority population 
occurs where one or both of the following conditions are met within a given geographic 
area: 

• The American Indian, Alaskan Native, Asian, Pacific Islander, Black, or Hispanic 
population of the affected area exceeds 50 percent; or 

• The minority population percentage of the affected area is meaningfully greater 
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than the minority population percentage in the general population or other 
appropriate unit of geographic analysis. 

An affected geographic area is considered to consist of a low-income population (i.e. 
below the poverty level for purposes of this analysis) where the percentage of low-
income persons: 

• is at least 50 percent of the total population; or 
• is meaningfully greater than the low-income population percentage in the 

general population or other appropriate unit of geographic analysis. 

Step 1: Study Area’s Minority and Low-Income Population Average Percentages 
Based on information provided by the USVI Bureau of Economic Research during the 
December 7, 2018 phone call, the average minority population is approximately 99% of 
the total population and approximately 83% of the individuals in the project area are 
considered below the poverty level.  Therefore, the study area which comprises the 
Savan Gut constitutes an EJ community because the population percentages exceed 
50 percent, indicating that the study area does contain a high concentration of minority 
and low-income population. 

Step 2: Recommended Plan’s Effect on EJ Community 
The project will result in temporary impacts related to noise, air quality, water quality, 
and use of the project staging area during construction of the project.  These 
temporary effects would cease with construction completion and are expected to 
quickly return to pre-construction levels. 

The project will result in long-term positive effects to the project area.  Benefits of the 
project include the reduction of existing and future flood damages to the nearby school 
and neighborhoods. In summary, this project will not cause any disproportionate and 
long-term adverse effects to minority or low income populations.  The project is 
expected to result in reduced flooding to the EJ communities, which would be a long-
term benefit.  
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Table 1.  Summary of Corps’ responses to comments received during the agency and public review and comment period for 
the draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Savan Gut project in St. Thomas, United States Virgin Islands (USVI). 

Comment 
Number 

Commenter Summary of Comment Corps’ Response 

1 Olivia Diana There is a lack of sediment controls 
proposed even though temporary 
sediment increases will occur. 
Although sediment amount will be 
low there can be an effect of 
sedimentation on the harbor. There 
can also be accidents that will cause 
large amounts of sediment to go into 
the harbor. To prevent large impact 
of these accidents having a sediment 
barrier in place before the accident 
occurs will minimize impacts. 

Thank you for your comments. Current conditions are 
causing both erosion and sediment build up in various 
sections of the channel. This project’s velocity check dam will 
help contain sediments from reaching the bay. Additionally, 
Best Management Practices (BMPs) (e.g. silt fences) will be 
implemented for erosion control and to contain sediments 
during construction. Following construction, any disturbed 
sediment will be re-vegetated to natural conditions. 

The Corps commits to meet all applicable water quality 
standards in order to minimize adverse impacts to water 
quality. Implementation of design and procedural controls will 
prevent oil, fuel, or other hazardous substances from entering 
the air or water and reduce turbidity impacts. The Corps will 
coordinate water quality monitoring requirements with the 
USVI DPNR and will implement monitoring as prescribed by 
the project’s permits (e.g. turbidity monitoring during 
discharge events). The Corps will obtain all required permits 
and authorizations prior to the start of construction. 

2 Olivia Diana There will also be a considerable 
impact in traffic as Charlotte Amalie 
is a high traffic area.  Having an 
effect plan for traffic will reduce these 
impacts. 

The Corps requires Contractors to submit a traffic control plan 
to address potential effects, changes, closures, etc. during 
the construction of the project. 

3 Piotr Gajewski, 
St. Thomas 
resident 

I strongly support this project to 
reduce flood damages to the Jane E. 
Tuitt Elementary School and Central 
Business District in downtown 
Charlotte Amalie. 

Thank you for your comments and support of the project. 
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Comment 
Number 

Commenter Summary of Comment Corps’ Response 

4 Piotr Gajewski, 
St. Thomas 
resident 

This area lacks the infrastructure to 
support the transportation needs of 
the community. This project is an 
opportunity to enhance the 
walkability of the community.  What 
considerations are being made with 
regard to pedestrian, recreational, 
transit enhancements, and ADA 
accessibility as part of this project? 

Thank you for providing the information from the United 
States Virgin Islands (USVI) Walkability Institute. The project 
includes offsetting impacts to existing recreation and cultural 
resources. This recommendation was provided to the Corps’ 
team for consideration during the Preconstruction 
Engineering Design (PED) phase when the project’s design 
will be reviewed and refined. 

5 Naomi Huntley, 
Masters Student at 
the University of 
the Virgin Islands 
(UVI) 

The report states that if a mitigation 
plan is needed, it will be developed 
later. It would be more effective to 
have a mitigation plan in place before 
something happens, and to change 
the plan as needed. 

Thank you for your comments. While portions of the 
Recommended Plan may affect wetlands, the project design 
avoids and minimizes destruction, loss, and/or degradation of 
wetlands.  In addition, the design preserves and enhances 
the natural and beneficial values of wetlands. The Corps has 
estimated up to one acre of the project footprint may affect 
wetlands but does not feel mitigation is required as wetlands 
have been avoided to the extent practicable and the final 
design will minimize any additional impact.  Further BMPs 
during construction will be employed and the recommended 
project will not have more than negligible impacts on 
ecological resources.  Native vegetation is expected to 
recolonize the project area quickly due to a year round 
growing season. 

6 Naomi Huntley, 
Masters Student at 
the UVI 

Has any recent monitoring been 
done at the wetland area?  Will 
monitoring occur during and after 
construction? 

The Corps has not conducted recent monitoring at the 
wetland area; however, Corps’ staff have completed periodic 
site visits to the project area since October 2017 through as 
recent as September 2019. The Corps will coordinate water 
quality monitoring requirements with the USVI DPNR and will 
implement monitoring as prescribed by the project’s permits 
(e.g. turbidity monitoring during discharge events). 
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Comment 
Number 

Commenter Summary of Comment Corps’ Response 

7 Naomi Huntley, 
Masters Student at 
the UVI 

Has any monitoring been done to 
determine if there are pollutants, 
such as heavy metals, that will be 
disturbed during construction that 
could end up in the wetland area? If 
there are pollutants, how can these 
be dealt with to minimize their spread 
to surrounding habitats? 

A review of potential HTRW sources was conducted during 
the development of the 2020 Savan Gut EA (see Section 
3.2). However, the Corps may conduct an additional HTRW 
assessment in accordance to the Engineering Regulation 
(ER) 1165-2-132 during the project’s PED phase. 

8 Naomi Huntley, 
Masters Student at 
the UVI 

How will vegetation be replanted?  
(ie. Will current vegetation be 
transplanted, or new seeds planted?) 
Are there examples of the method 
used being successful? Will there be 
monitoring of the replanted 
vegetation to determine if 
replantation was successful? 

At this time, it is not expected that vegetation will be 
replanted.  Native vegetation is expected to recolonize the 
project area quickly due to a year round growing season. 

9 Naomi Huntley, 
Masters Student at 
the UVI 

Will fish and wildlife populations be 
monitored to determine if they return 
to normal and how long it takes for 
that to occur?  If the fish and wildlife 
populations do not naturally rebound, 
what is the mitigation plan to help 
deal with this? 

Fish and wildlife populations will not be monitored. Effects to 
fish and wildlife are discussed in Section 4 of the final EA. 
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Comment 
Number 

Commenter Summary of Comment Corps’ Response 

10 Naomi Huntley, 
Masters Student at 
the UVI 

Will water quality be monitored 
before, during, and after the project? 
How will the design and procedural 
controls (mentioned in table 4) 
prevent oil and fuel from entering the 
air and water?  How will turbidity 
impacts be reduced? What 
specifically is the spill contingency 
plan that will be implemented in the 
event of a spill? 

The Corps will coordinate water quality monitoring 
requirements with the USVI DPNR and will implement 
monitoring as prescribed by the project’s permits (e.g. 
turbidity monitoring during discharge events). The Corps will 
obtain all required permits and authorizations prior to the start 
of construction. The Corps requires contractors to submit an 
Environmental Protection Plan (EPP) describing how the 
contractor will comply with laws, regulations, and permits 
concerning environmental protection, pollution control, and 
abatement that are applicable to the Contractor’s proposed 
operations and the requirements imposed by those laws, 
regulations, and permits. The EPP includes descriptions of 
the protective measures for species that require specific 
attention, methods for protection of features (e.g. vegetation, 
animals, water) to be preserved within authorized work areas, 
and procedures to be implemented that will provide the 
required environmental protection to comply with applicable 
laws and regulations. 

11 Amanda Long, 
Masters Student at 
UVI 

The EA does not mention any 
monitoring. 

Thank you for your comments. The Corps will coordinate 
water quality monitoring requirements with the USVI DPNR 
and will implement monitoring as prescribed by the project’s 
permits (e.g. turbidity monitoring during discharge events).. 

12 Amanda Long, 
Masters Student at 
the UVI 

Digging up sediment along a gut 
could potentially bring harmful metals 
or toxins into any water flowing into 
the gut. 

A review of potential HTRW sources was conducted during 
the development of the 2020 Savan Gut EA (see Section 
3.2). However, the Corps may conduct an additional HTRW 
assessment in accordance to the Engineering Regulation 
(ER) 1165-2-132 during the project’s PED phase. 

13 Amanda Long, 
Masters Student at 
the UVI 

For the proposed parks, will native 
vegetation be used? Will the 
landscaping in the proposed parks 
be environmentally friendly, 
especially for native wildlife 
potentially disturbed 
during this project? 

Native vegetation will be replanted and environmentally 
friendly features will be considered.  Landscaping details will 
be finalized in PED once the locations of the proposed parks 
have been determined. 
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Comment 
Number 

Commenter Summary of Comment Corps’ Response 

14 Amanda Long, 
Masters Student at 
the UVI 

If there are wetlands in the impacted 
area, in what ways does the project 
design help minimize disturbance to 
the wetlands? 

The project design minimizes destruction, loss, and/or 
degradation of wetlands. In addition, the design preserves 
and enhances the natural and beneficial values of wetlands.  
Native vegetation is expected to recolonize the project area 
quickly due to a year round growing season.. 

15 Sonora Meiling, 
Masters Student at 
the UVI 

It is unlikely that there is a wetland at 
such high of an elevation surrounded 
by steep slopes. 

Thank you for your comments. While portions of the 
Recommended Plan may affect wetlands, the project design 
avoids and minimizes destruction, loss, and/or degradation of 
wetlands.  In addition, the design preserves and enhances 
the natural and beneficial values of wetlands. 

16 Sonora Meiling, 
Masters Student at 
the UVI 

Is there a reason that the 
environmental surveys aren’t being 
reconducted, but the cultural surveys 
are? 

The Corps intends to conduct an updated H&H model, using 
the latest available data, during the project’s PED phase to 
refine project design. In order to meet current Federal, state, 
and local laws, regulations, and policy, as well as Corps 
standards and guidelines, the Recommended Plan will be 
reviewed and refined during the PED phase. 

17 Sonora Meiling, 
Masters Student at 
the UVI 

I don’t see how increasing 
channelization will “enhance the 
natural and beneficial values of 
wetlands.” 

The project design preserves and enhances the natural and 
beneficial values of wetlands.  Native vegetation is expected 
to recolonize the project area quickly due to a year round 
growing season.. 

18 Sonora Meiling, 
Masters Student at 
the UVI 

Is there a reason the installation of 
sediment barriers wasn’t highlighted? 

The Corps requires Contractors to submit an EPP describing 
the BMPs (e.g. sediment barriers) that will be implemented 
for erosion control and to contain sediments during 
construction. The Corps does not typically dictate the 
methods to be used, which allows for traditional BMPs as well 
as innovative solutions to be submitted in the Contractor’s 
EPP, which is reviewed and approved by the Corps. 

19 Sonora Meiling, 
Masters Student at 
the UVI 

Page 21 mentions that there will be 
no changes in land use, but 
controversially also describes the 
building of new and wider channels. 

The existing channel, which contains both the natural gut and 
concrete portions, is located in a highly urbanized area and 
would not result in a land use change.  For a majority of the 
project, the proposed channel will be located in the same 
footprint as the existing channel but will be expanded to 
handle more flow capacity.  A deviation from the existing 
footprint will occur around the Jane E. Tuitt Elementary 
School to reduce life safety risks at the school. 
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Comment 
Number 

Commenter Summary of Comment Corps’ Response 

20 Sonora Meiling, 
Masters Student at 
the UVI 

Water quality should be managed 
throughout the construction and 
implementation of this plan to ensure 
adequate water quality. 

The Corps will coordinate water quality monitoring 
requirements with the USVI DPNR and will implement 
monitoring as prescribed by the project’s permits (e.g. 
turbidity monitoring during discharge events).  BMPs (e.g. 
sediment barriers) that will be implemented for erosion control 
and to contain sediments during construction.  Following 
construction, any disturbed sediment will be re-vegetated to 
natural conditions. 

21 Sonora Meiling, 
Masters Student at 
the UVI 

This section mentions “lethally” 
removing plants during construction, 
I fail to understand how this isn’t an 
environmental impact as suggested 
by the beginning of this document 
(“no environmental impact”). 

Vegetation will be removed as required for the construction. 
Following construction, any disturbed sediment will be re-
vegetated to natural conditions. 

22 Sonora Meiling, 
Masters Student at 
the UVI 

Where will hazardous materials be 
properly disposed? Off island? I fail 
to see how this project has no 
environmental impact. 

A review of potential HTRW sources was conducted during 
the development of the 2020 Savan Gut EA (see Section 
3.2). However, the Corps may conduct an additional HTRW 
assessment in accordance to the Engineering Regulation 
(ER) 1165-2-132 during the project’s PED phase. 

23 Sonora Meiling, 
Masters Student at 
the UVI 

How will this construction not affect 
the tree boa, if present, if the 
vegetation is going to be “lethally” 
removed due to construction? 

Effects to listed species have been coordinated with USFWS 
and are described in section 4 of the EA.  Coordination 
documents can be found in Appendix A of the EA. 

24 Mele, Dan The report mentions there are 
multiple hazardous waste sources 
(gas stations, dry cleaners, etc.) 
within the project site, but doesn't 
mention any ways to control for the 
release of contaminants from these 
sites. It only mentions that they are 
present. 

Thank you for your comments. Control for the release of 
contaminants from the existing hazardous waste sources 
(e.g. gas stations, dry cleaners, etc.) is beyond the scope of 
this project. In addition to the review of potential HTRW 
sources that was conducted during the development of the 
EA (see Section 3.2), the Corps may also conduct an 
additional HTRW assessment in accordance with the 
guidelines provided in ER 1165-2-132 during the project’s 
PED phase. 

25 Mele, Dan How will climate change be including 
in the project plan? 

Sea level rise due to climate change is discussed in the 2020 
Savan Gut, St. Thomas, USVI CAP Conversion Feasibility 
Report, which is included in the EA’s Appendix E. 
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Comment 
Number 

Commenter Summary of Comment Corps’ Response 

26 Mele, Dan What will happen to Virgin Island tree 
boas if they are found in the project 
zone? 

The Corps will implement the USFWS’ Virgin Island tree boa 
standard protection measures, which are included in 
Appendix A of the final EA, to protect any individuals that may 
occur in the area. 

27 Renata Platenberg, 
Ph.D., 
Assistant Professor 
of Natural 
Resource 
Management at the 
UVI 

While a debris trap might be helpful 
in reducing the movement of trash 
and debris, considerations should be 
made toward improving connectivity 
for wildlife while reducing 
contaminant input and flow. 

Thank you for your comments. This recommendation was 
provided to the Corps team for consideration during the PED 
phase when the project’s design is reviewed and refined. 

28 Renata Platenberg, 
Ph.D., 
Assistant Professor 
of Natural 
Resource 
Management at the 
UVI 

There are considerable historic 
resources within the Savan area that 
are likely to be affected by this 
project. 

The Corps executed a Programmatic Agreement (PA) with 
USVI State Historic Preservation Officer on October 30, 2019. 
The PA outlines the process in which the Corps will consult 
with historic agencies to avoid, minimize, and mitigate 
adverse effects to historic properties and resources. 

29 Renata Platenberg, 
Ph.D., 
Assistant Professor 
of Natural 
Resource 
Management at the 
UVI 

Many of the local residents are non-
English speakers. Stakeholder 
involvement that utilizes local 
community leaders is critical to the 
success of this project. 

A public outreach meeting was held on April 2, 2019 at the 
Bethania Hall in Frederik Evangelistical Lutheran Church in 
St. Thomas for the project. The Corps intends to conduct 
additional public meetings to present and discuss the 
project’s status and design as well as provide the opportunity 
for public participation. These meetings will be held during 
the project’s PED phase. 

30 Robles, Carlos Infrastructure be incorporated into 
both projects that would allow for the 
active general public (walkers, 
hikers, joggers, trail bikers etc. have 
access to and through these projects 
for recreational and educational 
projects. The Savan Gut Project 
should include hiking trails for 
ecological education exploration and 
other environmental eco-related 
opportunities. 

Thank you for your comments. This project’s recreation 
features are discussed in section 4 of the EA. The project 
includes offsetting impacts to existing recreation and cultural 
resources. This recommendation was provided to the Corps’ 
team for consideration during the PED phase when the 
project’s design will be reviewed and refined. 
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Comment 
Number 

Commenter Summary of Comment Corps’ Response 

31 Robles, Carlos Two additional projects that are 
worthy of consideration Magen's Bay 
Watershed which is on the north side 
and Route 318 the Estate Bordeaux 
Road. 

Thank you for your comments. A recommendation should be 
submitted to your local constituent. 

32 Ross, Desiree Walkability should be included in the 
project. 

Thank you for your comments. This project’s recreation 
features are discussed in section 4 of the EA. The project 
includes offsetting impacts to existing recreation and cultural 
resources. This recommendation was provided to the Corps’ 
team for consideration during the PED phase when the 
project’s design will be reviewed and refined. 

33 Winkfield, Alma We are requesting inclusion of 
pedestrian needs, on behalf of the 
people who live near or in major gut 
project areas slated for construction. 
Are there any plans to include multi-
use pathways, bike trails/lanes, 
approved sidewalks and/or transit 
needs such as bus access to the 
above-mentioned projects?  It is our 
suggestion that if these needs have 
not been included, that they be 
evaluated and implemented into the 
proposed plans 

Thank you for your comments. This project’s recreation 
features are discussed in section 4 of the EA. The project 
includes offsetting impacts to existing recreation and cultural 
resources. This recommendation was provided to the Corps’ 
team for consideration during the PED phase when the 
project’s design will be reviewed and refined. 
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From: Olivia Diana 
To: Donofrio, Kristen L CIV USARMY CESAJ (USA) 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments on the Turpentine Run and Savan Gut Phase II 
Date: Saturday, April 20, 2019 11:37:57 PM 
Attachments: _Comments to ACoE .docx 

Good Evening, 
Attached are my comments for the Turpentine Run and Savan Gut Phase II projects. 
Thank you, 
Olivia Diana 

mailto:ondiana7@gmail.com
mailto:Kristen.L.Donofrio@usace.army.mil

Comments for the Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for Turpentine Run and  Savan Gut Phase II Section 205 Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) Conversion project in Charlotte Amalie, St Thomas, U.S. Virgin Islands.



A report to U.S. Army Corps of Engineers



By: Olivia Diana



Turpentine Run Project:

	I am concerned with the heavy metal contamination that is potentially flowing into the mangroves from turpentine run. The thesis titled An investigation into the temporal and spatial trends of contaminants in Mangrove Lagoon, St. Thomas East End Reserves (STEER), U.S. Virgin Islands by P. Owen Clower showed that the contamination of the mangrove and lagoon had several potential sources including Turpentine Run and the horse track among other areas associated with gut. Any changes in the flow of Turpentine Run could affect the contamination into the mangroves. 

	There is also a lack of sediment proposed even though temporary sediment increases will occur. The use of a sediment barrier will be needed to have less effect on the mangrove lagoons. Even a temporary increase no matter how short will have negative effects on the wildlife. This needs to be taken into account better for this project. I find it quite hard to believe that the project will have low enough effects on wildlife that includes the removal of some vegetation and the added sedimentation of the watershed to warrant a FONSI. 



Savan Gut Phase II:

There is a similar issue with sediments entering the gut thus entering the harbor. Though sediment will be low there can be an effect of sedimentation on the harbor. Also as seen in the water main break during an island wide power outage this April, there can be accidents that will cause large amounts of sediment into the harbor. This incident occurred while no construction or disturbance was happening at the water main. This type of accident is more likely to occur when there is construction. To prevent large impact of these accident having a sediment barrier in place before the accident occurs will minimize impact.  It's hard to say that there will be little effect when there has been major accidents in the area without the projects in place. 

There will also be a considerable impact in traffic as Charlotte Amalie is a high traffic area. This needs to be accounted for to minimize effect on locals and tourists as this could cause large back ups and detours affecting traffic patterns. Having an effect plan for traffic will reduce these impacts. 



  
 

 
 

 
  

 
 

     
 

 

  
 

 
  

  
 

 
  

  
 

 

 
   

  
  

 
   

  
    

  
 

  

Comments for the Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for Turpentine Run and  Savan 
Gut Phase II Section 205 Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) Conversion project in 

Charlotte Amalie, St Thomas, U.S. Virgin Islands. 

A report to U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

By: Olivia Diana 

Turpentine Run Project: 
I am concerned with the heavy metal contamination that is potentially flowing into the 

mangroves from turpentine run. The thesis titled An investigation into the temporal and spatial 
trends of contaminants in Mangrove Lagoon, St. Thomas East End Reserves (STEER), U.S. 
Virgin Islands by P. Owen Clower showed that the contamination of the mangrove and lagoon 
had several potential sources including Turpentine Run and the horse track among other areas 
associated with gut. Any changes in the flow of Turpentine Run could affect the contamination 
into the mangroves. 

There is also a lack of sediment proposed even though temporary sediment increases will 
occur. The use of a sediment barrier will be needed to have less effect on the mangrove lagoons. 
Even a temporary increase no matter how short will have negative effects on the wildlife. This 
needs to be taken into account better for this project. I find it quite hard to believe that the project 
will have low enough effects on wildlife that includes the removal of some vegetation and the 
added sedimentation of the watershed to warrant a FONSI. 

Savan Gut Phase II: 
There is a similar issue with sediments entering the gut thus entering the harbor. Though 

sediment will be low there can be an effect of sedimentation on the harbor. Also as seen in the 
water main break during an island wide power outage this April, there can be accidents that will 
cause large amounts of sediment into the harbor. This incident occurred while no construction or 
disturbance was happening at the water main. This type of accident is more likely to occur when 
there is construction. To prevent large impact of these accident having a sediment barrier in place 
before the accident occurs will minimize impact. It's hard to say that there will be little effect 
when there has been major accidents in the area without the projects in place. 

There will also be a considerable impact in traffic as Charlotte Amalie is a high traffic 
area. This needs to be accounted for to minimize effect on locals and tourists as this could cause 
large back ups and detours affecting traffic patterns. Having an effect plan for traffic will reduce 
these impacts. 



      

       
      

      

From: Piotr Gajewski 
To: Donofrio, Kristen L CIV USARMY CESAJ (USA) 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Savan Gut Phase II 
Date: Saturday, April 20, 2019 3:59:30 PM 
Attachments: Benefits of Incorporating Walkability into the Project ACorps Eng.docx 

Good afternoon Ms. Donofrio, 

As a concerned resident of St Thomas and a member of the USVI Walkability Institute I submit the following 
comments and concerns regarding the Savan Gut Phase II project: 

*  I strongly support this project to reduce flood damages to the Jane E. Tuitt Elementary School and Central 
Business District in downtown Charlotte Amalie. 

*  Being located in a historic district with narrow streets, this area lacks the infrastructure to support the 
transportation needs of the community. The Savan neighborhood is primarily composed of low income residents that 
rely on active transportation. This project is an opportunity to enhance the walkability of the community. 
*  Please let me know what considerations are being made with regard to pedestrian, recreational, transit 
enhancements, and ADA accessibility as part of this project. 

As part of my comment, I am including this attached message from the USVI Walkability Institute on the benefits of 
walkability enhancements. 

Thank you, 

Piotr Gajewski 

<Blockedhttp://dpw.vi.gov/> 

mailto:piotr.gajewski@vi.gov
mailto:Kristen.L.Donofrio@usace.army.mil

Benefits of Incorporating Walkability into the Project

As a participant with the USVI Walkability Institute, I wanted to share with you key points as to why walkability should be included in the two projects by the Army Corps of Engineers; the Turpentine Run and the Savan Gut projects.

Incorporating walkable and biking pathways into the territory’s infrastructure projects will help to encourage physical activity and this is turn will help to keep our population more healthy. This will ultimately lead to a better management of the individuals chronic disease and lead to a reduction in the prevalence of chronic diseases such as heart disease. 

Per the article at the local St. Croix Source’s website https://stcroixsource.com/2019/04/15/health-system-staggering-swaying-yet-still-standing/

· 30% of USVI residents are without insurance coverage

· 22% of USVI residents live below the poverty level

· Median Household income in the US Virgin Islands is $37, 254.00

· 61% of children age 10-19 years residing in the US Virgin Islands are uninsured 

· 55% of children under the age of 9 are under Medicaid

· Prior to the 2017 hurricanes, the USVI population was known to have high incidences of cardiovascular diseases, hypertension, diabetes, cancer and an underlying condition of obesity

[bookmark: _GoBack]It is documented that poverty and poor health are intricately linked. Incorporating walkability into a community will assist to decrease the number of individuals unable to seek professional medical services by increasing physical activity.  Walking is an excellent way to become physically active and improve one’s health. 

Walkability may reduce those numbers above by 

· Improving the quality of life

· Incorporate a Healthy Design Principle

· Create an easy access to critical goods and services during natural disasters 

· Decrease the number of motor vehicular, bike and pedestrian accidents 

· Reduce dependency on motor vehicles

· Prevent school violence (Crime Prevention through Environmental Design) https://www.cdc.gov/violenceprevention/youthviolence/cpted.html

· 

The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) has provided information on walkable communities at the following link: https://www.cdc.gov/features/walk-friendly-communities/index.html

As mentioned earlier,  to learn more about the activities at the USVI Walkability Institute, please reference the following link: https://islandcustom2014.wixsite.com/2017usviwiworkshop/post-workshop







https://Blockedhttp://dpw.vi.gov


 
 

        
    

 

   
  

 
     

   
 

   
  
    
    
     
      

   

 
 

     
  

     

   
  
     
       
    
    

 
  

    
  

Benefits of Incorporating Walkability into 
the Project 
As a participant with the USVI Walkability Institute, I wanted to share with you key points as to why 
walkability should be included in the two projects by the Army Corps of Engineers; the Turpentine Run 
and the Savan Gut projects. 

Incorporating walkable and biking pathways into the territory’s infrastructure projects will help to 
encourage physical activity and this is turn will help to keep our population more healthy. This will 
ultimately lead to a better management of the individuals chronic disease and lead to a reduction in 
the prevalence of chronic diseases such as heart disease. 

Per the article at the local St. Croix Source’s website https://stcroixsource.com/2019/04/15/health-
system-staggering-swaying-yet-still-standing/ 

• 30% of USVI residents are without insurance coverage 
• 22% of USVI residents live below the poverty level 
• Median Household income in the US Virgin Islands is $37, 254.00 
• 61% of children age 10-19 years residing in the US Virgin Islands are uninsured 
• 55% of children under the age of 9 are under Medicaid 
• Prior to the 2017 hurricanes, the USVI population was known to have high incidences of 

cardiovascular diseases, hypertension, diabetes, cancer and an underlying condition of obesity 

It is documented that poverty and poor health are intricately linked. Incorporating walkability into a 
community will assist to decrease the number of individuals unable to seek professional medical 
services by increasing physical activity. Walking is an excellent way to become physically active and 
improve one’s health. 

Walkability may reduce those numbers above by 

 Improving the quality of life 
 Incorporate a Healthy Design Principle 
 Create an easy access to critical goods and services during natural disasters 
 Decrease the number of motor vehicular, bike and pedestrian accidents 
 Reduce dependency on motor vehicles 
 Prevent school violence (Crime Prevention through Environmental Design) 

https://www.cdc.gov/violenceprevention/youthviolence/cpted.html 


The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) has provided information on walkable 
communities at the following link: https://www.cdc.gov/features/walk-friendly-communities/index.html 

https://stcroixsource.com/2019/04/15/health-system-staggering-swaying-yet-still-standing/
https://stcroixsource.com/2019/04/15/health-system-staggering-swaying-yet-still-standing/
https://www.cdc.gov/violenceprevention/youthviolence/cpted.html
https://www.cdc.gov/features/walk-friendly-communities/index.html


     
 

 

 

 

 

As mentioned earlier, to learn more about the activities at the USVI Walkability Institute, please 
reference the following link: https://islandcustom2014.wixsite.com/2017usviwiworkshop/post-
workshop 

https://islandcustom2014.wixsite.com/2017usviwiworkshop/post-workshop
https://islandcustom2014.wixsite.com/2017usviwiworkshop/post-workshop


From: Amanda Long 
To: Donofrio, Kristen L CIV USARMY CESAJ (USA) 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Turpentine Run/Savan Gut EA Draft Comments 
Date: Saturday, April 20, 2019 6:21:47 PM 

Good evening Ms. Donofrio, 

I looked over the EA drafts for the Turpentine Run and Savan Gut projects and I have some comments to submits 
about them. 

For both projects, the EAs say that there will be no long term effects to the water clarity due to this project. 
However, it does not mention any monitoring that will take place to ensure that this is true. Additionally, digging up 
sediment along a gut could potentially bring harmful metals or toxins into any water flowing through the gut. For the 
Turpentine Run project this could mean potentially introducing more toxic metals or materials to Mangrove Lagoon 
which we already know to be polluted, especially by the racetrack. 

Additionally, for the proposed parks to be constructed around Savan Gut will native vegetation be used (pg. 20)? 
Will the landscaping in these parks be environmentally friendly, especially for native wildlife potentially disturbed 
during this project? Furthermore, wetlands are mentioned as a potentially impacted environment (pg. 17); however, I 
am not aware of any wetlands in that area. If there are wetlands in the impacted area, in what ways does this project 
design help minimize disturbance to the wetlands. 

Thank you for the consideration of my comments, 

Amanda Long 
Masters Student 
Research Assistant 
Nemeth Lab 
University of the Virgin Islands 

mailto:amanda_long@icloud.com
mailto:Kristen.L.Donofrio@usace.army.mil


--

From: Meiling, Sonora S 
To: Donofrio, Kristen L CIV USARMY CESAJ (USA) 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] St. Thomas EA comments 
Date: Thursday, April 18, 2019 1:57:47 PM 
Attachments: savan gut comments.docx 

Turpentine run EA comments.docx 

Good afternoon Kristen, 

Attached are my comments for the Savan gut and Turpentine Run environmental analyses. 

Thanks, 
Sonora Meiling 

University of the Virgin Islands 
Marine and Environmental Science 
Master's Student 
Brandt Lab RA 

mailto:meilings@oregonstate.edu
mailto:Kristen.L.Donofrio@usace.army.mil

To whom it may concern,



The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District (Corps) had proposed construction of a covered channel, velocity check dam with floating debris barrier, and replacement of three highway bridges on St. Thomas, U.S. Virgin Islands. This project aims to reduce flooding and thus health and economic losses in the Charlotte Amalie Area. Following are my comments and questions on the current proposed plan.



· Pg. 8: This page mentions possible effects of construction on wetlands, however, I am not aware of any wetlands on the “northern portion of the project, which contains steep slopes.” Due to wetlands’ requirement of sustained water, I find it unlikely that there is a wetland at such high of an elevation surrounded by steep slopes. 

· Pg. 11: Is there a reason that the environmental surveys aren’t being reconducted, but the cultural surveys are? I feel confident that the environmental extent and impact from humans has changed since the first survey in 1981.

· Pg. 17: The runoff from the channel will end up in the St. Thomas harbor, not a wetland.  I don’t see how increasing channelization will “enhance the natural and beneficial values of wetlands.”

· Pg. 18: There is recognition for increased sedimentation during construction that will lead to decreased water quality in the harbor (due to high turbidity), however, there is no mention of a proposed action to mitigate this concern. Is there a reason the installation of sediment barriers wasn’t highlighted?

· Pg. 21: This page mentions that there will be no changes in land use, but controversially also describes the building of new and wider channels. 

· Pg. 23: There are IUCN threatened species of coral in the St. Thomas harbor that may be affected by increased sedimentation and nutrient/chemical/metal runoff that need further consideration. Establishing sediment barriers as previous suggested may mitigate this problem, however, water quality should be managed throughout the construction and implementation of this plan to ensure adequate water quality. 

· Pg. 25: This section mentions “lethally” removing plants during construction, I fail to understand how this isn’t an environmental impact as suggested by the beginning of this document (“no environmental impact”). 

· Pg. 29: This section discusses the proper disposal of hazardous waste. Where will hazardous materials be properly disposed? Off island? Currently, our dump is at capacity and we don’t have a place on island for proper hazardous waste disposal. The Bovoni landfill is notoriously known for improper disposal of hazardous waste that has now leached into the lower mangrove lagoon and heavily contaminated the waters and inhabiting organisms. Again, I fail to see how this project has no environmental impact. 

· [bookmark: _GoBack]Pg. 30: How will this construction not affect the tree boa, if present, if the vegetation is going to be “lethally” removed due to construction?



I appreciate the addressal of this concerns in advance and look forward to the revised plan. 




To whom it may concern,



The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District (Corps) had proposed maintenance construction for pre-existing channelization, new channelization, and a levee along the Turpentine Run/Nadir Area on St. Thomas, U.S. Virgin Islands. This project aims to reduce flooding and thus health and economic losses in the Nadir Area. Following are my comments and questions on the current proposed plan.



· [bookmark: _GoBack]Pg. 8: Is there a reason that the environmental surveys aren’t being reconducted. I feel confident that the environmental extent and impact from humans has changed since the first survey in 1987.

· Pg 17: Is there any plan to protect the mangroves that reside at the base of Turpentine run from construction sedimentation and pollutants?

· Pg. 18: Will the displaced plant and animal populations have help with repopulation post construction? Or are they expected to return naturally?

· Pg. 18: Although constructing is constricted above the Bovoni Road bridge, chemicals, sediment and debris will run downstream via the gut and potentially affect essential fish habitats (EFH) in mangrove lagoon. In addition, the proposed drainage line will discharge anything running down the gut into mangrove lagoon, which will have the potential to affect essential fish habitats (EFH).

· Pg. 18/Overall: Are there any precautions to be implemented and management plans developed for if the drainage line leaks? If this happens the contents will surely be leached into the groundwater which can cause flooding and contamination. 



I appreciate the addressal of this concerns in advance and look forward to the revised plan. 



 
 

    
     

     
   

 
 

     
   

   
  

    
    

 
          

   
 

   
     

     
   

     
     

      
  

  
     

     
     

     
  

   
      

   
   

   
     

      
   

 
  

 

To whom it may concern, 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Jacksonville District (Corps) had proposed construction of 
a covered channel, velocity check dam with floating debris barrier, and replacement of three 
highway bridges on St. Thomas, U.S. Virgin Islands. This project aims to reduce flooding and 
thus health and economic losses in the Charlotte Amalie Area. Following are my comments and 
questions on the current proposed plan. 

• Pg. 8: This page mentions possible effects of construction on wetlands, however, I am 
not aware of any wetlands on the “northern portion of the project, which contains steep 
slopes.” Due to wetlands’ requirement of sustained water, I find it unlikely that there is 
a wetland at such high of an elevation surrounded by steep slopes. 

• Pg. 11: Is there a reason that the environmental surveys aren’t being reconducted, but 
the cultural surveys are? I feel confident that the environmental extent and impact from 
humans has changed since the first survey in 1981. 

• Pg. 17: The runoff from the channel will end up in the St. Thomas harbor, not a wetland. 
I don’t see how increasing channelization will “enhance the natural and beneficial values 
of wetlands.” 

• Pg. 18: There is recognition for increased sedimentation during construction that will 
lead to decreased water quality in the harbor (due to high turbidity), however, there is 
no mention of a proposed action to mitigate this concern. Is there a reason the 
installation of sediment barriers wasn’t highlighted? 

• Pg. 21: This page mentions that there will be no changes in land use, but controversially 
also describes the building of new and wider channels. 

• Pg. 23: There are IUCN threatened species of coral in the St. Thomas harbor that may be 
affected by increased sedimentation and nutrient/chemical/metal runoff that need 
further consideration. Establishing sediment barriers as previous suggested may 
mitigate this problem, however, water quality should be managed throughout the 
construction and implementation of this plan to ensure adequate water quality. 

• Pg. 25: This section mentions “lethally” removing plants during construction, I fail to 
understand how this isn’t an environmental impact as suggested by the beginning of this 
document (“no environmental impact”). 

• Pg. 29: This section discusses the proper disposal of hazardous waste. Where will 
hazardous materials be properly disposed? Off island? Currently, our dump is at capacity 
and we don’t have a place on island for proper hazardous waste disposal. The Bovoni 
landfill is notoriously known for improper disposal of hazardous waste that has now 
leached into the lower mangrove lagoon and heavily contaminated the waters and 
inhabiting organisms. Again, I fail to see how this project has no environmental impact. 

• Pg. 30: How will this construction not affect the tree boa, if present, if the vegetation is 
going to be “lethally” removed due to construction? 

I appreciate the addressal of this concerns in advance and look forward to the revised plan. 



From: Dan Mele 
To: Donofrio, Kristen L CIV USARMY CESAJ (USA) 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Turpentine Run / Savan Gut Phase 
Date: Friday, April 19, 2019 11:45:09 AM 

Good afternoon Ms. Donofrio, 

I am a graduate student at the University of the Virgin Islands, and wanted to submit a few comments and questions 
regarding the Turpentine Run and Savan Gut Phase projects. 

In relation to Turpentine Run, I have read through the draft EA and was wondering specifically which wetlands 
could possibly be impacted by this project. I noticed several times where the EA mentions wetlands, but doesn't 
specify which wetlands it's talking about. Another concern of mine is the displacement of wildlife during the 
construction phase. The EA mentions that wildlife will be temporarily displaced but will return after the 
construction. Is there any evidence to back this up as St. Thomas is already heavily developed with fragmented 
forests, so I'm wondering where this wildlife will be able to seal refuge and what will be left for them to return to 
post construction. Also what exact precautions will be carried out to protect the VI Tree Boa. The EA doesn't 
specify this. 

In relation to the Savan Gut Phase II project, I again have read through the draft EA and have some concerns and 
questions. The report mentions there are multiple hazardous waste sources (gas stations, dry cleaners, etc.) within 
the project site, but doesn't mention any ways to control for the release of contaminants from these sites. It only 
mentions that they are present. The report also states that climate change was not taken into account in the 1982 
report. With the intensity of rain storms being greater now, how will climate change be including in the project 
plan? Similar to Turpentine Run, it seems there isn't a good plan to deal with the VI Tree Boa if found. What will 
happen to them if they are found in the project zone? I worry that displacing them and moving them to other parts of 
the island will cause stress and ultimately the continued demise of this unique species. 

Thank you for taking the time to read my questions and concerns. Looking forward to hearing back. 

best regards, 

Dan Mele 

mailto:danmele87@gmail.com
mailto:Kristen.L.Donofrio@usace.army.mil


From: Renata Platenberg 
To: Donofrio, Kristen L CIV USARMY CESAJ (USA) 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Turpentine Run & Savan Gut project comments 
Date: Saturday, April 20, 2019 6:48:41 PM 
Attachments: savan gut comments.pdf 

turpentine run comments.pdf 

Good day Kristen, 

Please find attached my comments on the two proposed projects for St. Thomas. Please let me know if you have any 
questions or if you require further information from me. I hope that you have received some useful feedback. 

cheers, 

Renata 

Renata Platenberg, PhD 
Assistant Professor of Natural Resource Management 
College of Science and Mathematics 
University of the Virgin Islands 

mailto:renata.platenberg@uvi.edu
mailto:Kristen.L.Donofrio@usace.army.mil
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20 April 2019 


 


Re. Comments on Draft EA for Savan Gut, St. Thomas, US Virgin Islands Flood Risk Reduction 


CAP Conversion 


 


To Whom it May Concern, 


 


I wish to submit the following comments for consideration in the evaluation of the above referenced 


proposal.  


 


There is an undisputed need for flood abatement in the Savan area and other locations within the 


Charlotte Amalie district, and this project is long overdue. However, the following considerations 


should be made prior to project approval.  


 


The project area is at the base of a gut (natural stormwater drainage), characterized by gallery moist 


forest habitat. These rare freshwater systems provide valuable habitat for diadromous species, 


including freshwater fish (e.g., mountain mullet Agonostomus monticola), shrimp (e.g., 


Macrobrachium spp. and Atya spp.), and other organisms. American eels (Anguilla rostrata), a 


species of concern, can also be found in these freshwater systems. The channelization of the gut 


through the urban environment likely disrupted connectivity between the natural gut and the marine 


environment, thus preventing these species from migrating between the two habitats while allowing 


pollutants (trash, debris, contaminants, sediment, etc.) to flow unimpeded into the harbor. While a 


debris trap might be helpful in reducing the movement of trash and debris, considerations should be 


made toward improving connectivity for wildlife while reducing contaminant input and flow. There 


are likely to be engineering fixes for this situation that were not available in the 1980s when this 


project was initially proposed.  


 


Additionally, there are considerable historic resources within the Savan area that are likely to be 


affected by this project. There is strong community pride among the long-term residents, with several 


community groups having pledged support for the preservation of the resources and for 


Savan/deJongh Gut. Many of the local residents are non-English speakers. Stakeholder involvement 


that utilizes local community leaders is critical to the success of this project.  


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important project. Please let me know if I can 


provide further information on any of the concerns I identified.  


 


Sincerely, 


 


 


Renata Platenberg, Ph.D. 


Assistant Professor of Natural Resource Management 


University of the Virgin Islands 


Renata.platenberg@live.uvi.edu 



mailto:Renata.platenberg@live.uvi.edu
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20 April 2019 


 


Re. Comments on Draft EA for Turpentine Run, St. Thomas, US Virgin Islands Flood Risk 


Reduction CAP Conversion 


 


To Whom it May Concern, 


 


I wish to submit the following comments for consideration in the evaluation of the above referenced 


proposal.  


 


While there is an undisputed need for flood abatement within the Nadir and Bovoni areas of the 


Jersey Bay Watershed on St. Thomas, increasing the channelization of existing water flow is likely 


not the most effective solution. The existing water flow originates in Tutu Valley, the location of the 


largest aquifer on St. Thomas, and receives input from a number of sources (identified below) as it 


traverses toward the Mangrove Lagoon. Natural or semi-natural wetland systems along the stream 


channel play a role in filtering contaminants from the water, and natural meanders and vegetated 


streambeds reduce flow velocity. Previous construction toward channelization created many of the 


flooding issues experienced today. The existing channelization also does nothing to temper the flow 


of land-based contaminants into the marine environment.  


 


I disagree with the NEPA recommendation of a FONSI, and have identified some key issues that 


should be thoroughly addressed in an EA prior to further consideration of this project. My primary 


concerns include a lack of mitigation and restoration planning and an apparent lack of consultation of 


existing management recommendations (see relevant information at:   


https://www.coris.noaa.gov/activities/projects/watershed/stthomas_reports_watershed.html). 


 


Protected resources within or adjacent to the project area:  


• St. Thomas East End Reserves (STEER) designated marine reserves 


• Benner Bay/Mangrove Lagoon Area of Particular Concern (APC) 


• ESA-listed VI Tree Boa Chilabothrus granti (formerly Epicrates monensis granti), Hawksbill 


turtle (Eretmochelys imbricata), and Green turtle (Chelonia mydas) 


• Migratory waterbirds 


• Mangrove wetlands 


• Fish nursery habitat 


 


Sources of pollution. Sources of contaminant input into the Mangrove Lagoon from Turpentine Run 


include the Tutu Wellfield Superfund site, a wastewater treatment facility in Tutu, a scrap metal yard 


and a concrete factory on Brookman Road, a dumpster after Bridge to Nowhere, the Racetrack, and 


general nonpoint source input from roads, septic, and agriculture. NOAA and UVI studies have 


documented contaminants in Turpentine Run and Mangrove Lagoon that likely originate from land-



https://www.coris.noaa.gov/activities/projects/watershed/stthomas_reports_watershed.html
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based sources; many of these contaminants were found to be above acceptable levels (Pait et al. 


2013, Pait et al. 2014, Clower 2019). 


 


Fisheries resources. The Mangrove Lagoon offers essential nursery habitat for commercially 


important fish species. The juvenile fish are ultimately recruited into the adult reef fish population 


that forms the basis of the USVI commercial fishery. Alteration of hydrology and contaminant input 


is likely to detrimentally affect this resource and may have implications for human health within the 


territory.  


 


Bird habitat. The mangroves of Benner Bay and the Mangrove Lagoon, as well as the wetland 


between the Bridge to Nowhere and the lagoon, provide valuable habitat for resident and migratory 


water birds. Alteration of stream flow from Turpentine Run will potentially degrade these habitats.  


 


Virgin Islands Tree Boa. The boa is likely to occur throughout the Turpentine Run stream channel, 


although it has only been documented at and near to Ecotours. This species is cryptic and displays 


low vagility, and as such it is extremely difficult to locate. Just because they are not observed does 


not mean that they are not there, and to avoid any harm to them measures must be taken during any 


habitat clearance to ensure that vegetation removed is handled and disposed of carefully.  


 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important project. Please let me know if I can 


provide further information on any of the concerns I identified.  


 


Sincerely, 


 


 


Renata Platenberg, Ph.D. 


Assistant Professor of Natural Resource Management 


University of the Virgin Islands 


Renata.platenberg@live.uvi.edu 
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Historically American. Uniquely Caribbean. Globally Interactive 

College of Science and Math 

20 April 2019 

Re. Comments on Draft EA for Savan Gut, St. Thomas, US Virgin Islands Flood Risk Reduction 

CAP Conversion 

To Whom it May Concern, 

I wish to submit the following comments for consideration in the evaluation of the above referenced 

proposal. 

There is an undisputed need for flood abatement in the Savan area and other locations within the 

Charlotte Amalie district, and this project is long overdue. However, the following considerations 

should be made prior to project approval. 

The project area is at the base of a gut (natural stormwater drainage), characterized by gallery moist 

forest habitat. These rare freshwater systems provide valuable habitat for diadromous species, 

including freshwater fish (e.g., mountain mullet Agonostomus monticola), shrimp (e.g., 

Macrobrachium spp. and Atya spp.), and other organisms. American eels (Anguilla rostrata), a 

species of concern, can also be found in these freshwater systems. The channelization of the gut 

through the urban environment likely disrupted connectivity between the natural gut and the marine 

environment, thus preventing these species from migrating between the two habitats while allowing 

pollutants (trash, debris, contaminants, sediment, etc.) to flow unimpeded into the harbor. While a 

debris trap might be helpful in reducing the movement of trash and debris, considerations should be 

made toward improving connectivity for wildlife while reducing contaminant input and flow. There 

are likely to be engineering fixes for this situation that were not available in the 1980s when this 

project was initially proposed. 

Additionally, there are considerable historic resources within the Savan area that are likely to be 

affected by this project. There is strong community pride among the long-term residents, with several 

community groups having pledged support for the preservation of the resources and for 

Savan/deJongh Gut. Many of the local residents are non-English speakers. Stakeholder involvement 

that utilizes local community leaders is critical to the success of this project. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important project. Please let me know if I can 

provide further information on any of the concerns I identified. 

Sincerely, 

Renata Platenberg, Ph.D. 

Assistant Professor of Natural Resource Management 

University of the Virgin Islands 

Renata.platenberg@live.uvi.edu 

College of Science and Math ∙University of the Virgin Islands ∙ 2 John Brewers Bay ∙ St. Thomas ∙ U.S. Virgin Islands 00802-9990 ∙ 

mailto:Renata.platenberg@live.uvi.edu


From: Carlos Robles 
To: Donofrio, Kristen L CIV USARMY CESAJ (USA) 
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Commentary On the Turpentine Run protect 
Date: Monday, April 22, 2019 8:25:32 PM 
Attachments: CR Comments on Turpentine Run and Savan gut Projects..pdf 

Hello Ms. Donofrio: 

Please accept my apologizes for the late submission of my comments on the Turpentine Run and Savan Gut Project. 
With the 20th being on a weekend, i thought that that was an error only to be told by someone that it not 
unusual.Please consider reading it ven if it is not included din the official record. 

Regards 

Carlos Robles 

mailto:c_losrobles@yahoo.com
mailto:Kristen.L.Donofrio@usace.army.mil



Carlos Robles


P,O. Box 374 EGS


St. Thomas, Vi OO804


340-776-288与(h)


340-626-924与(m)


C iosrobles@vahoo.com


Kristen Donofrio


U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Planning Division - EnvironmentaI Branch,


」acksonv紺e District,


701 San Marco Bivd.,


」acksonvi=e, FL 32207,


Dear Ms, Donofrio


This correspondence serves to provide USACE with my commentary on the development ofthe


丁urpentine Run Fiood Mitigation Project and Phase il ofthe Savan Gut Project・


1 appreciate the fact that these two projects are finaily becoming a reality and nearing completion. My


wish for both projects is that some type of lnfrastructure be incorporated into both projects that would


a=ow for the active generai pub=c (walkers, hjkers, joggers, tra冊ikers etc. have access to and through


these p「ojects for recreational and educationaI projects.


Regarding the Turpentine Run Project, ifthe rendering is anv indication ofthe final outIay ofthe


hardscape/ infrastructure, the incIusion of bike lanes, Walking and jogging ianes (to rubberized jogging


lane) wouid encourage the aIready growing trend of active lifestyle changes being made by Virgin


islanders,


丁he Savan Gut Project shouid inciude hiking trails for ecoIogical educationaI expIoration and other


environmental eco-re!ated opportunities. LocaI bioiogical science teachers at a旧eveis wouid benefit


immenseIy from a chance to connect theory with iocal and cultura=y relevant practicai examples and


PraCticaI applications.


丁here are 2 additional projects that are worthy of consideration. The Magen’s Bay Watershed which is


on the north side and Route 318the Estate Bordeaux Road atthe westem end ofSt. Thomas.


As former Commissjoner ofAgricuiture, Territorial/State Forester and avid outdoors man, l am cognizant


Of the need for these quaIity o佃fe enhancements to our existing aれd future infrastructure. Thank you


for the opportunity to give my input on these two projects.
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Carlos Robles 
P.O. Box 374 EGS 

St. Thomas, VI 00804 
340-776-2885 (h) 
340-626-9245 (m) 

c losrobles@yahoo.com 

Kristen Donofrio 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Planning Division - Environmental Branch, 
Jacksonville District, 
701 San Marco Blvd., 
Jacksonville, FL 32207, 

Dear Ms. Donofrio 

This correspondence serves to provide USACE with my commentary on the development of the 
Turpentine Run Flood Mitigation Project and Phase II of the Savan Gut Project. 

I appreciate the fact that these two projects are finally becoming a reality and nearing completion. My 
wish for both projects is that some type of Infrastructure be incorporated into both projects that would 
allow for the active general public (walkers, hikers, joggers, trail bikers etc. have access to and through 
these projects for recreational and educational projects. 

Regarding the Turpentine Run Project, if the rendering is any indication of the final outlay of the 
hardscape/ infrastructure, the inclusion of bike lanes, walking and jogging lanes (to rubberized jogging 
lane) would encourage the already growing trend of active lifestyle changes being made by Virgin 
Islanders. 

The Savan Gut Project should include hiking trails for ecological educational exploration and other 
environmental eco-related opportunities. Local biological science teachers at all levels would benefit 
immensely from a chance to connect theory with local and culturally relevant practical examples and 
practical applications. 

There are 2 additional projects that are worthy of consideration. The Magen's Bay Watershed which is 
on the north side and Route 318 the Estate Bordeaux Road at the western end of St. Thomas. 

As former Commissioner of Agriculture, Territorial/State Forester and avid outdoors man, I am cognizant 
of the need for these quality of life enhancements to our existing and future infrastructure. Thank you 
for the opportunity to give my input on these two projects. 

mailto:losrobles@yahoo.com


 

 

  

 

  

        
   

   

           
       

    
     

   

           
   

         
      

    

        
   

       

         
    

         
  

         

 

April 10, 2019 

Ms. Kristen Donofrio 

Kristen.L.Donofrio@usace.army.mil 

Dear Ms. Kristen Donofrio; 

The VI Trail Alliance is working to improve walkability and pedestrian support infrastructure for the 
Territory.  We are advocating for improving walking, biking and active lifestyles for all residents and 
visitors. 

We are requesting inclusion of pedestrian needs, on behalf of the people who live near or in major 
gut project areas slated for construction in the Savan Gut and Turpentine Run locations. We 
acknowledge that there is little space available on St. Thomas that can advance pedestrian 
infrastructure, so this makes inclusion of pedestrian needs a critical issue for access, health and 
opportunity. 

Are there any plans to include multi-use pathways, bike trails/lanes, approved sidewalks and/or 
transit needs such as bus access to the above-mentioned projects? 

Guts in the territory make excellent recreational trail options due to the inability to build 30 ft on 
either side of a gut. This makes them true greenspaces.  Pathways or trails can also facilitate access to 
guts for maintenance and inspection purposes. 

The Virgin Islands Trail Alliance is also a member of the Walkability Institute of the VI and are aware 
of the decreased health condition of our residents that can be resulting in part from the inability to have 
safe, supported infrastructure on which to enjoy healthy lifestyles. 

The best and most cost-effective time to plan, design and build pedestrian supported infrastructure is 
during major road or gut projects. 

It is our suggestion that if these needs have not been included, that they be evaluated and 
implemented into the proposed plans for both Savan Gut and Turpentine Run. 

We look forward to hearing from you. Thank you for your work on this project. 

Sincerely, 

mailto:Kristen.L.Donofrio@usace.army.mil


 

 

 

 

 

 

      

T RAll ALLIANc.E 

Alma Winkfield 

VP VI Trail Alliance 

Vitrailalliance@gmail.com 

Vitrials.org 

340-643-7275 

mailto:Vitrailalliance@gmail.com
https://Vitrials.org


 

     
  

APPENDIX D 

Other Reports and Related Documents 

Environmental Assessment 
Savan Gut, St. Thomas, United States Virgin Islands 

(USVI) Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) 
Conversion Feasibility Report 

 US Army Corps of Engineers
JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT 
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The following items may be viewed and/or downloaded from the Jacksonville District’s 
Environmental planning website, under “U.S. Virgin Islands”, which can be accessed by 
visiting the link: 
http://www.saj.usace.army.mil/About/Divisions-Offices/Planning/Environmental-
Branch/Environmental-Documents/ 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps). 2020. Final Savan Gut, St. Thomas, United 
States Virgin Islands (USVI) Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) Conversion 
Feasibility Report. Jacksonville, Florida. 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps). 1982. Savan Gut St. Thomas, U.S. Virgin 
Islands, Detailed Project Report and Environmental Assessment. Jacksonville, Florida. 
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Clean Water Act 404(b)(1) Guidelines Evaluation 

Environmental Assessment 
Savan Gut, St. Thomas, United States Virgin Islands (USVI) 

Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) 
Conversion Feasibility Report 

 US Army Corps of Engineers
JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT 
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Environmental Assessment 
Savan Gut, St. Thomas, United States Virgin Islands (USVI) 

Continuing Authorities Program (CAP) 
Conversion Feasibility Report 

FINAL EVALUATION OF 404(b)(1) GUIDELINES
JANUARY 2020 

1. Technical Evaluation Factors 

a. Physical and Chemical Characteristics of the Aquatic Ecosystem (40 CFR §§ 
230.20-230.25)(Subpart C) 

N/A Not Significant Significant 
(1) Substrate impacts 
(2) Suspended particulates/turbidity 
impacts 
(3) Water Quality Control 
(4) Alteration of current patterns and 
water circulation 
(5) Alteration of normal water 
fluctuations/hydroperiod 
(6) Alteration of salinity gradients 

The purpose of the project is to reduce flood damages in the Charlotte Amalie 
community in St. Thomas, USVI.  The Recommended Plan consists of the 
following: 

• Construction of a Gabion Channel (328-feet long) 
• Debris barrier located at the downstream end of the gabion channel; 
• A series of drop structures; 
• Catchment basin approximately 240 feet long; 
• Trash barrier (rack) at the velocity check dam located at the downstream 

end of the drop structures before entering into the box culvert; 
• Approximately 2,300 foot covered channel (box culvert) from the Jane E. 

Tuitt Elementary School to St. Thomas Harbor; 
• Replacement of three bridges (to maintain traffic flow over proposed box 

culvert); and 
• Mitigation for cultural resources and potential effects to wetlands. 
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b. Biological Characteristics of the Aquatic Ecosystem (40 CFR §§ 230.30-230.32) 
(Subpart D) 

N/A Not Significant Significant 
(1) Effect on threatened/endangered 
species and their habitat 
(2) Effect on the aquatic food web 
(3) Effect on other wildlife (mammals, 
birds, reptiles, and amphibians) 

The Corps has concluded that the project may affect, but is not likely to adversely 
affect, the Virgin Island tree boa (Epicrates monensis granti). No U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) designated critical habitat (DCH) is located within the 
project footprint.  Temporary displacement of wildlife during construction due to 
noise and/or construction activities may occur; however, these effects are 
expected to be minor and will cease with the completion of construction. 

c. Special Aquatic Site (40 CFR §§ 230.40-230.45) (Subpart E) 
N/A Not Significant Significant 

(1) Sanctuaries and refuges 
(2) Wetlands 
(3) Mud flats 
(4) Vegetated shallows 
(5) Coral reefs 
(6) Riffle and pool complexes 

The project’s 2020 Environmental Assessment (EA) evaluates potential effects to 
wetlands. Debris and vegetation would be removed during the channelization, 
clearing, and grubbing activities and construction of the debris basin. While 
portions of the Recommended Plan may affect wetlands, the project design 
minimizes destruction, loss, and/or degradation of wetlands.  In addition, the 
design preserves and enhances the natural and beneficial values of wetlands. The 
Corps has estimated up to one acre of the project footprint may affect wetlands but 
does not feel mitigation is required as wetlands have been avoided to the extent 
practicable and the final design will minimize any additional impact. Further BMPs 
during construction will be employed and the recommended project will not have 
more than negligible impacts on ecological resources. 
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d. Human Use Characteristics (40 CFR §§ 230.50-230.54) (Subpart F) 

N/A Not Significant Significant 
(1) Effects on municipal and private 
water supplies 
(2) Recreational and Commercial 
fisheries impacts 
(3) Effects on water-related recreation 
(4) Aesthetic impacts 
(5) Effects on parks, national and 
historical monuments, national 
seashores, wilderness areas, 
research sites, and similar preserves 

The 1982 DPR/EA notes the presence of utility lines that occur in or cross the gut 
that may need to be relocated for this project.  The FEMA recovery mission may 
include upgrades and repairs of some of these utility lines.  Full coordination 
during the PED phase of the project with the USVI Department of Public Works 
and USVI Waste Management Authority will occur to avoid potential conflicts 
during construction. The Corps and FEMA have been in coordination throughout 
the development of the EA and will continue to coordinate through PED and 
construction.  The Corps provided a set of the 1999 construction drawings to 
FEMA for their planning purposes in April 2019. 

Based on consultation with USVI State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) for 
the 1982 Recommended Plan, it was proposed that the top of the concrete box 
culvert may serve as part of the cultural resource mitigation through aesthetic 
restoration.  Seven areas, previously referred to as a “linear park” or “pocket 
park”,   were proposed to be constructed along the concrete culvert and may 
include features such as landscaping, hardscaping, vegetation, and lighting. 
Cultural resources monitoring/surveys will be required as identified in the 1982 
Recommended Plan. The Corps executed a Programmatic Agreement with 
USVI SHPO.  The Programmatic Agreement outlines the process in which the 
Corps will consult with the agencies to avoid, minimize, and mitigate adverse 
effects to historic properties. Dependent on further consultation/reevaluation of 
effects on cultural resources, project design modifications may be necessary to 
avoid or minimize impacts to historic properties. 
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2. Evaluation of Dredged or Fill Material (40 CFR § 230.60) (Subpart G) 

a. The following information has been considered in evaluating the biological 
availability of possible contaminants in dredged or fill material. (Check only 
those appropriate) 

(1) Physical characteristics 
(2) Hydrography in relation to known or anticipated sources of contaminants 
(3) Results from previous testing of the material in the vicinity of the project 
(4) Known, significant, sources of persistent pesticides from land runoff or 

percolation 
(5) Spill records for petroleum products or designated (Section 311 of CWA) 

hazardous substances 
(6) Other public records of significant introduction of contaminants from 

industries, municipalities or other sources 
(7) Known existence of substantial material deposits of substances which 

could be released in harmful quantities to the aquatic environment by 
man-induced discharge 

(8) Other sources (specify) 

Dredging is not a component of this project.  Any required fill material, if needed, 
would come from excavation occurring at the project area or from a permitted and 
approved commercial borrow site.  The project footprint has no known hazardous, 
toxic, and radioactive waste (HTRW) problems (e.g., super fund, territory records, 
etc.). A review of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (USEPA) 
EnviroMapper in November 2018 confirmed there are no documented superfund, 
toxic release, or brownfield sites in the project vicinity; however, open channel 
areas are used as refuse dumping and sewage sites by nearby residents. 

b. An evaluation of the appropriate information in 2a above indicated that there is 
reason to believe the proposed dredged or fill material is not a carrier of 
contaminants, of that levels of contaminants are substantively similar at 
extraction and disposal sites and not likely to exceed constraints. The material 
meets the testing exclusion criteria. 

YES NO 
3. Disposal Site Delineation (40 CFR § 230.11(f)) 

a. If applicable, the following factors, as appropriate, have been considered in 
evaluating the disposal site. 

(1) Depth of water at disposal site 
(2) Current velocity, direction, and variability at disposal site 
(3) Degree of turbulence 
(4) Water volume stratification 
(5) Discharge vessel speed and direction 
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(6) Rate of discharge 
(7) Dredged material characteristics (constituents, amount, and type of 

material, settling velocities) 
(8) Number of discharges per unit of time 
(9) Other factors affecting rates and patterns of mixing (specify) 

Disposal sites are not a component of the project; therefore, this section is not 
applicable to this project. 

b. An evaluation of the appropriate factors in 4a above indicates that the disposal 
site and/or size of mixing zone are acceptable. 

YES NO 

4. Actions to Minimize Adverse Effects (40 CFR §§ 230.70-230.77)(Subpart H) 

All appropriate and practicable steps have been taken, through application of 
recommendation of Section 230.70-230.77 to ensure minimal adverse effects of the 
proposed discharge or fill. 

YES NO 

5. Factual Determination (40 CFR § 230.11) 

A review of appropriate information as identified in items 2-5 above indicates that 
there is minimal potential for short or long-term environmental effects of the 
proposed discharge or fill as related to: 

a. Physical substrate at the disposal or fill site (review sections 2a, 3, 4, & 5) 
b. Water circulation, fluctuation & salinity (review sections 2a 3, 4, & 5) 
c. Suspended particulates/turbidity (review sections 2a, 3, 4, & 5) 
d. Contaminant availability (review sections 2a, 3, & 4) 
e. Aquatic ecosystem structure and function (review sections 2b, c; 3, & 5) 
f. Disposal or fill site (review sections 2, 4, & 5) 
g. Cumulative impact on the aquatic ecosystem 
h. Secondary impacts on the aquatic ecosystem 

6. Review of Compliance (40 CFR § 230.10(a)-(d) (Subpart B) 

A review of the permit application indicates that: 

a. The discharge or fill represents the least environmentally damaging practicable 
alternative and if in a special aquatic site, the activity associated with the 
discharge or fill must have direct access or proximity to, or be located in the 

5 

https://230.70-230.77


 

 
 

 
 

  
   

  

  

 

 
 

 
 

 

~ 

□ 

□ 
□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

aquatic ecosystem to fulfill its basic purpose (if no, see section 2 and 
information gathered for EA alternative); 

YES NO 

b. The activity does not appear to 1) violate applicable state water quality 
standards or effluent standards prohibited under Section 307 of the CWA; 2) 
jeopardize the existence of Federally designated marine sanctuary (if no, see 
section 2b and check responses from resource and water quality certifying 
agencies; YES NO 

c. The activity will not cause or contribute to significant degradation of waters of 
the U.S. including adverse effects on human health, life stages of organisms 
dependent on the aquatic ecosystem, ecosystem diversity, productivity and 
stability, and recreational, aesthetic, and economic values (if no, see section 
2); YES NO 

d. Appropriate and practicable steps have been taken to minimize potential 
adverse impacts of the discharge or fill on the aquatic ecosystem (if no, see 
section 5); 

YES NO 

7. Findings 

a. The proposed location of fill or disposal site for discharge of dredged 
material complies with the Section 404 (b)(1) guidelines 

b. The proposed location of fill or disposal site for discharge of dredged 
material complies with the Section 404(b)(1) guidelines with the inclusion 
of the following conditions: 

c. The proposed location of fill or disposal site for discharge of dredged material 
does not comply with the Section 404(b)(1) guidelines for the following reason(s): 

(1) There is a less damaging practicable alternative 
(2) The proposed discharge or fill will result in significant degradation of 

the aquatic ecosystem 
(3) The proposed discharge or fill does not include all practicable and 

appropriate measures to minimize potential harm to the aquatic 
ecosystem 

6 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

P. 0. BOX 4970 

JACKSONVILLE. FLORIDA 32232 

SAJEN-HH 31 March 1982 

SUBJECT: Detailed Project Report on Savan Gut, St. Thomas, U.S. Virgin Islands 

Commander, South Atlantic Division 
ATTN: SADPD-P 

1. Inclosed for your review are 10 copies of the subject report which has been 
prepared under the authority of Section 205 of the Flood Control Act of 1948, 
as amended. 

2. The report has been recently revised where deemed necessary or appropriate
in accordance with comments of local agencies subsequent to the 25 February
1982 public workshop conducted in Charlotte Amalie, U.S. Virgin Islands, and 
incorporation of SAD corrments on the draft report. The selected plan varies 
from the initial plan previously presented to SAD with the inclusion of a 
velocity check dam upstream of Jane E. Tuitt school, complete diversion of the 
SPF around the school, and elimination of the supercritical junction, stilling
basin and lift station. The revised design with reduced hydraulic complexity 
precludes the need for a previously considered model study. 

3. The report has been fully coordinated with Federal agencies and appropriate 
agencies of the U.S. Virgin Islands. Water Quality Certification is being ob
tained and will be forwarded when available. A letter of intent is provided
in the Coordination Appendix. This study now has a B/C ratio of 11.4 to 1. 

4. It is requested that this project be given a high priority. Funding in the 
amount oi $125,000 for plans and specifications is requested as soon as possi
ble in order to complete plans and specifications by 1 July 1982. It is pres
ently scheduled to advertise by l August 1982 and award a contract for construc
tion by 1 September 1982. If funds are available in FY 82, a contract can be 
awarded with initial funds of $50,000, followed with funding of $2,000,000 in 
FY 83 and $1,564,000 in FY 84. 

~. }AL:E:::~~REAUX, 1.l Incl (10 cys) 
as Colonel, Corps of Engineers 

Commanding 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

P. 0. BOX 4970 
JACKSONVILLE. FLORIDA 32232 

March 1982 

DETAILED PROJECT REPORT 

SAVAN GUT AT CHARLOTTE AMALIE, 
ST. THOMAS, U.S. VIRGIN ISLANDS 

THE STUDY AND REPORT 

A. INTRODUCTION 

1. Purpose and Authority. Section 205 of the 1948 Flood Control Act, as 
amended, provides authority to the Chief of Engineers to construct small 
flood control projects that have not already been specifically authorized by 
Congress. Each project selected must be complete-within-itself and be eco
nomically justified and environmentally sound. In addition, each project is 
limited to a Federal cost of not more than $4 million. This Federal cost 
limitation includes all project-related costs for investigations, 
inspections, engineering, preparation of plans and specifications, super
vision and administration, and construction. 

A project planned and constructed under Section 205 is designed to pro
vide the same complete project and same adequate degree of protection as 
would be provided under spe~ific congressional authorization. Flood control 
projects under Section 205 are not limited to any particular type of impro
vement and a project may include features for other purposes, such as water 
supply, when local interests indicate the need as well as the willingness 
and ability to contribute the project cost representing the cost assigned to 
that purpose. ' 

Due to frequent damages experienced by flood conditions of Savan Gut in 
Charlotte Amalie, St. Thomas, the government of the U.S. Virgin Islands re
quested a study under authority contained in Section 205 of the Flood 
Control Act of 1948 as amended. The purpose of this study is to determine 
the need for and to address the feasibility of improvements to reduce flood 
damages in Charlotte Amalie caused by excessive runoff along the drainage 
course (or "gut") in the "Savan" part of town. 

This study focuses on the flood damages impacting residential land use, 
a public school, and the central business district (CBD) of Charlotte 
Amalie. Other water resource related problems were also investigated in 
connection with the development of alternatives which address the flood pro
tection needs. All reasonable alternative plans were considered in detail 
to determine their feasibility in meeting the overall study objectives. The 
selection of the recommended plan was made after careful consideration was 
given to the costs and benefits (both economic and social) and to the 
environmental impacts associated with the alternative measures. 



2. Local cooperation. Formal assurances of local cooperation similar to 
those required for regularly authorized projects must be furnished by a 
local sponsoring agency. The local sponsor must be fully authorized under 
Commonwealth laws to give such assurances and be financially capable of 
fulfilling all measures of local cooperation. As a project is dependent 
upon local cooperation and participation, the basic importance of the 
existence of a legally authorized and financially capable local sponsoring 
agency cannot be overemphasized. The sponsoring agency must agree to: 

a. Provide without cost to the United States all lands, easements, 
rights-of-way, including suitable borrow and disposal areas as determined by 
the Chief of Engineers necessary for the construction of the Project. 

b. Accomplish without cost to the United States all alterations and 
relocations of buildings, transportation facilities, storm drains, 
utilities, and other structures and improvements made necessary by the 
construction. 

c. Hold and save the United States free from damages due to the 
construction works except damages due to the fault or negligence of the 
United States or its contractors. 

d. Provide a cash contribution, prior to initiation of construction, 
equal to the cost of all outside project scope work, presently estimated at 
$344,000. 

e. Assume all project costs in excess of the Government limitation of 
$4,000,000. 

A letter of intent is inclosed to the letter dated 12 March 1982 from the 
Department of Public Works (see appendix D). 

A draft 221 Agreement is provided as appendix G. 

3. Study Participants and Coordination. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
Jacksonville District, had the primary responsibility for conducting and 
coordinating the study and for the preparation of the final report. The 
government of the Virgin Islands of the United States was represented by the 
Office of Planning and Development within the Department of Public Works 
which cooperated throughout the planning process. 

Coordination with various Federal, territorial, and local agencies as 
well as interested groups and individuals was maintained during the study. 
Comments received are presented in appendix D. 

4. The Report. The results of this study are presented in two parts, the 
main report and seven appendices. The main report is a nontechnical docu
ment which presents a broad view of the overall study. The main report also 
contains the conclusions, recommendations, and an Environmental Assessment 
of the study's selected plan. 
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The appendices present supporting data and details of various aspects of 
the study including hydrology-hydraulics, detailed design, geotechnical, 
coordination, environmental assessment, Section 404, and concrete materials 
investigation. 

5. Prior Studies and Reports. The Jacksonville District prepared a Flood 
Plain Information Report on the tidal areas of St. Thomas, St. Croix, and 
St. John, U.S. Virgin Islands in June 1975. An urban renewal plan was pre
pared on the Savan Area of St. Thomas by Robert de Jongh and associates in 
November 1976 for the Virgin Islands Urban Renewal Board. In April 1977 the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers issued a Reconnaissance Report on Savan Gut 
which recommended that a detailed study be made under Section 205 of the 
1948 Flood Control Act. This study is a result of that report. A study 
entitled "Draft Report of a Phase Ia Cultural Resources Survey of the Savan 
Gut Flood Control Project Area, Charlotte Amalie, St. Thomas, U.S. Virgin 
Islands" was completed in April 1981 by WAPORA, Inc. 

B. RESOURCES AND ECONOMY OF THE STUDY AREA 

The natural and human resources, and the economy of the study area 
comprise a profile of existing conditions which provide a background for the 
formulation of a plan to meet the needs of the study area. 

6. Natural Resources. The U.S. Virgin Islands which lie some 1,075 miles 
from Miami, Florida, and 60 miles east of Puerto Rico consists of some 50 
islands and cays of volcanic origin. St. Thomas, 28 square miles in area, 

~-. is the capital of the U.S. Virgin Islands, and as such is the center for 
government and commerce. St. Thomas is the busiest and most intensely deve
loped of the three major islands (see plate 1). 

7. Topography. The volcanic origin of the island formed rugged mountains 
that rise sharply from the sea to heights of up to 1,500 feet. The 
topography of Savan Gut varies from steep mountains with dense vegetation to 
moderate slopes with rock-lined channels and urban development. Elevations 
vary from the upper watershed near Signal Hill, which is above 1,480 feet 
above sea level, to sea level at St. Thomas Harbor. Slopes of the natural 
stream bottom of Savan Gut averages about 1,100 feet per mile over the 
length of the watershed. 

8. Flora and Fauna. There is an abundant variety of tropical flora ranging 
from the well-known hibiscus, oleander, flamboyant, and wild orchid, to the 
less common African tulip tree. Exotic fruits include sugar apple, avocado, 
and papaya. Land animals consist primarily of reptiles and amphibians 
although the mongoose and white-tail deer are known to exist on the island. 
Over 200 species of birds are known in the U.S. Virgin Islands although most 
are migratory or seasonal inhabitants. 

9. Climate. The climate of the U.S. Virgin Islands is tropical with a mean 
annual temperature of 79°F. Temperatures range between 70° and 90° as 
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proximity to the sea moderates temperatures during summer months. Humidity 
ranges from 65 to 81 percent; prevailing winds are from the east. Rainfall 
is seasonal with almost 50 percent of the rainfall occurring during the 
period May to December. 

10. Human and Cultural Resources. The U.S. Virgin Islands have more than 
tripled in population in the past two decades, with substantial growth 
expected for the next two decades. Population growth is expected mainly 
from the influx of immigrants from nearby islands and to a lesser extent 
from the continental U.S. 

The population of St. Thomas has shown a rapid growth over the past 20 
years from 16,200 in 1960 to an estimated 56,560 in 1978. Projections for 
St. Thomas indicate population growth to 84,000 in 2035, a 49 percent 
increase. 

A portion of the study area is included within the Charlotte Amalie 
Historic District. The District is listed in the National Register of 
Historic Places. Additional properties within or adjacent to the study area 
are considered eligible for designation. 

11. Development and the Economy. Tourism remains the most significant eco
nomic activity in the U.S. Virgin Islands, accounting for some 40 percent of 
all employment on the islands. The unincorporated U.S. Territory is the 
number one cruise ship and tourist destination in the Carribbean, hosting 
over 1.5 million tourists annually. 

In St. Thomas, land use reflects the nature of the island's diverse 
development as a center city, suburbia, and tourist resort, all in one. 
Almost half of the entire island (47.5 percent) is developed in some form of 
land use. The remainder, 52.5 percent, under tremendous pressure for 
development, is in the category woodlands or open space land. The main 
barrier against development of the woodland is the severity of the s1opes. 
These areas are very mountainous and in most cases construction is very 
costly. 

On St. Thomas, 31 percent or 5,540 acres are in low and high density 
residential use. Residential stock in St. Thomas consists of 13,717 
dwelling units. A variety of residential types exist, including single 
family homes, apartment buildings, condominiums and hotels. Very high den
sity housing, including many public low and moderate income housing 
projects, is located in low lying, flood prone areas such as Savan Gut. 

Agricultural use on St. Thomas represents only 8.1 percent or 1,489 
acres of St. Thomas's land. Of this total 1,412 acres are used for grazing 
and pasture land. One of the major deterrents to the development of agri
culture on St. Thomas in addition to small supply of suitable land, has been 
the rapid pace of development which has brought about the demand to develop 
once agricultural land for residential as well as commercial use. 
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Although St. Thomas is the commercial center of the U.S. Virgin Islands, 
commercial land use for both retail, wholesale and resort use occupy only 461 
acres or 2.6 percent of the land area. The largest portion of this land use 
is located within the urban center of Charlotte Amalie where numerous stores 
and restaurants are found. Industrial and manufacturing activities are 
almost nonexistent on St. Thomas. Due to the nature of the island's 
commerce, which is basically tourism, and the island's environmental sen
sitivity industrial activity is not expected to grow in the future. 

12. Recreation. St. Thomas is endowed with numerous beaches, both deve
loped and undeveloped, parks and recreation areas. There are 348 acres of 
beaches, parks and recreation. These represent 1.9 percent of all land 
uses. Of this number beaches make up 2/3 of the acreage. St. Thomas 
beaches are sandy and unpolluted. The island's coast is excellent for 
snorkeling and deep sea fishing. 

13. Public Facilities. The government of the Virgin Islands is also com
peting for the use of St. Thomas 1 s lands. Provision of adequate public 
facilities and utilities necessitates acquisition of very large tracts of 
land. In St. Thomas, there is high demand for public facilities such as 
schools, medical facilities, public housing, etc. One factor preventing 
development of public facilities is the scarcity of publicly owned lands. 
In most cases, expensive land acquisition or negotiation with private land 
owners have acted as barriers to the development of adequate public
facilities. 

C. PROBLEMS AND NEEDS 

The problem discussed in this report is concerned primarily with the 
flood damages that occur along Savan Gut in Charlotte Amalie. Those damages 
are discussed in subsequent ~ages along with a description of improvements 
desired by the local sponsor. 

14. Flood Control. An investigation by USGS in 1977 showed that at least 
five severe floods have occurred in the Charlotte Jlrnalie area since 1867 
when a tidal wave reportedly caused a major disaster along the south coast 
of St. Thomas. These floods occurred in October 1916, May 1960, March 
1969, October 1970, and November 1974. The flood of November 12, 1974 was 
one of the largest recorded flood events in the area and had a recurrence 
interval of about 60 years. Little historical information is available 
regarding dollar damages, type of structure affected or number of structures 
affected by floods on St. Thomas. However, an investigation by the USGS 
reported the 1960 flood caused $700,000 in damages to public property with 
no estimate for damage to private property, although many homes and busi
nesses in the Charlotte Jlrnalie area were flooded with considerable losses 
resulting. Adelineation of this flood event within the study area is 
shown on plate 1. 

According to the USGS report, intense rainfall (over 6 inches) in 3 to 4 
hours resulted in extremely heavy runoff and severe flooding in the 1974 
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event. Property damage as estimated by the government of the U.S. Virgin 
Islands was in excess of $3 million. The island of St. Thomas was declared 
a major disaster area. The island was again declared a disaster area in 
September 1979 as a result of damage inflicted by Hurricane David and 
Tropical Storm Frederic. These storms caused winds of up to 70 mph through
the Virgin Islands and had rainfall of +20 inches within 24 hours. Damage
again was excessive. -

The Savan section of Charlotte Jlmalie, which lies in the 100-year flood 
plain, has a recurring flood problem. Runoff rates are extremely high due 
to flash flooding, with flood durations measured in hours rather than days. 

The 260-acre Savan Gut watershed is located on the southern shore of 
central St. Thomas, U.S. Virgin Islands, and encompasses a portion of the 
town of Charlotte Jlmalie. From its source in the high mountains of central 
St. Thomas, the poorly defined watercourse travels in a southeasterly direc
tion for approximately 0.7 mile. Amore defined channel continues in the 
southeasterly direction for 0.4 mile. The stream then enters an underground , 
box culvert and flows south for approximately 0.2 miles, where the outflow 
discharges into St. Thomas Harbor. 

Flooding problems occur primarily at the Jane E. Tuitt Elementary School 
and within the central business district (CBD) of Charlotte Jlmalie. The 
school, built in 1959, is located astride the gut about 1,800 feet upstream 
from the mouth, at elevation 40 feet, mean sea level. 

Flow passes underneath the school through a 4-foot by 8-foot box culvert 
before exiting to a stone-paved open channel. Retarding effects of the 
restriction allow debris to settle and partially block the culvert. 
Consequently the school, built about 1959, and several adjacent houses were 
severely flooded in 1970 and 1974. 

Located in the flood plain are 91 residential structures with an 
approximate value of $4,200,000. These residential structures consist of 
single family homes, and multi-family units. There are also 288 commercial 
and public structures valued at approximately $63,200,000 located in the 
flood plain. The commercial and public structures consist of all nonresi
dential structures. 

Savan Gut is fully culverted through the CBD to the harbor to form a 
paved cross street (Guttets Gade). Heavy or protracted rainfall which 
exceeds the flow capacity of the closed conduit under Guttets Gade results 
in frequent flooding that has required major repairs as well as clean up of 
mud and debris. 

Tidal flooding is also a problem in Charlotte Jlmalie. Information on 
these floods is presented in a Flood Plain Information Report entitled 
Tidal Areas, St. Thomas, St. Croix, and St. John, U.S. Virgin Islands dated 
June 1975. A technical discussion of the hydrologic and hydraulic investi
gations conducted for this report are included in appendix A. 
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15. Recreation Needs. Additional colllllunity outdoor recreational facilities 
is an objective expressed by the local sponsor. A potential recreational 
site is that area east of the Jane E. Tuitt Elementary School and within the 
boundary of the study area. 

The Virgin Islands Urban Renewal Board, through an ongoing renewal 
program, is to acquire and clear lands in this area with the transfer of 
this land to the Virgin Islands Department of Conservation and Cultural 
Affairs for the design and construction of the recreation facility. The 
provision of any flood damage prevention measure at the school by the Corps 
of Engineers will be accomplished in conjunction with the proposed 
recreation facility. 

16. Social and Economic Concerns. Social and economic concerns within the 
residential area of Savan Gut are acute. Population density is approxima
tely 97 people per residential acre in this the oldest neighborhood on St. 
Thomas. The Savan area has existed more than 200 years. A large number of 
the residential structures in the Savan area are in deteriorated condition 
with overcrowding and poor dwelling unit quality a colllllon occurrence. 

There remains however, a strong sense of community cohesion which has 
been retained by both current and former residents. It is expected that 
this strong sense of association and feeling of kinship would be severely 
disrupted in the event residents were relocated as a result of a Federal 
project. 

In the Charlotte Amalie business district, which is listed in the 
National Register of Historic Places, the closing of shops, restaurants, and 
other establishments during periods of flooding has substantially reduced 
business income. In recent years there has been an increased level of 
tourism from Puerto Rico and the many cruise ships calling in the islands. 
This growth in tourism has led to a substantial increase in retail trade, 
construction, and employment on the island. 

D. STUDY OBJECTIVES 

In order to address the water resource and related problems, needs, and 
concerns of the Savan Gut and Charlotte Amalie study area, the following 
planning objectives have been formulated: 

a. Provide flood damage reduction measures to lessen danger to life and 
property, along 2,300 feet of Savan Gut, between Jane E. Tuitt School and 
St. Thomas Harbor for the period of analysis; 

b. Maintain and preserve the social unity of the Savan area; 

c. Minimize adverse impacts on historical and cultural resources of 
Charlotte Amalie; 
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d. Improve existing recreational facilities and provide additional 
recreational opportunities to meet projected demands; 

e. Preserve and enhance the natural environment within the study area. 

E. PLAN FORMULATION 

The formulation of a plan to solve the flooding and related problems and 
needs of Savan Gut and Charlotte Amalie involves consideration of all 
possible alternative measures, including both structural and nonstructural 
solutions or combinations thereof. Each alternative was evaluated on the 
basis of its technical and economic feasibility as well as its social and 
environmental effects. 

Structural alternatives which are designed to reduce or eliminate flood 
stages include such measures as flow diversion and several types of channel 
improvements or modifications. Nonstructural measures are those which 
reduce the susceptibility of flood damage and consists of actions including 
flood proofing, zoning, early warning, relocation, and evacuation. 

17. Formulation and Evaluation Criteria. Overall criteria for this process 
is provided by the Principles and Standards for Planning Water and Related 
Land Resources. These principles and standards are supplemented by certain 
established technical, economic, environmental and social criteria including 
the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. Alternative plans for this 
study were developed consistent with the two primary national objectives of 
National Economic Development (NED) and Environmental Quality (EQ). 
Throughout the planning process the impacts of the considered actions were 
measured in terms of contributions to four accounts: NED, EQ, Regional
Economic Development (RED), and Other Social Effects (OSE). 

18. Alternative Plans Considered. A broad range of flood control alterna
tives were formulated and evaluated to address the problem on Savar. Gut. 
Consideration was given to "no action" as an alternative course of action. 

It appears that the most practical solution for minimizing flood damages 
along Savan Gut is a combination of structural and nonstructural measures. 
Nonstructural measures such as zoning of the flood plain and building code 
regualtions would prohibit further construction or rebuilding which would be 
exposed to flood damage. Because the floodway is essentially obstructed by 
the number and configuration of existing homes, bridges, and buildings 
within the CBD, some structural measures must be undertaken. 

The individual measures were investigated in various combinations to 
form six viable plans that would meet the specific criteria established for 
this study. Viable alternatives to reduce the susceptibility of flood 
damage along the gut appear to be limited primarily because of the steep 
terrain encountered and the density of development within the area. A 
discussion of these alternatives follows. 
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a. Diversion. Diversion of flood flows is a viable alternative at the 
Jane E. Tuitt School. This measure calls for the construction of an 
enclosed concrete chute some 410 feet in length. An alinement along the 
eastern side of the school would require the relocation of two structures. 
Diversion of flood water within the high damage areas of the CBD of 
Charlotte Amalie does not appear feasible because of the absence of alter
native flowage routes. 

b. Levees were considered in the early sfages of plan formulation but 
further studies indicated that this alternative was not technically or 
socially feasible. Existing land use practices precludes this alternative 
as the walls of several residential and business structures actually abut 
the present Savan Gut Channel. Levee construction would require purchase of 
easement land adjacent to the gut. The costs of rights-of-way and reloca
tion of structures would result in extremely high costs and would not be 
economically justified. 

c. Relocation of existing residential and business structures and the 
Jane E. Tuitt School out of the flood prone areas was not regarded as a 
feasible alternative. Lack of suitable relocation areas and the high costs 
involved in relocation precluded use of this alternative. Social impact 
associated with relocation was also a factor. Reluctance of the majority of 
residents to leave the Savan area because of the close community ties 
negated this alternative measure. 

d. Flood forecasting, warning, and evacuation are nonstructural mea
which would reduce flood losses. Use of these measures within the study 
area would reduce the extent of flood damage within Savan Gut. The 
susceptibility of flooding will likely continue however. The short response 
time associated with the small watershed and steep terrain makes a warning 
system difficult. Damage reduced with this alternative is particularly dif
ficult to measure because of the many variables involved including the types 
of actions taken and the impacts associated with those actions. 

e. Zoning and building codes, if adopted and enforced, could prove 
effective in reducing the flood damage potential of any new construction in 
the study area. Those measures provide no protection for existing land use 
activities, however, and their applicability to the existing flood problems 
in Savan Gut are considered negligible. Such regulations and restrictions 
are encouraged in future developmental activities. 

f. Flood proofing of existing structures by elevating out of the base 
flood level or water proofing was addressed as a possible alternative. 
However, residential structures generally consist of low cost frame housing
which is difficult to flood proof and would be more expensive than could be 
economically justified. 

The structural alternative of channel conveyance improvement was 
addressed which resulted in an increased flood flow capacity. Modifications 
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associated with this alternative included: cleaning, deepening, and channel 
realinement. The channel modification alternative is the most feasible 
structural measure to address flood conditions in Savan Gut. 

19. Development of Detailed Plans. As a result of reconnaissance studies 
and preliminary estimates, potential solutions to the flood problems which 
were clearly impractical or unfeasible were eliminated early in the course 
of study in order to concentrate on feasible alternative measures. 

It was determined that channel modifications, including deepening of the 
existing channel and the construction of a short diversion channel, offer 
the most practical method of reducing flood damages along Savan Gut in 
Charlotte Amalie. 

In the early stages of this study the original plan was based on provid
ing minimal facilities for 10-year protection. However, more detailed stu
dies indicated that more remote frequency flood protection would be 
justified, up to and including Standard Project Flood (SPF) protection. 

In order to formulate the most feasible channelization alternative, five 
channel designs were prepared and analyzed. All 5 plans are similar in that 
they begin upstream of the Jane E. Tuitt School, flow through the CBD of 
Charlotte Amalie and empty into a stilling basin adjacent to St. Thomas Harbor. 

The major features within each of the five channel design frequencies 
include a new 750-foot-long box culvert to replace the existing culvert 
through the CBD, a covered diversion chute around Jane E. Tuitt School and a 
stilling basin adjacent to St. Thomas Harbor. Table 2 provides a prelimi
nary summary of costs for the preliminary detailed plans considered for this 
alternative. These costs are based on 1981 prices. 

TABLE 1 

COMPARISON OF COSTS FOR PLANS CONSIDERED 
{in 1981 dollars) 

Design Condition Total Initial Cost 

SPF Design $ 4,899,000 
100-yea r Design 4,757,000 
SO-year Design 4,651,000 
25-year Design 4,547,000 
10-year Design 4,398,000 
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TABLE 2 

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVE PLANS 

SPF Design 
Relocation Channel Modification No Action 

A. S1gn1f1cant Impacts 

1. Community Growth 
2. Corr~unity 'cohesion 

3. Loss of Homes 
4. Transportation 

5. Recreation 
6. Health 

7. Cultural Resources 

:= 8. Study Objectives 

1. Flood Control 

2. Recre.:it ion 

3. Co111111unity Cohesion 
4. Culturdl Resources 

5. Environmental Quality 

Affords growth in new area 
Destroys community cohesion 

Total removal of homes 
Requires new road network 

Requires new facilities 
hnproved conditions 

Preserves resources 

Affords residential protection 
but-none for CBD 

Requires new facilities 

Addressed above 
No effect 

May create new areas of wildlife 
habitat in former residential area 
although debris in channel remains 
without c1earing. 

None 
·Maintains cohesion of 

study area 
Some structures lost 
Short tenn impact during
construction of project 

None 
Modifies somewhat existing
conditions along Savan Gut 

May have adverse impact
requiring mitigation 

Provides SPF protection for 
residential &commercial 
structures 
Benefits only in conjunction
with plans of others 
Addressed above 
May have adverse impact
requiring mitigation 

Removes debris from existing
channel bottom; may be short 
tenn impacts with air quality 
and noise pollution, and 
transporting of excavated 
materials. 

None 

No change 
None 

None 
None 

Health hazards of 
existing situation 
remain 
Continued damage from 
flooding; resources 
remain intact 

No fl cod cont ro1 
benefits 

None 

No change
Continued damage from 
flooding; resources 
remain intact 
No change from debris 
laden channel. 
Existing habitat remains 
intact. 



C. Syste,~ of Accounts 

1. NED 

2. Environmental Quality 
threat to endangered 

species 
destroys cultural 

resources 

disrupts riparian 
habitat-N 

Fish and Wildlife 

3. Regional Econonic 
Devel opr.ient 

4. :'Jther Social Effects 

TABLE 2 (continued) 

Relocation 

Relocation barely feasible 
for residences, and is not 
feasible for comr.1erc i a 1 
structures which are the 
principal damaged areas 

None 

None 

None 

May benefit existing 
wildlife 

Temporary employment of 
local personnel during 
construction of residential 
structures; provides no benefit 
to CBD. 
Destroys social fabric within 
residential areas; improved 
health ~onditions possible with 
relocation o~t of existing flood 
p~une residential area. 

SPF Design 
Chan ne1 Mod if...;i..:c..::a_t_io.;__n________;_No:_:_A..:c-:.t_i;;.;on_;_____ 

$4.8 million in annual No flood control benefits, 
benefits in annual costs damages and loss of 

business in CBD of Charlotte 
hnalie continues 

None None 
May have adverse impact Continued damage from 
requiring mitigation flooding; resources remain 

intact 
May have short term impact None 
on habitat. That portion 
lost is of marginal value 
May have short term adverse None 
impact on wildlife such as 
birds and other small animals 
until habitat is reestablished 
Temporary employment of local Continued disruption in 
personnel during construction CBO caused by flooding 
is anticipated; provides bene
ficial impact of flood 
protection within CBD. 
Reduced threat to life and 
property with flood protection: Flooding continues threat 
maintains community cohesion; to life, property. 
1i ke}y ir1prove:nent of health 
conditions within former flood 
prone areas. 



TABLE 2 (continued) 

SPF Oesign 
Relocation Channel Modification No Action 

C. Syste,·1 o-f Accounts 

1. NED 

2. Environmental Quality 
threat to endangered 

species 
des troys cultural 

resources 

disrl.!µts riparian 
habitat 

- Fish and Wi ld1 i fe w 

3. Regional Economic 
Development 

4. Other Social Effects 

Re 1oca ti on barely feasible $4.8 million in annual 
for residences, and is not benefits in annual costs 
feasible for commercial 
structures which are the 
principal damaged areas 

None None 
May have adverse impact 

None requiring nritigation 

None May have short term impact 
on habitat. That portion 
lost is of marginal value 

May benefit existing May have short term adverse 
wildlife impact on wildlife such as 

birds and other small animals 
until habitat is reestablished 

Tempera ry employment of Temporary employment of local 
local personnel during personnel during construction 
construction of residential is anticipated; provides bene
structures; provides no benefit ficial impact of flood 
to CBD. protection within CBD. 
Destroys social fabric within Reduced threat to life and 
residential areas; improved property with flood protection;
health conditions possible with maintains community cohesion; 
relocation out of existing flood likely improvement of health 
prone residential area, conditions within former flood 

prone areas, 

No flood control benefits, 
damages and loss of 
business in CBD of Charlotte 
Amalie continues 

None 
Continued damage frcxn 
flooding; resources remain 
intact 

None 

None 

Continued disruption in 
CBD caused by flooding 

Flooding continues threat 
to life, property. 



The Savan Gut project would include a rapid flow channel for its entire 
length through the downtown and urban areas of Charlotte Amalie. Floods 
exceeding the level of protection that would be provided by this channel 
would be considered a catastrophe. Consequently, in accordance with 
ER 1105-2-111, the SPF level of protection should be provided by the project. 

The flood proofing or relocation of existing structures, while maximiz
ing the environmental quality (EQ) within the study area, would not be a 
feasible alternative to address existing flood damages being experienced. A 
summary comparison of these alternative plans is provided in table 2. 

F. THE SELECTED PLAN 

The preceding section summarized plan formulation and identified the 
plans which appeared to offer the greatest potential for resolving the 
problems and needs of the study area. The area protected is an urban area 
where damages from large floods would result in a catastrophe. The selected 
plan incorporates a rapid flow channel. SPF level of protection is the goal 
for projects formulated in this category. There is no rationale for not 
achieving the SPF protection goal; therefore, for this analysis the develop
ment of an NED evaluation was not considered appropriate. The following 
pages present a description of the selected plan, including its accomplish
ments and effects as well as its significant impacts. The selected plan is 
a refinement and improvement over the plan shown in paragraph 19. The 
selected plan varies from the plan in paragraph 19 by the inclusion of a 
velocity check dam upstream of Jane E. Tuitt School, complete SPF diversion 
around the school and deletion of the stilling basin and lift station near 
the harbor. 

20. Plan Description. The selected plan for the reduction of flood damages 
within Savan Gut and the CBD of Charlotte ftrnalie is a structural measure, the 
main features of which are as follows: 

a. Construction of a 2,300-foot-long covered concrete channel extending 
from St. Thomas Harbor, upstream to and around Jane E. Tuitt School, ter
minating at a velocity check dam about 150 feet upstream of the school. 

b. Replacement of three highway bridges with sections of covered 
channel. 

c. Construction of a velocity check dam upstream of Jane E. Tuitt 
School. 

d. Construction of a barrier in the velocity check dam area to trap 
floating debris. 

21. Plan Accomplishments. The major benefits that will result from the 
proposed plan is the elimination of existing and future flood damages to the 
Jane E. Tuitt School and the affected central business district of Charlotte 
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Amalie. Average annual benefits of $5,252,000 are estimated for the reduc
tion of flood damages to existing structures. No monetary benefits are 
claimed for reduction of damages to new future development. 

The implementation and enforcement of local controls to restrict further 
development within flood prone areas, and the use of incentives and other 
measures to lessen flood damages on existing structures, is encouraged. 

22. Design and Construction. The selected channel conveyance improvement 
plan for Savan Gut and the CBD of Charlotte Amalie will pass the SPF event 
with little or no damage to existing commercial, residential, and public 
facilities. Major features of the proposed plan are shown on plate 1. 
Construction of a debris barrier upstream of the Jane E. Tuitt School would 
lessen any potential damage to the proposed concrete channel. This barrier 
would control floating debris from possibly blocking canal culverts and thus 
restricting design flow capacities. 

The channel alinement as proposed does not conform exactly to the exist
ing gut alinement. Criteria used in the design for the flood control chan
nel prescribe certain limitations which necessitate a deviation from the 
existing channel alinement. Using these design criteria, the proposed ali
nement would require the removal or relocation of eight structures as shown 
in appendix 8, plates B-3 through B-5. The relocation aspect is of major 
concern because these structures are located within the limits of the \ 
Charlotte Amalie Historic District as listed on the National Register of 
Historic Places. The local Archeological and Historic Preservation Officer 
would be involved in the determination of relocation or removal. 

During construction only the areas required for construction and dispo
sal of excavated materials shall be cleared. All efforts shall be made to 
disturb as little natural cover as possible. Excess excavated material will 
be removed from the construction site and placed in an upland disposal site 
yet to be determined. 

A cultural resources survey completed in August 1981 revealed seven 
cultural resource sites in the project area none being significant enough to 
warrent an alinement change. A qualified archeologist may be assigned to 
the site during construction to monitor the excavation. Construction may be 
temporarily halted should a significant find be determined. If there is no 
alternative to disruption of the site, then the project must be designed to 
mitigate any adverse impact the project has on the resource. 

23. Environmental Effects. The selected plan which calls for a modification 
of the existing channel and associated new works, is not expected to adver
sely affect the study area environment. The project area is a narrow strip 
which is impinged upon on both sides by residential and commercial develop
ment and provides only marginal habitat for birds and other small animals 
accustomed to an urban environment. There are no fish in Savan Gut as the 
Gut carries water only during periods of heavy rainfall. The complete 
Environmental Assessment is provided in chapter H. 

c: 
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The proposed plan calls for the construction of a new cutoff wall 5 feet 
seaward of the existing bulkhead extending 55 feet east and west of Guttet's 
Gade to elevation -25.0 feet. A Section 404{b) evaluation, as part of the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1972, is presented in appendix E. 

24. Social Effects. The selected plan will maintain both the identity of 
the CBD of Charlotte ,Amalie and the community spirit and close-knit rela
tionships within the Savan area. There should be no significant additional 
financial burden placed on the residents as a result of these flood damage 
reduction measures. There should be no significant change in land use 
activities within the study area, with residents and shop owners being 
afforded the assurance of lessened flood damage. Along with a reduction of 
health hazards, the flood control project should lower the risk of displace
ment as a result of flooding conditions. 

25. Other Effects. The flood control plan as proposed can be made com
patible with plans of both the Virgin Islands Urban Renewal Board and the 
Public Works Departments. The Urban Renewal Board is to relocate several 
residences and proposes street modifications within the study area. The 
Public Works Department has proposed a project along Veterans Drive at the 
harbor to include street widening and complementary parks, open space, 
shopping and parking facilities. 

26. Economics of Selected Plan. The tangible economic justification of the 
selected plan can be determined by comparing average annual costs (including 
interests, amortization, operation, and maintenance) with an equivalent 
average annual benefit which would be realized for the plan over a 50-year 
period of analysis. The average annual benefits should equal or exceed the 
annual cost if the Federal Government is to contribute toward the project. 
The depth-damage relationships used in this study were determined by ana
lyzing the damages from flooding to similarly constructed structures and 
activities on the mainland. The relationships are considered representative 
of the losses to be expected from this type flooding to the structures and 
contents of the buildings and enterprises located in the flood plain. 
All costs and benefits presented in this section are based on 1981 prices 
and the prevailing Federal interest rate of 7 5/8 percent was used to deter
mine annual benefits and costs. The beneficial impacts of the proposed pro
ject upon the study area include inundation reduction benefits. The area 
impacted by the flooding is the central business district of Charlotte 
Amalie which is the commercial center of the island of St. Thomas. This 
area consists of residential and commercial structures. Potential damage to 
development includes damage to the physical structure and personal property 
or contents. Five frequency floods were examined under without project 
conditions. These floods include the 10-, 25-, 50-, 100-year and Standard 
Project Flood {SPF). 

The Savan Gut study area was outlined on a topographic map at a scale of 
1:1200. The existing development in the study area was surveyed to deter
mine structure type, value, size location, and commercial content value. 
Content values for residential structures were determined to be a percent of 
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structure value (40 percent for single family and 30 percent for apartments). 
All lateral drainage will be accommodated with the selected plan of improve
ment. However, there may be isolated cases of ponded water, but the overall 
effect is insignificant. 

The study area was divided into 44 blocks and 379 structures were iden
tified. These structures were then located on an aerial photo having a 
scale of 1:1200. The flood lines for five without project flood frequencies 
were then overlayed over the aerial photographs which identified the deve
lopment within the study area. 

Ground elevations and all flood frequency elevations were interpolated 
for each structure. Flood depths were calculated for each structure, for 
all flood frequencies. The structures were separated into 41 commercial and 
two residential damage relationship classifications. Damages were estimated 
by applying depth damage relationships to each structures' content and phy
sical value for all flood frequencies. Damages were aggregated into commer
cial and residential classifications for each flood frequency. The flooding 
tabulation summarizes existing damages for five storm events without protec
tive works. 

TABLE 3 

DAMAGES AND STRUCTURES AFFECTED BY FLOODING 
(In October 1981 dollars} 

\., Structures 
Storm Event Residential Commercial Total Affected 

10 year $ 152,718 $10,530,469 $10,683,187 281 
25 year 212,987 11,601,581 11,814,567 299 
50 year 305,057 12,735,339 13,040,396 306 
100 year 353,017 14,197,018 14,590,035 319 
SPF 507,794 15,966,732 16,474,526 338 

Flood damages for all flood frequencies analyzed are converted to an 
average annual value. Average annual damages is a statistical expected 
value and is calculated by summing the results of the dollar damage of any 
given magnitude flood multiplied by the probability of its occurrence 
measured as being equaled or exceeded in a given year. Average annual flood 
damages to existing development without project conditions is estimated to 
be $5,252,000. Since all damage is prevented with the selected plan of 
improvement, the average annual equivalent inundation reduction benefit is 
estimated to be $5,252,000. The study area has limited land available for 
new development; therefore, future development in the study area is expected 
to be similar to existing development. The total initial costs and average 
annual costs for the selected plan are shown on tables 4 and 5. Using 
October 1981 costs and 7 5/8 percent interest rate. 

17 



TABLE 4 

SUMMARY OF SELECTED PLAN INITIAL COSTS (2) 
TOTAL INITIAL COSTS 

(Date of estimate October 1981) 

Item Federal Cost Non-Federal Cost Total 

Concrete Channel Improvements 
Outside Project Scope Work 
Relocation and Alteration 

$4,000,000 ( 1) $ 371,000 
477,000 
712,000 

$4,371,000 
477,000 
712,000 

Lands and Damages 700,000 700,000 

TOTAL $4,000,000 $2,260,000 $6,260,000 

NOTE: 1. Federal participation limited to $4,000,000 in Section 205 projects. 
2. For more details on initial cost see tables 8-1, 8-2, and 8-3. 

TABLE 5 

SUMMARY OF SELECTED PLAN ANNUAL COSTS 
(Date of estimate October 1981) 

Item Federa1 Cost Non-Federal Cost Total 

Interest and Amortization $313,000 $139,500 $452,500 
Operation and Maintenance 8,500 8,500 

TOTAL $313,000 $148,000 $461,000 

NOTE: For more details on annual costs see table B-3. 

27. Benefits. Average annual benefits and costs are shown in the tabula
tion below for the selected flood damage reduction plan. 

TABLE 6 

SUMMARY OF ANNUAL BENEFITS 
(In October 1981 dollars) 

Residential $ 47,000 
Convnercial and Public 5,205,000 

Total Annual Benefits $5,252,000 

Benefit/Cost Ratio of Existing Development: $5,252,000/$461,000 = 11.4 

18 



r· 28. Economic Feasibility. The magnitude of the benefit/cost ratio is such 
\..... that the economic feasibility of a Federally sponsored project is clearly

indicated. 

G. COST SHARING AND PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 

29. General. Sharing of costs between Federal and non-Federal interests 
for the Savan Gut project is based on the standard requirements established 
as Federal policy for "local protection" works. Under this policy, non
Federal interests are required to furnish all lands, easements, and rights
of-way required for project construction and proper project maintenance. 
Non-Federal interests are also required to bear the costs of modifications 
to all utilities and highway crossings required for project construction. 
In addition, the local sponsor must operate and maintain the project after 
construction in accordance with Federal requirements. The Federal govern
ment is responsible for all flood control construction costs including costs 
incurred in preparing the DPR and reconnaissance report. Appendix G is a 
draft of the local assurances required for this project. 

Under the continuing authority of Section 205, under which this project
is proposed, Federal costs are limited to $4 million. Costs in excess of 
the $4 million limit, established by law, is the responsibility of the local 
sponsor. 

30. Federal Costs. The total initial cost of the project is estimated to 
be $6,260,000 (see table 4). The Federal share of this cost would be $4 
million under authority of section 205 of the Flood Control Act of 1948 as 
amended. 

31. Non-Federal Costs. Non-Federal interests must bear all costs in excess 
of the Federal 11m1tation contained in the statutes. These local costs are 
estimated to be $2,260,000. 
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H. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

32. Need for the Proposed Action 

a. Authority. This assessment is made pursuant to Section 205 of the 
Flood Control Act of 1948, as amended. 

b. Location. Savan Gut is a natural drainage channel, draining from 
north to south, in the city of Charlotte Amalie, situated on the south shore 
of St. Thomas, U.S. Virgin Islands. Savan Gut drains an area of approxi
mately 262 acres of surface runoff in northern Charlotte Amalie, which falls 
in elevation about 1,400 feet to sea level in a horizontal distance of 1 
mi le. 

c. Problem to be addressed. Heavy rainfall in the upland catchment 
basin of Savan Gut causes rocks and other debris to be washed down the chan
nel toward the sea. Two constrictions reduce flood flows so that flood 
waters overflow the channel banks and flood a school (Jane E. Tuitt 
Elementary School) and the business district south of Back Street, in down
town Charlotte Amalie. The school, located about 1,800 feet upstream from 
the mouth at elevation 40 feet, m.s.l., has a tributary area of nearly 175 
acres. Problem flooding occurs mainly at the school and in the business 
section below the school due to constrictions as a result of narrow culverts 
at both locations. 

At the school, flow passes underneath the building for 220 feet through 
a 4-foot by 8-foot stone masonry box culvert, thence 70 feet through a 
7 1/2-foot by 8-foot box culvert under a basketball court before exiting to 
a stone-paved channel. Savan Gut is a covered culvert from Back Street to 
the harbor, forming a paved.cross street (Guttets Gade). The culvert 
narrows from about 4-feet-high by 14-feet-wide at the entrance to only 2 1/2-
feet-high by 6-feet-wide for the last few hundred feet. The open channel is 
in generally poor repair; there are two bridges across the channel with 
additional obstructions such as sidewalks and sewer and utility lines 
through the flow area. 

Heavy rainfall results in frequent flooding that has required major
repairs as well as cleanup of debris from the business district in 1953, 
1960, 1970, and 1974. The plan of action as proposed includes: 

a. Construction of a 2,300-foot-long covered concrete channel extending 
from St. Thomas Harbor, upstream to and around Jane E. Tuitt School, ter
minating at a velocity check dam about 150 feet upstream of the school. 

b. Replacement of three highway bridges with sections of covered 
channel. 

c. Construction of a velocity check dam upstream of Jane E. Tuitt 
School. 
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d. Construction of a barrier in the velocity check dam area to trap 
floating debris. 

33. Environmental Impacts. The upper one-half of the basin consists of 
densely vegetated (shrubs, trees, and vines), steeply sloping mountain sides 
with some residental development. The open channel is vegetated by a weedy
ruderal herbaceous flora; open areas also serve as a refuse dumping and 
sewage site for nearby residents. No important vegetation connnunities are 
present in the project area which would be affected by the plan. Due to 
intense development having occurred in the project area, little natural 
habitat remains below the school for use by the natural fauna; no negative
impacts on the fauna are expected from the proposed action (USF&WS letter, 
17 December 1980). No species on the list of threatened or endangered spe
cies as republished in the "Federal Register" of 20 May 1980 are expected to 
occur in the project area. The National Register of Historic Places in
cludes two areas in Charlotte Amalie. The Charlotte Amalie Historic 
District encompasses the project area together with most of the downtown 
business district below Back Street. The office of the Hamburg-American
Shipping Line is located within this vicinity. A cultural resources survey 
of the project area was conducted and the report is available for review at 
the District office. No structures listed, or proposed for listing, on the 
National Register of Historic Places were located. As most of the project 
area containing possible significant resources is under pavement or debris a 
subsurface survey was not feasible. An archeologist will be assigned to the 
project to observe actual construction activities as they progress and to 
temporarily stop these activities should any cultural resources be located 
for evaluation and proper disposition as required by NHPA. 

34. Alternatives to the Proposed Action. Several structural and non
structural alternatives to the proposed action were formulated. Projected 
costs of relocation are very high on the islands. In addition, the highly 
developed nature of the project area limits the number of feasible alter
native plans. The "no-action plan" would allow continued flooding and pro
perty damage to occur as a result of heavy rainfall, plus the possible loss 
of human life under extreme circumstances. The Corps of Engineers has 
determined that the proposed plan is the most suitable plan for 
accomplishing the flood relief objective. 

35. Agencies and Groups Consulted in Preparation of this Assessment. 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service - Jacksonville, Florida 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service - Mayaguez, Puerto Rico 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service - Atlanta, Georgia 

Division of Archeological and Historical Preservation, Office of 
Archeological Services, Virgin Islands Planning Office - Charlotte 
Amalie, U.S. Virgin Islands 
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Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service, Interagency Archeological
Services, U.S. Department of the Interior - Atlanta, Georgia 

National Marine Fisheries Service, N.O.A.A., U.S. Department of 
ColTlllerce - St. Petersburg, Florida 

Department of Conservation and Cultural Affairs, State Historic 
Preservation Officer - St. Thomas, U.S. Virgin Islands 

36. Environmental Compliance and Regulations Pertaining to the Project. 

Archeological Recovery Act A preliminary cultural resources survey 

of 1974. National Historic was undertaken to locate historic and 

Preservation Act of 1966 as cultural resources in the project area. 

amended. Executive Order Seven resources, neither listed nor con-

11593 - Protection &Enhance- sidered eligible for listing on the 

ment of the Cultural Environ- National Register of Historic Places, 

ment - 13 May 1971. were identified as to be destroyed by 

the project. Thes~ will be documented 

to standards of the Historic American 

Building Survey. Depending upon any 

further findings and with concurrence 

of the State Historic Preservation 

Office, an archeologist may be 

assigned to the project during con

struction to monitor any cultural 

resources found and to temporarily stop 

the project subject to possible excava

tion of the site. 

Clean Air Act, as amended. In compliance. 
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Clean Water Act of 1977. 

Coastal Zone Management Act 
of 1972, as amended. 

Endangered Species Act of 
1973, as amended. 

Estuary Protection Act. 

Federal Water Project 
Recreation Act. 

Fish &Wildlife Coordination 
Act. 

Land &Water Conservation Fund 
Act. 

Marine Protection Research & 
Sanctuaries Act of 1972, 
as amended. 

National Environmental Policy 
Act. 

Wild & Scenic Rivers Act. 

Executive Order 11988. 
Flood Plain Management, 
24 May 1977 

Executive Order 11990. 
Protection of Wetlands, 
24 May 1977 

Executive Order 12114. 
Environmental Effects Abroad 
of Major Federal Actions, 
4 January 1979. 

Executive Memorandum Analysis 
of Impacts on Prime and 
Unique Farmlands. 

In compliance. 

Local sponsor to obtain permit. 

In compliance. 

Not applicable to this project. 

Not applicable to this project. 

In compliance. 

Not applicable to this project. 

Not applicable to this project. 

In compliance. 

Not applicable to this project. 

Not applicable to this project. 

Not applicable to this project. 

Not applicable to this project. 

Not applicable to this project. 
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31 March 1982 

SAVAN GUT FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT 
CHARLOTTE AMALIE, ST. TH()1AS, U.S. VIRGIN ISLANDS 

PRELIMINARY FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

I have reviewed the planning document and the Environmental Assessment of 
the considered action. Based on information analyzed in the Environmental 
Assessment (EA), reflecting pertinent data obtained from cooperating Federal 
agencies having jurisdiction by law and/or special expertise, and from the 
interested public, I conclude that the considered action will have no signi
ficant impact on the quality of the human environment. Reasons for this 
conclusion are, in summary: 

a. The proposed work will be performed so as to minimize disturbance to 
any valuable animals or plants. The Gut is a disturbed, partially 
channelized, irregularly-flowing stream; thus no species of significant
biological value are expected. 

b. Construction will occur primarily in uplands except for minor exca
vation near the seawall at St. Thomas Harbor. No long-term water quality 
impacts are expected as a result of the excavation. 

c. The proposed construction will require demolition of seven existing 
structures. All known and·unknown cultural resources will be protected 
according to professional standards and with the concurrence of the State 
Historic Preservation Officer. 

d. Construction of the flood control project will assist in reducing 
flooding potential and resulting losses due to flooding in the Savan Gut 
area of Charlotte Amalie. 

In consideration of the information summarized, I find that the considered 
act ion does not require an Environmental Impact Statement. 

c::__~..., I 

Wff~VA---r{ 
ALFRED B. DEVEREAUX, JR. 
Colonel, Corps of Engineers 
District Engineer 
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I. CONCLUSIONS 

37. A flood problem was found to exist along the drainage course (or "gut") 
in the Savan area within Charlotte Amalie, St. Thomas, Virgin Islands. The 
flood problem begins at Jane E. Tuitt elementary school located about 1,800 
feet upstream of St. Thomas Harbor. The school was built in 1959 astride 
the gut with a box culvert under the school being the only means of safely 
passing flood flows. Consequently, the school and several adjacent houses 
were seriously flooded in 1970 and 1974. The flood problem also exists to 
houses bordering the gut from the school downstream to the business 
district. The business area is heavily developed for tourist trade with 
shops and restaurants, but also includes homes, churches, banks, other busi
nesses, and public utilities. Floods have caused severe financial losses 
and created sociological problems for the inhabitants and businesses 
employed within the affected area. It is concluded that the most prac
ticable plan for reducing flood losses and other related impacts along the 
gut would be through channel diversion around the school and conveyance 
improvements from the school to St. Thomas Harbor. Nonstructural measures 
were studied but were found to be impractical for alleviating existing 
damages. 

The estimated total initial cost of the channel improvements is 
$6,260,000 with total annual cost of $461,000. Annual benefits are esti
mated to be $5,252,000 yielding a benefit-to-cost ratio of 11.4. 
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J. RECOMMENDATIONS 

38. It is recommended that the selected plan for the flood reduction in 
Charlotte Amalie, St. Thomas, U.S. Virgin Islands be approved under 
authority of Section 205 of the 1948 Flood Control Act, as amended, and as 
described in this report. Construction of the project is recommended pro
vided local interests agree to the following: 

a. Provide without cost to the United States all lands, easements, 
rights-of-way, including suitable borrow and disposal areas as determined by 
the Chief of Engineers necessary for the construction of the Project. 

b. Accomplish without cost to the United States all alterations and 
relocations of buildings, transportation facilities, storm drains, 
utilities, and other structures and improvements made necessary by the 
construction. 

c. Hold and save the United States free from damages due to the 
construction works except damages due to the fault or negligence of the 
United States or its contractors; 

d. Provide a cash contribution, prior to initiation of construction, 
equal to the cost of all outside project scope work, presently estimated at 
$477,000. 

e. Assume all project costs in excess of the Government limitation 
of $4,000,000. 

• DEVEREAU 
Colonel, Corps of 
District Engineer 
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A. HYflROLOGY 

1. Watershed Description. The Savan Gut watershed drains 0.41 square 
miles and is located on the southern shore of central St. Thomas, 
U.S. Virgin Islands and encompasses a portion of the town of Charlotte 
Amalie. From its source in the high mountains of central St. Thomas, the 
poorly defined watercourse travels in a southeasterly direction for 
approximately 0.7 mile. A more defined channel continues in the 
southeasterly direction for 0.4 mile. The stream then enters an 
underground box culvert and flows south for approximately 0.2 mile, where 
the outflow discharges into St. Thomas Harbor. A watershed map is pre
sented on Plate A-1. 

2. Precipitation and Storm Characteristics. A National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) gaging station is located in Charlotte 
Amalie at latitude 18°21' north and longitude 64°56' west with an elevation 
of 15 feet m.s.l. Daily rainfall amounts are available from this non
recording gage since 1926. The mean annual rainfall for the area averages 
about 43 inches with the maximum rainfall expectancy occurring from May 
through December. The mountainous nature of the basin and steep slopes of 
the watercourse result in flash flood situations with high runoff velocities. 
A majority of the rainfall in this area is caused by orographic cooling of 
moisture laden air, resulting in usually brief rainfall. However, large 
amounts of rainfall can occur during these brief rainfall periods. Hurri
canes and tropical storms are another source of intense rainfall during the 
May through November hurricane season. Representative of this tropical de
pression-type storm was the rainfall occurring during the 7-day period of 
October 4-9, 1980 which recorded a peak 24-hour total rainfall of 6.7 inches 
and was preceded and followed by several days of rainfall which averaged 
over 1 inch per day. 

3. Unit Hydrograph Analysis. There are no records of stream gage data, 
sediment data, or historical flood flow estimates for Savan Gut. To deter
mine flm,1 rates for project analysis and design, it was necessary to use 
synthetic methods. Synthetic unit hydrographs were computed at several 
locations along the Savan Gut watercourse using the "Unit Graph and 
Hydrograph Computation" portion of HEC-108 in conjunction with the Soil 
Conservation Service (SCS) runoff curve numbers. A weighted curve number 
of CN-79 was selected as best describing the combination of wooded areas, 
hard surfaced roads, and high density urban development present within the 
drainage areas. The watershed is very sensitive to high antecedent 
moisture conditions which are prevalent during hurricane conditions. 
Therefore, a high moisture condition of AMC III= 91 was used to compute 
design discharges. Weighted CN techniques were applied in detennining 
curve numbers. The respective curve numbers were: 78.8, 79.1, and 80.0 
for each of the watersheds, which, when converted to AMC III, produced the 
CN = 91. During the hydrologic analysis two alternative methods were used 
to determine the sensitivity of the SCS method. Snyder unit hydrographs 
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were computed using coefficients (640 cp = 600, Ct= 0.6) that were devel
oped in Puerto Rico. The Rational method was also applied using coef
ficients between .7 and 
are presented below. 

.8. The discharges for the Standard Project Flood 

TABLE A-1 

STANDARD PROJECT FLOOD DISCHARGES 
IN C.F.S. 

DA 
mi 2 scs Snyder Rational 

Antoni St. .24 1570 1120 1078 
Jane E. Tuitt School •27 1647 1192 1272 
Business District .41 2076 1593 1824 

The reasons for the differences in the computed discharges are primarily 
due to the ability of the SCS method to account for high antecedent 
moisture and dramatic slope of the watershed. Lack of gage data and 
historical records prompted acceptance of the data derived from the SCS 
method, since it was felt that this method best described the watershed 
characteristics. 

Since a measured flood of record was not available to verify the unit 
hydrograph, the comparison of methods outlined above was used to test sen
sitivity of tt1e chosen method. Routing techniques were not used in the 
analysis. Each subbasin was computed separately and included a11 contri
buting areas above the point of concern. Watershed characteristics are 
presented below. 

TABLE A-2 

WATERSHED CHARACTERISTICS 

Drainage Area Lagt i me Watercourse Length 
Sq. Miles (acres) Hours (Minutes) Basin Slope Miles 

.24 (154) 0.12 (7.2) 36% 0.83 

.27 (173) 0.14 (8.4) 29% 0.94 

.41 (262) 0.22 {13.2) 21% 1.33 

The hydrologic impact of future land use changes was not calculated. A 
large portion of the watershed is very steep and developed to a high 
degree. Using a curve number of 91 produced conservative discharge esti
mates indicative of a highly developed area. 
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Basin lag, the time from the center of incremental rainfall to the time 
of peak, was also computed and varied from 7 to 13 minutes. Oue to the 
quick response time, unit rainfall durations and unit hydrograph increments 
were computed in 5-minute intervals. 

Flood discharges were calculated at three locations along the water
course; Antoni Street bridge with a 0.24 square mile drainage area, a basin 
slope of 36 percent and stream length of 0.8-3 mile; Jane E. Tuitt School 
with 0.27 square mile drainage area, basin slope of 29 percent and stream 
length of 0.94 miles; and St. Thomas Harbor, at the stream mouth, with 0.41 
square mile drainage area, 21 percent basin slope and stream length of 1.33 
miles. Table A-3 presents the synthetic unit hydrographs for each location. 

TABLE A-3 

SYNTHETIC UNIT HYDROGRAPHS 

Time Antoni Jane E. Tuitt St. Thomas 
in Street School Harbor 

Minutes (csf) (csf) (csf) 

5 361 291 161 
10 720 715 546 
15 451 576 755 
20 186 266 666 
25 81 129 432 
30 35 61 246 
35 15 28 150 
40 7 14 89 
45 3 7 53 
50 0 3 31 

1,859 2,090 19 
11 
7 
4 
2 

3,172 

4. Rainfall. Over 50 years of rainfall records are available at Charlotte 
Amalie. However, rainfall is collected only once in 24 hours, which is not 
adequate to define rainfall critical to this small watershed. Basin average 
1- to 24-hour point rainfalls for 2- to 100-year return frequencies were 
estimated from isohyetal maps in Weather Bureau Technical Paper No. 42, 
"Generalized Estimates of Probable Maximum Precipitation and Rainfall 
Frequency Data for Puerto Rico and Virgin Islands." The published 1-hour 
point rainfall depths were determined to be of excessive duration to define 
flood peaks within the Savan Gut basin. A methodology to develop shorter 
duration rainfalls is presented in the following paragraph. 
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One-Hour 
Rainfall (inches} 1.9 2.3 2.6 3.0 3.3 3.6 5.0 10.0 

Antoni 
Street (cfs} 517 684 819 991 1,129 1,268 1,570 2,537 

Business 
District (cfs} 732 

704 843 
'1 I:'.: 0 '! :- ,, 
2-2-7 1..19
's7"7 ::~ q 

931 1,092 

1,019 
!_,:~I) 

277 
-:"'::;-i.:7

1,296 

1,161 
2. 9f)·r1,~' () 

1,303 
.? ~ ,:::-0 

3z. 2. 
"., 'I--

1,625 

1,647
~<D 

4 2.9 
'7i 1 

2,076 

2,~29- •' ., 
__l?_>I 

I J,, I ' 

3,590 

5. Rainfall Distribution. The 1-hour storm rainfall distributed in 
5-minute 1ncrements was computed by plotting the TP-42 point rainfall 
amounts on log-log paper and extrapolating the 5- to 55-minute point rain
fall values. A linear distribution was found to exist on log-log paper and 
the various return frequencies had similar distributions. For this reason, 
the 10-year rainfall distribution was applied to the 1-hour point rainfall 
for the 2- to 100-year return periods. The 5-minute rainfall increments 
were then critically arranged to conform to the Standard Project Storm (SPS} 
distribution of maximum 1-hour rainfall as presented in HEC-1 DB (and NWS 
HYDR0-35}. Rainfall losses were computed internally by HEC-1 DB by the SCS 
equations: 

Initial loss = .2S CN = SCS curve number 
(P-.2S} 2} P = incremental rainfall 

Incremental loss= P (P+.8S) S = 1,000 
CN - 10 

The same methodology was used to compute rainfall losses for all designs. 

6. Probable Maximum and Standard Project Rainfall. Theoretically, the pro
bable maximum precipitation (PMP} is an estimate of the greatest rainfall 
that might reasonably be expected under the most severe conditions. Esti
mates of the PMP for the Savan Gut study were developed from TP-42 similar 
to the 2- to 100-year frequencies. The 5- to 55-minute rainfall amounts 
were extrapolated from TP-42 data on log-log graph paper and critically
arranged according to the SPS distribution. 

l 

" The Standard Project Flood is defined as the most severe combination of 
meteorological and hydrological conditions considered reasonably charac
teristic for the area, excluding extremely rare combinations. The rainfall 
for this storm was d~veloped by plotting one-half the PMP 1-hour rainfall 
and extrapolating to 5- to 55-minute rainfalls as done previously. The SPF 
peak discharges produced by this method varied between 62 to 73 percent of 
the probable maximum peak discharges and were 24 to 28 percent greater than 
the 100-year discharges. Plate A-2 presents the SPF discharge hydrographs 
at the three locations. Table A-4 lists the peak rainfall and discharge 
rates for various return periods. 

TABLE A-4 

PEAK RAINFALL AND DISCHARGES 

Return 
Period 2 5 10 25 50 100 SPF PMF 
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B. HYDRAULICS 

7. Existing Profiles. Water surface profiles for existing conditions were 
computed using the Hydrologic Engineering Center's HEC-2 Computer Program 
"Water Surface Profiles." Cross sectional data for the analysis was com
pleted in December 1978 using a 50-foot section interval. 

a. Starting conditions. Because of the steep slope of the existing 
channel, critical depth was used as the starting elevation for supercritical 
flow analysis. A terminal condition of 0.8 feet m.s.l would be a control 
point at the entrance into St. Thomas Harbor. 

b. Manning's Roughness Coefficient "n". The initial values used for 
Mannings "n" were based on field observations and correlation with past 
experiences in similar stone-paved open channels. The initially selected 
values were then adjusted until water surface profiles matched the November 
1974 flood profile defined on USGS flood atlases. The USGS estimated the 
recurrence interval of the November 1974 flood to be once in 60 years. 
This model then was used to predict floods of greater recurrence intervals. 
The final value of channel "n" was 0.02 and overbank "n" was .035. 

c. Velocities. Velocity damage was noted on the stone paved vertical 
face of the open channel because changes in alinement were extremely abrupt. 
No radii of curvature were noted at any bends. 

d. Side slopes. All existing side slopes are vertical. 

e. Freeboard. The existing height of channel walls is about 3 to 4 
feet. The reach of the gut between bridges #2 and #3 has wall heights less 
than 1 foot. 

f. Flood areas. Existing water surface profile data has been incor
porated in the Flooded Area Map shown as Plate A-3 

8. Hydraulic Design Criteria. 

a. General. Hydrdulic design criterial and procedures used herein are 
in accordance with standard engineering practice and applicable provisions 
of the Corps' Engineering Manuals and the Waterways Experiment Station 
"Hydraulic Design Criteria" relative to design and construction of Civil 
Works Projects. Engineering criteria adopted to meet special 1oca 1 condi -
tions are in accordance with that previously approved for similar projects. 

b. Starting conditions. Because of the steep slope of the terrain in 
the project area, a canal design was considered which would incorporate both 
slope control and velocity control. The canal system was designed to flow 
supercirtically from the upstream end of the project to St. Thomas Harbor. 
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c. Water surface elevations. 

(1) The National Ocean Survey lists mean higher high water (MHHW) 
as 0.46 feet m.s.l, mean lower low water as -0.46 feet m.s.l., and mean 
water level (MWL) as 0.00 feet m.s. l. 

(2) Design water surface. A review of the published tidal records 
(1975-1978) indicates that the highest recorded tide elevation in 
St. Thomas Harbor was 1.1 feet, m.s.l. The design harbor water surface 
elevation was assumed to be midway between MMHW (el. 0.46 feet, m.s.l.) and 
the highest recorded tide (1.1 feet, m.s.l.), or 0.8 feet m.s.l., con
sistent with a proposed project to widen Veterans Drive 35 feet seawall. 
To achieve this, a slightly higher water surface of 0.84 feet, m.s.l., was 
assumed for this design at the existing bulkhead. The starting water sur
face at the crest of the check dam was assumed to be critical depth. This 
is a supercritical flow design from the upstream end of the project to the 
harbor. Water surface profiles were computed using the computer program 
(HEC-2 Water Surface Profiles) developed by the Hydrologic Engineering 
Center, Corps of Engineers, 609 Second Street, Davis, California. 

(3) Channel characteristics. The steep slopes of streambed and con
gested residential and commercial areas having restricted right-of-way dic
tated the use of a covered rectangular concrete open channel. Supercritical 
flow was maintained at depths less than 90 percent critical depth. A 
Mannings "n" value of 0.013 was used for the design channel. All flow would 
be in the channel prisms, therefore no overbank conditions are considered. 

(4) Channel wall height. Top of the concrete wall will be at 
least 1 foot above the design water surface. This freeboard is deemed ade
quate because the channel dimensions are small. In the covered open chan
nel the bottom of the cover wi 11 be at least 1 foot above the SPF water 
surface profile. 

9. Hydraulic Design. 

a. Channel Design. The channel design is based on conveying the 
Standard Project Flood within the banks of a new concrete rectangular open 
channel. The recommended plan provides for 2,300 feet of concrete channel. 
The existing channel would not be incorporated into the new design since it 
was found to be unstable. The hydraulic profile is shown on plate A-4. A 
summary of hydraulic design data for the channel improvement is shown in 
table A-5. 

The alinement of the new channel varies from that used for the 
existing channel by the incorporation of minimal radius criteria prescribed 
in Engineer Manual 1110-2-1601, "Hydraulic Design of Flood Control Channels." 
Tne same manual and hydraulic design criteria charts developed by the 
Waterway Experiment Station also recommends that spiral curves be used for 
superelevated sections where the flow is rapid and surface distrubances 
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TABLE A-5 

SUMMARY OF HYDRAULIC DESIGN DATA f~ CHANNELS 

, 

Station L0t,atlon 
Flow 

(c.t.s.) 

Water !Jurf~c• 
Elevation 

West East 

Mlnirwm Wai I 
Elevation 

West East 

Bottom 
Elevation 

West East 
Botto,n 
Width 

-------·· 
Average 

Yel tt/s 
Side 

Slope 

o+oo 
0+40 
0+85 
1+15 
1+20 
3+SO 
4+00 
5+oo 
5+:S4.:S8 
5+50 
5+59.:S8 
6+oO 
6+10 
6+70.21 
6+80 
6+95.21 
6+95.88 
7+20.88 
7+92 

l0+47.07 
10+61.50 
10+70.07 
10+72.5 

Harbor Bulkhead 

Cen t.,.1 Ine Sewer 
Transition Width. 

" Change Bott°"' Slope 
Change Bott°"' Slope 
Curve I TS 
St Transition 
Curve I SC 
Change Botto,o SI ope 
St Transl1'1on 
Curve 1 CS 
Change Bott°"' SI ope 
Curve I ST 
Curve 2 TS 
Curve 2 SC 
U/S Pav-nt Back St 
Curve 2 CS 
D/S Edge Gamle Gade 
Curve 2 ST 
U/S Edge Brld!l" 

2,076 
2,076 
2,076 
2,076 
2,076 
2,076 
2,076 
2,076 
2,076 
2,076 
2,076 
2,076 
2,076 
2,076 
2,076 
2,076 
2,076 
2,076 
2,076 
1,935 
1,935 
1,935 

0.84 
0.90 
0.98 
1.09 
1. 19 
2.06 
2,89 
:5,82 
3.92 
4.32 
4.68 
5.46 
5.79 
6.81 
6,78 
6.80 
6.82 
6.91 
8.56 

14.06 
14. 75 
15.15 

O.B4 
0.90 
0.98 
1.09 
1. 19 
2,06 
2.89 
3.82 
:5.92 
3.64 
:5.60 
4.38 
4.71 
5.73 
6.12 
6.80 
6.82 
7.91 
9.56 

15.06 
15.16 
15.15 

I.B4 
1.90 
2.00 
2.09 
2.19 
l.06 
:5,89 
4.82 
4.92 
5.32 
5.68 
6.46 
6. 79 
7.81 
7.78 
7.80 
7.82 
7,91 
9.56 

15.06 
15. 75 
16.15 

1.84 
1.90 
2,00 · 
2.09 
2. 19 
:S.06 
:5,89 
4.82 
4.92 
4,64 
4.60 
5.38 
5. 71 
6.73 
7. 12 
7.80 
7.82 
8.91 

10.56 
16.06 
16.16 
16, 15 

-4.42 
-4.24 
-4.0} 
-3.89 
-3.82 
-2.28 
-2.16 
-1.07 
-0.86 

-.4:5 
-.17 

.07 

.24 
1.21 
1.2} 
1.2, 
1.26 
1.32 
2.91 
8.58 
9.24 
9.64 

-4.42 
-4.24 
-4.0} 
-3.89 
-l.82 
-2.28 
-2.16 
-1.07 
-0.86 
-1.11 
-1.25 
-1.01 

-.B4 
• 19 
.57 

1.24 
1.26 
2.}2 
3.91 
9.58 
9.64 
9,64 

16.20 
16.20 
16.20 · 
16.20 
16.00 
16.00 
14.00 
14.00 
14.00 
14.00 
13.69 
12.:s:s 
12.00 
17..00 
12.00 
12.00 
12.00 
12.00 
12.00 
12.00 
12.00 
12.00 

24.:H 
24.92 
75.56 
25.97 
25.88 
29.85 
29.35 
30.30 
J0.97 
'11.26 
.S1.26 
31.27 
JI. 13 
.31.22 
:51.2? 
31.15 
31.15 
}0.64 
30.64 
29.43 
29.31 
29.25 

1 on 

I on 

0 

0 

10+80 
10+90 
11+00 
11 ♦ 10 
11+20 
11+:SO 

Gamle Gade 
Change Bottom Slope 
Curve Lat Trans 
Curve Lat Trans 
Curve Lat Trans 
Curve Lat Trans 
End Curved La1'eral 

1,935 
1,935 
1,913 
1,913 
1,913 
1,913 

15.21 
15.:59 
15. 74 
16.11 
16.37 
16.60 

15.21 
15.}9 
15. 74 
16. 11 
16.37 
16.60 

16.21 
16.39 
16. 74 
17.11 
17.37 
17.60 

16.21 
16.:59 
16. 74 
17.11 
17.:57 
17.60 

9.70 
9.86 

10.28 
10. 71 
11.13 
11.56 

9. 70 
9.86 

10.28 
10. 71 
11.13 
11.56 

12.00 
12.00 
12.08 
12.36 
12. 72 
13.28 

29.3} 
29.17 
28.97 
28.76 
28.65 
28.57 

" 

12+50 
12+87. 78 
13+12. 78 
14+48. 22 
14+50 
14+73.22 
14+97.9:S 
15+22.9:S 
16+00 
16+0J. 78 
16+28.78 
16+38 
16+48 
16+58 

Transition 
Slope Change 
Curve 3 TS 
Curve 3 SC 
Curve 3 CS 
Slope Change 
Curve 3 ST 
Curve 4 TS 
Curve 4 SC 
Slop,. Change 
Curve 4 CS 
Curve 4 ST 
s Iope & wId1'h 

" 

Trans 

1,913 
1,834 
1,834 
1,804 
1,750 
1,750 
1,725 
1,725 
1,701 
1,676 
1,676 
1,647 
1,647 
1,647 
1,647 

16.76 
. 18.26 

18.94 
20.27 
22.54 
22.50 
22.0:s 
22.55 
22.99 
24,52 
24.63 
24.90 
25. 33 
25.81 
26.29 

16.76 
18.26 
18.94 
19.31 
21.58 
21.61 
22.03 
22.55 
24.03 
25.56 
25.67 
24.90 
25.:S:S 
25.81 
26.29 

17.76 
19.26 
19.94 
21.27 
23.54 
23.50 
23.0:S 
23. 55 
23.99 
25.-52 
25.63 
26.30 
26.50 
26.81 
27.29 

17.76 
19.26 
19.94 
20.31 
22.58 
22.61 
23.03 
2}.55 
25.0:S 
26.54 
26.67 
26.}0 
26.50 
26.81 
27.29 

11.98 
1:5.77 
14.49 
15.86 
18.29 
18.26 
17•. B4 
18.35 
18.86 
20.44 
20.54 
21.2J 
21.58 
21.9:5 
22.28 

11.98 
n.n 
14.49 
14.90 
17.34 
17.37 
17.84 
18.35 
19.90 
21.4.8 
21.58 
21.2J 
21.58 
21.93 
22.28 

14.00 
14.00 
14.00 
14.00 
14.00 
14.00 
14.00 
14.00 
14.00 
14.00 
14.00 
14.00 
!J.63 
!J.26 
12.89 

28.56 
29.19 
29.15 
29.25 
29.4} 
29.43 
29.43 
29.38 
29.42 
29.3 
29.J 
29.05 
28.82 
28.97 
28.JI 

i on 0 

16+68 
16+78 

1,64'7 
1,647 

26. 79 
27,29 

25.79 
27.29 

27. 79 
28.29 

27.79 
28.29 

22.64 
22.99 

22.64 
22.99 

12.52 
12.15 

28.02 
27. 72 

16+88 
16+98 
17+08 
17+16 
17+20 Inlet Culv,.rt 

1,647 
1,647 
1,647 
1,647 
1,647 

27.81 
28,33 
28,87 
29.}3 
29.56 

27,81 
28.:SJ 
2fl,87 
29.3:S 
29.56 

28.81 
29.33 
29.87 
30.}} 
:so. 56 

28.81 
29,3} 
29,87 
}0.}3 
30.56 

23.}4 
23.69 
24.04 
24.33 
24.47 

23.34 
23.69 
24,04 
24.:SJ 
24,4 7 

11. 78 
11,41 
11.04 
10. 74 
10.59 

27.40 
7.7.06 
26.69 
26.}6 
26.19 

17+36. 30 
17+61. 30 
18+27.41 

End SVP TS Curvo 15 
CS Curve 15 
SC Curve 16 

1,647 
1,647 
1,647 

30.50 
32.43 
35.01 

:S0.50 
31.50 
34.08 

:51.50 
33.4:S 
36.01 

31.50 
32.50 
J5.08 

25.0:S 
25.86 
29.23 

25,03 
25,9J 
28.31 

10.00 
10.00 
10.00 

25.46 
29.59 
28.54 

18+52.41 
19+20.6} 

ST Curva 15 
TS Curve 17 

1,647 
1,647 

.35.07 
:S7.81 

35.07 
:S7.81 

}6.07 
38.81 

36,07 
38.81 

29.21 
J1.66 

29,21 
31.66 

10.00 
10.00 

28. 10 
26. 77 

19+45.63 
19+5}. 70 

CS Curve 17 
CS Curve 17 

1,647 
1,647 

:SB.BS 
39.17 

:S9.30 
39.62 

39.85 
40.17 

40.}0 
40.62 

32.45 
}2.85 

32.90 
33,}7 

10.00 
10,00 

26.20 
76.02 

19+78.70 ST Curv,. 17 1,647 40.23 40.2J 41.23 41.23 33. 75 33.75 10.00 75.41 
20+18.50 TS Curve Id 1,647 45,67 45.67 46.67 46,67 38.04 38.04 11l.OU 21.64 
21+23. 50 SC Curve 18 1,647 45.88 47. 73 46.88 48.73 }8.24 40.09 10.00 71.56 
21+b8.46 
21+93.46 
22+00 

CS Curve 18 
ST Curve #8 

1,647 
1,647 
1,647 

46. 18 
46,38 
46,28 

48.05 
46,38 
46. 28 

47. 18 
47.38 
47. 28 

49.05 
47.38 
47,28 

38.60 
3'3.80 
3£1.81 

40.45 
5a,Ro 
~d.81 

10.00 
10.00 
10.00 

'/1. 7(; 
7.1, 71 
-n.o~ 

22+l0 1,647 46.04 46,04 47,04 47,04 38.85 38.85 10.00 n.91 
22>40 1,647 45,84 45.84 46.84 46.84 38.89 38,89 10.00 23..69 
22+4).50 
22•46 

ST Vortlcal Curve 1,647 
1,647 

45.131 
45.117 

45.81 
45.87 

47.81 
47.87 

47,81 
47.87 

}8,90 
33.95 

38.90 
38,95 

10.00 
10.00 

23.82 
73. J9 

22+43 
22+~0 
2L+5l. 

1,647 
1,647 
1,647 

46,01 
45,2} 
46,47 

46.01 
46,23 
46,47 

48.01 
48.2:S 
48.41 

48.01 
48.23 
48.47 

}9.05 
39.22 
39.40 

~9.05 
}9.22 
:S9.40 

10.00 
10.00 
10.00 

23.69 
2},50 
L3.31 

2:1>54 1,647 46.88 46.88 48.88 48.88 39. 70 ~9.70 lv.00 2L.94 
22+56 
22>66 

End Vsrtlcdl Curve 
BottOM Wldto Trans 

1,647 
1,647 

47. 30 
49.58 

<:7.30 
49.58 

49.30 
51.58 

49.30 
51.58 

40.00 
41.80 

40.00 
41.80 

10.00 
10.40 

2?., 5t_J 
'10.37 

22+76 
22+R6 

1,647 
1,647 

51.21 
52.42 

51.21 
52.42 

53.21 
54,42 

53.21 
54.42 

45.60 
45.40 

43.60 
45.40 

11.60 
13.60 

18.6:~ 
17.24 

22>96 
27+)8 
23+00 
25+02 

1,647 
1,647 
1,647 
1,647 

55.54 
53.76 
54.05 
54. 31 

53. 54 
53.76 
54,03 
54.31 

55.54 
55. 76 
56.03 
56,31 

55.54 
55.76 
56,03 
56. 31 

47.20 
47.56 
47.92 
48,28 

47.20 
47.56 
41.92 
48.28 

16.40 
17,06 
17. 74 
18.46 

15. 95 
· l~. 55 
15. LJ 
14. N 

2H04 1,647 54.60 54.60 56.60 56.60 48.64 48.64 19.22 14.H 
25+06 Crest of Chee~ Dam 1,647 54.94 54.94 56.94 56.94 49.00 49.00 :,o.on n.8, 

. All olevatlons In tnet ,.-,.s. I • 

• Al I ei<>vatlons r,)fttr t•.> Nat ion~ 1 Goode tic Vert Iell I Di, tum (NGVD l, formdrl'I soa lc,v0I ctatum 
of 19]') unl;i~s otherw I 5ll Ind i c;,t9d. 
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need to be minimized. Accordingly, extrance and exist spirals where used 
along with central circular curves. Superelevation was provided for all 
curves with the transition to superelevation accomplished in the spiral 
sections. The channel wall heights were set 1-foot above the supereleva
tion requirements. 

This design is in compliance with ER 1165-2-118 "Federal Participation 
in Covered Flood Control Channels." Three-foot gratings will be provided 
across the fill width of the channel at location corresponding to 2 foot 
rise in design water surface elevation. The gratings provide for pressure 
release, air venting, inspection, and maintenance as well as serving to 
minimize any reduction in discharge if the channel entrance becomes 
submerged. 

b. Velocity Check Dam. This feature was designed to insure that super 
critical flow in the in the gut would go through a hydraulic jump prior to 
entering the super critical concrete channel. The check dam basin was 
designed to have sheet pile walls extending 3 feet above the SPF water sur
face elevation. This design considers passing all SPF flow around Jane E. 
Tuitt School. The exit chute from the check dam was designed in accordance 
with ETL 1110-2-158 "Design Guidance-Converging Spillway Chutes.'' Because 
of the conveyance the chute spillway was designed with 2 feet of freeboard 
rather than the 1 foot used elsewhere in the project. The reach of covered 
channel immediately downstream of the chute spillway was designed to have a 
flatter slope in order to increase the depth, and thus, mean minimum radius 
criteria around the school. A 36-inch corrugated metal pipe culvert would 
extend from the check dam flow to the entrance of the existing culvert under 
the school, then tie into the channel at a downstream inlet. This would 
serve to drain flood waters from the check dam area as flood waters recede. 
The bottom of the sheet piling would be protected from scour with a concrete 
slab. The resulting velocities in the check dam basin would reach a minimum 
of 1.6 feet per second, thus, in survey that abrasive rocks and boulders 
would not enter and scour concrete channel. No storm attenuation was 
accounted for at the velocity check dam. 

c. Debris Barrier. A debris barrier is provided upstream of the velo
city check dam crest to trap floating debris and washed down the stream. 
Drainage areas contributing debris are approximately .27 square mile. 

d. Channel Crossings. All crossings over the covered concrete channels 
will be designed for highway loading. Channel widths are not excessive so 
that complete spanning is feasible. 

e. Design Complications in the Tourist Area. At the request of local 
agencies, a channel design was developed to pass above an existing sewer 
line crossing the project alinement at about Sta. 0+85. In order to 
accomplish this objective, the downstream 400 feet of the channel was 
designed to have a flatter slope and increased width. Even so, a practical 
design could not be developed without considering a monolithic incorporation 
of an equivalent section of sewer line passing under the floor slab and the 
channel. 
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f. Potential Erosion Below Covered Channel Exit Portal. The maximum 
potential erosion caused by the super critical flow issuing from the channel 
exit portal is shown on plate A-5. The depth, length and width of scour 
were determined in accordance with Technical Report No. H-74-9 (Oct 79) 
based on {1) Cohesionless soil, (2) Rectangular outlet, {3) 85 minute time 
duration of flow, and (4) 2076 CFS discharge. As recommended, a 
110-foot-long sheet pile cutoff wall as provided 5 feet seaward of the 
existing bulkhead and extending from elevation -4.4 elevation to -25 feet 
m.s.l. Maximum depth of scour was computed to be elevation -21.6 feet 
m.s.l. The cutoff will extend slightly deeper to insure embedment in 
substantially firm material. Tremie concrete along the top 2 feet of the 
cutoff will provide a seal between the cutoff wall and the existing 
bulkhead. 

g. Side Drainage. Details of side drainage will be developed when 
additional local surveys are available. Channel capacity was designed con
servatively where inflow data was limited. 
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APPENDIX B 

A. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS 

1. General. Proposed construction consists primarily of improving and 
increas1ng the conveyance capacity of the existing Savan Gut. Improvements 
proposed consist of construction of a reinfor~ed concrete box culvert 
starting at the seawall bordering St. Thomas Harbor (Station 0+00) and 
extending northward to Jane E. Tuitt Elementary School (Station 23+06). An 
existing concrete box culvert under the school would remain part of the con
veyance system and would tie-in with the new box culvert just upstream and 
downstream of the school. These connections would be made with 36-inch 
diameter corrugated metal pipe and would provide for passage of low flows 
through the existing box culvert under the school. A velocity check dam and 
basin would be constructed immediately upstream of the proposed box culvert. 
Just upstream of the entrance to the proposed box culvert a debris barrier 
would be constructed, as shown on plate B-5A, to prevent debris from 
entering the proposed culverts. At the discharge end of the proposed box 
culvert a retaining wall would be constructed along the base of the existing 
seawall to prevent undermining during flood discharges. 

2. Velocity check dam and basin. The weir of the velocity check dam would 
be at elevation 49.0 with the approach apron at elevation 45.0 as shown on 
plate B-5. The check dam serves as the entrance to the proposed box culvert 
and would be of reinforced concrete construction. Bottom elevation of the 
basin upstream of the velocity check dam would be at elevation 45.0. Flows 
would be directed into the basin through an approach channel which slopes 
lV:lOH from existing ground elevation 65.0 immediately downstream of Antoni 
Straede bridge to the proposed basin. Due to the existing streets and resi
dential housing immediately adjacent to the proposed basin, vertical steel 
sheet pile retaining walls are proposed around the basin to reduce limits of 
required excavation. Piling would be capped with a steel channel section. 
Chain link fence would be installed along the entire limits of the retaining 
walls as a safety measure due to the close proximity of Jane E. Tuitt 
Elementary School. Where the retaining walls parallel existing streets, 
guard rails would be installed along the pavement edge. A general plan of 
the velocity check dam and basin is shown on plate B-5A. 

3. Concrete box culvert. The box culvert would be of reinforced concrete 
construction. For plan and centerline profile, refer to plates B-2 through 
B-5A. Because of right-of-way restrictions the alinement of the box culvert 
would include seven curves of various radii. Each curve would incorporate 
entrance and exit spirals and banked bottoms. For curve data and culvert 
alinement, refer to plate B-1. Hydraulic design data, which includes 
culvert invert elevations, banked bottom requirements, width and minimum 
height of culvert and other pertinent data, are shown in table A-5 of appen
dix A. The box culvert would be designed for highway loading through the 
central business district {Sta. 0+00 - Sta. 7+84) as part of project 
construction. In addition, at the request of the local sponsor, the reach 
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of box culvert between Bridge No. 4 (Sta. 7+84) and Jane E. Tuitt School 
(Sta. 18+50) would also be designed for highway loading as part of outside 
project scope work (see paragraph 5). 

4. Approach channel slope protection. It is proposed that a gabion 
mattress be used as bank protection for the approach channel to the velocity
check basin. For limits of required gabion protection, see plate B-5A. For 
gabion design requirements, refer to paragraph 9.d. of appendix C. 

5. Outside project scope work. For a reach of approximately 1,100 feet, 
between the school and the business district, an open concrete channel would 
have provided an adequate design to meet project requirements for conveyance
of flood flows along this portion of the proposed system. However, at the 
request of the local sponsor, a covered box culvert designed for highway
loading is proposed for this reach. The local sponsor has agreed to pay all 
additional costs for construction of a box culvert, in lieu of an open 
channel, along this reach. Reasons expressed by the local sponsor for their 
preference for a box culvert included the following. 

a. Due to past experience related to the existing open channel along
the reach, there has been a continuing problem of area residents using the 
channel as a disposal area for garbage and other debris. In addition to 
creating a very unsightly appearance, objectionable odors from the garbage
and refuse are also a continuing complaint. 

b. The Virgin Islands Urban Renewal Board is currently planning new 
street construction over the previously proposed open channel. Construction 
of a box culvert designed for highway loading along this section would 
reduce substantially the cost of future street construction. 

c. Even though the previously proposed open channel would have had 
chain link fence installed along each side of the channel as a safety 
measure, a covered box culvert was considered safer and would have a less 
adverse effect on the general appearance of the historic area. 

B. STRUCTURAL DESIGN CRITERIA 

6. General Design Criteria. 

a. _Jcope. This section covers the design criteria and stability analy
ses of e concrete structures of this report. In general, the design of 
each important feature is described in the following text or on the plates.
The work proposed consists of approximately 2,300 feet of box culvert with 
an approach channel with steel sheet pile walls. 

b. General. The structural design is based on standard practice as set 
forth by the Engineering and Design Manuals (EM 1110 series), Corps of 
Engineers, U.S. Army, and Building Code requirements for Reinforced Concrete 
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(A.C.I. Code), subject to modifications indicated by engineering judgement 
and experience. 

c. Working stressses. 

(1) General. The allowable working stresses are in accordance with 
EM 1110-1-2101, "Working Stresses for Structural Design," and applicable
codes and standards of other agencies. 

(2) Concrete. Working stresses for concrete are in accordance with 
above references using a minimum specified compressive strength (f'c) of 
4,000 p.s.i., and modular ratio (n) of 8. 

(3) Reinforcing steel. Working stresses for reinforcing steel are 
in accordance with above references for billet-steel of intermediate grade. 

(4) Structural steel. Working stresses are in accordance with 
above references based on appropriate stresses. 

d. Unit weights and soil properties. Unless shown otherwise on the 
stability plates, the unit values of the soil and rock to be used in the 
design of the structures are listed below. 

GRANULAR MATERIAL (STA. 0+00 to STA. 10+00) 

Wt. of moist earth= 110 #/CF 
Wt. of submerged earth= 62.5 #/CF 
Angle of internal friction of backfill = 30° 
Active lateral pressure (moist earth) = 37 #/SF/F
Active lateral pressure (submerged earth) = 21 #/SF/F 
At rest lateral pressure (moist earth) = 53 #/SF/F 
At rest lateral pressure (submerged earth) = 30 #/SF/F 
Passive lateral pressure (submerged earth) = 188 #/SF/F 

CLAY MATERIAL (STA. 10+00 to STA. 19+00 and STA. 19+00 to STA. 26+00) 

Wt. of moist clay= 105 #/CF
Wt. of saturated clay= 115 #/CF
Lateral pressure (moist) = .6 x 105 = 63 #/SF/F 
Lateral pressure (saturated) = .6 x 52.5 + 62.5 = 94 #/SF/F 

CLAYEY GRAVEL (STA. 19+00 to STA. 22+00) 

Wt. of moist material = 115 #/CF 
Wt. of submerged material= 62.5 #/CF 
Angle of internal friction= 35° 
Active lateral pressure (moist) = 31.1 #/SF/FT 
Active lateral pressure (submerged) = 17 #/SF/FT
At-Rest lateral pressure (moist) = 49.5 #/SF/FT 
At-Rest lateral pressure (submerged) = 26.9 #/SF/FT
Passive lateral pressure (moist) = 424.4 #/SF/FT 
Passive lateral pressure (submerged) = 230.6 #/SF/FT 
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ROCK AT APPROACH CHANNEL (STA. 22+00 to STA. 26+00) 

Cracked by blasting, assume~= 35° 
Wt. of moist cracked rock= 110 #/CF 
Lateral active pr. (moist) = 110 x .271 = 30 #/SF/F 

Natural Rock {Uncracked by blasting) 

Assume 2.0 ft. below channel cracked 
Assume next 5.0' resistance= 4 K/SF 
Assume below 7.0' resistance= 8 K/SF 

7. Box Culvert. 

a. General. The box culvert is a continuous structure with various 
widths and heights. A portion of the culvert will support road traffic and 
a portion will not. A portion has no backfill over the culvert with the 
majority having from 2 to 6 feet of fill. The wall components are designed 
for at-rest lateral pressures and using the loading conditions producing the 
largest moments and shears. The stability and design analysis results for 
typical sections of the culvert are shown on plates B-14 and B-15. The con
tinuous culvert is separated by contraction joints. The location of these 
joints is based on providing monoliths of reasonable lengths to prevent 
cracking and at changes in size or at changes in scope of the culvert. 
Typical sections of the steel sheet pile walls are also shown on the design 
analysis plates. 

b. Uplift. The majority of the box culvert portion of the project is 
above the water table. No uplift is assumed for the box culvert monoliths 
when ground water is well below the base elevation. The portion of the 
culvert near the harbor (discharge end) is below the water table. Uplift at 
this area is assumed at or near the ground line; however, this uplift is 
offset by water at or near this level within the culvert for all conditions 
except construction conditions. 

c. Base pressures. The base pressures for the entire culvert length 
are low for the soils at this structure. 

d. Truck loading and construction loading. The culvert is designed for 
A.A.S.H.T.O. truck loading at all areas which trucks could have access. 

8. Steel Sheet Pile Wa 11 s. 

a. General. All steel sheet piles on this job shall be PZ-27. 

b. Retaining walls in harbor. These walls are low walls to protect the 
existing seawall from the scour from the discharge. The cantilever in the 
clay below the silt. 
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c. Training walls at approach basin. A special design is used for 
these walls due to the hard rock which must be penetrated. To prevent a 
requirement of continuous drilling or punching to provide bottom support for 
this wall, king piles placed in drilled holes will provide bottom support 
for 10 to 25 feet of wall. Steel sheet piles driven to a small penetration 
provides the surface area to retain the embankment. A concrete slab placed 
on the channel bottom prevents loss on loose or broken rock at the wall. 
The slab also is tied to the king piles and provides the bottom support for 
the sheet piling. A wale is used near the top to provide top support for 
the sheet piling and is tied to king piles. The top of the king piles is 
supported by 45° anchors which are grouted into drilled holes into firm 
rock. These anchors will be load tested to verify capacity. 

d. Cofferdams. In the downstream area, sheet piles are used to 
construct the concrete monoliths in the dry. Struts are used above the roof 
of the structure to support the piling. The stability analysis results for 
this wall are shown on plate B-14. In the area by the church, the sheet 
pile walls are designed to support the clayey gravel with the use of struts 
between walls. Driving shoes may be required due to the presence of rock 
fragments and boulders in this area. The strut may be removed once the box 
culvert has been placed and backfill placed behind the walls and compacted. 
The concrete retaining wall above the box culvert can then be completed with 
the remaining exposed sheet pile walls in a cantilevered condition. The 
stability analysis results for the highest wall are shown on plate B-15. 
Most of the culvert will require sheet piling to allow excavation for 
concrete placement in the relatively close space between buildings. 

C. DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 

9. Access roads. Numerous existing streets would provide construction 
access along the alinement of proposed construction. Primary access points 
would be from Vester Gade at north limit of work (see plate B-5), Rosen Gade 
and Brodranes Gade between Jane E. Tuitt School and business district (see 
plate B-4), and from various streets within the business district. Rosen 
Gade and Brodranes Gade dead-end at junction with proposed construction 
alinement and would provide excellent points of access. Existing streets 
would also provide suitable access for future maintenance of the culvert 
system. 

10. Traffic control during construction. The most congested intersection 
along the proposed construction alinement is at Veteran's Drive and Guttet's 
Gade. Veteran's Drive is a major four-lane road running east and west along
St. Thomas Harbor. In order to keep disruption of traffic to a minimum, 
construction in this area would be accomplished in two stages, as shown on 
plate B-11. This would provide for two-way traffic along Veteran's Drive 
around ongoing construction at all times. At other streets crossing 
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construction alinement, traffic would be rerouted to adjacent streets during
construction of the box culvert through the intersection. Construction of 
the box culvert through Main Street and Back Street would be accomplished 
during the summer months {120 days) to reduce impact on traffic congestion. 
Only one street would be closed to traffic during any one period. 

11. Dewatering. Construction of all proposed work would be accomplished in 
the dry with the exception of placement of tremie concrete plug and steel 
sheet pile retaining wall at end of proposed culvert. Dewatering would be 
required from Station 0+00 to Station 9+50+. Cofferdam would be constructed 
of steel sheet piling with lateral bracing-provided at the top. For design 
details of steel sheet pile cofferdam, see plate B-14. Cofferdam plan for 
construction at Veteran's Drive is shown on plate B-11. Dewatering would be 
accomplished by methods described in paragraph 9.f of appendix C. 

12. Construction procedure. 

a. Construction methods. Excavation could be accomplished by dragline 
or backhoe. Excavation throughout the proposed construction alinement would 
generally require installation of steel sheet pile retaining walls or timber 
shoring due to the limited right-of-way available. Since installation of 
steel sheet piling would be required in heavily built-up areas, installation 
of piles would be restricted to daylight hours to reduce impact of noise 
level on the public. Where right-of-way permits, contractor would be 
allowed to reduce height of required piling or shoring by excavating
construction slopes (one vertical on two horizontal), as shown on plates 
B-7, 8-8, and 8-10. Materials from required excavation, which are suitable 
for use as fill and backfill, could be placed within designated areas along 
the construction alinement until needed. Primary storage areas would be 

11 A11 11 811Work Area shown on pl ate 8-3 and Work Area shown on pl ate 8-5. 
Unsuitable and excess materials would be placed in disposal area discussed 
in paragraph 20. Placement of concrete materials could generally be 
accomplished by conventional methods. However, due to restricted access at 
some points along the construction alinement, pumping of concrete materials 
would be permitted. 

b. Construction sequence. For discussion of construction sequence, 
proposed construction is divided into four reaches as indicated below: 

Reach A - Sta. 0+00 - Sta. 9+00 
Reach 8 - Sta. 9+00 - Sta. 17+65 
Reach C - Sta. 17+65 - Sta. 23+06 
Reach D - Sta. 17+65 - To school 

As much latitude as possible would be given the contractor regarding phasing 
of construction operations due to the complexity of work and the need to 
complete construction within a reasonable period of time. The contractor 
would be permitted to have construction in progress simultaneously in 
Reaches A, 8, and C. Construction of Reach D would follow construction of 
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Reach C (see paragraph 12.b(4)(a). The contractor would be required to sub
mit a plan of construction phasing for approval and to conform to the con
ditions and restrictions indicated below. 

( 1) Reach A. 

(a) Provide for channel bypass flow around or through construction 
areas at all times (see paragraph 13). 

(b) Maintain existing utility services (sanitary sewage and water 
supply) with a m1n1mum of interruptions during construction operations (see 
paragraph 26.d). 

(c) Construction at Veteran's Drive would be accomplished in two 
stages as shown on plate B-11. Due to the highly congested traffic in this 
area, construction of Stages I and II would be limited to a period of 5 
months. 

{d) Two-way traffic would be maintained along Veteran's Drive 
around on-going construction at all times (see plate B-11). 

(e) While Guttet's Gade could be closed to thru-traffic during 
construction of Reach A, only one street crossing Guttet's Gade could be 
closed to traffic during any one period. This does not include Veteran's 
Drive as discussed above. Construction of the box culvert through Main 
Street and Back Street would be accomplished during the summer months (120 
days) to reduce impact on traffic congestion. 

(f) Construction of sections of the box culvert through the busi
ness district would be limited to a combined total of 300 feet at any one 
time. Maximum length of sections under construction would be limited to 100 
feet. During the "wet season" {August through November), pl a cement of 
concrete would be limited to only one construction area along Reach A at any 
one time. Upon completion of backfill placement along the completed culvert 
walls to a point midway up the sides of the walls, concrete placement could 
proceed at the next work area. During December through July, there would be 
no restrictions on concrete placement. 

( 2) Reach B. 

(a) Provide for channel bypass flow through construction areas at 
all times (refer to paragraph 13). 

{b) Maintain existing utility services (sanitary sewage and water 
supply) with a minimum of interruptions during construction operations (see 
paragraph 25.d). 

(c) Only one of the two existing streets crossing proposed 
construction alinement could be closed to traffic during any one period. 
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(d) There would be no restriction on limits of proposed box culvert 
under construction at any one time. However, during the "wet season" 
(August through November), placement of concrete would be limited to only 
one section, not to exceed 100 feet, at any one time. Upon completion of 
backfill placement along the completed culvert walls to a point midway up 
the sides of the walls, concrete placement could proceed for the next sec
tion of concrete. During December through July, there would be no restric
tions on concrete placement. 

( 3) Reach C. 

(a) No provision for channel bypass flow would be needed for this 
reach. Construction of this portion of the proposed box culvert is outside 
the existing Savan Gut Channel. 

{b) Maintain existing utility services (sanitary sewage and water 
supply) with a minimum of interruptions during construction operations (see 
paragraph 26.d). 

(c) There would be no restrictions on limits of proposed box 
culvert under construction at any one time or placement of concrete along 
this reach. 

(4) Reach D - {Construct 36" dia. CMP low flow culvert). 

(a) Construction of Reach C would be required prior to commencing 
construction of Reach D. Bypass flow would then be diverted around Reach D 
through Reach C. 

(b) Maintain existing utility services (sanitary sewage and water 
supply) with a minimum of interruptions during construction operations (see 
paragraph 25.d). 

(c) There would be no restrictions on limits of proposed 36-inch 
diameter culvert under construction at any one time. 

13. Channel bypass requirements. The largest portion of proposed construc
tion lies within the existing Savan Gut Channel and along the alinement of 
an existing covered gutter through the business district. While generally 
this reach is completely dry, provision would have to be made to bypass 
flows around or through construction areas during periods of heavy rainfall 
and flash floods. Construction of a separate bypass channel adjacent to 
proposed construction is not economically feasible due to the numerous resi
dential and commercial buildings existing adjacent the proposed alinement. 
Flow through the existing conveyance system is restricted by a 6-foot by 
2- foot by 6 inch-culvert section which controls flow at the outlet section 
near the harbor. It is proposed to provide bypass capacity equivalent to 
the capacity of the existing conveyance system by installing three 
36-inch-diameter corrugated metal pipes through the construction area or 
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around the construction area, as shown on plate B-11. For those construc
tion areas, which require bypass pipes through the construction area, the 
contractor would be allowed to remove sections of the bypass pipes during 
dry periods or periods of low flow in order to provide access for construc
tion operations. During flood flows and periods when no construction acti
vities are in progress, all bypass pipes would be in place. In the event 
the capacity of the existing channel and bypass system is exceeded, some 
damage to work in progress would occur. Addjtional estimated costs for 
cleanup, repairs, or replacement of damaged form work, erosion, and repairs 
to damaged construction are included in 11 Dewatering and temporary construc
tion" costs. To reduce potential for excessive damages during a severe 
flood, certain restrictions would be placed on construction activities 
during the "wet season•• (August through November). For discussion of these 
restrictions and location of the reaches referenced below, refer to para
graph 12.b. Bypass pipes would only be required through work areas in 
Reaches A and B of proposed construction. No provision for bypass flow 
would be needed for Reach C since construction would be outside the existing 
Savan Gut Channel. Reach C would be completed prior to construction of 
Reach D and would be used to bypass flows around Reach D construction. 

14. Restoration of natural values. All disturbed areas would be restored 
as nearly as possible to their original state and seeded, as necessary, to 
secure grass establishment. Damaged areas of existing pavement adjacent to 
construction would be repaired or replaced, as necessary. 

15. Interference with local activities. Construction of the improvements 
proposed herein is expected to cause some interference with movement of 
pedestrian and vehicular traffic through and around proposed construction. 
While the construction contractor would be required to maintain pedestrian 
access to and from affected buildings during construction, Guttet's Gade, 
which runs through the Central Business District, would be closed to thru
traffic during construction of that section of the proposed box culvert. 
For more detailed discussion of construction phasing which would be required 
to reduce interference with local activities, refer to paragraph 12.b. In 
regard to relocation of utilities, some interruptions in service would 
occur. While the contractor would be required to maintain flow in sanitary 
sewer lines and water supply lines through or around construction areas, 
some interruptions in service would occur for brief periods while trans
fering service from existing lines to temporary bypass lines (refer to 
paragraph 25.d). 

16. Protection of existing buildings. Most of the existing structures 
along the proposed construction alinement are small buildings consisting 
primarily of one- and two-story structures. Many are of timber frame 
construction. Where the depth of excavation requires placement of steel 
sheet piling for dewatering and protection of adjacent buildings, such as 
through the Central Business District, the steel sheet pile system is based 
on a non-yielding design to prevent any lateral movement or settlement of 
the existing buildings. In regard to determining type of foundation system
and limits for major buildings adjacent to new work, the local sponsor has 
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been requested to furnish this information. However, due to the age of the 
structures, only limited details can be expected. Coordinates (x and y) are 
being obtained for all building corners which are in very close proximity to 
proposed construction. 

D. CONSTRUCTION MATERIALS 

17. Concrete. A Concrete Materials Investigation Report was prepared in 
accordance with Appendix A of EM 1110-2-2000, "Standard Practice for 
Concrete," and is presented as appendix F. Approximately 3,700 cubic yards 
of concrete would be required for project construction. 

18. Stone protection. All gabion stone would be local stone which can be 
obtained from nearby quarries. 

19. Fill and backfill. Suitable materials from required excavation would 
be used for fill and backfill. All fill and backfill material would consist 
of selected material free from peat, and with no rock particles larger than 
3 inches graded uniformly down to fines. 

20. Disposal area. Excess material and material unsuitable for fill and 
backfill would be hauled to inland disposal area yet to be determined. 

E. REAL ESTATE REQUIREMENTS 

21. Real estate reauirements. The project sponsor is required to assume 
the cost of all lan s, easements, including disposal areas and rights-of-way
required for the construction and operation of the project. With exception 
of the disposal area, approximate land requirements are shown on plates 8-2 
through 8-5A. 

F. RELOCATIONS 

22. General. The project sponsor is required to assume the costs for all 
relocations and alterations. Costs relating to Public Law 91-646 require
ments are also borne by the local sponsor. Relocation of some families 
would be required due to construction of this project. All residents 
involved would be compensated under Public Law 91-646. Facilities to be 
relocated or altered include streets, highway bridges, homes, buildings, 
electric transmission lines, utilities, and local drainage structures. 
While generally it is standard practice for the local sponsor to relocate 
all affected facilities in advance of construction activities, this is not 
practical or economically feasible for the proposed project. With exception 
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of relocation or temporary relocation of electric transmission lines and 
relocation of homes, all other relocation and alteration items would be 
accomplished under the project construction contract. All costs related to 
these items would still be paid by the local sponsor. For affected 
utilities, which cannot be relocated by the local sponsor in advance of 
construction activities, some interruption in utility services would occur. 
To keep these interruptions to a minimum, close coordination and cooperation 
would be necessary between the Corps of Engineers, Virgin Islands Department 
of Public Works, and the construction contractor. 

23. Streets. The primary street requiring replacement due to proposed 
construction is Guttet's Gade which runs through the business district along 
the proposed alinement. There are two other streets crossing the proposed 
alinement north of the business district which would also be affected. 
Guttet's Gade is 784 feet long and is constructed of rigid concrete 
pavement. However, it is proposed to replace all pavement with a bituminous 
concrete pavement for reasons indicated below. For typical pavement section 
and pavement design, see plate B-13. 

a. The existing streets intersecting or crossing Guttet's Gade, 
including 4-lane Veteran's Drive, are constructed of asphaltic pavement. 
The proposed pavement design would provide for smoother transitions between 
existing and new construction and would blend more easily with intersecting 
streets. 

b. The bituminous concrete pavement would provide less costly access to 
the numerous buried ut i 1i ti es beneath the streets during future rna i ntenance 
and replacement operations. 

c. For the proposed construction, cost of bituminous concrete pavement 
should be competitive with rigid concrete pavement. 

24. Bridges. There are four existing bridges within the study area, as 
shown on plate B-1. Following discussion presents scope of proposed reloca
tions or alterations for each bridge. 

a. Bridge No. 1. This bridge is outside the limits of proposed 
improvements. No replacement or alteration is proposed. 

b. Bridge No. 2. Proposed construction would require removal of this 
bridge. The proposed box culvert would be designed for highway loading at 
this former bridge crossing which would eliminate the need for a separate 
bridge structure. The additional costs of this covered box culvert compared 
to an open concrete channel through this crossing would be included under 
relocations cost. Other features required to provide a suitable crossing 
for vehicular traffic include construction of concrete retaining walls adja
cent to the roadway, placement of earth fill between the walls, and 
construction of bituminous concrete pavement along the disturbed area. For 
details, see section P-P on plate B-8. 
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c. Bridge No. 3. This bridge is outside the limits of proposed 
construction and would not require replacement or alteration. Due to 
hydraulic restrictions the proposed alinement was unable to conform to the 
sharp bends of the existing paved channel at this location. Relocations 
cost would be limited to reconstruction of that section of street which 
crosses the proposed box culvert and the additional costs of providing a box 
culvert designed for highway loading compared to an open concrete channel 
through this crossing. The existing paved channel under Bridge No. 3, and 
other areas where its removal would not be required by proposed 
construction, would be backfilled to top of existing ground. This would 
prevent formation of undrained areas which would be undesirable esthetically 
and a possible hazard to health. 

d. Bridge No. 4. This bridge would be replaced by proposed 
construction. The proposed box culvert would be designed for highway 
loading at this crossing and for the entire reach through the business 
district. Relocations cost would be limited to reconstructon of the street 
which crosses 
plate B-7. 

the proposed box culvert. For details, see section G-G on 

25. Utilities. 

a. General. Proposed relocation of major utilities are shown on plates 
B-2 through B-5 and on plate B-12. The proposed relocation plan and details 
are based on a 1978 topographic survey made by the Corps, utility layout 
drawings furnished by the local sponsor, and site investigations made by 
Corps personnel. Sufficient information pertaining to relocation of 
existing utilities has been obtained on which to base a reasonably accurate 
cost estimate. However, more detailed information will be needed for pre
paration of contract plans. This additional information has been requested 
and the local sponsor has assured the Corps it will be provided prior to 
preparation of contract plans. 

b. Relocation of sanitary sewer line along proposed alinement. It is 
proposed to provide a sanitary sewer line along each side of the box 
culvert, as shown on plates B-2 through B-5, in order to make connection 
with residential and other building laterals along the alinement. The 
existing design consists of only one sanitary sewer line along the 
alinement. This provides a suitable design for present conditions since the 
existing concrete channel is very shallow and permits laterals to run under 
the channel to intercept the sewer line on the other side. The depth of the 
proposed box culvert precludes running laterals under the culvert. 

c. Relocation of utilities - Veteran's Drive and Guttet's Gade. 
Proposed construction through this area would require relocation and altera
tion of primary sanitary sewer and water supply lines running along 
Veteran's Drive, as shown on plate B-12. This includes existing 15-inch and 
30-inch gravity sewer lines, a 10-inch water supply line, and a 24-inch 
water supply line. The existing 10-inch water supply line and the 30-inch 
sanitary sewer line would be relocated under the proposed box culvert. The 
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existing 24-inch water supply line, which presently is not in use, would be 
reinstalled above the proposed box culvert through the rebuilt planter box. 
There would be only minor change in the alinement and grade for this pipe. 
For relocation plan, see plate B-12. 

d. Maintenance of service during construction. The construction 
contractor would be required to maintain existing utility services (sanitary 
sewage and water suppply) with a minimum of interruptions during construc
tion operations. Interrruptions would be limited primarily to brief periods 
during transfer of service from existing lines to temporary bypass lines. 
Service would be maintained during relocation of water supply lines by 
installing temporary supply lines over the areas under construction. No 
additional pumping would be required for these installations. Service would 
be maintained during relocation of sanitary sewer lines by installing tem
porary sewer lines over the areas under construction. Installation of tem
porary package lift stations would be required to maintain flow through the 
temporary sewer lines. To maintain service to buildings and homes imme
diately adjacent to areas under construction, a temporary gravity line would 
be installed along both sides of the construction area. These lines would 
intercept individual laterals and discharge collected flow into sewer line 
downstream of work area. These temporary lines would be located just deep 
enough to provide gravity flow along the collection area. 

26. Local drainage structures. Guttet's Gade is a paved street running 
along the proposed channel alinement through the business district. This 
street has numerous drop inlets which collect local drainage. These drop 
inlets currently discharge collected flow directly into a covered gutter
which runs along Guttet's Gade. The covered gutter conveys all collected 
flow directly to St. Thomas Harbor. Proposed construction would replace the 
covered gutter with a much·larger box culvert beneath Guttet's Gade. The 
existing street and drop inlets would be replaced with new construction. 
Drop inlets would be connected to the proposed box culvert and local 
drainage would be conveyed directly to St. Thomas Harbor. Upstream of the 
business district local drainage currently is collected in concrete gutters 
and storm drains along the existing streets which parallel the proposed 
alinement. The collected flow is then discharged into an existing open 
concrete channel, running along the proposed alinement, at various points 
along the channel. Primary points where collected flow enters the existing 
open channel are at Bridges Nos. 2, 3, and 4. All existing gutters and 
storm drains, currently discharging into the open channel, would be con
nected to the proposed box culvert. While all major drainage is collected 
and discharged into the existing open channel, as described above, some 
local drainage enters the open channel between collection points from areas 
immediately adjacent to the channel. Construction of the proposed box 
culvert would require that provision be made to intercept this additional 
flow and discharge it into the box culvert. This would be accomplished by 
construction of small V-ditches along the proposed alinement and installing 
inlet drains to the box culvert where required. In a few restricted areas 
adjacent to buildings, a small concrete flume may be required. 
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G. OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

27. Operation and maintenance. The local sponsor would be responsible for 
the maintenance of the improvements proposed in this report upon completion 
of the construction contract. The contractor would be responsible for all 
maintenance during the construction contract. 

H. CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE 

28. Construction schedule. It is planned to award two construction 
contracts to accomplish the construction of the improvements proposed in 
this report. The first contract is scheduled to be advertised in the 4th 
Quarter of FY-82 pending approval of this report and appropriation of funds. 
Contract price for the first contract would be between $2 million and $2.5 
million and the estimated construction time would be 14 months. Limits of 
construction would be from Sta. 0+00 to Sta. 9+002:.. The remaining work 
would be advertised in FY-83 with an estimated construction time of 12 
months. 

I. QUANTITIES AND COST ESTIMATES 

29. Cost estimates presented. Contract price estimates for the improve
ments proposed herein showing quantities and unit price costs are presented 
in table 8-1. Also included in table 8-1 are contract price estimates for 
ouside project scope work and relocation and alteration items which would be 
part of the contruction contract. Summary of total initial costs are pre
sented in tale 8-2 and summary of Federal and non-Federal costs are pre
sented in table 8-3. 

30. Concrete channel improvements. Estimates of cost presented in table 
B-1 for concrete channel improvements are based on project design require
ments and do not include the additional costs of construction requested by 
the local sponsor. This additional construction is considered to be outside 
project scope and the estimated cost for this work is presented as a 
separate item in table B-1. 

31. Outside project scope work. The additional improvements requested by 
the local sponsor consists primarily of providing a covered box culvert in 
lieu of the previousy proposed open concrete channel between Jane E. Tuitt 
School and the business district. The local sponsor has agreed to pay all 
additional costs related to covering the open concrete channel. A savings 
of approximately $40,000 would be realized in project costs due to covering 
the open channel. Extensive fencing along the previously proposed open 
channel would no longer be required. For further discussion pertaining to 
outside project scope work, refer to paragraph 5. 
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TABLE B-1 

SAVAN GUT PROJECT 

CONTRACT PRICE 
Quantities and Cost Estimates 
(Date of Estimate: Oct 1981) 

Unit 
Item Unit Price Quantity Total 

Concrete Channel Improvements 

Mobilization and demobili
zation of equipment 

Dewatering and temporary 
construction 

Job 

Job 

L.S. 

L.S. 
Remove existing concrete 

structures (excludes 
relocation items) 

Excavation, rock 
Excavation, unclassified 

Job 
C.Y. 
C.Y. 

L.S. 
9.00 
5.50 

Fill and backfill C.Y. 8.75 
Gabions (20" thick) 
Concrete (standard 

construction) 
Concrete (spiral 

construction) 
c·ement 

C.Y. 

C.Y. 

C.Y. 
CWT 

70.00 

305.00 

360.00 
5.30 

Reinforcing steel 
Steel sheet piling 

(permanent) 
Steel king piles 
Pre-drill for king piles 
Rock anchors 

Lbs. 

S.F. 
L.F. 
L.F. 
L.F. 

0.53 

21.00 
35.00 
30.00 
50.00 

Steel grating S.F. 24.00 
Miscellaneous structural 

steel Lbs. 1.30 
Guardrai 1 L.F. 21.00 
Fencing L.F. 20.00 
36-inch dia. CMP L. F. 45.00 
Debris barrier Job L.S. 
Grassing/sodding Job L.S. 

Subtotal 
Contingencies (15%+)
Contract price -

1 

1 

1 
4,600 

18,800 
9,200 

410 

1,800 

1,200 
15,800 

418,400 

19,900 
912 
308 
450 
690 

44,800 
200 
600 
300 

1 
1 

$180,000 

925,000 

55,000 
41,400 

103,400 
80,500 
28,700 

549,000 

432,000 
83,700 

221,800 

417,900 
31,900 
9,200 

22,500 
16,600 

58,200 
4,200 

12,000 
13,500 
12,000 
6,500 

$3,305,000 
496,000 

$3,801,000 
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TABLE B-1 (Continued) 

Subtotal contract price (cont'd) $3,801,000 

Outside Project Scope Work (see para. 31) 

Fill and backfill 
Concrete 
Cement 
Reinforcing steel 
Local drainage structures 
Grassing/sodding 

Subtotal 
Contingencies (15%+) 
Contract price -

C.Y. 
C.Y. 
CWT 
Lbs. 
Job 
Job 

8.75 
360.00 

5.30 
0.53 
L.S. 
L.S. 

1,510 
700 

3,700 
119,600 

1 
1 

13,200 
252,000 
19,600 
63,400 
10,000 
2,800 

$ 361,000 
54,000 

$ 415,000 

Relocations and Alterations 

Bridges 
Streets 
Utilities 

Sanitary sewer lines 
Sanitary sewer manholes 
Water supply lines 
Maintain service during 

construction 
Miscellaneous (unknown 

utilities, etc.) 
Local drainage structures 

Subtotal 
Contingencies {15%+) 
Contract price -

Job 
Job 

Job 
Job 
Job 

Job 

Job 
Job 

L.S. 
L.S. 

L.S. 
L.S. 
L.S. 

L.S. 

L.S. 
L.S. 

1 
1 

1 
1 
1 

1 

1 
1 

66,000 
52,000 

67,000 
45,000 
28,000 

128,000 

100,000 
26,000 

$ 512,000 
77,000 

$ 589,000 

TOTAL CONTRACT PRICE $4,805,000 
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TABLE B-2 

SAVAN GUT PROJECT 

SUMMARY OF TOTAL INITIAL COSTS 
(Date of Estimate: Oct 1981) 

Item Amount Total 

Concrete Channel Imerovements 

Contract price 
Supervision and administration 
Construction costs 
Engineering and design (8"1,+)

Initial costs 

(7"1,+) 
$3,801,000 

266,000 
$4,067,000 

304,000 
$4,371,000 

Outside Project Scoee Work 

Contract price 
Supervision and administration 
Construction costs 
Engineering and design (8%+)

Initial costs 

Relocations and Alterations 

(7%+) 
$ 415,000 

29,000 
$ 440,000 

33,000 
$ 477,000 

Contract price (included in 
construction contract) 

Relocate electric transmission 
lines (by locals) 

Contract price 
Supervision and administration 
Construction costs 
Engineering and design (8"1,+)

Inital costs 

Lands and Damages 

(7%+) 

$ 589,000 

30,000 
$ 619,000 

43,000 
$ 662,000 

50,000 
$ 712,000 

Right-of-way 
Disposal area 
Acquisition costs ( 5"1,+) 
Private dwellings (8)-
P. L. 91-646 
Contingencies (15"1,+)

Initial costs -

TOTAL INITIAL COSTS 

$ 199,000 
37,000 
12,000 

256,000 
105,000 
91,000 

$ 700,000 

$6,260,000 

... 
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TABLE 8-3 

SAVAN GUT PROJECT 

SUMMARY OF FEDERAL AND NON-FEDERAL COSTS 
(Date of Estimate: Oct l98l) 

Item Amount Total 

FEDERAL COSTS 

Initial 

Concrete Channel Improvements $4,000,000 (1) 

(1) Maximum Federal share under authority of 
Section 205 of the Flood Control Act of 
1948, as amended. 

Total Initial Federal Costs 

Annual 

Federal investment subject to interest 
and amortization 

Interest at 7 5/8%
Amortization at 7 5/8% for 50 years 

Annual Federal Costs 

$ 305,000 
8,000 

NON-FEDERAL COSTS 

Initial 

Total initial costs less Federal share 
($6,260,000 - $4,000,000}
Total Initial Non-Federal Costs 

$2,260,000 

Annual 

Non-Federal investment subject to 
interest and amortization (project 
costs only} 

Interest at 7 5/8% 
Amortization at 7 5/8% for 50 years 
Operation and maintenance 

Annual Non-Federal Costs 

$ 136,000 
3,500 
8,500 

Grand Total-Initial Federal and Non-Federal Costs 
Grand Total-Annual Federal and Non-Federal Costs 
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($4,000,000} 

$ 313,000 

$2,260,000 

($1,783,000} 

$ 148,000 

$6,260,000 
$ 461,000 
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1. Introduction. The Savan Gut area includes a natural channel and 
culvert, covering roughly 3/4 of a mile, which draws from north to south, 
crossing the city of Charlotte Amalie just west of Berg Hill and discharging 
into St. Thomas Harbor. The Jane E. Tuitt Elementary School and the busi
ness district south of Back Street are highly susceptible to flooding from 
this channel. 

2. Purpose and Scope. This appendix presents in detail the results of all 
the geotechnical investigations performed at Savan Gut in St. Thomas, U.S. 
Virgin Islands. The purpose of the appendix is to define the geologic 
features and the engineering characteristics of the surface and subsurface 
materials. 

3. Location &Physiography. St. Thomas, one of the three U.S. Virgin 
Islands, lies approximately 40 miles due east of Puerto Rico and is part of 
the curving Greater Antilles Chain of major subtropical islands that separa
tes the Caribbean Sea and the Atlantic Ocean. St. Thomas, which is only 13 
miles long and 3 miles wide, lies 18-20 degrees north latitude and 60 
degrees west longitude. 

The Savan Gut project site is located on the south side of the island 
starting on the St. Thomas Harbor water front at Guttets Gade (street) in 
downtown Charlotte Amalie and extending approximately 3/4 of a mile. The 
extreme upper channel is flanked on both sides by steep mountain slopes 
rising to elevation +800 on the east and elevation +1,400 on the west. The 
lower channel and culvert are characterized by more gentle slopes. The 
channel flow is normally intermittent, but it is subject to flash floods 
during storms and hurricanes. 

4. Geologic History. The geologic history of the St. Thomas and St. John 
area was compiled from Virgin Islands National Park - The Story Behind The 
Scenery, by Alan H. Robinson. 

The first events in the development of St. Thomas and St. John took 
place as a series of volcanic flows erupted slowly onto a deep ocean floor 
and solidified. These layers, subsequently uplifted and still recognizable 
as separate flows, are collectively known as the Water Island Formation. 
Beneath this volcanic material lies a soft, sticky clay similar to sediments 
found elsewhere only on the deep ocean floor. 
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Following a period of generalized uplifting of the whole area there was 
a time of explosive shallow water and subaerial (above-water) volcanism. 
The resulting material, the Louisenhoj Formation, contains extensive explo
sive volcanic products such as andesite and tuff (solidified ash), and even 
cobbles and fragments of the older Water Island rock. 

The thickness and appearance of the Louisenhoj Formation in St. John and 
St. Thomas indicate that the volcanic center was under what is presently 
known as Pillsbury Sound, the shallow channel now separating the two sister 
islands. Over the many thousands of years during which subaerial volcanic 
activity occurred, the material on the slopes of the resulting cone was 
extensively weathered and was eventually redeposited as relatively fine
grained rock in the shallow surrounding seas. 

The close of the fiery second phase of the island's development was 
followed by a period of relative serenity during which organically derived 
sediments (from corals and the skeletons of planktonic creatures) slowly 
accumulated on the slopes of the emerging island. The first layer over the 
older volcanics is a dark-colored limestone known as the Outer Brass 
Formation. This thin-bedded limestone was deposited over many thousands of 
years by a continuous rain of the skeletons of planktonic algae to the ocean 
floor in shallow seas. Only a few hundred feet thick, the Outer Brass 
Formation has been tilted considerably. 

The Outer Brass Formation is overlain by a much more substantial for
mation of relatively impure sediments (wackes) composed of debris of the 
Louisenhoj and Outer Brass Formations. This formation, known as Tutu, was 
probably laid down underwater during periods of active earthquakes and 
tremors, for it appears to have resulted from submarine landslides and 
watery flows of suspended sediment. 

The volcanism, uplift, and subsequent sedimentary deposition which 
formed the fundamental rock types of the islands were essentially complete 
by the end of the Cretaceous Period, some 60 million years ago. There is no 
evidence that the islands were ever completely submerged again, but occa
sional changes in sea level did take place, especially during the worldwide 
fluctuations associated with recent ice ages. 

Debris which eroded from the upland and coasts during low sea level is 
responsible for the extensive insular shelf surrounding Puerto Rico and the 
northern Virgin Islands. At one time the whole of the Puerto Rican plateau, 
which includes St. Thomas and St. John, may have been exposed as one con
tinuous land ridge. 

5. Investigations Performed. 

a. Core Borings. Twenty-one (21) core borings totaling 605.7 feet were 
drilled along the Savan Gut channel and culvert to provide subsurface geologic 
and engineering data for design. The unconsolidated materials and softer 
rock were sampled using a 1 3/8-inch 1.0. x 2-inch 0.0. split spoon with a 
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140-pound hammer falling 30 inches. Hard rock was sampled using 4 x 5 1/2-inch 
diamond bits and 2 1/8 x 3-inch "NX" diamond bits. All materials recovered 
from core borings were placed in core boxes, sealed, and stored at the Corps 
of Engineers' San Juan Area Office. Any removal or testing of soil samples 
will have to comply with the United States Department of Agriculture 
Regulations. Seals can be broken only by a U.S.D.A. inspector. Core boring 
locations are shown on plates C-5 thru C-9. Photographs of the cores were 
taken and are included with the core logs shown on plates C-19 thru C-76. 

Twenty (20) additional borings, using a 11 Milwaukee Electric" drill, were 
obtained within the culvert from Station 17+73 to Station 28+78 to deter
mine the thickness of the culvert floor and the presence of any cavities or 
voids. Four (4) of the borings were angle holes intersecting the contact 
between the floor and the culvert wall. These borings are designated as 
DH-1 through DH-22 in the drawings. Locations of the DH borings are plotted 
on plates C-5 thru C-9 and included on cross sections shown on plates C-14 
thru C-18. 

b. Probings. Nine (9) wash probings were taken at the proposed outlet 
structure location in St. Thomas Harbor to determine the top of the clay 
and the thickness of the sand layer. These are designated as 
P-1 through P-9. Location and results of the probings are shown on 
plate C-9. 

c. Mapping. Detailed mapping was performed every 50 feet between 
Stations 17+73 and 28+78. Particular attention was given to the type of 
construction material; thickness of walls; presence of voids, cavities, 
washouts and cracks; and general condition of the culvert. Cross sections 
are shown on plates C-14 thru C-18. 

d. Laboratory Testing, Soil. Laboratory tests (visual classification, 
moisture content, and Atterberg limits) were performed on representative 
samples of the clay overburden. Laboratory test results are shown on plate 
C-77. 

6. Site Geology. The Savan Gut is primarily founded on a clayey overburden 
that overlies either a tuff or tuffaceous breccia bedrock. 

a. Overburden. The clayey residual overburden varies from 1.0 to 30.0 
feet in thickness in the upper channel. However, the thickness of the clay 
formation along the shore line is not known as borings were terminated at a 
depth of 35 feet. The overburden consists of a lean clay (CL), a fat clay 
(CH), or a clayey gravel (GC). All these layers contain many hard rock 
fragments (tuff or tuffaceaous breccia) ranging in size from pebbles to 
boulders, randomly scattered throughout the formation. Additional tuff and 
tuffaceous breccia boulders are concentrated in a layer at the contact bet
ween overburden and bedrock. 

The area between Stations 25+50 and 37+10 has a sand and silt layer 
overlying the clay. This sand and silt zone ranges in depth from 3.0 feet 
thick inland to 24.0 feet thick along the shore line. 
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b. Bedrock. The bedrock along the Savan Gut center line is predomi
nantly tuff and/or tuffaceous breccia. These rocks of volcanic origin were 
largely deposited in a marine environment. These pyroclastic rocks are hard 
to very hard, siliceous, crystalline (interlocking grains}, and fine to 
coarse grained with abundant pebble sized inclusions. The bedrock is 
generally massive and solid, with scattered joints and fractures. Some 
highly broken zones are common with shallow weathering and staining along 
joints and fractures. 

7. Culvert Condition. The present strip of land between the Chase 
Manhattan Bank and the existing bulkhead along St. Thomas Harbor (Station 
35+75 to Station 37+10} is comprised of fill. The original shore line was 
located near Station 35+75. The reach between Station 29+23 and Station 
37+10 of Savan Gut is a box culvert constructed under Guttets Gade, while 
the reach between Station 17+73 and Station 29+23 is open. The open portion 
of the culvert runs through a densely populated area with many drains and 
raw sewage lines emptying into it. 

The culvert was originally constructed with stone, but many areas along 
the culvert have been repaired with concrete or concrete block. The width 
of the stone walls varies from 1.0 to 2.0 feet in thickness. The stone 
floor varies from 0.4 to 0.7 feet in thickness. Nearly the entire length of 
the culvert between Station 17+73 and Station 28+78 has one or more concrete 
filled trenches which probably cover water and/or sewer lines, as shown on 
plates C-14 thru C-18. The actual existence, number, and location of all 
these lines is not known due to inadequate records. 

The culvert contains numerous potholes and washouts. Pothole locations 
are shown on plates C-5 thru C-9. At two locations (Stations 18+51 to 
18+87 and Stations 22+05 to 22+34} large sections of concrete, up to 35 feet 
long, have been eroded. 

The northern portion of the Savan Gut, from Station 15+00 to Station 
0+00, is a natural channel. The channel is very thickly vegetated and con
tains many boulders up to 3 feet in diameter. 

8. Foundation Conditions. 

a. Outlet Structure Site. Probings, described in paragraph 5b, were 
washed through sand and silt layers to the top of the stiff clay. These 
probings indicate 3 to 5 feet of sand overlying a silt which varies con
siderable in thickness. The area along the structure center line appears to 
have a layer of trash and debris overlying the clay, which has probably 
accumulated over the years during intermittent flooding of Savan Gut. 

b. Boulders. Numerous large boulders up to 5 feet in diameter were 
encountered during the subsurface investigations. They are, in all 
probability, embedded throughout the clay and sand beds. The presence of 
these hard tuffaceous breccia boulders will most likely create some problems 
in pile driving and channel excavation. 

C-4 



c. Ground Water. The water table in the lower channel gradually 
increases from elevation +0.4 feet MSL along the bay to elevation +5.0 feet 
MSL near Station 26+00. The sandy and silty material in this area is 
supersaturated. Ground water was not observed in the core borings along the 
upper channel between 0+00 and 26+00, except in CB-SG-2 (elevation +65.7 
feet MSL) and CB-SG-16 (elevation +15.0 feet MSL). 

d. Cavities and Voids. Borings DH-1 through DH-22 indicate that 
neither cavities or voids were found beneath the culvert at these locations. 
However, this does not preclude the existence of small, isolated zones of 
erosion below sections of the culvert not investigated. 

9. 
' 

Soils Engineering Analyses and Considerations. 

a. Excavation. Types of materials to be excavated are shown on geologic 
section A-A (plates C-5 thru C-9). According to the proposed channel 
bottom grade, these materials vary from a stiff to hard, fat clay approxi
mately at Stations 20+00 to 26+50, to a firm silty sand at Stations 26+00 to 
32+00. A layer of fat clay and a layer of silty gravel appear to be at 
Stations 30+50 and 32+50 respectively. From Stations 33+00 to 37+00, the 
overburden at channel grade is essentially fill material made up of sand and 
silt with some clay, and shell and rock fragments. This fill is P1ostly firm 
and dense, and becomes looser in density at the seawall discharge. 
Materials around Jane E. Tuitt Elementary School consist mostly of clayey 
gravel with scattered cobblestones throughout the strata. Although the 
materials encountered are stiff and hard, or firm, excavation could be 
accomplished by conventional methods. However, large boulders, as mentioned 
in paragraph 8b, were encountered in the clay and silty sand beds at dif
ferent locations. The presence of these boulders can create some problems 
in the excavation. A velocity check dam and basin with an approach channel 
is proposed for the reach immediately upstream of Jane E. Tuitt Elementary 
School. Bottom elevation of the basin will be +45.0 feet m.s.l. The 
approach channel slopes lV:lOH downstream from existing ground elevation 
+65.0 feet m.s.l., immediately south of Antoni Straede bridge, to proposed 
basin. Subsurface information along this reach is very limited. Two core 
borings were drilled on the Antoni Straede bridge, and two other borings 
were drilled on the southern end of the basin. The geologic profile of this 
area, shown on plate C-6, indicates residual clayey materials overlying a 
very hard tuffaceous breccia. Based on estimates, it appears that a suf
ficient amount of rock will be encountered in the excavation of both 
approach channel and basin. Depending on the amount of joints and factures, 
and the actual weathering of the tuffaceous breccia, blasting might be 
necessary to carry on the excavation. Additional core borings will be 
needed to define clearly the materials to be excavated along this area, and 
choose the most convenient excavation methods. 

b. Structural Foundations. Most of the channel is to be built as a 
concrete box culvert. The foundation for this structure consists predomi
nantly of fat clay, silty sand, and mixed fill materials. Foundation 
materials along the reach around Jane E. Tuitt Elementary School connecting 
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with the upstream velocity check dam and basin are composed of gravel-sand
clay mixtures interbedded with cobbles, and underlain by very hard tuf
faceous breccia. According to Standard Penetration Tests performed during 
drilling, all these materials have adequate bearing capacity. A layer of 
organic silt {elev. -12 to -18 feet m.s.l.) underlies the foundation 
materials under the proposed culvert at the seawall. No settlement is 
expected on this layer due to the weight of the structure. 

c. Side Slopes. For the construction of the box culvert from Tuitt 
School to Back Street, side slopes above the shored and braced vertical cut 
would be 1 vertical on 2 horizontal. The trench vertical wall for this 
reach is anticipated to be within 2 to 3 feet from the ground surface. 
Sections of the culvert where backfill above the structure is necessary, 
side slopes would be 1 vertical on 3 horizontal. The cut at the approach 
channel upstream of the velocity check dam and basin should be stable with 1 
vertical on 3 horizontal side slopes. 0ue to the water velocity at this 
reach, side slopes will need protection against erosion. 

d. Channel Lining. Side slope protection is to be provided at the 
approach channel upstream of the velocity check dam and basin. According to 
hydraulic data, the maximum velocity and depth of water expected at this 
reach are approximately 17.85 feet per second and 3.5 feet, respectively. A 
riprap-type revetment was first considered; however, stone sizes would be 
too large for this relatively small channel. It is proposed that a gabion 
mattress be used as bank protection for the approach channel. Based en the 
above-mentioned velocity, the mattress thickness would be approximately 20 
inches. This thickness could be reduced if a filter layer or cloth is 
placed under the mattress. At its upper end, the mattress is to be extended 
24 inches above maximum water level. The toe of the bank should be pro
tected against scour by continuing the mattress over the channel bed to form 
an apron. The size of stone filling should be in the range of 6-9 inches. 
Stone conforming with design requirements should be available on the island. 
However, it should be tested prior to construction to guarantee that it 
~eets Corps of Engineers standards. Protection of the channel bottom would 
not be necessary if rock is encountered in the excavation as assumed. 
Additional subsurface investigations mentioned in paragraph 9a should pro
vide information for final design. 

e. Steel Sheet Piling. Sheet piles would be embedded in very stiff to 
hard, fat clay along the business district from Stations 27+50 to 37+00. At 
the Tuitt School surroundings, sheet piles would be embedded in hard, clayey 
gravels, and tuffaceous breccia. Since boulders are encountered at dif
ferent depths all along the channel alinement and hard rock is expected 
especially at the velocity check dam and basin, punching and drilling may be 
necessary for convenient and economical pile installation. Piles shall be 
driven by approved methods in such a manner as not to subject the piles to 
serious injury and to insure proper interlocking throughout the length of 
the piles. 
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f. Dewatering. Dewatering will be required for construction of the 
box culvert through the business district from Stations 27+50 to 37+00. 
Foundation grade varies from elevation +5.6 feet m.s.l. at Station 27+50 to 
elevation -5.42 feet m.s.l. at Station 37+00. According to geologic data, 
ground water varies from elevation +4.6 to +0.4 feet m.s.l. at this reach. 
Dewatering would be performed by the open sump method. Two ditches of 
approximately 2 feet deep, filled with selected material on both sides of 
the excavation bottom, should provide good drainage. Water would be 
collected at the end of each excavated section and removed by lift pumps. 
Ditches would be constructed after sheet piling installation. Silty and 
sandy materials occur within ground water level in some reaches. Although 
sheet piling will provide protection for these materials, care shall be 
taken to hold surface and subsurface erosion to a minimum during 
construction. Ground water table shall be maintained at least 1 foot below 
excavation grade until foundation work has been completed and the first lift 
of concrete in the structure has been in place at least 24 hours. Water 
stages and ground water elevations are subject to fluctuations and to the 
effect of hurricanes. 
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28 -- II II ,-~~ 67 3 20 --- ---- +72.7 21 -I - -

I 
- -~ ~ --

~. -- 60 4 +71 .7 
II u 

91 -+71. 7 6. t:; :: ' TUFFACEOUS BRECCIA, hard, -
+u_,.J_ 6-:-S- ~w --;~ ;,,-;..£. U!A~lul!Li NX -I light gray - BOULDERS - DT 17 min r--l~- ....from +71.7 to +71.3 HP l 00 psi ....

7.i_ 21 -+70.2 n +7Q,3 --·· - . 5-&f{}.-l ,--.·- - G ca,•• o. 1\70.2 SPLIT SPOON )'"'--'-" -Q •• c. -- ....-- -- i-c-:c: t.!• 41 DIAMOND NX r--

DT 47 min --- ....·- :c..:.,t.r +68.0 HP l 00 psi --· 
+57.6 10~ -

+67 -~IA~r~6~~~~i _____ 
-'· uct.0 •l• 

60 -. 
~'~ -- --
~ 40 5 +66.5 SPLIT SPOON 75 --~" 11 'f" 

:-~~,~- TUFFACEOUS BRECCIA, very -DIAMOND NX -hard, light gray DT 38 min -- -- .. to. 31 HP l 00 psi -- ,.,16 "'" .. --- ..... - ....---
-.: 0.. •• --- +63,6 --

~ - DIAMOND NX --
DT 21 min ,-- (', ·:".--c. -89. HP 100 psi ·•. ....- -- +6J .8 ,--- .. ·.. ._ .. .. 

DIAMOND NX --- ..., 
~ -- DT 57 min -- 55 HP 100 psi -.. 

,-·- "'.~•.:. ., -- -.. 
- ,-
- -- ,-

.,.•c.,:;. -- I--- -,-.- c,• •. ·• CLAY seam +58.0/+57.8 +57.8 .... 
--~-

0 r~57 .8sPCIT SPOON !>0/U.'f'-+57. 1 CO. 1: ., G- ••,. : ,-
T~t.l DIAMOND NX s/-------- - t----- . 

NOTES, I'•j''_"f''';"g to <u7.0 I\ DT 18 min_HP l~~ ps· 
,-. 

2. 00% w.ter los~ between +62.0 to +6 .8 -comp11 tion. l;~J uwu~"' W 11;_11 .JU UO Vt ....3. route hole with c~ment upon use on 2.0 1 split spoon -Kl-3/8 11 I.D. x 2.0" O.D.) -' - .. -,,_., ~-- ·-·- ...... 
PSOJECT v. I .1 HO.LE NO.ENG FORM ;a 36 PREVIOUS EDl'(IONS AAE OB avan Gut, St. Thomas,

MAR 71 PLATE C-19 CB-SG-1 

IDIVISION INSTALLATION ISHEET
DRILLING LOG !South Atlantic Jacksonville District OF l 

1. PROJECT 10. SIZE AND TYPE OF BIT See remarks
Savan Gut, St. Thomas, Virgin Islands I 1. UA UM FOIi --- ,, . ._... .-.--..-- .. ··--- ---

2. LOCATION (Coo,dln•I•• or .t1a1•-.J MSL 
X=l nl8.i;i;-:i (scaled) Y=188.971 12. MANUFACTURE""S DESIGNATION OF DRILL 

1. DAILLINt;, AGENCY C::"ran11 e &HenwoodCorps of Engineers n. TOTAL No. oF ovE"-~ I01 ■ Tu" ■ ED ~ UNDl8TUll ■ &D 
4. HOLE NO, (Ae •hown on ·••lnl rtfl• I ■ URDEN SAMPLES TAKEN I 

and Ill• nYftbec) : CB-SG-1 l: 
9'. TOT AL NUMBER CORE 80,CEI5. NAME OF DRILLER 

J . Detloff II. 1!'.LEVATION GPIOUNO WATl!'.fl 



CB-SG-1 
Box l, from elevation +77.8 to +57.l 

PLATE C-20 



--

--

Hole Ho CB-SG-2 
To1v1s10N INSTALLATION 'SHEET 1 

DRILLING LOG lc--,11th n+1,..,tir .lar~rnnvil ,,, District OF l SHRTI' 
1. PJIOJECT ,o. s1zE AND TYPE oF e1T See remarks 

Savan Gut st Thomae: v. 1 11. DA uM FoR EL~'" "V" sHowN ,.a~ .. .,,..)
~,,.1L~O~C~A~T7-1o~N~(C~oLM-d~m~.~,.-.~o~,~.~,.511~on)4---Lu...________; MSL 
1_:,;X.,,=.:,1-L>:-O.;l..::8:..i,..::6:..::5:..::3::__Y!.-.....!.18=8..!.,.::;9.=5.;4:......i(..::s:..::c:..::a:..l:...:e::,;d~L-)____--l 12. MAN uF ACT u"E R's Du1 GNAT 10N oF D"1 LL 

,. DRILLING AGENCY Snranue & Henwood 
1-,-..:c,,o,;.r+:os,='o::.,f:..,....E::.nc:.10.L:..i.:..:n.::e.::e~r.::sc.__...,..,,--________--l ll. T■ OUT" ADLE NNOSA. Mo,.•LoEVSETRA·K ·N !, 01 nu... ""' UNDO OTV" ■ ED 
4. HOLE NO. (Ae ahown on c&••ln• 1111•1 s. 

0nd1110 " _ _., i CB-SG-2 - _____.....;, 
!_ 

_____-I 
i..,5,.._.,,N'"'A""M"'E--:0::-:F=-=D=,.,.,.1L-,L""E"'"r--------'--'--=---=-::.....;::.....;____~ ••· TOTAL NUMBEP -:~":."::.-:..::e:::o:.:x:.:E:;s_ _!..l_________-i 

J. Detloff 11.ELEVOTJ~:a.. ouNDWATE" +65.7 
6, DIRECTION OF HOLE - !STAl'TEO fCOMPLIETEO 

c:!JvE .. T1cAL 01NCLH,1:o ----- oac. ,..,.OM,,_.,..,._ i...'"'_-_·_.,_A_T_e:_H_o_L_e:___1!_R:::·::.-.'.:2!:2c::-.::8:::0:______;_1_;8::.-..;2=5_-.::8.::0 __-i 
- ·- 17. ELEVATION TOP o, HOLE +77 .7 

7. THICKNESS OF OVERBURDEN 
-------l11. TOTAL CORE RECOVERY FOA BORING 45 

a. DEPTH DRILLED INTO ROCi< --------l 19· ~l(lt,C~xo/xlt'!fU'xx',!'lc 
•· ToT AL oEPT H oF ><OLF 1.!';'..;:..:c:'......:-----------.L.~G~E,::O~L~O~G:!.;I!:..:S:!.;T!.;-:_T.!.:... ...!.!N~o.!v.!:a:.::k~----:-:-:==--·-·-
ELEVATION DEPTH 

• b 

----
--

+77. 7 0.0 -
+77 .3 0.4 

LEGEND 

C 

°"COAECLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALS 
RECOV•(Deacrlptlon) 

ERV 
•d 

---'----
80: 9o GRAVEL, cobblestone, sand, 

- 0,.---, base coarse 
80+75.7 2.0 : Aor:;• 

• -~f"";,CLAY, lean,_low plas~icity,--= ,~"\ wel 1-consol 1dated, with many 67 

lnrn'IAI T .• DQA.IJ-n________ 

,.EMARKs~ 
SAMPLE (D,Ulm1 time, -r•r lo••• d.pCPa ol 

NO. .,.,..,,-,1n41, ■ le.., II ■ i.nl"c•nd 
f ' -

BIT OR BARREL -,_-
,_ ~ 

BLOWS PER = 
+77.7 0.5 FEET :::_ 

---------· D. T. 18 m-in ---~ 

+76.7 4x5-l/2 Diamond .,_ 
U. I • T7 mm. ---.,_ 

+75.7 4x5-l/2 Diamond '--
Split Spoon __n_:::_ 

1 ~= 
=.,t rock fragments, brown (CL) 1----1---~...:.+.:..74..:..:.:·2::________.::.2c:.6+--

+73. 7 4.o-~"\._______________ 0 +73.7 S li\~po9n 67-

- ~:, ;,,• TUFFACEOUS BRECCIA, very ~/Diamo~t· :: 
- hard, light gray, highly 60 HP 100 psi

-::b::.•~•~ stained along the many --= joints and fractures. Some -'-_:::. .·~o::. clay s-:3ms. 1----◄-----+-+..:.7..:l_;.;_:2:_ _______ -----~ -
D. T. 18 min-- 33 NX Diamond 

+69 •7 HP 100 psi 
-

D. T. 18 min20 NX Diamond 
HP l 00 psi '-.....-

'---
-+67.2 

- OTT6 mm -
70 +66 . 2 NX Diamond -

DT 23 mm -- 47 NX Diamond ---+64. 7 HP l 00 psi -
DT 18 min 

50 +63.7 NX Diamond 
LOT 31 min L

38 NX Diamond ......,_ ....+62.l HP 100 osi , __ 

DT 16 mm 
40 

-
+6l.l NX Diamond 

'----1------1 DT 22 min ..... 
NX Diamond '

'-

50 ,__HP 100 psi ......&:;a 7 +59.7 
- NOTE: 140# Hammer with 30"-

1. Set NX casing to +73.7 drop used on 2.0'- - 2. No noticeable water loss- Split Spoon- 3. Grouted hole with cement (1-3/8" I.D. x 2" 0.D.)--·-- upon completion- 4. H.P. 100 p.s.i. was usad 

'-
:::_ 
.... 
~ 

..... .... 
- throughout coring. 

I-

- -- -I....- ....- I....-
""~CT -:7'":LE NO~- L--

ENMGA!~~M 18 36 PREVIOUS EDITIONS Al'IE 081 PLATE C-21 SAVAN GUT. ST. THOMAS. V,I. CB-SG-2 

https://1----1---~...:.+.:..74


CB-SG-2 
Box 1, from elevation +77.7 to +59.7 

PLATE C-22 



Hole Mo. CB-SG-3 
INSTALLATION SHEET 

. DRILLING LOG OF 1 SHl!l!TS 

1. PROJECT 

SAVAN GUT, St. Thomas, VI 

~,c--_-,H""A'"'M-:-:E:-:::0-::F-,D=:R=:lc,-L-,-L""'E""R.------.Ww.ll.::..l~:..l..-------l 14. TOT AL NUMBER CORE BOX ES 

Detl off ,._ e:LEVAT,oN GRouNo wATl!R 

6. DIRECTION Of' HO~E ! ■ TAAT~D I COMPLETED 

lltJ v ERT I c AL □ 1Nc L 1N Eo ______ ot:o. ~"o" v ER T. 1-"-·_0_A_T_E_H_o_L_e:__......1.i.....;;9_-_8;;..-_8.:.0.:;_____..:_::.9_-...;l...;0;..-_8;;..0:;.___-i 

~,-_-T_H_I_C_K_N_E_S_S_O_F_O_V_E_R_BU_R_D_E_N____________1--"-·_E_L_E_v_A_T_1o_N_T_o_P_o_F_H_o_L_E__+...;6;;_3;;...;_• .;..l________--i 

i-----------;:_--------------l 1a. TOT AL CORE RECOVERY FOR 45 ~BORING 
~•-·_0_E_P_T_H_D_R_1L_L_E_0_1N_T_o_R_o_c_K_____________--1•~X-XMkk»XX~» 
: •. TOTAL DEPTH o, HOLE +63. l GEOLOGIST: 

CL 

field 

NOTE: 

2. 

,:. CORE 
. ELEVATION 
I CLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALS 

I 
RECOV• 

ERY 
DEPTH LEGEND (D••crlpllon) 

d • 

+63. l ·----------·--------1---
CLAYEY SAND with mixture of 
gravel, cobble stone and 38stone size rock frag

well consolidated. 

+52.6 

1. 6" casing set to +58.1. 
Backfilled hole upon 

completion. 

EHG FORM 18 36 PREVIOUS EDITIONS ARI! 0 PLATE C-23 
MAR 71 

1-----1----1-----------------

48 

+54.8 
1-----'----~ 

55 

DT l hour 
4x5-l/2 Diamond 
HP 100 psi 

OT 2 hours 
4x5-l/2 Diamond 

T. Novak 
BOX OR 
SAMPLE 

NO. 

I 

REMARKS 
(Drllltnl rime• ..,.,.,. lo••• ftpflt ol 

...,,_,,,... ate.., U •l•nl"c•nd

• 

BIT OR BARREL 

_+63.l 
OT 42 min 
6" casing 
HP 100 psi 

+58. l 

HP l 00 psi 

+52.6 



CB-SG-3 
Box l, from elevation +63.l to +52.6 

PLATE C-24 



-----------

..... 
Hole No. CB-SG-4 

DIVISION 

DRILLING LOG South Atlantic 
l. PROJECT 

Savan Gut, St. Thomas, V.I. 
2. LOCATION (Coordln•t•• o, s,.,,on.) 
X= 018 9 43 Y= 88 599 Seal d 
-,. DRILLING AGENCY 

,..c_o_r-,!p_s_o_,,f.....,..,E 

INSTALLATION 

Jacksonville 

!UNDl8TUR ■ RD 

_ __.....,_____........_-"'-"'""-----tl 

+5Q .Q 

__n-'g""1_·n_e_e_r_s____,..________--i ,,· ToT AL No. oF ovER- 10,nu11•1t0 
4. HOLE NO. (Ae ehollllft on*•'""' 111I• BURDEN SAMPLES TAKEN! 

•M 1110 n.-oc> iCB-SG-4 
1-,-.-N-AM-E-O"'F'""O"'R"'IL"'"L.-,E""R,--------.;;....;;..,_;;_;;;;.,______--i 1e. TOTAL NUMBl!R CORE BOXES 2 

11. l!LEvAnoN G11ouNo wATl!R Not ObservedJ. Detloff 
6. DIRECTION OP' HOLE 

18. DATE HOLE 
~ YEATIC AL □ INCLINED _____ DIEG. ,,IIIOM YEllltT. 1----------'-_,,_ 

1------------------------i17. ELEVATION TOP OF NOLE 

1-'-·_T_H_,c_K_N_E_ss_oF_o_v_E_Re_u_R_o_t:_N___________--t 119. TOTAL CORE RECOVERY FOR BORING 67 "I 
',_•_·_oE_P_T_H_DR_I_L_L_E_o_,N_T_o_Ro_c_K___________--it;,:;._,.:n;~FminilQl.liJ'icfQ'ilr___________ 
: •. TOTAL oEPTH oF HOLE 23. l' GEOLOGIST: T. Novak 

'SCORE eox OR REMAflKSCLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALS
ELEVATION DEPTH LEGEND RECOV- SAMPLE (Drllhn, rune, -••r ••••• ._,. el(DeecrlpUon) ERV NO. ...,,.,,,.., .,c.. u •i•"'"""" 

Id • 
BIT OR BARREL 

BLOWS PER 

+50.0 0.5 FT.____ 
CONCRETE, ROAD___ OT 37 min:-

60 4x5- l/2 DiamondGRAVEL-Cobble Stone - HP 100 psiBase Coarse 
+48.0 +48.0-+---+---+--·-·---- .·-- --- -

SAND, silty, with rock frag- 27 
~e1JsJpoonments, brow~ (SM) 

+46.5+46.5 
1:CAY, fat medfomsfll'f, DT 28 minnigh p aslicity, contains 4x5-l/2 Diamond40many hard rock fragments. +45 _0HP 100 psi 

I +45.Q Reddish-brown (CH) 
OT 54 minI 

i +44. l 40 4x5- l /2 Diamond 
HP l 00 psiI +43.0 

+42~ 6 Many very hard, tuffaceous 
! +43.0 

D T 47 min 
boulders scattered througho 20 4x5-l/2 Diamond 
clay. HP 100 psi 

+41.0 

60 DT 21 min 
________+4_0~·~o_4x5-l/2 Diamond 

OT l hr 16 min 
100 4x5-l/2 Diamond 

HP l 00 psi 

+37.0 

DT 17 min 
4x5-l/2 Diamond

100 HP 100 psi 

+34.8 
OT 46 min 

100 

+34.8 

4x5-l/2 Diamond 
+33.4 HP 100 psi 

----1 

PROJECT HOLE NO,EN.,C;_!~~M 18 36 PLATE C-25PREVIOUS EDITIONS ARE oa, SAVAN GUT, ST. THOMAS, VI CB-SG-4 



.... -· 

DRILLING LOG (Cont Sheet) ''.f!to~o TOP Of HOU Hole No. CB-SG-4 
MiffTPIOJfCT INStAlLATK>N 

Savan Gut St. Thomas V.I. Jacksonville District o, 2 •"m• 

_:;~_~.-: 

+26.9 

"4 COlf
CLASSIFICATION Of MATERIALS RECOV-ELEVATION DEl'TH LEGEND ,,,,.,,.,...) 

UY 
• b C d • 

CLAYEY GRAVEL, with many 
cobble stone and field stone 
size rock fragnents. Red
dish brown (GC) 86 

65+29.5 
+.:.-'--..P,..,...3o;=-!---------------1 

::-;.;[ TUFFACEOUS BRECCIA, hard, 
weathered, ) ight brown 

70 

NOTE: 
1. Set 6" casing to +40.0 
2. Grouted hole ~,ith con
crete upon completion. 

NOJICTPLATE C-26 
SAVAN 

lfMARKS 
SAMPLE 
IOX OR 

( D,-,11,,,6 ""''• tn11,,. l,m, J,,,h of 
NO. wr•llt,,.,,,,. rte., 1/ _,,,.,f1t•11I) 

IIr 

y 

+33.4 
DT 1 hr. 18 min. 
4x5-1/2 Diamond 
HP 100 psi 

+30.5 
DT 59 min. 
4x5-1 /2 Oi amond 
HP 100 psi 

+27 .9 
DT 31 min,I+26.9 4x5-1/2 Diamond 

140# Hanmer with 30" 
drop used on 2,0' split 
spoon 1-3/8" I.D. x 
2" O.D. 

HOLi NO, 

GUT, ST. THOMAS, VI CB-SG-4 



CB-SG -4 
Box l, from elevation +50.0 to +34 .8 
Box 2, from elevation +34 .8 to +26.9 

~LATE C- 27 



Hole Ho. CB-SG-5 

IDIVISION INSTALLATION SHEET I 
DRILLING LOG South Atlantic Jacksonv·i I le ui strict !

OF l SHEETS 

. , PROJECT ,o. sozE ANo TYPE oF e•T See remarks 
; Savan Gut, St. Thomas, Virgin Islands "· yn UM .. L .. 1/n ,un 5HOWNr,BMw-~,·yn 

,.-~L~O~C~A~T~IO~N~(~C~ow-----:-d,~n.~,--■-o-,~.~,-~,~..,.,~-----------1 MSL 
-'-'-X_=_,_l-'-" .8..:.4.:c2_-'-" _,_Y_=..:.l-=8-=8..z..=6-=3-=6--------l oz. MA Nu F AcTuAEA' s DEs1 GNAT 10N oF DRILL.Q_,_l.:::8.z.::: /S-=c-=a_,_l-=e-=d.Ll_ 

• • DRILLING AGENCY C::n..-~n"o /1, Hpnwnnri 
I _C_o__rpc.._so__fE_n_g=---i_ne_e_r_s___________~ ... TOTAL NO. OF 01/ER- 101nu,..1<0 iUN DI ITU.. e&O 
;4 HOLE NO. (A• ahown on dr•wln, 111I•. BUAOEN SAMPLES TAKEN:! and mo "'""borJ ; CB-SG-5 
'---,-N-AM_E_O_F_D_R-IL-L~E-R________________---l1e. TOTAL NUMBER CORE BOXES 

J. Det 1 off ••- ELE11AT10N GRouND wATt:A 

,-, DIRECTION OF HOLE ! ITA,.TED I COMPL.llTIED 

I ct) VERT IC AL D INC LINE.0 ----- ll"ROM A-.,,8"'-0--=--,-..,.....,.·'--.i.c:;8-...Ol!C.., V EAT. 1-·-·_·_DA_T_E_Ho_L_E___.Ji!,!8~-£,.2~ 2'"""'8-.....,An__-i 
'----------------------~ 17. ELEVATION TOP OF HOLE +54.0' 

l. THICKNESS OF OVERBUADF.:N 
------------------------119. TOT AL CORE RECOVERY FOR BORING 64 .,. 
"-_D_E_P_T_H_D_R_1L_L_E_D_1N_T_o_A_o_c_K___________---t 19. ~--.N~~Cl'X ~~Jf{J:9:,,c 

, ToTALDEPTHOFHOLE 19.8 ft. GEOLOGIST: T. Novak 
REMARKS9' CORE ........CLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALSELEVATION DEPTH LEGEND RECov.. SAMPLE (DrUlinQ time, _,., lo••• Nptll of(Deacrtptlan) 

ERV NO. .,..,,.,1n11. elc., II •l•nlllcan,) 
d • I • .... 

I 
I - ....- .....BIT OR BARREL ....-

l -
r---....-
r--'+54.0 __+24. 0 Blows/0.5 Ft. :=... 

CLAY, lean, with rock ---SPL-IT SPOON ~;: 
fragments, well consoli 29 ,_ 
dated, brown (CL) 

47 l 
+52.5 20~ 

-
~DIAMOND 4 x 5-1/2TUFFACEOUS BRECCIA, very r--.....82hard, light gray OT l hr. 43 min 

HP 100 psi ..... 

-
r--- -BOULDER- ..... 

-
~ 

.... 
r--,__ 
,__ ~ ,__ 
,--

8 . ~Ll_§__,__O__ _Ji_._~=-~~.~- ___C_L_AY-,-f_a_t_,-med_i_~~ ~tiff--,--+--O-+----+-'-+-"-o4~I A~tfu-Lix5-l72 =--D-T-6m_i_n➔:::--
~X high plasticity, contains ~HI:.J..OO_p~s1~·---,6,._,/:= 

many hard rock fragments, 47 2 SPLIT SPOON 'f5' ,-
~ reddish-brown (CH) · +46.0 49 ,-

7 
_. TUFFACEOUS BRECCIA, very DIAMOND 4x5-l/2 DT36min ,__ 

hard, stained along the 
80 

+44.3 HP 100 psi := 
many joints and fractures, DIAMOND 4x5- l ;2-DT28mi n _ 

; _+_4_5_._3_+-8_.07-",·__ ..... l--__ 1 3---1-··+45. 3 " ---~ _5o1.i::=--=t::~c":._.,=-_.~_--1 ____ 

some clay seams, light 80 _ 
gray r----r----+-+~4~3~-~3=-=~H_.P_l0~0~.~0-S,l~·---t....-- DIAMOND 4x5-l/2 DT13min ,-100 r-- BOULDERS - +42.3 HP 100 psi ,-

-
60 DIAMOND 4x5-l/2 

OT 42 min 
HP 100 psi-

+40.2 13 ~ •11-••~-· 

+38.8 15.1~ +38.8 
="--"'.. ~·.. · DIAMOND 4x5-l/2-- 70 OT 46 min 

16."!'," -~ ••,.+37. 4 HP 100 psi 
+36.8 

70 NX DIAMO.ND ~ 
- ... ,,,,...,i,,~ ,--

- +?5.8 OT 18min HP lOOpsi,_ 

-=•,•-••••• .· ----+---+- NX DIAMOND ::: 
- - 19 OT 31 min :=--

.±.3A,~..._,-4.....,0U..QA..._~=•a..~.a.•...• ... • .•'-·-------- -------+----+---+-+-=3'--'4'-'.-=2'-H-P_l_o_o_p_s_i-----r:::_ 
t---

NOTES: 140# han111er with 30" :::-- drop used on 2.0 1 split--- l. Set 6-inch casing to +4E .9 spoon. (l-3/8" I.D. 
- X 2" 0. D.) -r- 2. Grouted hole with cement upon I omple1 ion. .... - I-

PROJECT IHOLE No_.
ENMGA!~~M 18 36 PREVIOUS EDITIONS ARE 01 PLATE C-28 Savan Gut, St. Thomas, V.I. CB-SG 5 

https://DIAMO.ND
https://S-=c-=a_,_l-=e-=d.Ll


CB-SG-5 
Box 1, from elevation +54.0 to +34 . 2 

PLATE C- 29 



-- ---

Hole No. CB-SG-8 
SHEET 1 

DRILLING LOG South Atlantic 
DIVISION 

OF 2 SHEETS 

: 1. PROJECT 

i Savan Gut, St. Thomas, Virgin Islands 
LOCATION (Coordffl••7• or Stallq,\> MSL 

INSTALLATION 

Jacksonville 

-,x,:,-,.,.,:..1,.!.,.;co..:,1.;c9,..:'..:0__ 1_Y_=_l_8_8_,_6_5_8 ,2. MA Hu F AcT uR EA' s DESIGN AT1011 oF DAILL2..,4,.,.,.._\""S_c_a_1e_a.;_ _____, 
· ,. 0R1LL111G AGE11cv s ra ue & Henwood 
__C.:..o.:.._r,.__p..:.s_o_f_E_n__,g'-i_n_e_e_r_s__~-----------1 u. TOT AL 110 • oF ovER- 1DIITu,.. o:D !UHDIITUlllaa:o 

14 ::;,L~,:~..:.::r,•ho-. on dr•••n• Utl• CB-SG-B BURDEN SAMPLES TAKE'.N ! 
~-------------'------------1 ,•. TOTAL NUMBER CORE BOXES 2; ">. NAME OF DRILLER 

J. Det l off ,s. ELEvAT1011 GRou11D wATe:A Not observed 
r, DIRECTION OF HOLE IS. DATE HOLE ) STARTED J COMPLETED 

c!JvcRT1cAL □ 1NcL1NED _____ DEG- F,.o.. YE,.T, l---------"!9::_-_;_1.:..l_-.:::8.:::0____..:_:9;...-_1.;..8e---8_0__-,-t 

'--.7-T-H-IC_K_N_E_S_S_O_F_O_V_E_R_B_U_R_O_E_H___________--1f-'-'-·_E_LE_v_A_T_1_o_N_T_o_P_o_F_H_O_L_E___+,.;;6...;l_:._:9'------::-6-::-6--,-t 
------------------------j 18. TOTAL CORE RECOVERY FOR BORING 
~ DEPTH DRILLED INTO ROCK 19. ,:J)IMl(l\UfMeXO(IJ(-~lll:XOlll( 
,--T-o_T_A_L_o_E_P_T_H_o_•_H_o_L_e:__2_9___3....-----------1 GEOLOGIST: T_ Novak 

CLAY, lean- ,-medfuni--sfi ff srcrr-
low plasticity, with 87 SPOON 
many small rock lenses, +55.4
reddish brown (CL) 

87 2 
+53.9 ·-----

53 3 

+52.4 

42 4 

+50.9 

47 5 

+49.4 

42 6 
+47.9 

" 
42 7 +46.4 

II 

67 8 
+44. 

" 40 9 

+43.4 

F~~ 

PROJECT HOLE NO.
ENG FORM 18 36 PREVIOUS EDITIONS AAE OBS PLATE C-30 Savan Gut, St. Thomas, V.I. CB-SG-8MAR 71 

~ CORE BOX OR 
ELEVATION DEPTH LEGEND 

CLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALS RECOV- SAMPLE 
ERV(Deecrlptlan) NO. 

d • I 

+61.9 

ASPHALT ROAD+61:T ,, -----·---------·· - ___/
CLAYEY SAND, with mixture 
of gravel, cobblestone and 

field stone size rock frag
ments, we 11 ·con so1 i dated, 42 
brown 

+56.9 

REMARKS 
(Drlllln• tun•. _,er lo••• depth of 

_...,,-r1,w. •le., U •i•nUlcand

• 
BIT OR BARREL 

+61.9 Blows/0.5 
DIAMOND 4X5-l/2 
DT 82 min 
HP 100 psi 

_+_§§_.9_ 



.I 

+41. 1 

+40.1 
TUFFACEOUS BRECCIA, very
hard, light gray - Boulder -

Hard, with medium hard 
zones, badly broken and 
fractured, highly stained 
along fractures, weathered 
brown and gray, from +40.1 
to +32.6 

I ! 

DRIUING LOG (Cont Sheet) mvATION ' 0 ' 01 "°i6 l . 9 
PROJfCT INSTALLATION 

Savan Gut, St. Thomas, Virgin Isl. Jacksonville District 
CLASSIFICATION Of MATEIIALS 

ELEVATION DEPTH UGEND ( f.hM,.,,IIMI) 

b C d 

NOTES: 

l. Set 611 casing to +41.9 

2. Grouted hole with cement 
upon completion. 

't. COIE IOX 01 
IECOV- SAMPLE 

UY. NO. 
( 

73 10 

0 

~--4----+--' DIAMOND 4x5-1 /2 
DT 5i min 
HP 100 psi 

+32.6 

100 

14 
4 

50L 

100 100 psi 
_t40~-~,-------~ 

100 

100 

-~ 

140# hammer with 30" 
drop used on 2.0' 
split spoon. (1-3/8" 
I.D. X 2" O.D.) 

Hole No. CB-SG-8 
SHffT 

Of 2 $Hf[!$ 

lfMAIKS 
(Dri/1,,,x ,,,,,,, u•4lrr lull, J,p1h ofw,.,1,,,.,,,,. ,1,., 1/ u,,,,J"••IJ 

g 

BIT OR BARREL 

_:t~_.L__Slul-"3/n. ~ 

SPLIT 
SPOON 

+41 .. 9 
f I 

+41.1 
-BTANOND 4x5-l/2

T 31 min HP 

DIAMOND 4x5-l/2 
DT 1 hour 
HP 100 psi 

+37..3 

DIAMOND 4x5-1/2
DT 38 min 
HP 100 psi 

+_3_5.3 

NOJICI HOU NO.
•. PLATE C-31 Savan Gut, St. Thomas, V.I CB-SG-8 



CB-SG-8 
Box l, from elevation +61 .9 to +35.3 
Box 2. from elevation +35.3 to +32.6 

PLATE C-32 



Hel• Me. c.:;-SG-9 

---------1 "·GEOLOGIST: T. Novak 

OIVISlqN • 
DRILLING LOG Soutn Atlantic 

INSTALLATION 

Jacksonville District 
'· PROJECT Savan Gut, St. Thomas, Virgin 

2, 1;olcATjON(~p9(dl,••--rS!JlllonlY=l88 MSL 
1,,..x'=.,.,..,.•Q__l9__,U_l:>=':1-\_S_C_a_e_o_J____,6_3_9_____--l 12. MANUFACTURER'S DESIGNATION OF DRILL 

1. DRILLING AGENcv s ra ue & Henwood · 
r-C,,,oc::rs-'p-=s"""-o,...f.,.,..E_n~g~,_·n_e_e_r_s----.----------4 u. TOTAL No. oF ovER• I01nu.. ■ o:0 

4 :~L!,:~:,,•hotw1 on••....., Uri• CB-SG-g BURDEN SAMPLES TAK!'.N: 

t-:,:-."'N"=-A,.,,.E=-=o-=F-=o""R"'IL'°'L""t:""R,------------------ , ... TOTAL HUMBER CORE BOXES 1 
J. Det 1 off ••· e:LEVAT10N GRouNo ■ ATER Not observe 

6- DIRECTION OF HOLE , •. DATE HOLE !STARTED I COM~L&Ta• 

(JJYEIIITICAL ---- 00:G. ~ ..o.. VE .. T. 1---------'1_1.:..0.:..-_0.:..7;_,..-8;;:.0;..-_ ___.nc.,o.:,_-_l0.:,_-8.:..0.:,___....D•NCLINED 

1----------------------- 17. +ELEVATION TOP OF HOLE 
7. THICKNESS OF OVERBUROEN 

8. DEPTH DRILLED INTO ROCK 

1-,-._T_o_T_,.L_o_E-PT_H_o_F_H_o_L_E_2_6__J_F_t__ 
-,. CORE BOX OR flEMAflKSCLASSIFICATION OF MATIEl'IIALS RECOV- SAMPLEELEVATION DEPTH LEGEND (Drlllrn• tan•. _,.,. lo••• ,,.,,,,,. el, D•ec,1p11on> ERV NO. .,..,,.d,w. •tc.. U•l•nlllc-..., 

4 • I • 
BIT OR BARREL 

+59.5 .......__ __,__+_59_._5_ Blow~Q,2..£.t_,_ 
CLAYEY GRAVEL, GRAVEL DIAMOND 4X5-l/2 
SAND-CLAY mixture, DT l Hr HP 100 psi 
reddish brown (GC) 

6 

+54.5 
DIAMOND 4X5- l/2 
DT 47 min 

25 HP 100 psi 

- TUTTACEDUs-BRF.1:TI'JI:-,-· -~•;,.,5c,:2. 5 _ ----··-----
hard, light gray, DIAMOND 4X5-l/2 
from +53.0 to +49:5 DT l Hr 

HP 100 psi 
30 

+49.5 
··ccAY ;-1 eari-, medium stiff, SPLIT SPOON 
low plasticity, many small 40 
rock fragments, reddish +48.0brown (CL) 1-----4---4--smrSPOON 

47 2 

+46.5 +46.5 
__.......__DfA.~Mo=N=D,-.,-,,.,.........,,..------t-CLAYEY~AVEL, GRAVEL

SAND-CLAY mixture, with DT 52 
many cobble stone and 
field stone size fragment 

0 

+44.5reddish brown (GC) 
DIAMOND 4X5- l /2 
DT 39 min HP 100 psi0 

+42.5 

PROJECT HOLE NO,
ENGFORM1836 PREVIOUSEOITIONSARl:OBS PLATE C-33 

MAR 71 Savan Gut, St. Thomas, V.I. CB-SG-9 



DRILLING LOG (Cont Sheet) mv•'10" ' 0 ' °' "0 " +59. 5 Hole No. CB-SG-9 
PJOJfCl ...... 2 

Savan Gut, St. Thomas, V. I. $HffUOf 

IEMAIKS% COIE IOX ORCLASSIFICATION Of MATERIALS ( Dr,11,,,6 w,u, u·•I•,. /ou, J,,,h •/RfCOV- SAM,LfELEVATION Dfl'TH LEGEND .,,,.,1,,,.,,,•. ,,, .. ,f ,,,,.,/11••'> 
d 

flY. NO. 
( g 

BIT OR BARREL 

+42.5 
DIAMOND 4X5-i/2
OT 1 Hr l O Min 

10 HP 100 psi " 
li 

--L~,xs::m----..-
: OT l Hr 47 Min 

16 I HP 100 psi+35.9 
TUFFACEOUS BRECCIA, hard 
with medium hard zones, 
broken and fractured, 
light green and gray 

_l,,,,_,,___5--~ 
INOTES: 
i 140# hammer with 30" 
i drop used on 2.0' split 
! spoon (1-3/8" I.D. X

l. Set 6-inch casing to 
+59.5. 

2" 0. D.) 
2. Grouted hole with 
cement upon completion. 

NOl!CI HOU HO.EN'!,.~RM 1836-A PLATE C-34 Savan Gut, St. Thomas,V.I. CB-SG-9 

y 



CB-SG-9 
Box l, from elevation +59.5 to +33.2 

PLATE C-35 



Not O serve 

Holo No. CB-SG-13 
INSTALLATION 

Jacksonville 
SHEETDIVISION 

DRILLING LOG South Atlantic 0,. 1 SHIEIETI 

I. PROJECT 

Savan Gut, St. Thomas, Virgin Islands 
2. LOCATION (Coordm•t•• or s,.,,on, MSL 

X=l ,019, 132 Scaled Y=188,658 12. wANu,.AcTuRER·s 0Es1GNAT10N o,. DRILL 

..,,-."'DR=-,1,'--L-,-L""IN;.,;G:...,A'-,G':liJ:C:N'=,CY,.,-......::..::..::...;..::..;:;._....:......:..=.z.::.:=------:__.::.s.c.p.:..r-=.a...;.;.ue.;;._&=-....cH-"e:..;nc.:w.:..o:..;o:..;d:._,.,=====---.--:,~=~=--f 

..__co__rp~S-O_f_t_n_g_i_n_e_e_r_s__~---------1'3. TOTAL NO. OF OVER· IDlaTU,.H:D !: UNDlaTU" ■ KD 
•· HOLE NO. (A• •ho"" on ••wln4 lltl• 9UROEN SAMPLES TAKl!N 

...... Ill•,,__, ! CB-SG-13 
1-1-_-N-AM-E-0 ________ TOTAL HUMBER CORE aoxEs l-,.-D-RI_L_L=ER --=.::......;~~c-----1 ... 

J. Det 1off 11. ELEVATION GROUND WATER 

1. DIRECTION CF HOLE 16. DATE. HOLE !STARTED 80 
~ VEJIIITIC AL OtNCLINl!.0 _____ OIEG• P'"OM Yll:IIIT. 1---------Ji..;2::..:2::.....:S:..;eCL...--"-''---~~-~----

J-7-.-T-HI_C_K_NE_S_S_O_F_O_V_E_R_BU_R_D_E_N__________....,...,_7_.E_L_E_v_A_T_1o_N_T_o_P_o_.-_H_O_L_E___+_4_2_._9_..,....,------1 
1------------------------118. TOTAL CORE RECOVERY FOR BORING 
8. DEPTH DRILLED INTO ROCK ti. -X,)ll!~Xl)I~ " 

....-.-T-OT_A_L_D_E_P_T_H_O_F_H_O_L_E_2-=1-_-2_f_t__-----------, GEO LOG IST: T. Novak 
,·coRE ...._.. REMARKSCLASSIF'ICATION OF MATl!RIALS RECOV- SAMPLEELEVATION DEPTH LEGEND (DrJllina Ume. _,.,. lo••• --• •I<D••crlptlon.> ERY NO. ...,,.rlni,. etc.., II •'--'"ce""' 

' • I • 

+42.9
l-----1----,h--.,-f--------------;---i---r 

+37.4 

+34.2 

+21.7 

CLAYEY GRAVEL, gravel-sand- 80 
clay mixture, clay is fat, 
high plasticity, medium 
stiff, reddish brown (GC) 

66 

CLAY, lean, low fo me-dfom
plasticity, many small 
rock lenses, medium stiff, 0reddish brown (CL) 

93 

100 2 

CLAYEY GRAVEL, with many 
cobblestone and field 
stone size rock fragments, 62 
reddish brown (GC) 

35 

+29.5 

80 3 
+28.0 

32 

CLAY, ligh, gray in color 
from +25.5 to +21 .7 +25.5 

AMONU 
DT 56 min

38 HP 100 psi 

+22.9 
DIAMOND 4X5-1/2 

0 ~~ f6 min. , .+21. 7 ___o_ psi ____ 

NOTES: 
1. Set 6" casing to 

2. Grouted hole with cemen 
upon completion 

BIT OR BARREL 

+42.9 Blows/0~_1:~ 
DIAMOND 4X5-1/2 

DT 10 min 
+41.4 HP 100 psi 

-----y-

DIAMOND 4XS-1 /2 
DT 21 min 
HP l 00 psi
6" Casing to +37.9 

+3]_.9,_____ 

DIAMOND 4X5-1/2 
DT 26 minHPlOOpsi

+ 
SPLIT 1 
SPOON 

+34.9 
-- -·11--. 

±.3..4...._2._____....5.Q/ 

DIAMOND 4X5-l/2 
DT 47 min 
HP l 00 psi 

+32.1 

140# hammer with 30" 
drop used on 2.0' split 
spoon. (1-3/8" I.D. X 
2" O.D.) 

DIAMOND 4X5-1/2 
DT 56 min 
HP 1-0 psi 

SPLIT 
SPOON 

DIAMOND 4X5-1/2 
DT 47 min 
HP 100 psi 

PROJECT HOLE NO, 
EMMGA!~~M 18 J 6 PF1Ev1ous EDITIONS u11: o ■s PLATE C- 36 C:.:iu~n l:11-t- C:-t- Thnm~c II T rR_C:l:-1":i 



CB-SG-13 
Box l, from elevation +42.9 to +21 .7 

PLATE C-37 



Holo No. CB-SG-14 
DIVISION INSTALLATION 

DRILLING LOG South Atlantic Jacksonville District 
1 1 PROJECT

! Savan Gut, St. Thomas, Virgin Islands 
,..,....,,...,,.,,-=...-,:r--=-=:::-:--:-.,:-:-,--:--c::.._-------i 

"· 
MSL 

i' x'-=.0-{t-{9°,~ !f~"'f~c'aWJ)*'"">v=188,367-c=•,,...,-'=:-:-==:::-----------------i 12. MANUP'ACTURER'S DESIGNATION Of' DRILL 

S ra ue &Henwood 
\ UNDI ITUJI •1110'-:-'~c.';;'7.;~.='::':"'-'--':=c,'-':-'=---:-c-=-,-----------t u. TOT AL NO. OF OVER- I 01•Tu111 aa:o 

,4 HOLE NO. (A• !tho_.. on dr•wJnl 1111• BURDEN SAMPLES TAKEN!, 
•nd lll•n-.,J CB-SG-14 

1-,-N_A_M_E_O~F~O~R-l~L~L"°ER=--------------------i 1•. TOT AL NUMBER CORE BOX ES 

J. Det 1off ,•. ELEVATION GROUND WATER at o serve 
DIRECTION OF HOLE ! IT AR TED I COMPLl:TllO 

OCJ •EA Toe AL □ •NcL1NE0 _____ DEG. ~"oM •EAT. 1-'"-·_0_A_T_E_H_o_L_"__.....1i-'9:::......_:::.2~9_-~8~0~___.:_l~0:::..-_0=3_-.::8.::0__--,1 

------------------------i +42. 117. ELEVATION TOP OF HOLE 

ELEVATION DEPTH LEGEND 

• b 

+42. 1 

+37. 1 

CLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALS 
(Deec,,p1,on> 

d 

CLAYEY-GRAVEL:· GRAVEL::.--
SAND-CLAY mixture, clay
is fat, high plasticity, 
medium stiff 

reddish brown {GC) 
contains cobble stone and 
field stone size rock. 
fragments from "37. 1 to 
+ 10. 1 

'X. CORE 
RECOV-

ERV 
• 

0 

0 

0 

20 

0 

69 

42 

BOX OR 
SAMPLE 

NO. 
I 

15 'I, 

REMARKS 
(Drllliq rm,e• ...,., lo••• depllt ol

...,,-r1,-,, etc., JI •'•""'c•nd
• 

BIT OR BARREL 

+42.1 

DIAMOND 4X5-l /2 
DT 37 min HP 10D psi 

+39.6 

DIAMOND 4X5-1/2
DT 42 min HP 100 psi 

+37 .1 

DIAMOND 4X5-l/2
OT 52 min HP 100 psi 

+34.9 

DIAMOND 4X5-1/2
OT 1 Hr 21 min 

HP 100 psi 

+31.9 

DIAMOND 4X5-l/2 
OT 2 Hrs HP 100 psi 

+27.9 

DIAMOND 4X5-l/2 

DIAMOND 4X5-1/2 

DT 47 min HP 100 psi 
+ 
DT 51 min HP 100 psi 

+25.1 

PROJECT HOLE NO, 

Savan Gut, St. Thomas, V.I. CB-SG-14 



I ' 

DRILLING LOG (Cont Sheet) ELEVATION ' ' °' "°~42. l0 Hole No.CB-SG-14 
~fETNOJfCT 

Savan Gut, St. Thomas, V.I. •N•:;~•t~onville District Of 2 SHHTS 

"I. CORE REMARKSIOX 01
CLASSIFICATION Of MATfllALS (lh,11,,,• 11111,. Mwlrr lcm, tlr/'lh ofRECOV- SAMPLEELEVATION DE"H LEGEND 

u•r•lhrr1•1. 111 .. 1/ u1•11/8'•11t)UY NO. 
• fd 

BIT OR BARREL 

+ 

CLAYEY GRAVEL 

DIAMOND 4X5-1/2 

10 DT 2 Hrs HP 100 psi 

~--1---4--+_2QJ__ ---------r
DIAMOND 4X5-1/2 

DT 1 Hr 37 min 
HP 100 psi 

61 

+17.3 
3'8iii,n HP 1do ps l 

+l 6 _ DIAMOND 4X5-1/23 
1-----1----+-~-"-!."'--

D I AMON D 4X5-1 /2 
0 DT Hr HP 100 psi 

+12.-1 

DT 42 min HP 100 psi 
DIAMOND 4X5-1/2 

0 

+1o. 110. 1 

NOTES: 

1. Set 6-inch casing to 
+20.1. 

2. Grouted hole with 
cement upon completion. 

NOJfCT HOU NO. 

EN~""~RM 1836-A PLATE C-39 Sa van Gut, St. Thomas, V. I. · CB-SG-14 



CB-SG - 14 
Box 1, from elevation +42.1 to +10.1 

PLATE C-40 



-
Hole Ho. CB-SG-16 

DIVISION INSTALLATION 
DRILLING LOG South Atlantic J~cksonville District 

. , PROJECT 

i Savan Gut, St. Thomas, Virgin Islands 
'.2. LOCATION (Coordtn•••• o, StaUon) 

-':X:--:=:-:'l~O"'l-=9..:;2:.,,4'=5~'="s:..:c:..:a:...:l:..:e:..:d:.L..--'Y_=...:l:..:8:.::8:.i.;l:..:9:..4'--------l 12. MA Nu F Ac TURER' s 0Es1GN AT 10N oF DRILL 
• ,. DRILLING AGENCY s ra ue & Henwood 

SHEET 

OF 2 Sltl!ETS 

I .....:ec!:'.o~r~s,..,,:::o~f,...::E.,_,n.:t..:.i.,_,n~e~e.!.r.=s~-------------l tJ, TOTAL No. oF ovER• 10,nu.. •1:0le. HOLE NO. (A• ■hown on*•"''"' tlll ■ I BURDEN SAMPLES TAKEN! 
and Ill• n_,,.., i CB-SG-16 

luN01 ■ Tu••aa 

l-5-_-N_A_M=E-O~F-D~R-I-L-LE=R_____....,:.________---l ... TOTAL NUMBER CORE BOX!:$ 

! J. Detloff 15, ELEVATION GROUND WATER +15.0 
1· DIRECTION OF HOLE 1• DATE HOLE l·a:Ya.."80 !ca:ig:aoD
I CxJ VEIIIIT IC AL O INCL IN&D ----- 011:G, ,.AOM VERT. L--------1--=_:_,=._.=.:::____;._::_,:_.=,_:,__--I 
'------------------------li.;1:.:,7:,_.E:_L:,:E:,;V:.:,A;_:T:.:,IO:,:N.:...:_TO,:_P._::O_F..:,H:_:0:,:L:,:E_ _:_+,:::3,:::5..:,•,:::5_____..,,__--I 
-"-·_T_H_1c_K_N_E_ss_o_F_o_v_ER_e_u_R_D_E_N___________--1, •. TOTAL CORE RECOVERY FOR IIORING 34 
_•_·_c_E_PT_H_D_R_1L_L_E_c_,_NT_o_R_o_cK___________--1 It- tllllll-MMl(4(-t(QN( 

,. TOTAL DEPTH oF HOLE 30. O ft. GEOLOGIST: T. Novak 
! ELEVATION DEPTH LEGEND . ~ 

+29.7 

_+21_.3 _ 

_+25.8 

+21,3 

CLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALS 
(De■ crlptlon) 

d 

-X. CORE SOX OR 
RECOV• SAMPLE 

ERV NO. 
I 

i~~~P'!~~BlillTE-~-io--N-E_·_-......- -~;- -

- Base Coarse 

- FILL MATERIAL -
silty sands, gravel, 
broken glas.s and bottles, 
some clay, color gray, from 
dark brown to reddish-brown 

TUFFACEOUS BRECCIA, hard 
boulders in clay, gray 

67 

67 2 

60 3 

0 4 

17 

REMA"KS 
(Drillml time, _,er lo••• ..,. ol 
...,,,_,,~. arc., If •i•nlllcand

• 
BIT OR BARREL 

+35.5 Blows/0.5~F~t:.:.._....,1..._ 
DIAMOND 4x5- l /2 
+34.7 

+31.7 

+30.2_ 
+29.7 

SPLIT SPOON 

NX DIAMOND 
DT 52 min 
HP 100 psi 

+27.3--1----+-- -· - --- ·-------- -·- -- . 
CLAYEY GRAVELS, gravel, 
sand, clay mixture (GC) 

CLAY, fat, stiff, high 
plasticity, contains many 
small hard fra~ments, 
reddish brown (CH) 

60 

13 

20 

0 

5 SPLIT SPOON 

6 

+24.3 
II 

7 
+22.8 

CLAY, lean, low plasticity 50 
well consolidated, with i---0~1.---_J..:~L..L------~......i...--r 
rock fragments, brown (CL) 

13 

19,5 SPLIT SPOON 

:~a~~Ald9N~3 min HP 

.__6_7__1_0_ ..._+JI ,.4~-----W.1.1.~ 

50 NX DIAMOND 
+16.2 OT 19min HP 

PROJECT HOLE NO. 

Savan Gut, St. Thomas, V.I. CB-SG-16ENG FORM 18 36 PREv1ous EDITIDNs ARE o■s PLATE C-41 
MAR 71 



.... 

,DRILLING LOG (Cont Sheet)"'""''°"' '0 ' °' "°" +35.5 
IM~TALI.ATK>N

•aona savan Gut, St. Thomas, V.I. Jacksonville District 

+14.9 

+12.0 

ClASSlflCATION Of MATERIALS 
( LhM r.,,,,_) 

d 

TUFFACEOUS BRECCIA, h~rdd,
weathered, highly sta,ne 
brown 
from +14.9 to +12.0 

o/. COIE IOX OR 
RECOV- SAMrLE 

UY NO. 
• f 

76 

4 

0 

Hole No. CB-SG-16 
~ffT 

Of S.HHl!"t 

REMARKS 
(l>r-11/,,,, ,,,,.,. "'""' l,m, Jtpth of 

u•r•tltrr111x, .r/1., 1/ Ul(•1fic••t) 

IC 

BIT OR BARREL 

NX DIAMOND 
DT 53 min 
HP 100 psi 

+12.5 
NX DIAMOND 
DT l hour 12 min 
HP 100 psi 

+7.5 
-- SP[lT SPL)ON'-

1 NXDIAMOND -
1 DT 16 min 
1 +5_5 HP 100 psi 

I __ +_5_,_;i__ _J2!30~_._g;;;~~+-----------+-=~+--r~:!.._-------i=-
NOTES: 

l. Set NX casing to +20.7. 

2. No measurable water loss 
during dri 11 i ng. 

3. Grouted hole upon 
completion. 

l 40# hammer with 30" 
drop used on 2.0' split 
spoon. (l-3/8" I.D. 
X 2" O.D.) 

PLATE C-42 ,.0 na HOU NO. 

Savan Gut, St. Thomas, V.I. CB-SG-16 



CB-SG-16 
Box l, from elevation +35.5 to +5.5 

PLATE C-43 



BARREL 

Blows/0.5 Ft. 

min 
100 psi 

SPLIT SPOON 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

PROJEC r HOLE NO. 

Savan Gut, St. Thomas, V.I. CB-SG-23 

Hole Ho.CB-SG-23 
r-,,-------rD"'•"'v"',s"',...oN,,------------.-,"'N""S,..T...A,-LL""A"T'"1,:,:o~N~----------..... .,,.H,,,E'"E'"T=-.,...---

DRILLIHG LOG South Atlantic c1acksonville District oF 2 ...un 
, 1 PROJECT 10. SIZE AND TYPE OF BIT 

i Savan Gut, St. Thomas, Virgin Islands TuM•11.D 
;,~.~L~O~C~A--T~,o~N-,C~o-o-,d~,n-.-,.-.-o-,~s-,.-11-on)-------------1 MSL 
· X= l 019 628 Sea 1ed Y= 187 684 ,2. MANuFACTuRER·s DEs1GNAT10N oF DRILLI' i--:::S:;..p.:...r.::.ag"'--"-ue=-&_H_e'--n'--w_o_o_d_,_..=-=---,..-------,--:-::-:==:c:-::c=---t 
\c-._-'H~O~L'-:E~N-=o"".(-f,A,..._...._.,.1,o'""..,'-'-'-'-'_"-"-.,,'--."-.,-n-.-11-,,,...e.....---------413, i~~~iNN~A~:Li~ETRAK~N ~ Ol ■ TUfl91:D ~ UNDl8TUfl ■ l:D 
I end Iii• numbed ; CB-SG-23 
:s. NAME OF DRILLER 1•. TOTAL NUMBER CORE BOXES 

B. Randa 11 u. ELEvAT•o"' GRouND wATe:R obs rved 
'). DIRECTION OF HOLE J STAATEO I COMPLETCD 

C)g v ER T ,c AL D,Ne L, NE o _____ ot:G . .-.. oM v "" T. 1-'-•_·_D_A_T_E_H_o_L_e:___.,1....::8:..·...;l:...1:..·...;3::.;0,:___.._:-=8'-·....:1-=3=--·....:8~0~----t 
------------------------l 17, ELEVATION TOP OF HOLE +] 9. 9 
7 THICKNESS OF OVERBURDEN 
------------------------{19. TOTAL CORE RECOVERY FOR BORING 50 

DEPTH DRILLED INTO ROCK 

). TOTAL DEPTH OF HOLE 

ELEVATION DEPTH LEGEND 

+19.9 
+19.4 

+17.9 

_+1J,A 

ENG FORM 18 36 PREv1ous EDITIONS AlltE o■ PLATE C-44 
MAR 71 

'9, S-)01111()1))()0(~)1)11 

30.0 ft. GEOLOGIST: T N 
CLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALS 

(Deecrlp1,an> 

d 

CONCRETE, Road . 
GRAVEL and COBBLE STONE 

- Base coarse-

SAND, silty, 'fine to 
medium graia, with some 
coarse sands and gravel, 
brown (SM) 

--· --~--. 
CLAY, fat, stiff, high
plasticity, contains many 
small hard rock fragments, 
reddish brown (CH) 

l 
I 

/ 
-- -- /,-

"I. CORE BOX OR 
RECOV• SAMPLE 

ERY NO, 
I 

65 

40 

40 2 

47 3 

67 4 

80 5 

53 6 

47 7 

13 8 

13 9 

20 10 

40 11 

33 12 

REMARKS 
(DrUl1n1 time• ..,.,.r lo••• ....,. el 

wealherln,a. ate.. II .,,nulcanl1
• 

BIT OR 

+19.9 
DIAMOND 4 X 5-1/2 

+17.9 

DT 
HP 

21 

+16.4 

+14.9 

II 

+13.4 

+11.9 

+10.4 

+ 8.9 

+ 7.4· 

+ 5.9 

+ 4.5 

+ 2. 

+ l.4 

II 

II 

II 

II 



BARREL 

--

57 min 
100 psi 

53 min 
100 psi 

36 

41 min 
100 psi 

(1-3/8 11 

DRIWNG LOG (Cont ShHt) mv•1'°" 1 °' Hou Hole No. CB-SG-?101 
+19.9 ft. 

SHIitNO•CT tN~tAl-..,tlON • 2Savan Gut, St. Thomas, Virgin Island Jacksonv1lle District Of ~ SHffl!, 

REMAaKS"4 CORE IOX ORClASHICATl()N Of MATUIALS ( Dri/11■1 l1•1, ll'Jl!r /uu, 11,,,h ofRfCOY· SAM,UELIVATION Ol"H LlGEND tlh1t,.,,,,.•J tn•tl,,r,-.. ,,c., if u~••/lt••t)UY NO. . IC• b C d ' 
BIT OR 

_ ::__OJ___ Blows/0.5 
SPLIT SPOON 

13 
i---4---~--'L 6__________ 

14 II II

90 
2.6 

DIAMOND NX 
- 2.6 

TUFFACEOUS §RECCIA, very 48 DThard, stained, gray and HPlight gray 

i---_._---1.-_ 5.... L ___ - -

DIAMOND NX30 DT 
HP 

DIAMOND NX DT120 - 8 l HP l 
DIAMOND NX DT 

HP80 

-10. l· -10. l 30. 

140# hammer with 30 11 

drop used on 2.0' 
NOTES: 

1. Set NX casing to -2.1 ft. split spoon.
I.D. X 2" O.D.)

2. Grouted hole with 
cement upon completion. 

NOaCI HOU NO.PLATE C-45 
Savan Gut, St. Thomas, V.I. CB-SG-23 



CB-SG-23 
~ox 1,-from elevation 19.9 to -10.l 

PLATE C-46 



-- ---

DRILLING LOG 
DIVISION 

South Atlantic 
INSTALLATION 

Jacksonville District l 
SHEETI 

I. PROJECT 

Savan Gut, St. Thomas, Virgin Islands 
LOCATION (Cuord,n•••• or Staflon) 

X =l,019,615 scaled Y=l87 658 
DRILLING AGENCY 

;-;ccc:;o,,..r~s,,,..::o~f:-=E:.:.n:...,._:ic:.n:..:e:..:.e:,.:r...::sc.,.-,--:-,:.,...,-----------jU. TOTAL NO. OF OVEA• 10• ■ T1J.. a1C0 
4. HOLE NO. (A ■ aha-. on drewln, flll ■ ! BURDEN SAMPLES TAKEN 

• .,,, "'• numbed · CB-SG-24 
!UHDI ITUIII a&D 

'-,,-._N_A_M_E_O_F_D_A-IL_L_E_A________________----11', TOTAL NUMBER CORE BOXES 

i c. Mason ,s. e:Le:vAT,oN GAouNo wATe:" +4. 2 ft. 
''>· DIRECTION OF HOLE !ITA,.TED ICOWPLETKa 

; djvERTICAL D•NCLINEo _____ DEG, F ..o.. VERT, 1-'-•_·_ 0 _AT_E_"_0 _Le:____.i__,8'--__,5'--__,8,.,0'------·...,:8'---'7_-__,8,.,0'-------t 
'------------------------j 17. ELEVATION TOP OF HOLE +19 0 4 ft 0 

7. THICKNESS OF OVERBURDEN
~----------------------j1a. TOTAL CORE RECOVERY FO" BORING 44 
~- DEPTH ORILLEO INTO ROCK 

~- TOTAL DEPTH OF HOLE 

. ELEVATION DEPTH LEGEND 

+19.4 

30.0' 
CLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALS 

(Deacrlptlon) 

d 

~ CORE BOX OR 
RECOV• SAMPLE 

ERV NO. 
I 

k 
ftEMA..KS

<D,111,,.. 1ane, _,_ lo••• --• el 
.,..,,_,,..... ale.., U ■ i...Ullc--,

• 

BIT OR BARREL 

Blows/Q~ £1.,__ 

HP 

SPLIT SPOON 

36min HP 

SPLIT SPOON 

II 

II 

II 

.. / 

CB-SG-24Hele Ho. 

+19.3 
:':1~--4_ 

+14.9 
TUFFACEOUS BRECCIA, very 
hard, light gray--BOULDERS

+J?...,7 
CLAY, fat, stiff, high" plasticity. Contains 
many small hard rock 
fragments, reddish-brown 
(CH) 

slightly sandy from +5.4 
to +2.4 

yellowish in color 
from +2.4 to -2. l 

"·· 

ENM~!~~M 18 36 F'AEVIOUS EDITIONS AAE 01 PLATE C-47 

+,~. 4_- . ASPRJQ1; ROA!J ____ 

GRAVEL and COBBLE 
- Base Coarse) 

SAND, silty, fine 

STONE 

to 
medium grain, with some 
coarse sands and gravel,
brown (SM) 

IAMOND 4 x 5-1/2
40 OT lOmin 

+17.9 

40 
+ 

47 2 
+14.9 

DIAMOND 4 x 5-1/2 
60 OT 

+12.9 

47 3 
+11.4 

53 4 
+ 9.9 

67 5 
+ 8.4 

53 6 
+ 6.9 

II47 7 
+ 5.4 

II53 8 
+ 3.9 

II53 9 
+ 2.4 

II53 10 

+ 0.9 

II67 11 

- 0.6 

PROJECT 

Savan Gut, St. Thomas, V.I. 
HOLE NO. 

CB-SG-24 



•RILLING LOG (Cont Sheet) mv•iK)N ' 0 ' °' NOLI +19. 4 ft. Hole No. CB-SG-24 
SiHffT ,,,, 

";'~'fan Gut, St. Thomas, Virgin Islands ""j"~'tks'onville District Of 2 5Hfm 

HEVATION DEPTH LEGEND 
CLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALS

'"'",.,,,,.,,, 
d 

TUFFACEOUS BRECCIA, 
hard, weathered, stained, 
1ight gray 

NOTES: 

1. Set 6" casing to +14.9 
Set NX casing to - 8.1 

2. Grouted hole with cement 
upon completion. 

% CORE 8OX OR 
RECOV- SAMPLE 

UY NO. 
• f 

0 

40 12 

33 13 

53 14 

REMARKS 
(D,-i/1,,,i ,,,.,. u•,11,r luu, J11>1h of 

,n,.,1,,,.,,,,. tit., tf "li"'fa'•"t) 

I! 

BIT OR BARREL 

- 0.6 Blows 0.5 

SPLIT SPOON 
_-_2,1'-----

- 3.6 

- 5. l 

--

1----1---+--: _6._6------------

0 

36 

8.J 

I--.. a . z 1001 o. s 
I 
. DIAMOND NX 

-10. 6 

OT 47 min 
HP 100 psi 

1 

1 

140# halTV!le r with 30" 
drop used on 2.0' split 
spoon. (l-3/8" I.D. X 
2" 0.0.) 

NOJICT HOU NO, 

avan Gut, St. Thomas, V.I. CB-SG-24PLATE C-48 



C8-SG-24 
Box 1, from elevation +19 .4 to -10.6 

PLATE C-49 



--

- ---

--

--

- -

----

-- -- -- --

I 

-0.3 

... 
Hole Ho. CB-SG-27 

INSTALLATIONIDIVISION ISHEET
DRILLING LOG Jacksonville District OF 2 SHEETSSouth Atlantic 

1 PROJECT 10. S17E ANO TYPE OF BIT See rPmilrks 
11. OAT UM FOR ELEV"' 1vN :,HOWN (fllM • MS~JSavan Gut, St. Thomas, Virgin Islands 

J.. LOCATION (Coordln•r•• or St•UOf\) MSL 
v=1 n10 7f'.? /<;,-,,J,,ri\ V-Hl7 4fiQ 12. MANUFACTURER'S DESIGNATION OF DRILL 

l. DRILLING AGENCY Soraque &HenwoodCorps of Engineers 
IJ. TOTAL NO. OF' OVER• I 01aTu111e1t0 lUNDI.TU...ED 

BURDEN SAMPLES TAKEN!4. HOLE NO. (A• •hown on ....,,.,'"'··
•nd Wen..,.l,-.) : CB-SG-27

' ,.. TOT AL NUMBER CORE BOXES l5. NAME OF DRILLER ,._ ELEVATION GROUND WATER +4.bC. Mason 
!STARTED I COMPLlllT•D6. DIRECTION OF HOLE 

DATE HOLE••- i 8-1-80 : 8-2-80 [JVEIIIITICAL D•NCLINE.O OltG. fr!IIOM Y£RT. 

17. ELEVATION TOP OF HOLE +13.6 
7. THICKNESS OF OVERBURDEN 

18. TOT AL CORE RECOVERY FOR BORING 40 ... 
e OEPTH DRILLED INTO ROCK 

19• 'it~x':f.'Hl('xlj;I~~~'iflt'x 
9. TOTAL DEPTH OF HOLE +13.6 GFOLnr,rsT: 
ELEVATION DEPTH LEGEND . ~ C 

----
--

+13.6 o.ci= 

CLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALS 
(Daac,JpUon) 

d 

"-Asphalt, road ________ ~+13.4 0.2-~ +l? F. Gravel and cobble stone1 
- c· : I\ - Base Coarse - /- . ·. ·,- SAND, slightly silty, fine 

to medium ara in, shelly,2.~ --~ .(:+11. 1 -- -~-. . --
-· 

l'.--
=tt·-.--- J 

. 1
+7. 1 6+ 

- 1.1 :r 
l! II-- ~ l-

r· .J
+5.1 8.~ 

- - -~- -.- ..-- -- . ;-- j . 
-- .;~--

I-
-l- - .. ' - i • T - ) 
·I•13 ..9':. 1 

,()<,""<'I" 

. -0. 9 14.~ .:,,-'- . 
-- -~ -
-
-~ -
---
-~- ---·---~ -------

ENG FORM 18 36 

\ -1, gnt gray (SP) /
SAND, silty, fine to medium 
grain, with some coarse 
sands and gravel, brown 
(SM) 

+7. l to +5. l 
very gravelly 

-0.3 to -0.9 
Boulders 
CL~V, fat, medium stiff, 
hign pla. ticity, contains 
many smal 1 rock fragments, 
reddish brown (~H) 

PREVIOUS EDITIONS A..E oe 
MAR 71 PLATE C-50 

.,_ CORE 
RECOV• 

ERY. 

90 

53 

60 

53 

43 

33 

43 

27 

0 

0 

33 

40 

47 

47 

Savan Gut, St. Thomas, V.I. 

T Novak 
BOX OR REMARKS 
SAMPLE (Drillin41, Um•. -,•r lo••• ._,. of 

NO. __,,.,,•.•,c.. JI ·'•"'"c.end 
I I 

,--
BIT OR BARREL --,--,-

,-
+13.6 Blows/0.5 Ft. -

DIAMOND 4x5-1 /2 ' -
+12.6 DT 2lmin HP l OOpsi -,-

SPLIT SPOON -25 
£'.I -,..._l 

- ~ 

+11. l 18 --
11 

2 IIII -72,---+ 9.6 12 --
16 -- .... 

3 IIII ~9 
~+ 8.1 6 

11 
4 IIII - ~ 

7 -~-....-25 ...+ 6.6 
25 ,-

5 II II 

_£1__ ,-.... 
+ 5. 1 14 ,-

8 -- ,-
6 II 11 16 ,---,-

+ 3.6 18 ,-

21 
7 11 11 ---;z---

+ 2.1 16 -
_]J_ -

11 11 

20 -,-
+ 0.6 23 -

25 -
II 11 -

_i4_ -c--

- 0.9 38 -,-
4-

8 II II 5 ,-
I-- 2.4 7 
,-

_li ,--

9 II II 

_]l_ -,-
- 3.9 17 -,-

....n ,-

10 II II ----Z1. t-

24 -,--- 5 .4 
,-64 

II 11 -11 39 -
- 6.9 31 ,-

,_- ..-
I--,-
I-

lcif:~G".?~1PROJECT 



::>RIWNG LOG (Cont Sheet) mv•- - °' ~13.6 Hole No. CB-SG-27 
IH(fT"10.Cf 

Savan Gut, St. Thomas, Virgin Island 
INSlAlLAhDN 

Jacksonville District 

UIYA'IION UGENO 

• C 

-11. 9 25. 

-16.2 29. 

EN<:.,.~RM 1836-A 

CU,UlflCATION Of MATHW.S,,,,,,~.., 
d 

CLAY, fat, medium stiff, 
high plasticity, contains 
many small rock fragments, 
reddish brown (CH) 

CLAY, lean, dry, low 
plasticity, silty, well
acked, with many small hard 

1rock fragments, reddish-brown 
and yellow (CL) 

NOTES: 

1. Set NX casing to -11.4 

2. Grouted hole with cement 
upon completion 

% COIE IOI 01 
IECOV- SAMPLE 

HY NO. 
e f 

ltMAIKS 
( l),.;11,.. l1•1, M''8lt,. lvu, Jr,,h o/ 

~•IIH,.••·, II•" I/ U6 ■ 1fli• ■ I) 

I 

BIT OR BARREL 

40 12 SPLIT SPOON 
- 8.4 

47 13 fl II 

- 9.9 

0 
-11.4 

13 14 II II 

-12.9I----+--+-;...::..:~-------
47 15 

100 16 

100 17 

II 11 

-14.4 l 
·-·tr 

-15._9 
II 

__1_00/.Q.: 5 
II " 

~---.J00/0.2:-.1?. 7 
-16.2 II II 

1140# hanrner with 30" 
drop used on 2.0' split 
spoon. (1-3/8" I.D. X 
2" O.D.) 

l'IOJICf HOU NO. 

I 

I. 

I. 

I 

PLATE C-51 Savan Gut, St. Thomas, v.1.CB-SG-27 



CB-SG-27 
Box 1, from elevation +13.6 to -16 .2 

PLATE C-52 



-- -----

-- -- -- --

-
--

--

l 

-
Hol, Mo. CB-SG-28 

INSTALLATIONIDIVISION rHEET ,
Jacksonville DistrictDRILLING LOG South Atlantic OF 2 SHEETS 

., PROJECT 10. SIZE ANO TYPE OF BIT c; 00 remarks
Savan Gut. St. Thomas. Virgin Islands 11 • .., ... UM Fu" 1e.L1:. ..... ,.., ... :.HuWN (IBAl,.MSLJ 

LOCATION (Coordmat•• or St•tlon) MSL 
X=l.019.783 (Scaled) Y=l87.438 12. MANUFACTURER'S DESIGNATION OP' OfltlLL 

DRILLING AGENCY Soraaue & HenwoodCoros of Enaineers U. TOTAL NO. OF OVER· IOl ■ TUll ■ IED !UNDl ■ Tu"••o' HOLE NO. (Aa aho_,, on dr•wJnl tltla I BURDEN SAMPLESTAKl!:N!; ~ - ,.,. n....,,.., ! CB-SG-28 
lol. TOT AL NUMBER CORE BOXES l',. NAME OF DRILLER 
15. ELEVATION GROUND WATER' C. Mason +4.6 

·, DIRECTION OF HOLE ! ■ TAPIITEO ICOMPLll:TIED 
16. DATE HOLE 

1 30 Julv 80 : 11 .l11lv An~VE.. TICAL □ INCLINED DEG. r"flOM YEfltT.

' 17. ELEVATION TOP OF HOLE +13.6 
1. THICKNESS OF OVERBURDEN 

18. TOT AL CORE RECOVERY FOR BORING 44 
"j DEPTH DRILLED INTO ROCK " 19. s~l{MRRX>~J4M~R 
i. TOTAL DEPTH OF' HOLE 31. l ft. GEOLOGIST: 

: ELEVATION DEPTH LEGEND 

! 
I . 
I 
I 
I

+13.6 
-
+13.5 

+9.6 

i 
i 

+ 7 .6 

+2. l 

...n o 

b C 

------
I-

o.~ 
0 t:J0. f 
oO-- oo-- ~ C)-- <u"'-

0 c)--- c:>:< 
4-:it c::J~ 

-
-- -~ 

__6'.~ ~ .. ..--::1; 
-- . ·ir-

I- - - .-
=11 -~-- -. - :~-- . 

..- l1 ·.- .{ . --11-:-5- . 
- "'" ..·.. ··· , ') .... ,:. .,. ~ , 

- -
-- ~ 
-
-- --~ 

-
-~ 
---- --~ --~---- ----

ENG FORM 18 36 

~ CORE 
RECOV-CLASSIFICATION OF' MATERIALS 

(D••crlptlon> ERY.d 

---------- ·----· 
,Asohalt road / 70 

Gravel & cobble stone 
- Base coarse -

50 

33 

CLAY, fat, soft. high
plasticity, contains many
sr.ial l rock fragments, 47 
reddish brown (CH) 

-- - ------- ---·-· -----------
SAND, silty, fine to 
medium grain with some 26 
coarse sands and gravel, 
brown (SM) 

33 

33 

13 

Tuffaceous breccia-boulder 
40 

CLAY, fat, medium stiff, 53high plasticity. contains 
many small rock fragments, 
reddish brown (CH) 

53 

slightly sandy 
.rom -2.2 to -4.2 

80 

.... 
yellowish in color 
from -5.4 to -13.9 \.2-:..9 J 

80 

60 

PROJECTPLATE C-53 

~Jall ace T. Novak 
BOX OR 
SAMPLE 

NO. 
I 

l 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

]O 

11 

REMARKS 
(Drlll,n,i tlm•• _,_ lo••• --· el 

wwat,-rln,a. etc.. If ai,tnlllcMfd

• 
-'-BIT OR BARREL 
I-

+13.6 Blows/0.5 Ft. 

~ 

--
DIAMOND 4X5- l /2 DT l3min:= 
+12.6 HP l 00 psi '-

DIAMOND 4X5-l/2 DT 11 min-'--
I-
~HP l 00 psi 
I-

+10.6 
'---

1- ~ 
SPLIT SPOON 3 ,__ 

+ 9. l 3 .....---~ 
.L ._ 

'--
II II 

_9_ ..... L-

8_ .....+ 7.6 L-

13 ,__ 
II II rr~ _._ 

~+ 6. l 20 
15 ..... 

II II 22--..... 
-- L-

+ 4.6 22 '--

_L ._ L-

II II 13 L--
I-+ 3 l 17 
~ 

11- --II II 

48 -
+ 1.8 50/~ 

-DIAMOND NX DT 7 min -
+ n A LID 1!\!\ nd -

-_L_ -
SPLIT SPOON 19- --

- 0.7 19 ·--
2.6._ --

II II 

l.L.. --
- 2.2 39 -

]1_ ,__ -
II II ..... 

-9 -.....- 3.7 18 
II II 

L-1-3. 9 48/0.5/ZL_ '--..... 
II II 1L I-..... 

'--- 5.4 19 
UL ..... '-

II II I-23 
- 6.9 11 '-

L-

L-

I-------IHOLE NO-
PREVIOUS EDITIONS ARE 0 Savan Gut, St. Thomas V.I. CB-SG-28MAR 71 

(TRANSLUCENT) 



....l 

0DRl!-LING LOG (Cont Sheet) m••'10" ' ' °' "°" +13. 6 Hole No. CB-SG-2P 
P,ltQJJP INSTAlU.TK>N 

~avan Gut, St. Thomas, V.I. Jacksonville District 
5,HffT L 
Of 2 SHE£TS 

•1,, COIE IOX OR
CLASSlflCA TION Of MATERIALS 

UEYATION DE"TN LEGEND RECOV- SAMPLE(Vru,.,,,,.,,) UY NO. 
d • f 

lfMARXS 
flJ,.,1/,,,~ ,,,.,, ""'" /.,u, J,Jnh 11/ 

u,,,.thrr,111, rlc, 1/ 111"1/u•Jtl) 

II/ 

BIT OR BARREL 

I 

60 13 
SPLIT SPOON 

-10.9 to -13.9 -10.9 

67 14 II 

-12.4 

-13.9 

53 15 I
-13.9 

II 

TUFF, very hard, gray 0 -14.0 
33 1 

DIAMOND NX 
-15.5 HP 

; DIAMOND NX 

DT 

DT 

32 ~in 

37 min 
30 i HP 100 psi 

-17.5 
I,_ 

NOTES: 

l. Set NX casing to -13.9 

2. Grouted hole with 
cement upon completion. 

i 140# hammer with 30 11 

drop used on 2.0' split 
spoon (1-3/8-inch I.D. 
X2 11 0.D.) 

NOJfCl HOU NO.PLATE C-54EN~UN~RM 1836-.A Savan Gut, St. Thomas, V.I CB-SG-28 



CB-SG-28 
Box 1, from elevation +13.6 to -17.5 

PLATE C-55 



-----------

-------

DRILLING LOC ic 
: ' PROJECT 

\avan Gut, St. Thomas, Virgin Islands 
LOCATION (Coordinate ■ or Staffon) 

SHEET l 
OF 2 SHEETS 

_/....,=....,l-'--'-0.;:_;.l=-9..z..:..7..::5..::8-c-'"'s""c""a'-1'-e"-d"-L-_"-Y_=-'1..::8..;.7....<.:3:...4;.;0'--_____--1 12. MA Nu F Ac TUR ER' s DEs1 GNAT 10N o.- DRILL 
·, 0R1LL1NG AGENcv Sprague & Henwood 
: _c.,.,.o"'r..,._,,s~o,...f..,..,._E_n-i_n_e_e_r_s__-,-"T""_________-1 13_ TOTAL No. oF ovER• 1011Tu,,.1:0 !: uN01nu,. ■ 1:0 
',;, HOLE NO (A ■ ■ ho...-. on d,a..,ln• tllle BURDEN SAMPLES TAKl!:N ! 
1 • nd 111 • """"'.., CB-SG-29 
, '"",_....,N.,.,A'""Mc,E,-o""F=-=D""R""IL....,L....,E"'R:------'----------- 14. TOT AL NUMBER CORI! BOXES 

c. Mason ... e:LEvAT10NGRouNDwATe:R +2.4 
DIRECTION OF HOLE !STARTED JCOMPLETllD 

II. DATE HOLE j 80 · 7 29 8QII] VERT I c AL D INC LINED _____ 01:G. ~RDM v un. 1---------.J...,7:...-...:2:.;8=:.---"-=---......_:_.;_-...::..;:...-:...c..=----1 
------------------------t 17. ELEVATION TOP OF HOLE + 

, THICKNESS OF OVERBURllf:.N 
----------------------~ 115. TOTAL CORE RECOVERY FOR BORING 43 
__o_E_P_T_H_D_R_1_L_L_Eo_1N_T_O_R_o_c_K____________-i 19.>fi~;if,t"~;e(~)(~~ 

). TOTAL DEPTH OF HOLE 35 • 5 ft. 

: ELEVATION DEPTH LEGEND 
I 

- 7. l 

CLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALS 
(D ■■ c:ript-on> 

d 

CLAY, fat, medium stiff, 
high plasticity, contains 
many sma 11 rock fragments, 
gray (CH) 

Reddish brown in color 
from -7. to -25.9 

ENG FORM 18 36 PREVIOUS EDITIONS ARE D ■SI PLATE C-56
MAR 71 

(TRANSLUCENT) 

~ CORE BOX OR 
AECOV- SAMPLE 

ERV NO. 
I 

47 3 

43 4 

27 5 

47 6 

43 7 

33 8 

47 9 

43 10 

53 11 

T. Novak 
REMARKS 

(Drllhn4 Ume. _,_ lo••• ._,. ~ 
.,..,,_r,,... etc.. " •l~lk:aflll

• 

BARREL 

Ft. 
DT 

100 psi 
21 mi 

100 psi 
··---
DT 42mi 

+ 0.4 

- 2.6 

" 

- 4. 1 

II 

" " 

" II 

II " 

" II 

PROJECT HOLE MO, 

Savan Gut, St. Thomas, V.I. CB-SG-29 

Hole No. CB-Sr.-;·9 
INSTALLATION 

Jacksonville 

+ 9.4 

-i:_8.4_ 

+ 7 4 

+ 4 

----------· 
Concrete, gutter 

Gravel and cobble stone 
- Base Coarse -

Tuffaceous breccia, hard, 
light green and white 

- Boulders -

SAND, silty, fine to 
medium grain, with some 
coarse grain sands and 

\gravel, shelly, brown 
, (SM). 

BIT OR 

+ 9.4 Blows/0_.5 
DIAMOND 4x5-l/2 

100 + 4 HP 100 
DIAMOND 4x5-l/2 

80 HP+ 7 4 
DIAMOND 4x5-l/2 DT 

50 HP+ 6.4 
DIAMOND 4x5-l/2 

73 HP 100 psi 
+ 4.9 

SPLIT SPOON 
53 

+ 3.4 

47 2 

+ 1.9 ----·------



'DRILLING LOG (Cont Sheet) mvATION '0 ' °' ttou +9.4 Hole No. CB-SG-29 
,1t0JICT INSlAlLATK>N SHflT 2 

· Savan Gut, St. Thomas, Virgin Isl nds Jacksonville District °' 2 sttms 

ELEVATION DEl"TH LEGEND 

• . b C 

-14.6 

-17.6 

-25.9 35. 

-26. l 35. 

CLASSIFICATION Of MATEIIALS 

d 

CLAY, fat, medium stiff, high 
plasticity, contains many
small rock fragments. 
from -7. l to -25.9 reddish-
brown in color (CH) 

-14.6 to -17 .6 
up to 50% rock fragments 

Hard rock 

NOTES: 

l. Set NX casing to -20.6 

2. Grouted hole with cement 
upon completion. 

"4 COIE IOX 01 
IECOV- SAMPLE 

EIY NO. 
C f 

IEMAIKS 
( Dri/1,,.~ II••• 11·11Ur /uu, Jr/1th 11/.,,.~,..,.,.•..,, .. ,, ,,~,,,,.,,.,,,) 

60 12 

43 13 

33 14 

33 15 

13 16 

20 17 

40 18 

40 19 

33 20 

0 

II 

BIT OR BARREL 

SPLIT SPOON 

-13. l 

II II 

II II 

II II 

-19. l 

II II 

-20.6 

II 

-22. l 

II II 

II 

-25. l 
II 

140# hammer with 30 11 

drop used on 2.0' split 
( 1-3/8-.i nchspoon 

a 211 0.0.) 

-11.6 

EN?u,_~RM 1836-A 
PLATE C-57 NOJtCT HOU NO. 

Savan Gut• St. Thomas. V. I. CB-SG-29 



rp-SG - ?O 
Box 1, from {l~\I(ltjo:~- I.~. ~ 

PLATE C-58 



Hole Mo. CB-SG-30 
DIVISION 

DRILLING LOG South Atlantic 
INSTALLATION 

Jacksonville District 
' 

SHEET l 
OF l SHEl!TS 

l'ROJt.CT 10. SIZE ANO TYPE OF BIT See remarks 
><lVcHI Gut, St. Thomas, V.I. ti. "'" UM Fu" IC. __ ,. ... luN :,HuWN ( ,u_ o, /111.--..., 
,)-cAT10N (Courdrn•t•• or s,.uon> MSL 

1..,·-:-'l:-1.:0:.,.l=-:9:..+7:,.,8==,,c3,..,.>..:::(S_,,c"'a"'l-"e'-'d'-')'--Y'-=-l.:c8:::.7'--L=.2.:e3..::6______.., 12 MA Nu F AcT uR ER' s 0Es1GN AT 1ON oF 0R1 LL 

')HILLING AGENCY C::n-~n ,n. "· Un.n,.,"nrf 
1...,0-'-r-s:osc..,,.o=-c.f,.....:E-'-n"'a.__i'"'n-"e=-e=-r..::sc..-____________~.,. TO'l'!'L No. oF ovER- Io,nu,..Eo 
HOLE NO. (A ■ •ho-, on drawfn• tUle! BURDEN SAMPLES TAKEN: 

.,,,, "'• "....,,•., i CB-SG-30 
_N_A_M_E-O~,-0 -R-1L_L_E_R___________________ , ... TOT AL NUMBER coRE aoxEs l 

~ UNDl9TU11t.KO 

r M;,~nn 15. ELEVATION GROUND WATER +2. l 
DIRECTION OF HOLE le. DATE HOLE ! STAR TIED I COMPLETED 

-Xl VE" T 'CAL D '".CL' .. ED ------ DEG' .-110M y ,.,. T. 1---------l.i-'-7_-_,2:.:5:..-...;8::.0:::..,_____.·...;__7_-..::2..:6:...-...:8::,;0:....__-I 
--------------------------t 17. ELEVATION TOP OF HOLE +8. 3 

THICKNESS OF OVERBURDEN 
-------------------------,11. TOTAL CORE RECOVERY FOR ■ Of!IING 

_o_E_P_T_H_D_R_1_L_L_E_o_,_N_T_o_R_o_c_K_=--=,--=----------i , •• MIO(~lffU,lo:\t:l\Qff( 

TOTAL DEPTH o• HOLE 35.5 ft. (;Ff.I nr.TST· T. Novak 
~ CORE BOX OR 

41 ,. 

REMA..KSCLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALSLEVATION DEPTH LEGEND (De•crlpllon) RECOV- SAMPLE (DrJllt"II tame, _,.,. lo••• •-• •I
ERV NO. ..,..,,_rJ~. etc.. II •l•nlllc--,). b C d . I •---- BIT OR BARREL--- I 

-
+ A 1 n l'T" + 8.3 Blows/0.5 Ft. 

Concrete, sidewalk 
-·---

DIAMOND 4x5-l/2+ 7.8 0. s-- '!'a'-?.;..?~ 
- [J '1....C Gravel & cobble stone 86 OT 11 min HP 100 psi-- f?o base coarse + 6.~-- --- - --- DIAMOND 4x5-l/2 

+-5~8. -,_2i ~r~ -Fill materi a 1- 20 DT l O min HP 100 psi 
- SAND, silty, fine to ,:l:._.2., 3- I( --·-- ~ ·--- ·-·------ - -- medium grain, with 1 . - 47 l SPLIT SPOON --
-. some coarse grain 2- sands and gravel, shelly,_- + ....3.. 8 1- dark brown (SM)-. ?- . ' 47 2 II II --
-· _3.-- + 2.3 ?- -- _ _l- II II 

.._ 
,_ .._ 
.._ 
'---,_ .._ 
,_ .._ 
.._ 
,_ .._ 
,_ ,_-..__ 
'-.... 
'---..__ 
'-..__ 
'-
>--.._ 
,_ 
..__ 
'---..__ 
'-.... 
.._ .._ 

- ... 43 3 4 ,_ 
. _.._-- -- •. . 

-- •' 

- .. 
-- - -•· 
---- . ( 

' - 2.7 11.e=· 
- - SILT, sandy, trace of-- plastic fines, black (ML)-- ----- ---

....::....fw l', n-
-

~ 
- CLAY, fat, medium stiff,- high plasticity, contains-- many sma 11 rock fragments,-

reddish brown (CH)
-

---
-
-

~ - ---- --- --- -- ----·---

47 4 

53 5 

33 6 

20· 7 

20 8 

60 9 

67 10 

67 11 

53 12 

PROJECT 

Savan Gut 

.. 

+ 0.8 ? 
.__ 

_6_ .... 
" " 

.._ 
- _4_ .... '-

_ n 7 4 >--

_2 .... .__ 
II " _ _J_ '--- 2.2 4 .._ 

_J2_ 
.._ 

II II 
,_ 

2 >--

- ,_ 
3.7 1 

.._-
1 .._ 

- ,_ 
" " _..1_ '-...... 

- 5.2 l .._ 
.. -- .... 

1 '-
" " 2 .._ 

·-
- 6.7 4 '-

...12... 1--.... 
" " - R -.._ 

- 8.2 _2J ---- . ·-· ,_ 
- g_ 

.._. .__ 
" " 15 L-. 

- - ..__ 
- 9.7 16 L-. 

··----- ,_ 
---12... 

,_ 
II II 17 '---

---~ 
-11.2 24 .... 

-- .._ 
9 ._ 

II II 12 -.._ 
- - ._ 

-1? 7 1~
..__ 
L-.---.._ ....-.... 

ENG FORM 18 36 PREVIOUS EDITIONS ARE OBS· PLATE C-59 IHOL-E NO_. 
MAR 71 St. Thomas, V.I. CB SG 30 

fTRA.NSl.UCENTJ 



______ 

Dl_llLLING LOG (Cont Sheet) mvATION ,o, °' HOLi +8.3 Hole No. CB-SG-30 
SHfflPRQJl:CT INS.tAtU.tK>t4 

Of S.HfEUSavan Gut, St. Thomas, V.I. Jack9onvi1Je District 2 
REMARKS% CORE IOX OR

CLASSlflCATION Of MATERIALS 
ELEVATION DEnH LEGEND RECOV- SAMPLE (/),.,/1,11~ 11,.,, "'"''" /uJJ, J,pth of

..,,,,,1,,,.,,.tc, rte, 1/ ui,,,fi,•,,tJERY NO. 
• fd -

BIT OR BARREL 

i 
I! _12 Blows/0.5

1----+---=-w=....w~--- ---
ICLAY, fat, medium stiff, 13 I SPLIT SPOON60high plasticity, contains 

many small rock fragments. -- i -JA.-2.... ---
reddish brown (CH) ' 

20 14-15.7 to -19.2 yellowish in 
color -15.7 

1543 

0 i 
: -18. 7 

15 I -100 -- ·- - :_-19... 4 

! DIAMOND NX
I DT 18 min HP 

33 

. --- , -21.2 
I 

17 I SPLIT SPOON67 
I 

--- __ J_:2LJ __ 
~:,23-2_____ ~ - --··- II • __ 

I DIAMOND NX 
35 DT 16 min 

HP 100 psi 
i----+--..:...i-25. 2.___ 

Ft. 
-- ... 

J3 

1Ii 
-5.. 

9 

16 
4 

__8_ 

14 
5 

50/0.2' 

l OOpsi 

64 
64 

split
NOTES: 

1. Set NX casing to -19.4 

2. Grouted hole with cemen 
upon completion 

PLATE C-60 

DIAMOND NX 
15 DT 23 min 

HP 100 psi 
-27.2 

140# harrrner with 30" 
I drop used on 2.0' 
I spoon (1-3/8" I.D. x
I 2" 0. D.) 

NOJfCT HOLi NO. 

Savan Gut, St. Thomas, V.I. CB-SG-30 



CB-SG-30 
Box 1, from elevation +8.3 to -27.2 

PLATE C-61 



Hole Ho. CB-SG-31IDIVISION INSTALLATION 15HEET I
DRILLll!IG LOG Soutl, ,l.t' ,';·d(sonvi l le District 01'2 SHEETS 

1•HOJECT 10.., SIZE ANO TYPE OF BIT :iee remarKS 
r,avan Gut, St. Thomas, Vi rgi11 ls l,mds 11.·l~UM FOR ELE ....... ,..,N :.MOWN nB•,. __, 
---· lbLOCAl ION (Cuurd,nafe• u, S1a"CWI) 

.L:.l., .0 l 9.a 7 8 4 r~raled\ Y=l87.132 12. MA~~CTURER'S DESIGNATION OF' DRILL 
DRILLING AGENCY Soraa &HenwoodCorps of Engineers 

tJ, TOTAL N~F OVER· I OISTU.. ■ IEO r UH0IITUR: ■ llD 
HOLE NO. (A• •hown on d,•wln• Utl•! 

rR-Sr.-1l 
BURDENS PLES Ti\KEN ! 

■ rw:J fll• numb.r.J ; 

TOT AL HUM.ER COAE BOXES lNAME OF DRILLER ,.. 
C. Mason ... ELEVATION ~GROUND WATER +3.7 

DIRECTION OF HOLE \ITAATED !C0MPL.llTED

"· DATE HOLE ! 7-23-80 7-24-80ct) VEA TIC Al.. OtNCl..lNED DEC'., lll'R:0M YEIIIT. 

17, ELEVATION TOP OF HOLE -+ii.8 
THICKNESS OF OVERBURDEN 

46,.. TOT AL CORE RECOVERY FOR BORING .. 
DEPTH DRILLED INTO ROCK 

19. lO.CNlll(l»le<Cl(l(lffUJtlO(Q(il( 
TOl AL DEPTH OF HOLE 34.0 ft. GEOLOGIST: T. Novak 

CLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALS 1. CORE BOX OR REMARKS
.LEVATION DEPTH LEGEND (De•crlptlon> RECOV- SAMPLE (D,111m1 tan•. _,.,. lo••• •-• •I

ERV NO. __,,_,,,... ate., U e;a,u1•e_,.,,. b C d . I •- -- ,-
- BIT OR BARREL -- -- -- ,-
- -- ,-

+ 6.8 o.n- + 6.8 -
-1>•0·~ Concrete, gutter -- . ~ ~· DIAMOND NX 

,-
- "'' . -- . pp 90 DT 13 min ,-

l -:--z= 0 '! ·_,.. -+ 5. l HP l 00 psi r-
-;-uffaceous breccia, hard, + 4.8________ ,-

- (># 0 r.l • -•------ - -- •"J c.1. "rJl id, light green DIAMOND NX DT 18 min ,-- 100 -=t1J:."tft1 + 1 A HP 100 psi ,-

- - Boulder - ,-
- ~8i~t(J DIAMOND NX DT 23 min ,-

- 65 HP l 00 psi 
,--

- ,-
- ,,,•n:, ,-

t-- + 1.8 ,-- ·---- ,__ 
+ l. 2 5. 6"" 0:.1.9,, DIAMOND NX DT 31 min ,-

,-
- t, 30 HP l 00 psi -- .~ gravel-

,-
- 1' Silty gravei s, ,--

sand-silt mixture, -- - 0.2 Blows/0.5 Ft. --
~ ' saturated, brown (GM) ·---~--- - .... - SPLIT SPOON 10 --
! 1 'g 11- 43 l -- 16- ,-

- ~ ~, - l. 7 t-

- 6- I--

- t9 i, 33 2 II II o ,-
- ,-
- le' -- ,-

--= ( - 3.2 4 ,-
--·-- -- -- -~-- - r--- cb +,-

- 33 3 II II -- ~ --- -
-:.. J:a 7__ _l_ --5- .. ~ ~ - 4.7 6 ------ -- .. -- 9 -- SILT, sandy, trace of II II 6 -- 0 ,-. - plastic fines, --,--

- (ML) - 6.2 5 ,-
- fibrous, black .. 3- ,--
- -- 0 II II 2- ,--
- ,-
- - 7 7 -~-,-
- ,-

-~... , 15 n- 6 ,-

43 4 II II 16-

~ 
,-

- medium - -- CLAY, fdt, - 9.2 35 ,-

- stiff, high p·, asti city, 6 --

~ 
cont a i, s many small . 47 5 II II Tr I-

- -- rock fragments, - I-- reddish brown (CH) -1 o. 7 ___2L-- t--- n.__ ,-- II II -- 47 6 14 I-- ---- -12.2 · 15 --

~ - ·--------· -- ·-~ ----- --- --· --- --.. -------
ENGFORMt836 PLAT£ C-62PREVIOUS EDITIONS ARIE O ■ t

MAR 71 

_]__ ,--53 7 II II 12 I-----1~ 7 18 -
~------

PROJECT IHOLE NO. 

Savan Gut, St. Thomas, V.I. CB-SG-31 

I 



---

01~ILLING LOG (Cont Sheet) ,.,v..,.,.. ' 0 ' " 0 " +6 . 8 
. .-~.,ro tN!.TAlU.TION 

',avan Gut, St. Thomas, Vir in Islands Jacksonville District 

Hole No. CB-SG-31 
SHffl 2 
o, 2 $Hf(IS 

CLASSIFICATION Of MATERIALS
l ELEVATION Dfl'TH LEGEND 

EN'!,.~RM 1836-A 

d 

CLAY, fat, medium 
stiff, high plasticity, 
contains many small rock 
fragments, reddish 
brown (CH) 

NOTES: 

l. Set NX casing to -22.7 

2. 100% water loss while 
drilling through boulder 
( +5. l to + l . 2) 

3. Grouted hole with 
cement upon completion 

PLATE C-63 

"I. CORE 
RECOV-

UY 
e 

47 

33 

60 

67 

53 

67 

14 

33 

67 

_ 

,.OJICT 

IOX OR 
SAMPLE 

NO. 
f 

8 

9 

10 

14 

15 

16 

] 

REMARKS 
(D,.;/1,,,t ,;,,,,, 11·•trr /uu, t1,11h of

w,.,1,,,;,,,., ,,, .. 1/ J1[(1l1fi,••t) 

II 

BIT OR BARREL 

i -13. 7 Blows/0.5-----
I SPLIT SPOONI 
1-15.2 

I II 

I -16.7___ 

11 r: -) g 7 

12 
I -21. 2 

13 r:~~ 
-22.7 

I 
I 

-24-.2 .. _ 

-27 .2 -----

: 140# hammer with 30" 
I drop used on 2.0' split 

spoon. (1-3/8" I.D. 
x 2" 0.0.) 

HOLi MO, 

Savan Gut, St. Thomas, V.I. CB-SG-31 



CB-SG-3l •
Box 1, from elevation +6.8 to -27.2 

PLA TE C- 64 



-- ----

--
--

--

-- -- --- --

---

- -

Hole Ho.CB-SC::- '.l? 
INSTALLATIONOIVl~ICJN I lSHEET

DRILLING LOG Jacksonvi 11 e District OF 2 SHl!tl!tTISouth Atlantic 
PROJECT 10. SIZE AND TYPE 0,. BIT :iee remarKs 

ti. o" UM F""'" E:1,,11:.V,, ......... ::tHuWNf78Mo,--.,,Savan Gut, St. Thomas, Virgin Islands 
-i..OCAlToN (Coordm•t•• or Station) MSL

X=l ,019,822 ( scaled) Y=l87 ,056 12. MANUFACTURER'S DESIGNATION OF DRILL 
DRILLING AGENCY Spraoue & HenwoodCorps of Engineers 

IJ. TOTAL NO. OF OVER· 101 ■ TufleEo !UNDf ■ TUReao 
BURDEN SAMPLES TAKEN!HOLE NO. (Ae •hown Oft*•"''"' ,,,,. !' end Ill• nwnf.t.,J : CB-SG-32 ,.. TOT AL NUMBER CORE BOXES l">. NAME OF DRILLER ... ELEVATION GROUND WATER +l.DC. Mason 

DIRECTION OF HOLE ! ■ TAATEO !COMPLETED,.. DATE HOLi'. I 7-21-80 :7-22-80[XI VERT IC AL OtNCLINEO OEC. FROM VERT. 

17. ELEVATION TOP OF HOLE +5.7 
THICKNESS OF OVERBURDEN 

18. TOTAL CORE RECOVERY FOR BORING 46
DEPTH DRILLED INTO ROCK ',.. ~~~~~lm'X'X'~~«~ 

•. TOTAL DEPTH OF HOLE GEOLOGIST: T. NOVAK36.0' 
E:LEVATION 

a 

+ 5.7 
+ 5.2 

+ l. 7 

-0.3 

- l. 6 

', 

__:__3_. 3 

- 7.8 

- Q.8 

'\ CORE BOX ORCLASSIFICATION OF MATERIALSOEPTH LEGEND RECOV- SAMPLE(De•c,iptJon) ERV. HO. 
Ib C d 

------ . --
0. tt 

.a·a·.a· Concrete, gutter 
-

•O•A•et0. 5-

Gravel and cobble stone 40- Do- -- - Fi 11 material -
- D~c 
- Qo-
-- r)oo;~4:1)' 

-· l- .<:. I - Fi 11 material -- 260- l C- . . Mixture of sand, silt,
l.& ·."CI. 80 3shell and rock fragments,- brown 80- ~S:b 

+1.2 to -0.3 
-

__1,.3 D?: 
black in color

J·- . C -0.3 to -1.6-- breccia, boulder, hard,- 15- light green( .I--- r. ·c-- 33 4.. ,- - . ( ·J. 
...

'-
11. rr 

SAND, fine to med i urn- - - 53 5 .- grain, predominantlyC-
-· ·----- fine, shel ly, slightly -·-C- . ( ( silty, light gray (SP)- ~- . C- 53 · 6- • (.. CJ~_-5- ----· - SILT, sandy, trace of- 740- plastic fines, fiberous,-- dark gray (ML)-

-1,,.~ -·- 53 8 
CLAY, fat, stiff, high 

-
- - plasticity, containing 

- many small rock fragments, 933reddish brown (CH)- ~ 
-
- 1047- -
--

-
-~ 
-

11- 53--~-- ----
PROJECTENG FORM 18 36 PLATE C-65 

REMARKS 
(Dr'1liti41 tbne, _,.., lo••• --• el 

__,,_,,,.... •tc.. " •i•"'"cand 
• .... ....BIT OR BARREL .... 

'-

.... -
+ '-

~ 

5.7 -
....DIAMOND 4x5-l/2 -

DT 16 min .... ~ 
HP l 00 psi '-

>--

I-..... 
I-,__ 
I-..... 
.....•t 
I-

+ 1 7 llln..1c/n <; 
.__ 
I-25 . ,_SPLIT SPOON 
I-18 . ,__-

+ 0.2 14_ I-..... 
II II ,_- 0.3 54 

...._DIAMOND NX OT 14 min ,_
HP 100 psi- l. 3 I-

DIAMOND NX DT 12 min 
,_ 
,__ 
I-HP 100 psi I-..... 
I-

- "-l "-l 
~ 

8 ..... 
I-SPLIT SPOON - .....8 ..._-
'-- 4 8 10 -II II J..Q_ --3 ---

_6.3___ 4_ -- ...•. -
II II 4 --

_!__ --- 7.8 4 --
4 

-~- --
II II 4 ---

- 9.3 8 -
_L -

II II -
_J_ -

- 10 H ?6_ -
II II --

......-12.3 26 * 
--
-

-22 -'-II II 

2!L --
-13.8 35 '-

....20 
II II 12_ I-

-15.3 33 I-

---
'--

IHOL~ NO~PREVIOUS EDITIONS ARE OB!
MAR 71 Savan Gut, St. Thomas, V.I. CB SG 32 

fTRAN.U.llCENT) 



'JRILLING LOG (Cont Sheet) mv•TION ' 0 ' Of Hou +5•7 Hole No. CB-SG-3? 
! PPQJfCT INS,lAllAHON ~HT 2 

Savan Gut St. Thomas, Vi ds Jacksonville District o, 2 •~n• 
CLASSIFICATION Of MATERIALS 

ELEVATION DEPTH LEGEND rv,.. ,,,,,.,,J 

d 

CLAY, fat, stiff, high 
plasticity, containing 
many small rock fragments, 
reddish brown (CH) 

-19.8 to -21.3 
yellowish in color 

NOTES: 

l. Set NX casing to -24.3 

2. Grouted hole with 
cement upon completion. 

PLATE C-66 

I -15. 3 Blows 0.5 Ft. 

SPLIT SPOON 

-18. 3 

-19.8 

-21. 3 

I 

-22.8 -----·-·· 

" 

-27.3 

" 
I -28.0 

-30.3 

140# hammer with 30" 
drop used on 2.0' split 
spoon. (l-3/8" I.D. 
x 2" 0.D.) 

Savan Gut, St. Thomas, V.I. CB-SG-32 

I 

IOX OR 
SAMPLE 

NO. 
( 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

HOU NO. 

REMARKS 
(lJr,/1,,,, ,.,,,,, u·o6Ut J._u, tlrpth 11/ 

11,,,.. ,,,,,,,,,, ,,,., ,f ,,,,,,fi,11111) 

II 

BIT OR BARREL 

•1. COIE 
RfCOV• 

£RY. 

67 

27 

20 

47 

67 

60 

53 

67 

33 

20 

NOJICT 



CB-SG-32 
Box 1, from elevation +5.7 to -30.3 

DLATE C- 67 



Hoi. Ho. rR-Sr,.,31 
INST AL.LATIONDIVISION SHEET I 
Jacksunville DistrictDRILLING LOG South Atlantic 0" 2 SHEETSI

PROJECT I •. SilE AND TYPE 0" BIT See remarks 
',a van Gut, St. Thomas, V.!. II. DA' UM FOR ELE"A "UN .HO"N "U.. ......,,) 
L~O~C~A~T~IO~N~(~C~O-M~d'~n-.'-••-o-,~S~'.-,,~wU~------------------~ MSL 

Ie 1 nlQ A?Q {Scaled} Y=186 968 12. MANUFACTURER'S DESIGNATION OF DRILL 

• DRILLING AGENCY .SorilOIJP & Henwood 
CorDs of Engineers ".TOTALNO.OFOVER. ID.OTU... "D !UHOIITU".CO 

~ HOL.E NO. (A ••ho ....... on d,.wln. "tI.~ BU"OEH SAMPL.ES TAKEN! 
.nd m. n......... : CB-SG-33 

' .. NAME OF' DRIL.LER 't. TOTAL NUMSER CORE BOXES 1 
r Mil ,nn ... ELEVATION GROUND .ATt:.. +0.9 
DIRECTION OF HOL.E !ITARTED !,COWPLETCD 

I •. DATE HOLt: i 7-16-80 7-19-8000 VERTIC AL.. DINCLINED ________ D'EG. ~r.O" VERT. 

17. ELEVATION TOP OF HOL.E +4.4 
THICKNESS OF OVERBURDEN 

'I. TOTAL. CORE RECOVERY FOR BORING 52 
It. ~"N~")7(~~~~II~~ 

Novak 
REMARKS 

(Drillm, t.i.tne. _'er 10••• d.",,, 01....t,.'I,... •fe.. " .;,""lcend

• 

BIT OR BARREL 

+ 4.4 Rlows/O..5 Ft. 
DIA~10ND 4x5-1/2 r
DT 15 miR' HP 100 psi ~ 

+ 3.1 r-
rDIAMOND 4x5-1/2 

+ 1 lT 14 mi n HP 100 psi t: 
r 

SPLIT SPOON 25 1= 
~LI= 

_~~__.._._____ ~± 0.4 _39 

12-1= 
" lL~ 

- 1 1 24 r 
ULI=" 
2iL~ 

- 2,Ji 15 t-

" 
- 4.J 

" 
5.6-

" ~-= 
" - --

- 7.1 3 -

" " _~_= 
2 -

- 8.6 S-=-
_3_~ 

" "4_. I--_ 
~~~~1~-+~1~4·~·~~·~~·~"_·~__________________-1____.t___4~~~__________-=8-1--

- SILT sandy, trace 
-10.1 

.J_=--:: ofplasticfines,fiberous, 53 7 " "_1_=• 
- gray (ML) ....2. --11.6-

~ 2.., L 1--16~-t--4.~ ....t-+···...--. --------------1 "2}-::-
" _-=_:~X" CLAY, fat, stiff, high 73 8 3...s-S"-'-_=r-_-1 •.1~~ plasticity, contains many ~ 

rock fragments, reddi sh " 
brown (CH) 60 9 " 8 r-

-14.6 ~ :;-=-~~ 
-~ " " JL 1=~ -=1'\..,\ 67 10 2J_~ 
_~ ~' ...__ __ __ ___ ~ ....__+--_-+::.J..loIc......L.______-","34-,--+-t--16 .1 
- t-

-= ~ 

=- ~r-
PROJECT IHOL.E NO.ENMc:..~~~M 1836 PREVIOUS EDITIONS A'''' oas< PLATE C-68 Savan Gut, St. Thomas, V.I. CB-SG-33 

DEPTH DRILLED INTO ROCK 

TOTAL DEPTH OF HOLE 

~I.EVATION 

+ 4.4 

+ 3.5 

+ 1.9 

- 5.6 

DEPTH I.EGEND 

b c 

-

=-
-= -
O~ 

- .,'., '.I>~' 
O.~ ,.;i:c."" 

-= ~Q-- O~(
2.S- 0 

-. 
I·(·=--= c.J, 

--- i .. - - : '. c ' 
-- · : I'--= ,C: . '. 
- , J...: 

-.: '(" , 

- · ' 1, 

-= -

: 
J 
· " (', 

.-, 1. 10. &: 

:: ; ....(. 

-= - ','C _.=.(.(~-= .(. (
= (. <. 
- (' 

-':- ... .-C· 

35.5 ft. 
CI.ASSIFICATION OF MATERIAL.S 

(D••crJptlon) 

d 

Concrete Clutter 

Gravel &cobble stone 

-Fi 11 material-

Sand and grave 1 material, 
slightly si lty, slightly 
shelly 

-Fi 11 material-

GEOLOGIST: T. 
~ CORE 
RECOV-

ERV 
• 

BOX OR 
SAMPL.E 

NO. 
I 

85 

83 

40 

0 

27 1 

20 2 

27 3 

SAND, fine to medium 
grain, predominantly 53 4 
fine, shelly, slightly 
silty, gray (SP) 

60 5 

53 6 

https://SAMPL.ES
https://UHOIITU".CO


")RILLING LOG (Cont Sheet) my.,1ON ''''' Of HOU +4.4 Hole No. CB-SG-33 
"ItOJfCT INSTAlLATK>N $.HIll 

., r:ut St. Thomas V. I. Jacksonville Oistri~~ Of 2 ....... 

Il[VATION DfP'TH LfGEND 

b 

ClASSolfiCATtOfro,I O. MAURIAlS(Ur.,,.,,,,,,, J 

d 

CLAY, fat, medium stiff, 
high plasticity, contains 
many small rock fragments, 
reddish brown (CH) 

% COif lOX OR 
RECOY. 'AM'Lf 

fRY NO. 
e r 

53 11 

67 12 

47 13 

60 14 

67 15 

60 16 

REMARKS 
(1),.,11,,,. Ii"", .,'4'" I.m, ~r"" 0/ 

III••'''.'•••• • ,,.. 'I UIf"./tI/f.,t/) 

II 

BIT OR BARREL 

-16.1 Blows 0.5 Ft. 
11 

SPLIT SPOON 28 

" " 

" 
-20.6 

" 

1-
" 

-25.1 

53 17 I 
1_26 . 6 

" 

53 18 
-28.1 

53 19 " 
-29.6 

40 20 I " 
_-~3~1~.1~1r3~5~.~5~~~______________________~__~__-+I~-3Jl,~1_____ 

NOTES: 

1. Set NX casing to -10.1 

2. Grouted hole with cement 
upon completion 

140# hammer with 30" 
drop used on 2.0' split 
spoon (1-3/8" 1.0. 
x 2" 0.0.) 

,.OJfO HOU NO.PLATE C-69EN'!..~RM 1B36-A Savan Gut. St. Thomas, V. 1. CB-SG·-33 



CB-SG-33 
Box 1, from elevation +4.4 to -31.1 

:: - - - - -

PLATE C-70 



-- --- -- --

--

... 
, DIVISION 

DRILLING LOG South Atlantic 
PROJECT 

Savan Gut, St. Thomas, V.1. 
LOCAl ION (Coord"','•• 0' Sl.'~on) 
X=l 019 872 Scaled} Y=186.847 

I DRILLING AGENCY 

Cnrnc; nf Fnninppr" 
l HOLE NO. (A. eho __ on ....,,., ,,,,.! 

end ",.n.....,; 

," NAME OF DRIL.L.ER 

C. Mason 
.. DIRECTION 0" HOLE 

(jJ VERTIC AI.. DINCL.'NIED 

1 THICKNESS OF OVERBURDEN 

~ DEPTH CRIL.L.EO INTO ROCK 

1. TOTAL DEPTH OF HOL.E 

EL.EVATION DEPTH LEGEND . ~ . 
---i -I - -I 

i =I 

+ 3.9 O...a:: 
+ 3.5 0.4- "'.",;0 :,. 

, DOO--
+ 2.4 1~ ~O 

=.(i - ..-I 
, I 

=- ( 

-, -= 
, =.("-= : 'C 

- 2.1 6.6= 

-= ( 

=-
(-= -i -, 

- 5.1 9~ 
~.--
• f.. -=I 10_ 'L- hh 

--- ----- - .. 
-

.~ .-= 
-
-

---= -
-,-- "c ..-12.6 16~ 
-
- .~-= 
-

--~ 
-15.1 19":it 

-~ 
-
: ~ -= 
= ~ -= 
=--

ENG FORM 1836 

l CB-SG-34 

Ol:~. FAOM YEA T. :7Ilfi/RO 
1'1. ELEVATION TOP OF HOLE +3.9 ,"S. TOTAL CORE RECOVERV FOR BORING 58 
••. X~XI!«Q(II)(XIUl'!tX:)t1l1l 

Geoloq;st: T. Novak33.5 ft 
CLASSIFICATION OF MATERIAL.S 

(D••c,lpUon) 

d 

rnnrrptp with wirp 

Road gravel, base coarse 

-FILL ~'ATERIAL-
mi xture of sand, si It, 
shell and r.ock fragments, 
some clay and clayey 
sand pockets, dark gray 

-2.1 to -5.1 
wood fi bers 

-2.1 to -6.6 
very gravelly 

SAND, si lty, fine to 
medium grain, slightly 
she 11y, dark gray to 
black (SM) 

1----

SAND, cl ayey, soft, fine 
to medium grain 
slightly shelly, gray (SC 

CLAY, fat, stiff, high 
plasticity, small rock 
fragments, reddish brown 
( CH) 

PREVIOUS EDITIONS AR~ OB! 
MAR 71 PLATE C-71 

(TRANSLUCENT) 

Hoi. No C!3-SG-34 
INSTALLATION I~HEE T 1Jacksonvi lle District 2OF SHEETS 

10. SIZE AND TYPE OF BIT ...s.ea_rema rk <. 
11. u" UM Fu" t .. tV" ..uN .HuWN (TUM .. MSL) 

MSL 
'2. MANUFACTURER'S DESIGNATION OF o..ILL 

S~ra~ue &Henwood .,. TOTAL NO. OF OVER· IOlaTu.. ,n:D !uHDtaTU".I:D 
BURDEN SAMPLES TAKEH ! 

'0. TOT AI.. NUMBER CORE BOXES 1 
IS. ELEVAllON GROUND WATER +0.8 

fCOMPLETED... DATE HOLE !'71~4L~0 

"4 CORE BOX OR REMA.RKS 
RECOV.. SAMPL.E (D,Ulan. rime. WIH_ 10••, d.pth 01 

EAV. NO. _a',.rI,..•tc., ., a;.nUlcend 
f • 

BIT OR BARREL 

+ 3.9 Blows/0.5 Ft. 
DIAt10ND 4x5-1/2 

93 DT 12 min 
HP 100 psi+ 2.4 

-2...SPLIT SPOON 3
160 

+11._9 6 

f-

~ 
f-
I--

~ 
~ 
f-

~ 
~ 
~ 
~ 
f-

..-L~ 253 " " -~ ~ 
- 0.6 12 f-

6 ~ " " -12 f-53 3 
I-

-..Lcl 18 f-

_L~ 447 " " 14 f-

~ - 3.6 -12 
-.£..... f-

40 ~5 " " ~ 
~ - h.1 11 

4 f-
40 6 " " _lL 1= 

I--
- 6.6 19 I-

I-~ f-47 7 " " I--~ ~ 
- 8.1 f-

--- ~ f-
__8 f-

853 . " " ~ ~ 
- 9.6 6 

~ 

r:: 
~ ~ 47 9 " " ~~ 

-11. 1 2 ~_i I-
f-

53 '-10 " " ~ f-
-12.6 3 I--

-.Z... f-
f-

1153 " " 2f-
_14.1 3 I-

-~ ~ 
f-1267 " " ~ ~ 

-15.6 5 f-

10 f-
1373 " " f-~ 

-17.1 20 r:: 

PROJECT 

Savan Gut, St. Thomas, V.I. CB-SG-34 
IHOL.E NO. 

~ 
~ 
I-

https://CRIL.L.EO
https://DRIL.L.ER


.. --_.- .-- ... -.-.----~.-.- ..----.-----.--.-... ----- ._--,~ 

I 

CLA~~lflCA "ON Of MA TE RIAL~ 

("'U","".")ll(V.... TION otPTH lEGEND 

i ___'__-4_~b~4-~_~____________~d~___________ 

I 

-25.1 

-29.6 

j 

CLAY, fat, stiff, high 
plasticity, small rock 
fragments, reddish brown 
(CH) 

-25.1 to -29.6 
yellowish in color 

NOTES: 

1. Set NX casing to -23.6 

2. Grouted hole with 
i cement upon 

~lLlNG lOG (Coni Sheel) mv.UON '0' Of ;3"~ 9 Hole No. 
1 ~(JJfCl IN~1"H ... f")N

Savan Gut, St. Thomas, V.I. Jncksonville District 
REMARKS 

RECOV-
% COtE lOX OR 

(1),,11,,,, ,,,,,,, Noll" lUll, J~/J'h til 
fl. 

SAMPLE 
lIi'~/hr"'''.,. "L, " JI~",,,,,.,.t) 

-4__~~~f__+-________~~~________-+__ 
NO. 

BIT OR BARREL 

-17.1 Blows/0.5 Ft. 
I 18 

SPLIT SPOON -ilI 
73 13 

1 -18.6 20 
I-+--+-~~------

25 
73 14 41 

1 

60 
1 

15 i:::~_~ ____J 
o -22.1 53 

16 
34

47 17 

U 
67 18 16 

-25.1 26 
2Q 

80 19 J7 
-26.6 25 

11 
67 20 22 

I 28 1 

17,b- i~. " '" 

-f -+- -2 .6 _____~~ 
'I I '140# hammer wi th 30" 

! drop used on 2.0' split 
I I spoon (1-3/8" LD. x 

2" O.D.) 

completion. 

-

"",HCT HOt! NO. 

EN~UN~RM 1836-A PLATE C-72 
Savan Gut, St. Thomas, V.I. CB-SG-34 

y 

j 
! 
I 

I 
I 
I 



CB-SG-34 
Box 1. from elevation +3.9 to -29.6 

PLATE C-73 



--- -- -- --

H.I. N. CB-SG-35 
INSTALL.ATIONDIVISION ISHEt.Ti DRILLING LOG jacksonville District OF 2 SHEETSSouth Atlantic 

I. P"OJECT '0. SIlEAND TYPE OF B.T SEE REMARKS " 
" PA UM FOR LLLVA 'uN .HOO/NIT;'.... "SL) • .'. . 'SjlValLG~t. Thomas V. I. 

LOCATION (Coord,n.'•• 0' S,.,,~ MSL 
12 "ANUF'ACTURER'S,OE5IG~ATlON OF DRIL.LLLCl19.889 Y=T86.71fi (Sc:alpli) 

'I DRILL.ING AGENCY Sprague &Henwood .' 
I ~orps of EnQineers 11. TOTAL. NO. OF ovER· IDIITu... aIED 1UNO'ITV".E.Di • HOL.E NO. fA. eho"," Oft "".",In, ,u,•. 8U~DEN SAMPLES TAKEN! 

and III. nwnbw) • :I 
: CB-SG-~5 

''\ TOTAL NUMSER CORE BOXES 1NAME OF DRIL.LER .•. ELEVATION GAOUNO ....TE"C. Mason +0.4..DIRECTION OF HOI.£ 'STARTED IC.O"'~\"I!TI:D 
I•. OATE HOLE !l2 July 80 n4 July 80[Xl yE"TICAL. D'NCL.'NIEO OIlG. ~"OM YERT. 

17. ELEVATION TOP OF' HOLE +3.3 
THICKNESS OF ovERBURDEN 

'e. TOT AL. CORE RECOVERY FOR 80"IHG 53 , 
OE':'TH ORIL.LEO INTO ROCt( 

1•. SIGNATURE OF INSPECTOR 
GEOLOGIST T. NovakJ. TOTAL DEPTH OF HOL.E 36.0' 

i 
~ CORE 

DEPTH 
CLASSIFICATION OF MATERIAL.S

L.EGEND RECOV-(D••crlpllon)IELEV:T.ON ERY.~ d· --
-= 

= 

-
+3.3 0.0 = 
+2.8 0.5 - i'4P:;'~.~ CONCRETE SIDEWALK 

Fi 11 ~laterial. mlxture of 
= '". 60 

clayey sand. clay and shell. 
sand. silt. silty sand.-

= · .(' _.",dark gray to black-' --. 47=( 

= . , , : 

.r -= 40.- .. , .. 
" 

I - ( "1 ~. 
. ~ 

1,! 
I(-= 

= 

i ; 40-
I, = 

'C-= I (, 53= 
I -
! -\ .( 

I 
i --

( · = 47- - (- .('. ---
47-= ., < 

11.0= Very shelly. s ta rti ng at-7.7 
-7.7<:. (' .-. - (' <{-

t 
. ~. 

. 33-- · ('- (' ( ..-- ((:1 40- c. .. , -
(.(-- - . ( 

c-- 40- t: { ,- .::.
15.S-:: 

-= =1 
..-F·2 

-I-
-=1 

=1--= -= -= 
-

= -

= --
ENG FORM 1836 

.: c • 

I 11SILT, organic. slightly 
sandy. slightly fiberous. 40 

I Idark gray to !;lack (0L) 

1,I 
33I 

I, 1 

BOX OR 
SAMPLE 

NO. 
f 

.... l' J 

2 

3 

4 

~ , 
6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

.. EMARK$ 
(D,U"", rtm•• _f.r 1o....... ., 

..••',.r~•• • 'c.. 1I .i.n"'c""
• 

B IT OR BARREL ~ 
~ 
f:"'

BLOWS PER ~ 
+3.3 0.5 Ft. r 

r-
Diamond 4 x 5-1/2 t=

DT 17 min' . , 't-' 
J. HP 100 p. s .'i '. " ~ +1. '. 

':"..t..--. ~ Sp1,i t· SP.oon 1 f-

-0.2 

,TZ I--t-

2' f-t-
II II 1 r--

I ~ 
-1.7 - '2 ~ 

II II 1 f-

-3.2 
II II 

2" f:: -, t-r=-
1 t-
~ 

~ ~ 
-4.7 8 ~ 

-6.2 

II II 4 f-
-':- t-

-2- I--
t-5 r-

-7.7 

II II 5 f::-U ~-8 r-
II II ~ =-

-9.2 r-
t-*-

II II 
6 

5 
>-
'-
,..-

-10.7 -0 c-,..--

II II 

5 
~ .t-

~ 
-12.2 ~ f=-

2 f-

-13.7 

II 

, 

II 

, -
=;= f::-. 

1 ~ 
1 r-

-15.2 -T~ 
f-

~ 
f= r-
~ 
t-r-
I=-
~ 
f-r-. 

THOMAS. V.1. 1tYt-'S~'!'35., '.PREVIOUS EDITIONS AR~ 08' S'A'lrAffbUT. ST.
MAR 71 PLATE C-74 

https://ELEV:T.ON


I 

I 

~ 
I ( 

"-

-28.2 -28.2 
Contains up to SO% rock 
fragments, yellow from -28.2 

. Ii 

PLATE C-75 

DRilliNG LOG (Con' Sh••', flfYA'1ON ~j.3 MOU 

"1011('1 INstAlLAtION 

SAVAN GUT, ST. THOMAS, V.I. Jacksonville District 

UEYATION DIP1H UGIND 

b 

-18.2 

, -27.2 

i - 31.. 2 

i -32.7 

-I 

--

CLASSifiCATION Of MATnlALS

"h".,_J 
d 

- -- --

CLAY, fat, stiff, high plas-
ticity, contains small rock 
fragments, reddish brown 
(CH) 

BRECCIA BOULDER, hard 
,gray and tan, from -27.2 to 

Ito -31.2 

NOTES: 
1. Set NX casing to -31.2 
2. Backfilled hole with 

cement upon completion. 

% COlE lOX OR 
IECov· SAMPU 

fly NO, 
e f 

33 12 

67 13 

60 14 

73 15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

60 21 

100 22 

Hoi. No. CB-SG-35 
»41(2 
01 $Hln~ 

REMARIS 
(1),.,11,., ".... ....",,. llill • • ,,11, of 

...,.,"",,,,, II, ••/ 1I1,ufi",.,,') 

" 
BIT OR BARREL 

I BLmlS PER 
~15.2 0.5 Ft., 
1 Sp1 it Spoon 2 

~16.7 
2 
2 

" 
I l 
18.2 4 

7 
14 

19.7 19 

" 10 
35 

21.2 4Z-

14 
I 16 
22.7 12 

" 23.7 
85-2- -

3 
19 -

1 2S .2 23 

" 7-
21 

30 -
45 

-31.2 3s 
26 
11 

-32.7 23 
140# Hammer with 30" 

Idrop used on 2.0' 
Split Spoon (1-3/8" 1. D. 
x 2.0" 0.0.) 

EN~UN ~IM 1836-A ~~~~N GUT, ST. THOMAS, V. I. ~~G-3S 
.~ 



CB-SG-35 
Box 1, from elevation +3.3 to -32.7 

PLATE C-76 
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r'-

;';epartment of the Army, SO. Atlantic Division Laboratory, Corps of Engineers, 611 so. Cobb Dr., Marietta, Ga. 30060 

"'0 
r 
)::> 

-i 
rn 
() 
I 

"'-J 
-.....I 

VISUAL CLASSIFICATION AND FIELD MOISTURE CONTENT OF SOIL SAMPLES 
Dis t ric t Pro j ec t Tequisl tlon tlo.Ref Reqn GM Bl-16 

Jacksonville Savan Gut, St. Thomas, Virgin Islands 08-l23-ENG-036-Bl 
OateRecelved 

10 November 1980 
Location 

-
Description 

Jar SamQles of Pisturbed Soil 

Lab No. !Hole 
I No. 

73/ I 
9364 bB-SG-8 

9365 CB-SG-B 

9366 rB-SG-13 

9367 ~B-SG-18 

9368 ~B-SG-22 

9369 ~B-SG-33 

9370 ~B-SG-35 

% 
Elev. Moisture 
+56.9/ 
+46.9 21.4 

+46.97 
+41.1 13.0 

+37.4/ 
+34.2 17.7 

1.;)1 

2.6 FT. 16.4 

U~bl 

1.0 Fr; 26.7 

-3.6/ 
-10.1 43.4 

-l~ .:L./ 

- 27.2 lB.7 

--~,'=~ 

Torl<-U-fOer Na. 
2550 

Date Reported 
17 December 19BO 

I 
LL PL P Visual Classification and/or Remarks 

41 lB 2 Reddish tan sandy lean clay (CL) 

33 16 1 Tan and brown sandy_ lean clay (CL) w/trace of gravel 

31 16 l' Tan and brown sandy lean clav (CL) 

34 lB 11 Tan lean clay (CL) 

30 20 l( Tan clayey sand (SC) 

NP NP ill Gray silty sand (SM) with some shell fragments 

46 lB 21: Brown lean clay (CL) 

SAD Form 2012 Tested by ES; SL Checked by HDS Sheet 1 of .J:-. 
1 Oct 79 
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SECTION 205 DETAILED PROJECT REPORT 

SAVAN GUT AT CHARLOTTE AMALIE 

ST. THOMAS, U.S. VIRGIN ISLANDS 

APPENDIX D 

COORDINATION 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION II 

26 FEDERAL PLAZA 

NEW YORK. NEW YORI< 10278 

i 

w.q ta 
I 

1se2 

Mr. A. J. Salem 
Planning Division 
Jacksonville District 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
P.O. Box 4970 
Jacksonville, Florida 32232 

Dear Mr. Salem: 

As requested in your letter of February 12, 1982, we have reviewed your draft 
Detailed Project Report on flood damage reduction measures for the Savan Gut, 
St. 'lhanas, u.s. Virgin Islands. Based upon the information provided in your 
report, we foresee no major environmental problems resulting fran the proposed 
project. No wetlands, coral_ formations or seagr4ss beds will be inpacted and 
any water quality disturbances appear to be minor and temporary. 'Ihe project 
appears to be in c::arpliance with the requirements of the section 404(b)(l) 
guidelines and, accordingly, we have no objection to its implementation. 

'Ihank you for the opportunity to ccmment. 

Sincerely yours, 

~:?;?~ 
Anne Norton Miller, Olief 
Environmental Impacts Branch 



IN REPLY ADDRESS 

COMMISSIONER OF PUBLIC WORKS 

REFE~--------

GOVERNMENT OF 
THE VIRGIN ISLANDS OF THE UNITED STATES 

CHAR~OTTE AMALIE, ST. THOMAS, V. I. 00801-·-DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 

March 12, 1982 

Mr. A. J. Salem,, P.E. 
Chief, Project Planning Branch 
Engineering Division 
Corps of Engineers 
Jacksonville Dis,trict 
P. 0. Box 3970 
Jacksonville, FL 32201 

Dear Mr. Salem: 

Please find enclosed the Letter of Intent between the 
Government of the Virgin Islands and the Corps of 
Engineers for flood control improvements to Savan Gut, 
Charlotte Amalie, St. Thomas, U.S. Virgin Islands. 

I hope the language changes to the agreement meet with 
your approval so that we can proceed with the project 
schedule as identified at our February 25, 1982 meeting. 

Should you have ,any problems, please contact my office 
at once. 

Commissioner 

Enclosure 



LEITER OF INTENT 

The Government of the Virgin Islands hereby submits a Letter of Intent to enter 
into an agreement with the Corps of Engineers to implement the Savan Gut Flood 
Control Project located ihthe Savan district and the central business district 
in St. Thomas, Virgin Islands. 

The Government of the Virgin Islands acting through its Department of Public 
Works has legal authority,and intends to seek legislative approval and ftmding 
to provide the following items of local cooperation: 

a. Provide without cbst to the United States all lands, easements and 
rights-of-way including suitable borrow and disposal areas as determined by the 
Chief of Engineers, necessary for the construction of the project; 

b. Provide without cbstto the'United States all alterations and relocations 
of buildings;, transportaticnfacilities, storm drains, utilities and other struc
tures and improvements made. necessary by the construction; 

c. ibId and save the~ United States free from damages due to the construction 
works and subsequent mainte~ce of the project, except damages due to the fault 
or negligence of the United States or its contractors; 

d. Maintain and operate the project after completion without cost to the 
United States in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the 
Anny; 

e. Provide a cash contribution, prior to initiation of construction, equal 
to the cost of all outside project scope work, presently estimated at $314,000; 

f. Assume all project costs in excess of the Government limitation of 
$4,000,000, presently estimated at $2,600,000; 

g. Prevent future encroachment which might interfere with proper ftmctioning 
of the project for flood control; 

h. Fulfill the requirements of non-Federal cooperation as specified in the 
terms and conditions of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (Public Law 91-646), approved 2 January 1971; 

i. Publicize floodplain information in the areas concerned and provide this 
information to zoning and other regulatory. agencies for their guidance and leader
ship in preventing tmwise future development in the floodplain and in adopting 
such regulations as may be necessary to insure compatibility between future develop
ment and protection levels provided by the project. 

It is hereby understood that this Letter of Intent is not a legally binding in
strument between the parties and is subject to the approval of the Governor and 
the signing of a mutually agreeable contract by the parties. 

The above items of local cooperation were approved by Arnold M. Golden, Commissioner 
of Public Works, Government of the Virgin Islands, on March 12, 1982. 

Golden 



IN REPLY ADDRESS 

COMMISSIONER OF PUBLIC WORt< 

Refer ..................... . 

GOVERNMENT OF 
THE VIRGIN ISLANDS OF THE UNITED STATES 

CHARLOTTE AMALIE. ST. THOMAS, V. I. 
P. 0. BOX 476 

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 

Ma.rch 9, 1982 

Mr. A. J. Salem 
Acting Chief Planning Div. 
Corps of Engineers 
P. 0. Box 4970 
Jacksonville, Fla. 32282 

Dear Mr. Salem: 

This is in response to your memorandum soliciting comments on the Detailed 
Project Report (DPR) for the proposed flood control work in Savan Gut, St. Thomas. 

We reviewed the DPR and found that it clearly outlines the scope and procedures 
for the project. In addition, members of my staff attended the inter-agency 
meeting on February 25, 1982, and the following comments are based on the dis
cussions taking place there: 

We favor the covering of the gut between Bridge No. 2 and Bridge No. 3 with 
a slab capable of supporting vehicular traffic based on the considerable interest 
experienced at the meeting. This would make possible a new through road from the 
Ma.folie area as well as the Jane E. Tuitt School to Back Street. 

The relatively small additional funds required for this change would be cost 
effective for the resulting reduced traffic on narrow General Gade. 

The installation of the stilling basin in the waterfront will make necessary the 
construction of a sewage lift station to allow bypassing the existing 30-inch 
intercepting sewer. We oppose this solution for the following reasons: 

1. Aesthetically it locates a sewage pumping station in main business area of 
the town. Such a station, although located underground, would be difficult to 
maintain and operate because of the septic and corrosive qualities of the sewage 
pumped by the station. 

2. The difficulty of locating space for a generator and fuel storage tanks to 
provide emergency power for the pumping station which must operate continuously. 
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Mr. •A. J. Salem 

3. The additional high energy cost of operating such a ptnnping station which 
l111St be fully automatic. The present main pumping station to which the proposed 
new pumping station would discharge is located 4,802 feet to the west. Present 
energy cost of this station is $10,985 per month with a yearly cost of $132,000. 
The proposed station would have the same energy cost as the voll.lllle of sewage 
handled would be essentially the same. 

We suggest a re-design of the stilling basin with construction out into the 
harbor as a better alternative. 

Every effort will be made by us to secure V. I. Government approval and funding 
for. this project. 

Arnold M. Golden 
.,/ Corrmissioner of Public Works ,,-. 

cc: Governor 
Director of the Budget 
Mr. Aloy W. Nielsen 
Mr. Robert S. Mathes 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oceanic and Atmo8pheric Admini8tration 
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 

Southeast Region 
9450 Koger Boulevard 
St. Petersburg, FL 33702 

February 26, 1982 F/SER6l3:DJT 

Colonel Alfred B. Devereaux, Jr. 
District Engineer, Jacksonville District 
Department of the Army, Corps of Engineer 
P.O. Box 4970 
Jacksonville, FL 32201 

Dear Colonel Devereaux: 

The National Marine Fisheries Service has reviewed the 
clraft Detai led Proj ect Report (DPR) on Savan G'_lt, 8t. Th0mas, 
U.S. Virgin Islands transmitted with the February 12, 1982 
letter from A.J. Salem, Acting Chief, Planning Division. 

We anticipate that any adverse effects that might occur 
on marine and anadromous fishery resources would be minimal. 
However, it appears that these resources may be of concern to 
the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service. A.ccordinely, we refer you 
to FWS for their analysis and recommendations. 

Sincerely yours, 

ld. fi~n\-;~\-Yc>(\"J
lsi W. Mark Thompson 
for n.R. Ekbere 

Chief, Environmental and 
Technical Services Division 

cc: 
Area Mgr, FWS, JAX 
Fld. Supv., FWS, Mayaguez 
F/SER6l 



United States Department of the Interior 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
Virgin Islands National Park 

Box 7789 - St. Thomas, V .I. 00801 

IN REPLY REFER TO February 26, 1982 
L7619 

Chief Planning Division 
Jacksonville District 
Corps of Engineers 
P. O. Box 4970 
Jacksonville, Florida 32232 

Dear Sirs: 

This is in response to your memorandum soliciting comments on the Detailed 
Project Report (DPR) for the proposed flood control work in Savan Gut, 
St. Thomas. 

We reviewed the DPR and believe it clearly outlines the project scope and pro
cedures. In addition, a member of my staff attended the February 25 interagency 
meeting; the connnents that follow are based on what was discussed there. 

There was considerable interest expressed in covering the channel between 
bridge No. 2 and bridge No. 3 with a slab capable of supporting traffic. As 
this would make possible a new through road from the Jane E. Tuitt School to 
Back Street,it appears to be a feasible plan. The relatively small additional 
funds required for the suggested change would result in reduced traffic con
gestion in the Savan area. 

The installation of the stilling basin in the waterfront will make necessary 
the construction of a sewage lift station to allow bypass of the existing sewer 
line. Pedrito Francois brought out the possible adverse impacts (primarily 
aesthetic) of a lift station on the waterfront. We agree that a redesign of 
the stilling basin, even to the extent of constructing out into the harbor, would 
be a better alternative. The existing bulkhead is an intrusion on the historic 
scene anyway, and we see no problem in extending it out in that area. 

Colonel Burns and Mr. Salem repeatedly stressed the need for fast action on the 
part of the V. I. Government to approve this project, and to appropriate funds 
for it. As the Corps will be funding the first $4,000,000 (more than half of 
the total estimate), it appears to be quite advantageous to the Virgin Islands. 
The coordination of the V. I. Government's pre-contract responsibilities by 
Commissioner Golden would indicate that everything possible will be done in a 
timely manner. This only leaves approval by the Governor and by the V.I. 
Legislature; we hope it is forthcoming. 

Sincerely yours, 

Ylo~/YJ/ Z/£t 
Noel~~~ 
Superintendent 



SAJEN-HH 

Mr. Amadeo I. D. Francis 
Commissioner of Commerce 
P. O. Box 6400 
Charlotte AlIa11e 
St. Thomas, V.I. 00801 

Dear Mr. Francis: 

22 March 1982 

l 
) 
cThis is fn response to your letter dated 25 February 1982 concernfng the Sayan r

Gut Flood Control Project•. The publ1c workshop conducted on 25 February 1982 I 

at the Public Works Department brought to light seyeral areas of concern to 
represenut1Yes of local agencies. 

I-

[""1As a result of recommendations made at the workshop, thts offtce has sfnce 
r 

analyzed design changes in the project in order to proy1de necessary flood con
trol capability within a framework of mift1~%in9 adverse effects to the residen
tial. bustness, and tourist areas. In that regard, Commissioner Golden of the 
Public Worts Department was notiffed last week. that the flood control channel 
1n the Veteran's Drive area had been redesigned to eliminate the stillfng basin 
and lift station. C~ssioner Golden was advised that details would be furnished 
in a letter at an early date. Also, as you requested, we have reviewed our de
sign for construction activity 1n the Back Street and Ma1n Street to be acco~ 
pl1shed during the summer months. Construction activity is currently planned so 
that Main Street and Back Street will not be closed at the sa~ time; however, 
each will be closed for about 60 days each. To meet your request for construc
tion in these areas to be limited to the summer months. we could possibly com
plete constructfon at Back Street and Mlin Street during a 120 day period. It 
is accordingly requested that your Agency COOrdinate with the local sponsor
(the Puulic Works Department) and advfse us of the 120 day period durinq the 
summer which would minimize local problems. 

Your cooperative participation in our planning process serves to insure a project 
most responsive to the needs 01 the local people. 

Sincerely. 

JAl1ES L. GARlAND 
Chie'. Engineering Division 

CF: 
Commissioner Golden, VI P\~D 



The Virgin Islands of the United States 
p. O. BOX 8400, OHARLOTTE AMALIE, ST. THOMAS, 00801 (809) 774•8784 

February 25, 1982 
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER 
DEPARTMENT 01'" COMMERCE 

Mr. A. J. Salem, Acting Chief 
Planning Division 
Department of the Army 
Jacksonville District, Corps of Engineers 
P. 0. Box 4970 
Jacksonville, Florida 32232 

Dear Mr. Salem: 

At the February 25th meeting between representatives 
of the Virgin Islands Government and the Corps of Engineers, 
Colonel Burns requested comments on the proposed Savan Gut 
Flood Control Project. I concur with the general conclusion 
of the meeting, that this project is of vital importance in 
minimizing potential severe flood damage to the residential 
area of Savan and the business district of Charlotte Amalie. 

Recognizing the tight schedule requiredto insure 
federal funding of this project, I expect that every effort 
will be made to minimize the negative impact on the St. 
Thomas tourism industry. In this regard, I would like to 
request that the necessary disruption of traffic on Main 
street, and Back street be scheduled for the summer months. 

Also, every effort should be made to insure that the 
proposed lift station on Veteran's Drive will result in no 
significant odor problems, or alternatively, that the project 
be redesigned to eliminate the need for the lift station.. 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

P. 0. BOX 4970 
JACKSONVILLE. FLORIDA 32232 

SAJEN-HH 5 March 1982 

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD 

SUBJECT: Public Workshop on Savan Gut Project 

1. A public workshop was conducted on 25 February 1982 in the Conference Room 
of the Public Works Department in Charlotte Amalie for the purpose of present
ing changes to the Savan Gut Project and insuring public involvement during
the planning process. The meeting was brought to order at 9:00 a.m. A list 
of attendees is shown below: 

1. Ashley A. Richards, P.W.D., 809-774-3870 
2. James M. Robicki, V.I. Dept. of Cormnerce, 809-774-8784 
3. Robert deJongh, deJongh Assoc., 809-774-8035 
4. Milton A. Frett, V.I. Legislature, 809-774-0880 
5. Leopoldo Gilliard, P.W.D., 80,9_..,774-6195 
6. COL William C. Burns, COE, Jacksonville, 723-0133 

'7. Commissioner Arnold Golden, P.W.D., 809-774-1301 
8. John Hashtak, COE, Jacksonville, 904-791-2107 
9. Glen Lane, COE, Jacksonville, 904-791~2412 

10. Rudy Cantarini, COE, Jacksonville, 904-791-2409 
11. Ed Salem, COE, Jacksonville, 904-791-2238 
12. Jim Riddle, Nat'l Park Service, 775-2050 
13. Valerie Lane, Dept. of Law_, 809-774-5666 
14. Arthur Finch, Dept. of Law, 809-774-5666 
15. Jose George, Budget Office, 809-774-0750 
16. Franklin Douglas, V.I. Urban Renewal Board, 809-774-0019 
17. Katina Coulianos, Dept. of Conservation, 809-774-8252 
18. Robert P. VanEepoel, DCCA, 809-774-6420 
19. Paul Berry, Supt. of Roads, 4844, Ext. 255 
20. Bob Mathis, Public Works, 809-774-5718 or 1301 
21. Ken Bragg, D.P.W., 809-774-2515 
22. Claudette Lewis, V.I. Planning Office, 809-774-1730 
23. Alphonse Nibbs, Dept. of Housing, 809-774-0255 
24. Roy E. Adams, V.I. Planning Office, 809-774-1730 
25. Pedrito Francois, D.P.W., 809-774-1301 
26. Bill Chapman, V.I. Planning Office, 809-774-1730 



SAJEN-HH 5 March 1982 
SUBJECT: Public Workshop on Savan Gut Project 

2. Conmissioner Golden opened the meeting with a brief description of the pur
pose of the meeting and then introduced COL Burns. COL Burns introduced the 
Corps staff and gave a briefing of the role of the Corps in this project and the 
current status of funding from the Section 205 program; then he introduced Mr. 
Salem. Mr. Salem gave a review of the current study effort, distributed the . 
inclosed handout, then discussed the nature of the flooding problem and alter
native plans, then introduced Mr. Hashtak for a discussion of major features of 
the selected plan. Mr. Salem then completed his presentation with a discussion 
of benefits, costs, environmental effects, local responsibilities and cost shar
ing. Mr. Salem then infonned the local representatives that it was presently
being considered to issue two separate contracts to handle the project. The 
first contract would be for the downtown area extending from the harbor to a 
point about 150 feet north of Back Street. The second contract would consider 
all remaining features. Commissioner Golden then noted that this two contract 
approach will be better from the standpoint of obtaining required real estate 
since most of the alinement in the lower portion of area is now in public right
of way and that only one building would have to be relocated. Accordingly,
Commissioner Golden then presented the following schedule of work required of 
local agencies: 

March 15 - Letter of intent should be provided to Corps. This will require
local legistrative approval. (Mr. Salem provided several exam
ple letters of intent.) 

May 15 - Public works will provide information to questions itemized in 
page 10 of APP. Din the DPR. 

June 15 - 221 agreement should be complete. 

July l - Local share of cash contribution should be appropriated by V.!. 
government. (complete plans &specs). 

Aug l - Right of way obtained &relocation complete for 1st contract. 
Corp to advertise for bids. 

Sept l - Open bids 

by 30 Sep -Construction start. 

3. The meeting was then opened for comments. 

4. The first issue that was raised concerned our design for the area from Bridge 
#2 to Back Street. Our design considered a culvert cover designed to support 
pedestrian traffic. It was suggested that this area would become a haven for 
criminal activity since it could not be policed very well, and that the culvert 
cover be re-designed to cover vehicular traffic at some later date. Mr. Lane 
responsed that this was one of the alternatives discussed at the February 1981 
coordination meeting conducted by the Public Works Department and as a result 
we provided costs for alterations in our letter dated 24 April 1981 (APP. D). 

2 



SAJEN-HH 5 March 1982 
SUBJECT: Public Workshop on Savan Gut Project 

The pedestrian cover alternative was recOITlllended to us in the letter dated May 
18, 1981. from the Public Works Department. The Corps thus made this design feature 
based on the recoll111endation of local representatives at that time. Mr. deJongh
then requested that this part of the project be reconsidered for vehicular loading.
Several others agreed that this would be a good modification in the design. No 
one showed support for the pedestrian cover design. It was noted by Mr. Salem 
that the additional cost would be local cost since it would be outside project 
scope and that this subject should be reevaluated at the local level and recom
mendation then brought forward by the Public Works Department.5. 

5. The second issue was raised by Mr. vanEepoel. concerning the need for a 
sewerage lift station located along Gutters Gade across/near Veterans Drive. 
The location would be in the parking lot of Francois Hardware across Guttets 
Gade from Chase Manhattan Bank. Mr. vanEepoel was concerned that this would 
give off objectional odors in the heart of the Tourist area. Senator Frett and 
others also objected to the lift station concept and asked if a redesign were 
possible. Mr. Hashtak said a redesign could possibly be considered to remove 
the stilling basin and have the channel pass above the sewer line. This con
cept would possibly cause erosion in the harbor and that the harbor bulkhead 
may require additional sheet pile protection to safeguard against undermining.
This concept was considered more acceptable than the present design. Colllllis
sioner Golden asked if the Corps could provide a teletype as soon as possible 
as to the workability of this concept. 

6. The last major issue presented was Senator Frett. He felt that there had 
been insufficient public involvement and that a public meeting should be planned
for those people who would be most effected. Corrmissioner Golden agreed that a 
public meeting or public hearing could be held possibly by the Virgin Island 
Legislator. COL Burns said he would be willing to attend such a meeting to 
answer questions about the project. 

7. In conclusion, Commissioner Golden reiterated 3 major areas of work requir
ing inmediate local attention; those were: 

1) A letter of intent should be provided by 15 March. 

a. Corps would review lift station design and provide a telegram of 
initial findings ( A letter with details would follow up) 

b. V.I. Legislature would have to have legislation authorizing partici
pation and consider appropriations. 

2) Scope of work for surveys 

a. Corps would provide 3 sets of plans on topographic maps (indicating 
( l} where additional surveys are needed,' real estate survey would be 
initiated to detennine right of ways, casements, relocations; (2) S.H.P.O. 
would assist in recording all known and unknown cultural resources; 
and (3) Urban renewal would look at new alinement with regard to 
urban renewal plans. 

3 



SAJEN-HH 5 March 1982 
SUBJECT: Public Workshop on Savan Gut Project 

3) Utilities material requested in Corps letter dated 23 Feb 81 (APP. D, 
pg. 9, 10} would oe provided by 15 May. 

JOHN M. HASHTAK 
H&H Branch 
Engineering Division 

4 



SAJPD-F 25 February 1982 

t PUBLIC WORKSHOP INTERAGENCY MEETING 

FOR 

SECTION 205 DETAILED PROJECT REPORT 

ON 

SAVAN GUT, CHARLOTTE AMALIE, ST. THOMAS, VIRGIN ISLANDS 

INTRODUCTION 

The Jacksonville District, Corps of Engineers is currently conducting 
a study to reduce flood damages within the Savan Gut area of Charlotte 
Amalie. The purpose of the meeting today is to give all interested agencies, 
groups and individuals a brief review of the current study efforts and to 
solicit your corrments concerning the draft report which was recently
distributed. Your participation at every opportunity is encouraged. 

PROBLEM 

Due to frequent damages experienced by flood conditions at the Jane E. Tuitt 
School and in the Central Business District (CBD) of Charlotte Amalie, the 
government of the U. S. Virgin Islands requested the study under the authority
contained in Section 205 of the Flood Control Act of 1948. The purpose of this 
study is to determine the need for and to address the feasibility of improve
ments to reduce flood damages caused by excessive runoff along the drainage 
course (or 11 gut 11 

) in the 11 Savan 11 area. (See attached study area map). 

At least six severe floods have occurred in the Charlotte Amalie area 
since 1867 when a tidal wave reportedly caused a major disaster along the 
south coast of St. Thomas. These floods occurred in October 1916, May 1960, 
March 1969, October 1970, ·November 1974 and in September 1979. The latter 
event caused by Hurricane David and Tropical Storm Frederic caused the island 
to be declared a disaster area. 

ALTERNATIVE PLANS 

A broad range of both structural and non-structural flood damage reduction 
measures have been formulated and evaluated to address the problem along Savan 
Gut. These alternatives include: 

. Flow diversion around the Jane E. Tuitt School; 

Channel modification; 

Levees and floodproofing; 

Relocation; and 

Flood forecasting, warning, and evacuation. 



i 

, Consideration was also given to "no action" as an alternative measure. 
Through further study it was determined that channel modification, including
enlarging the existing channel, and the construction of a short diversion 
channel around the school, offered the best plan to meet the study objectives . 

• Mr. John Hashtak, project manager of the study, will now provide a 
destription of the selected plan. 

SELECTED PLAN 

The selected plan for the reduction of flood damages within Sa\lan Gut 
and the CBD of Charlotte Amalie is a structural measure. The main features 
of the recoD111ended plan are: 

1. Construction of 2,300 feet of covered channel, including: 

a. Construction of a new 750-foot-long covered channel under the CBD 
of Charlotte Amalie; 

b. A new covered channel averaging 14 feet in width and 6 feet in depth
from Jane E. Tuitt School to the CBD; 

c. A buried concrete.diversion chute bypassing the school; 

. d. A covered channel extending from the school 150 feet upstream to 
a velocity check dam. 

: e. Replacement of two highway bridges with sections of covered channel. 

2. Construction of an underground stilling basin located near St. Thomas 
Harbor, and 

3. Construction of a velocity check dam about 150 feet upstream of 
Jane E. Tuitt School. 

Benefits: 

Elimination of flood damage at Jane E. Tuitt School and 
CBD of Charlotte Amalie • 

. Average annual benefit of $5.3 million from flood damage
reduction primarily within the CBD. 

Maintain identity of CBD and social cohesiveness of Savan 
residential area . 

. Complement plans of Urban Renewal Board and proposed Veterans 
Drive project. 

Costs: 

. Total costs estimated to be $6.6 million. Of this total, the 
Federal share is $4.0 million with local costs estimated to 
be $2.6 million. 

2 



Environmental Effects: 

. No adverse impacts expected . 

. Documentation and recording of above ground historic structures 
will be accomplished . 

. Excavations monitored for archaeological findings . 

. No long-term water quality impacts. 

LOCAL RESPONSIBILITY/COST-SHARING 

The local sponsor must have legal authority, financial capability,
and willingness to provide items of local cooperation. These include briefly: 

I . 

. Lands, easements, and relocations of buildings, highway bridges
and utilities.. · 

. Maintain and operate project after completion . 

. Provide cost contribution prior to construction . 

. Assume all costs in excess of Government limitation of $4,000,000. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Further completion of the study requires a written commitment by the 
local sponsor to agree to those items of cooperation as specified. Upon
receipt of such assurances, funds will be requested for plans and specifi
cations for the design of the project. Pending funding availability, and 
completion of relocation and other items of local cooperation, a contract 
would then be awarded for project construction. 

3 
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United States Caribbean Area 
Co servationDepartment of Solt 

GPO Box 4868Agriculture Se, ice 
San Juan, PR 00936 

February 24, 1982 

A. J. Salem, Acting Chief 
Planning Division, DOA 
Jacksonville District, COE 
Box 4970, Jacksonville, FL 32232 

Re: Draft Detailed Project Report 
Savan Gut, St. Thomas, U.S.V.I. 

DJar Mr. Salem: 

This will acknowledge receipt of one copy of the preliminary detailed 
project report for the above referenced project. 

Upon reviewing the draft, we have concluded that no adverse effects to 
the environment will be caused by the proposed project, provided all 
measures are implemented as planned. 

We suggest that an erosion and sediment control plan be prepared in order 
to safeguard nearby communities from pollution hazards. This plan should 
be part of the final specifications for the project. 

If we can be of any further assistance, please do not hesitate to calIon 
us again. 

Director 

The Soil Conservation Service SCS-AS-
is an agency of the 10-79 
Department of Agriculture 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

P. O. BOX 4870 I . 
JACKSONVILLE. t="LOI'tIDA32232 

SAJPD-F 12 February 1982 

TO ADDRESSEES ON ATTACHED LIST 

Inclosed is the draft Detailed Project Report (DPR) on Savan Gut, 
St. Thomas, U. S. Virgin Islands for your review and comment. The 
study proposes flood damage reduction measures for the Charlotte 
Amalie area of St. Thomas. 

A public workshop/interagency meeting is scheduled for Thursday
morning, 9 A.M., 25 February 1982, in the Public Works Conference 
Room at the sub-base, Charlotte Amalie, St. Thomas, Virgin Islands. 
The purpose of the meeting is to solicit your ideas and cOlTUllents 
concerning information contained in the draft report. Your comments, 
issues, and concerns are encouraged. If you are unable to attend 
the workshop, correspondence on the study should be received by this 
office no later than 19 March 1982. 

Sincerely, 

2 .Incl A. J. SALEM 
1. List of addressees Acting Chief 

. 2. Cy of report Planning Division 



LIST OF ADDRESSEES 

Mr. Thomas B. Blake 
Director of Pl anni ng 
Virgin Islands Planning Office 
P. O. Box 2606 
St. Thomas, Virgin Islands 00801 

Archeological &Historic 
Preservation Officer 

Virgin Islands Planning Office 
P. O. Box 2606 
St. Thomas, Virgin Islands 00801 

Field Supervisor
Division of Ecological Services 
U. S. Fish &Wildlife Service 
P. O. Box 3005 - Marina Station 
Mayaguez, P. R. 00708 

Ch i ef, Envi ronmenta 1 Impacts Branch 
EPA, Region II 
26 Federal Plaza, Room 400 
New York, New York 10278 

Regional Director 
Insurance &Mitigation Division 
Federal Emergency Management Agency· 
2~ Federal Plaza. 
N~ York, New York 10007 

Area Supervisor 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
Environmental Assessment Branch 
pO. O. Box 2505 
Panama City, Florida 32401 

Director, Caribbean Area 
Soil Conservation Service, USDA 
GPO Box 4868 
San Juan, Puerto Rico 00936 

Superintendent 
Virgin Islands National Park 
National Park Service 
PO Box 806 
St. Thomas, Virgin Islands 00801 

Mr. Alphonse Nibbs, Sr. 
Virgin Islands Housing 
P. O. Box 979 
St. Thomas, Virgin Islands 00801 

Mr. Robert S. Mathes 
Director of Planning &Development 
Department of Public Works 
Government of the Virgin Islands 
St. Thomas, Virgin Islands 00801 

Executive Director 
Virgin Islands Urban Renewal Board 
P. O. Box 2295 
St. Thomas, Virgin Islands 00801 

Mr. Donald J. Hankla 
U. S. iFish and Wildlife Service 
15 North Laura Street 
Jacksonville, Florida 32202 

Territorial Representative 
Federal Highway A.dministration 
U. S. Federal Building, Room 114 
Veterans Drive 
St. Thomas, Virgin Islands 00801 

Executive Director 
Vi rgin Isl ands Port Authority 
P. O. Box 597 
St. Thomas, Virgin Islands 00801 

Office of the Commissioner 
Department of Conservation and 
Cultural Affairs 

P. O. Box 4340 
St. Thomas, Virgin Islands 00801 

Director, Public Relations Office 
Government of the U. S. Virgin Islands 
St. Thomas, Virgin Islands 00801 

Commissioner 
Virgin Islands Department of Commerce 
P. O. Box 1692 
St. Thomas, Virgin Islands 00801 

Mr. G. Robert Simmons 
Director of Tourism 
P. O. Box 1692 
St. Thomas, Virgin Islands 00801 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

P. O. BOX 4970 

JACKSONVILLE. FLORIDA 32232 

SAJPD-F 11 February 1982 

Honorable Arnold M. Golden 
COnuTIissioner 
Department of Public Works 
Charlotte Amalie ' 
St~ Thomas, Virgin Islands 00801 

De.ar COll1l1issioner Golden: 

This letter is intended to provide the current status.of the Sec. 205 Detailed 
Project Report (OPR) on Savan Gut in Charlotte Amalie. Attached for your 
information and comments are two copies of the draft OPR. It should be brought 
to your attention that the selected plan is being slightly modified. This 
modification includes a redesign of the entrance channel at the upper extremity 
of the project, and grate emplacements over the stilling basin at the lm'ler 
end near the harbor. These modifications should not have an adverse environ-
mental impact. . 

As has been previously arranged, we will discuss these plans with you 1n your
office on the afternoon of 24 February 1982. It would also be aporopriate 
at that time to discuss a "letter of intent" for local sponsorship of the 
S~van Gut project. These discussions should be initii'lted as early as possible 
as the commitments reQuired of the local sponsor should be included in the 
final report. An example of the items required for local sponsorship are in
cluded as inclosure 1. 

This letter also confirms that a workshop will be held in Charlotte Amalie 
" on the morning of 25 February 1982, This interagency meeting is necessary to 

provide a forum for discussion of the draft report, Copies of the draft DPR 
are also being fO~/arded to interested agencies and groups under separate
correspondence for their comments. 

In order to expedi te arrangements for the meeti ng, please feel free to contact 
Col. Burns in Puerto Rico or .the undersigned, 

Sincerely. 

2 Incl A. J. SillH1 
As stated Acting Chief 

Planning Division 
Cy Furn w/Incl:
Deputy District Engineer

for PR t. VI (SAJOS) 

Cy Furn 'tl/O Incl: 
Mr. Ro5ert Mathes, Govt. of V.I. 

https://status.of


, . 

The Government of the Virgin Islands of the United States, Department of 

Public Works, has legal authority, financial capability, and willingness to 

provide the following items of local cooperation: 

a. Provide without cost to the United States, all lands, easementsand 

rights-of-way for the construction of the project; 

b. Provide without cost to the United States all necessary relocations 

.and alterations of b·uildings and utilities, highways and highway bridges, 

sewers, fences and other improvements; 

c. Hoid and save the United States free from damages due to the construction 

and subsequent maintenance of the project, except damages due to the fault 

or negligence of the United States or its contractors; 

d. Maintain and operate the project after completion without cost to the 

United States in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary of the 

Army; 

e. Provide a cash contribution, prior to initiation of construction, 

equal to the cost of all outside project scope work, presently estimated at 

$344,000; 

f. Assume all project costs in excess of the Government limitation of 

$4,000,000; 

g. Prevent future encroachment which might interfere with proper 

functioning of the project for flood control; 

h. Fulfill the requirements of non-Federal cooperation as specified 

in the terms and conditions of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 

Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (Public Law 91-646), approved 

2 January 1971. 

i. Publicize flood plain information in the areas concerned and provide 

this information to zoning and other regulatory agencies for their guidance 

and leadership in preventing unwise future development in the flood plain 

and in adopting such regulations as may be necessary to insure compatibility 

beb'leen future development and protection levels provided by the project. 
INI..... L I 



SAJPO-F 11 Febru.ry 1982 

Honorable M1lton A. Frett 
District of St. Thomas - St. John 
Legislature of the Virgin Islands 
P.O. Box 477 
Charlotte Amalie, Virgin Islands 00801 

Dear Senator Frett: 

In an effort~to keep you informed on the status of the Section 205 Detailed 
Project ~p6rt (DPR) for Savan Gut in Charlotte Amalie. the following informa
tion is proy1ded. 

We have scheduled a meeting with Public Works Commissioner Arnold Golden in 
Charlotte Amalie on 24 February 1982. The purpose of the meeting is to discuss 
the draft report on the referenced study and to address the responsibilities of 
the local sponsor through a letter of intent. A copy of the draft report is 
attached for your information. 

A public workshop/interagency meeting is scheduled for Thursday n~rnfn9 
25 February 1982 in Charlotte Amalie. The purpose of this meetin9 is to so11cit 
ideas and comments concern1ng the draft report. Information gained through
continued coordination wfll be fncorporated into the f1nal report. 

Please feel free to contact this office for any additional informat1on concerning 
the Savan Gut study. 

S1ncerely. 

1 Incl A. J. SALEM 
As stated Acting Chief 

Planning Divfsion 

https://Febru.ry
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IN REPLY ADDRE•• 

COMMISSIONER 0 .. PU_LIC WORK. 

RE..ER_________ 

GOVERNMENT OF 

THE VIRGIN ISLANDS OF THE UNITED STATES 
CHARLOTTE AMALIE, "ST. :rHOMAS, V. I. 00801 

-1-

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 

May 18, 1981 

Mr. Janes L. Garland 
Olief, Engineering Division 
Depar1Inent of the Army 
Jacksonville District, Corps of Engineers 
P. O. Box 4970 
Jacksonville, Florida 32232 

Dear Mr. Garland: 

In respcnse to your letter of April 24, 1981 regarding the Savan Gut 
Flood Control Project, I am pleased to infonn you that after discussions 
with the Savan Gut inter-agency coomittee, Alternative 1 was selected as 
the design option most complementary to the development and enhancement 
of the Savan commmity . 

Additionally, after a telephone conversation with Messrs. Hashtak and 
Lane of your staff, I am please to fOlWard the following engineering 
infonnation: 

(1) Exhibit 1 - showing the existing 15" sewer line as well as the 
"new" 30" sewer line with appropriate slope and invert elevations. 

(2) Exhibit 2 - showing the existing 15" sewer line, including profile 
elevations and slope. 

(3) Exhibit 3 - showing in plan and profile the "new" but never used 
24" water main that runs parallel to the waterfrcnt under the apron. 

General infonnation: 

(4) Type of sewage treatment - primary with ocean outfall. 

(5) Type of pipe for water lines - cast iron with cement casings for 
both the 10" and 24" lines. 

(6) Seawall along Veterans Drive - steel sheet piling 1-1/2" thick was 
used to a depth of (-15') or driven below (-15') until refusal. 
The exact depth of the sheet piling at the terrrnnus of the project 
is not known. 

(7) There are approx~tely 2,000 people who utilize the sanitary 
sewer line north of Gutters Gade. 



~partroont of the Amy 
Jacksonville District, Corps of Engineers 
Page 2 
May 18, 1981 

(8) It is the GoveI"IlIOOnt' s desire to have all new bridges correspond 
in style and construction with existing bridges. 

(9) There are apprax~ately 7,500 vehicular movements per day on the 
General Gade thoroughfare, with vehicle sizes ranging fran sub
canpact autanobiles to 14 cu. yd. general construction vehicles. 

Enclosures (3) 

cc: Cbmmdssioner of Public Works 
Senator Milton Frett 
Director, V. I. Planning Office 
Executive Director, V. I. Urban Renewal Board 
Area Engineer, San Juan 



SAJEN-RH 24 April 19H1 

Mr. Robert Mathes 
Director of Planning and Development 
Depart~cnt of P.ub11c Works 
Govcr~cnt of the V1rnin Islands 
Charlotte Amalie. St. -Thomas, V. I. 00801 

Oear Mr. r--la thes : 

This is in response to your rel'luest for cost estinates for four alternative 
plans to cover the propOsed flood control channel for Savan Gut. These 
alternatives \'terc conceptualiz~d at the vC'r'J productive coordination meetings 
and field reconnai ssnnce conducted on 25 and 25 February 1931. 

The four alternatives that were d1seussed considered various de9re~s- of cov~r1ng 
the rro'posed Savan Gut open channel'. These alternatives \'iere d~scribed in our 
t·len1Orandum for the Record dated 6 ~·~arch 1981 and aresUl!'anari ZClJ for conveni e:Jt 
reference on Inclosure 1. For c0f111"arat1ve purposes prelim1nary cos t estirr'.ates 
have been developed for the four a1 tcrnat1ves and are shown below: 

Plan Additional Initial Cost 

Alternative Ho. 1 $ 252.00') 
Alternative Ho. 2 404.()00 
Al ternative ;~o. 3 311.000 
Al terna tive :'0. 4 577,000 

The follo\1ing is a list offnportant points that should be cons1der~ prior 
to your providing us a letter of support for one of the ulternatives: 

a. Construction of a street bcb-/een brfdqe "to. 2 and the business 
district (Al·crnat1vc No.4) would create a very con~ested fntersection at 
brhi!JQ No. 3. Ti.~t'e l'rc alrea.jy three streets \':h1ch interseCt ilt this 
point. A new cross1n~l would be certain to· create proble!<1s itl traffic control. 

b. For the n!:>ovc al ternat1ves. cost of stl~:;;et constl~uctio:l fror. 
Jane E. Tuitt ~chool to bridqe 1\0. 2 was based on 040 12-fnQ~-v·/fde lanes. 
curb and ,]utter. and 3-fQot-w1de ~ide'..n\lk:s. Street cl)l1si;:rtlctio:1 frm·1 bridge 
Ho. 2 to the business district \4Quld cons.1st of one 12-fcot-whip. lane, curb 
and !-juttE:r.· dnd 3-font-wide s1de-.·..al ks. R1~ht-of-\!ay. in add1 t10n to the 

https://alrea.jy


SAJEN-RH 24 }\pri 1 1981 
t·tr. Robert Ha thes 

. . 
limits furnished by Hr. Frank OouC]las. Virgin Islands Urban Renev/al Board, 
would be re<1uired for street construction from the school to bridc,c No.2. 
If this additional strcet construction is included with project construction, 
submission of the Detailed Project Report could ba delayed at least one 
CIOnth. . 

c. The utility dra~"ings recently furnished by thp. local sponsor will be 
helpful 1n our planning and general layout of project features. ::motever. for 
replacement of existing utility l1nes {sanitary se'tler~ storm sevier, water 
supply, etc •• and other existinq works, which are affected by project con
struction. the detailed infoll.>3tion \"Ja requested at the february coordination 
meetinn is urqcntly needed (see Inclosure 2). 

d. R~location of public utilities is a local sponsor responsibil1ty and 
generally it is the practice for the local sponsor to r'clocate utllities in 
advance of construction act1vities. Where this is not possible or economically 
feasible, relocation of nffected utilities can be included in the construction 
contract. All cost of relocations \'lOuld still b~ paid by the local sponsor. 
For these affected utilit1es, \--Ihlcn cannot be relocated by the local sponsor 
in advance of construction activities, ·sor.~e interruption in utilit.y servicf!s 
woul d take place. To keep th~se utll i ty 1ntcrruptions to 4\.1:11 ni!.w1, c"los~ 
coord1Mt1on and cooperation would be necessary betHeen the Corps of Engineers, 
Virgin ISJands Department of PubliC Works, and the construction c~~tr~ctor. 

Under the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 when federally· ~ssisted projects, 
such as the plan considered for Savan Gut, "affects the coastal zone" it must 
be consistent wi th the Coastal l1anag~mcnt Pro9ram. In your ca~aci ty as local 
sponsor. for this projc-ct, it is requested that your staff obtain assurance 
from ~lrs·. Sallie Adams of the Virq1n Islands Deoartnent of Conservation and 

. Cul tural Affairs that the flood control plan currently cnvi sinned, '·foul d be 
consistent Hith the Coastal ~'anage~1ent Pronram. The only part of our pr~ject 
affecting the coastal area \'JOuld be the riprap protected outlet. It is 
envisioned that the riprao ~lould be at elevation -13.2 feet, n.s.l •• and 
extend 20 feet into t."le harbor. A sheet p1le cutoff wall "lOultl be required 
to a dep th of -25.0 feet, m. s.1. t at the ex; s ti nl1 face of the sea\f/a11 1 n 
order to prevent.erosion under the planned stl1ling basin. 

It is extremely im~ortant t~nt we receive your support for one of the alter
natives by C nay 198151) as not t~ interfere \>:1th our rt~esent schedule for 

. submitt1n~ tbe DPH to higher authority by 30 June. It is also extremely 
important that \'/12' also receive assurance that our plan is consistent with 
your Coastal Zone 11anaJeMent Plan.· 

Sincerely, 

2 Incl JAMeS. L. r...ARL/\ND 
1. ~1arrat1ve r;f 4 alternativC!~ Chief, Engineering Division 
2. Utility 1nfon.latinn required 

Copy Furn (w/i ncl):
LTC Curns. ODE for·PR lit VI 



" 

COVERED CHANNEL ALTERNATIVES 

SAVAN GUT, ST. THO~~S. V. I. 

a. Alternative No.1 - Prepare preliminary cost estimate for the addi
tional costs to provide a covered box culvert, in lieu of an open concrete 
channel, from Jane E. Tuitt School to the business district (approximately 
1,100 ft.). For this alternative that portion of the box culvert froln the 
school to bridge No.2 would be designed to withstand additional loading 
from future street construction crossing the culvert which is being con
sidered by the Virgin Islands government. That portion of the box culvert 
from bridge No.2 to the business district would be designed for pedestrian 
traffic only. 

b. Alternative No.2 - Same as alternative No.1 except that portion 
of the box culvert from bridge No.2 to the business district would also be 
designed for highway loading. 

c. Alternative No.3 - Same as alternative No.1 except street 
construction from Jane E. Tuitt School to bridge No.2 would be included 

"in the estimated costs. 

d. Alternative No.4 - Same as alternative No.2 except street 
construction from school to bridge No. 2 and from bridge No.2 to business 
district would be included in the estimated costs. 

\0CL \ 



SAJEN-OS 23 February 198~ 

SAVAN GUT, ST. THOMAS, V. I. 

Fall O\-,li ng i nformati on is requested in order to coordi nate preparati on of 
Detail Project Report and Contract Plans and Specifications for subject 
project: 

1. Utility Services 

a. Review survey sheets numbers 1 thru 10 as to accuracy and completeness 
as they relate to all existing utilities within the project area. Special 
attention should be given to underground utilities (sanitary sevier lines, \'Iater 
supply lines, storin seVier line'S, electrical lines, telephone lines, etc.). 
Where utilities shown on survey sheets are inaccurately shown or are incomplete, 
please correct and/or furnish missing data. Information furnished should 
include the following: 

(1) Show location a~d indicate type and size of all existing pipes and 
their purpose. 

(2) Show pipe invert elevations at changes in grade and alinement and at 
each end. 

-t-(3) Locate the laterals (sanitary) from each building. Specify type of 
pip~ c:nd invert elevation at building. 

";(4) If available, furnish the year vat'ious utility pipe vias i'nstalled. 

(5) Furnish as-built drawings of the pump house shown on sheet.6 (southside 
of 'school) and indicate its purpose. If drawings are not available, furnish 
description of pump house including following information: 

(a) \·lhere does discharge line from pump house end? 

(b) Is the 10" C.I.P. the discharge line? 

(c) What year was the pump house constructed? 

(d) Furnish information regarding operation of the pump house. 

(e) Furnisr pump capacity. 

(G) At Bridges Nos. 2, 3, and 4 (sheets 6 &8) show further routing of 
waterlines on eac:, side of bridges. Indicate vihich are salt \,Iatel~lines and 
fresh waterlines . 

. (7) Show sanitary plplng connections to latrines. Show in plan how cleanout 
is connected to sanitary line. 

~ :) ,,-: ',)
i I ,~. ~ .. - ~ __ _ 



(8) On sheet la, the outfall from sanitary se\'Ierline is not shm·Jn. ~ihl1t 
is destination of se\'lage? Where is it discharged and \'/hat type of treatment 
is provided (treatment plant, etc.)? 

-
b. If as-built drawings can be furnished which show the various layout 

of the utilities and other needed information indicated above, it would not be 
necessary to repeat the information on the survey sheets. 

c. Unless affected utilities can be relocated by local sponsor in advance 
of construction operations) which is standard procedure, it is obvious that 
some interruption in service will take place during construction activities. 
In any event, close coordination and cooperation \·/111 be necessary betv/een the 
Corps of Engineers, ·St. Thomas Department of Public I'lorks, and the construction 
contractor. 

2. Existing Construction - Fuinish any details available (as-built drawings, 
etc.)Which sho\'/s type of construction of the follm'/ing features: 

a. Seawall (Guttet's Gade and Veterans' Blvd). 
".. 

b. Covered gutter, concrete pavement, drop inlets, cross drains, manholes, 
etc. along Guttet's Gade. 

c. Bridges at Antoni Street, General Gade, Gamble Gade, and Store Straede 
(Bridges Nos. 1,2,3, and 4 as shown on ,survey sheets). 

d. Box culvert under Jane Tuitt School 

e. Pump house on southside of school 

3.. Highway and Bridge Standards 

a. Furnish Highway Design Manual (St. Thomas, V. I.) if available. 

b. Furnish recorrunendations as to desired bridge vJidths, design load'ing for 
bridges and streets, need for sidewalks on bridges, etc. if different from 
design manual. 

4. Coordination - T\'/o sets of slwvey sheets (1 thru 10) are being fUI"nished. 
At your earliest convenience, please mark up one set as indicated above and 
return along with other available infollnation as follows: 

JacksonvillE District, Corps of Engineers 
Engineering Divi~ion - Design Branch 
P. O. Box 4970 
Jacksonville, Florida 32232 

If telephone contact is desired, call t1al"vin G. Lane, AI"Ca Code (904) 791-2412. 

2 
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SAJEN-DS 23 February 1981 

SAVAN GUT, ST. T.HONAS, V. I. 

Following information is requested in order to coordinate preparation of 
Detail Project Report and Contract Plans and Specifications for subject
project: 

1. Utility Services 

a. Review survey sheets numbers 1 thru 10 as to accuracy and completeness 
as they relate to all existing utilities within the project area. Special 
attention should be given to underground utilities (sanitary sewer lines, water 
supply lines, storm sewer lines, electrical lines, telephone lines, etc.).
Where utilities shown on survey sheets are inaccurately shown or are incomplete, 
please correct and/or furnish missing data. Information furnished should 
include the following: 

(1) Show location and indicate type and size of all existing pipes and 
their purpose. 

(2) Show pipe invert elevations at changes in grade and alinement and at 
each end. 

(3) Locate the laterals (sanitary) from each building. Specify type of 
pipe and invert elevation at building. 

(4) If available, furnish the year various utility pipe was installed. 

(5) Furnish as-built drawings of the pump house shown on sheet 6 (southside
of school) and indicate its purpose. If drawings are not available, furnish 
description of pump house including following information: 

(a) Where does discharge line from pump house end? 

(b) Is the lO" C.I.P. the discharge line? 

(c) What year was the pump house constructed? 

(d) Furnish information regarding operation of the pump house. 

(e) Furnish pump capacity. 

(6) At Bridges Nos. 2, 3, and 4 (sheets 6 &8) show further routing of 
waterlines on each ide of bridges. Indicate which are salt waterlines and 
fresh waterlines . 

. (7) Show sanitary piping connections to latrines. Show in plan how cleanout 
is connected to sanitary line. 

\ \J(L 4-



(8) On sheet la, the outfall from sanitary sewerline is not shown. What 
is destination of sewage? Where is it discharged and what type of treatment 
is provided (treatment plant, etc.)? 

b. If as-built drawings can be furnished which show the various layout 
of the utilities and other needed information indicated above, it would not be 
necessary to repeat the information on the survey sheets. 

c. Unless affected utilities can be relocated by local sponsor in advance 
of construction operations, which is standard procedure, it is obvious that 
some interruption in service will take place during construction activities. 
In any event, close coordination and cooperation will be necessary between the 
Corps of Engineers, St. Thomas Department of Public Works, and the construction 
contractor. 

2. Existing Construction - Furnish any details available (as-built drawings, 
etc.) which shows type of construction of the following features: 

a. Seawall (Guttet'~, Gade and Veterans' Blvd). 

b. Covered gutter, concrete pavement, drop inlets, cross drains, manholes, 
etc. along Guttet's Gade. 

c. Bridges at Antoni Street, General Gade, Gamble Gade, and Store Straede 
(Bridges Nos. 1, 2, 3, and 4 as shown on ,survey sheets). 

d. Box culvert under Jane Tuitt School 

e. Pump house on southside of school 

3. Highway and Bridge Standards 

a. Furnish Highway Design ~1anual (St. Thomas, V. I.) if available. 

b. Furnish recommendations as to desired bridge widths, design loading for 
bridges and streets, need for sidewalks on bridges, etc. if different from 
design manual. 

4. Coordination - Two sets of survey sheets (1 thru 10) are being furnished. 
At your earliest convenience, please mark up one set as indicated above and 
return along with other available information as follows: 

Jacksonville ~istr~ct, Corps of Engineers 
Engineering Division - Design Branch 
P. O. Box 4970 
Jacksonville, F'lor'ida 32232 

If telephone contact is desired, call Marvin G. Lane, Area Code (904) 791-2412. 

2 



IN REPLY ADDRESS 

COMMISSIONER OF PUBLIC WORKS 

REFER______ 

GOVERNMENT OF 
THE VIRGIN ISLANDS OF THE UNITED STATES 

CHARLOTTE AMALIE, ST. TI10MAS, V.I. 00801 
--0--

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 

March 13, 1981 

Mr. James L. Garland 
Chief, Engineering Division 
Department of the Army 
Jacksonville District, Cbrps of Engineers 
Federal Building P. O. Box 4970 
Jacksonville, Florida 32201 

Dear Mr. Garland: 

The results of the February 1981 field trip to Savan Gut, St.Thomas 
by ACE representatives, Hashtak and Lane, are exemplified by the attached 
correspondence from concerned agencies and individuals. The general 
meetings and field trips were extremely productive and gave the Corps and 
the local government officials valuable insights into the special circum
stances surrounding the proj ect . 

I would appreciate your office's review of the attached correspond
ence and the acceptance of those design recommendations and observations 
that can be practically applied to the project. We are cognizant of the 
3 million dollar authorization ceiling under which the Corps must operate 
however, please include all acceptable recommendations, including the 
covering of the gut, as itemized elements in your final engineering cost 
estimate. 

We appreciate your efforts to get this project moving and look for
ward to cooperating with you and your staff to correct the serious flood 
problems in the Savan area. 

Should you have any questions or comments on the above please con
tact me at once. I look forward to hearing from you real soon. 

Rob. Mathes 
Director of Planning & 
Development 

ATI'ACHMENTS 
cc: Senator Milton A. Frett 

Director of V.I. Planning office 
Executive Director Urban Renewal Board 



, .' GOVERNMENT OF 
~ 

THE VIRGIN ISLANDS OF THE UNITED STATES 
--0--

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 

VIRGIN ISLANDS PLANNING OFFICE 
P. O. Box 2606 

CharloH. Amali., St. Thomas, V.I. 00801 

F~bruary 27, 1981 

Mr. Robert M9thes 
Director of Planning 
Dept. of Publ ic Works 
P.O. Box 476 
Charlotte Amal ie 
St. Thomas, V. I . 00801 

Dear Mr. Mathes: 

Based on my staff members' reports of the recent meetings and field 
inspection relating to the Savan gut Flood Control Project, I have the 
following comments. Due to the area's present state of development, 
archaeological remains of significance are not visible on the ground 
surface and are not I ikely to be discovered in any reccnnaissance survey. 
However, because of this condition, it is very important that project 
excavation be monitored for any appearance of significant archaeological 
materials. A specialist on the project should be designated to watch for 
archaeological materials, to alert local agencies, and to arrange for the 
recording or salvage of materials within a specified period of time. One 
area of particular note is the outflow point at the harbor bulkhead, which 
will be dredged to a greater depth. Historic materials are recorded from 
allover the harbor, including areas adjacent to the bulkhead. We would 
I ike to see recovery methods for these materials designed into the project. 

In regard to above-ground historic structures, documentation and 
recordina is' recommended for a number of structures, including the wal1 
at #33 V;ster Gade (now within the urban renewal area) and #6 and #7 
Guttets Gade. Other properties worthy of recording will presumably inden
tified in the report of the consulting firm doing the cultural resource 
survey. Measure] drawings and photographic documentation will be required. 
I suggest that this ,ecording work be carried out prior to actual initiation 
of the project. 

With regard to the gut itself, it is understood that this must be 
significantly altered in order for the project to have its desired effect. 
I suggest again that further documentation, primarily photographic, of the 
impacted area be provided prior to project initiation. Existing measured 
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Robert Mathes 2 February 27, 1981 

drawings of the gut are probably sufficient for the topographic and plan 
details. At least three cross-sectional drawings and three twenty foot 
longitudinal drawings (ten feet either side of the cross-sections) should 
also be provided. Locations for these can be worked out with my staff. 
Two sets of all documentation should be submitted - one for the Bureau of 
Libraries, Museums, and Archaeological Services, and one for the V. I. 
Planning Office. 

I agree that a covered channel will have a less adverse effect on the 
general appearance of the historic district than the other proposed safety 
measures, such as chain-l ink fences on both sides of an open gut. 

If you have any furhter questions, please feel free to contact me. 

SinC~YO~rs. 

~ 
Roy E. Adams 
Director/of Planning/SHPO, ' 

t 

ERL-WRC/REA/tv 



• 
.V'I~,G I N I S LAN 0 SUR BAN R ENE W A L BOARD 

P.O.• OX 22'5. ST. THOMAS. VIRGIN ISLANDS of",o U.S.A.. • 0 •• 1 

OfIIco of ,ho To'eph_March 2-, 1981EXECUTIVE DIRIOCTOR ST. THOMAS 774..." 

Mr. Robert S. Mathis 
Director of Planning & Redevelopment 
Depa rtrn.ent of Public Works 

. ~t. Thomas, V. 1. 00802 

" Re: COE Design, Savan Gut 

Dear Mr. Mathis: 

In keeping with your request rn.ade at rn.eetings held on 
February 25 and 26 at Public Works Departrn.ent with Mr. 
John HQ.Shtak and Mr. Glenn Lane, both frorn. the Corp of 
Engineers, and currently engaged in the design of the Savan 
Gut, I submit to you the following corn.ments: 

1. That the COE reconsider the 2' drop inlet-effect 
which will be placed at the inlet (Northend) of the 
existing culvert which runs underneath Jane E. 
Tuitt School. This structure should be increased 
to 4' to 6' deep. 

2. That the COE re-study the proposed alignrn.ent of 
the new culvert at the intersection of Garn.1e Gade 
and Store Straede. The culvert is indicated as 
running acros s an incline (the foot of Fireburn 
Hill) rather than at the lowest point in the area, 
and through a substantially large 3 story attractive 
'and well kept building. 

3. We strongly support the suggestion to cover the 
culvert to elirn.inate the health and safety hazzard 
but in doing so that the side walls be designed 
strucl..ually strong enough to support a roadway 
lesigned to carry a standard highway loading. 

yery truly you~ 

~ -,':,-_~tl L ~ ~" 
Franklin Douglas to\ 
Technical Assistant 

FD:glg 
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MILTON A. FRETT 

ST. THOMAS Member, .Distrlct of St. Thomas· St. John 
774·0880 ext. 245 3JfoururntlJ iJrgtslntutr of tltt lIttgtn Jls1nnhs774·5770 

Charlotte Amalie, V.I. 00801 

P.O. Box 477 

CHAIRMAN: MEMBER: 

Committee on Public Safety 
VICE CHAIRMAN: March 3, 1981 

Committee on Agriculture 
Committee on Finance 

Committee on Judiciary Committee on Labor and 
Veterans Affairs 

Mr. Robert Mathes 
Department of Public Works 
Government of the Vi'rgin Islands 
St. Thomas, Virgin Islands 00801 

Dear Bob: 

This is a follow-up to our meeting of ~ebruary 26, 1981 at which 
time you suggested that a letter of specific concern as well as 
recommendations for the improvement of the Savan Gut be sent to you. 

In addition to that which has been accomplished thus far, my 
main area of concern on behalf of the residents of the Savan Area, 
is to have a covering placed over the gut as a part of the total 
rehabilitation_of the project. I would strongly recommend that this 
be done. 

In light of this concern and in support of my recommendation, I 
have cited the existing unsanitary condition of the gut and the fact 
that it also represents a threat to safety. This grit has also become 
the dumping ground for large household appliances and other types of 
discarded material. . 

It was previously decided that two (2) separate estimates of the 
cost of covering the gut would be made. One estimate will entail the 
cost of a pedestrian walkway while the other will consist of a covering 
capable of bearing vehicular traffic. 

This will be especiallY wise since the Legislature will have to 
address the question of additional funding, i.e., an amount in excess 
of the $3,000,000 contribution being made by the Federal Government. 
Having alterna~ive plans available for legislative consideration 
would assist greatly in determining which of the two would be more 
feasible following the overall cost analysis, all things being equal. 

As I have suggested, I think it would be wise to include in your 
mailing lipt the Chairman and/or members of the Legislature's Standing 
Committee on Public Works. It is a project that I think they should 
be kept abreast of. 

MAP/ss 



United States Department of the Interior 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

P.o. Box 3005 - Marina Station 
Mayaguez, Puerto Rico 00708 

December 17, 1980 

Mr. James L. Garland 
Chief, Engineering Division 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineer 
Jacksonville District 
P.O. Box 4970 
Jacksonville, Florida 32201 

Dear Sir: 

Attached is the resource report for the Savan Gut Sec. 205 
project for St. Thomas, U.S. Virgin Islands. In general 
we believe that construction of the flood control facilities 
will not adversely effect the fish & wildlife resources of 
the area. 

This report is provided in accordance with the Fish & Wild
life Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401, as amended; 15 U.S.C. 
661 et. seq.) 

o~el# , ~A;:;;J 
Felix Lopez
Acting Biologist in Charge 

Attachment 

:c: Jacksonville Area Office 
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Savan Gut 
Charlotte Amalie 

St. Thomas, u.S. Virgin Islands 

Location 

Savan Gut, a drainage canal, has a ~ square mile drainage 

basin which extends from St. Thomas's central ridge, 

through central Charlotte Amalie, to its discharge into 

Crown Bay and the Caribbean Sea. 

Description 

Savan Gut is a drainage gut that is similar to most other 

drainages on the island of St. Thomas. The gut exhibits 

a steep gradient from its 1400 foot origin to a location 

about one half mile from its outlet. The gradient on this 

lower reach flattens out considerably before entry into Crown 

Bay. The lower a~ea is completely urbanized; houses, shops, 

small businesses and streets are located on the banks and 

over the drainage canal. 

Approximately, one half mile above the harbor, the Jane 

Tuitt School is located, sitting astride Savan Gut. The 

school causes a severe constrrtction in the Gut, funneling the 

gut into a 4'x8' box culvert. 

The area above ~ane Tuitt School is sparsely urbanized. A 

few houses OCCu)y areas adjacent to Savan Gut. From the bridge 
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(#1 on the engineering drawings) located above the Jane Tuitt 

School to the origin of the gut, the area consists of mostly 

natural vegetation not having been developed as yet. Riparian 

vegetation is charactarized by grasses and some scattered 

Flamboyan and Tamarind trees. Several of these Flamboyan 

trees are fairly large, reaching height in excess of 25 feet. 

Fi sh and Wi 1 dl i fe Re'Soun:es 

There are no fish living in Sa van Gut, owing mainly to the fact 

that the Gut only carries water during periods of heavy rain. 

Wildlife observed in the area conSisted mostly of small birds 

that are accustomed to life in urbanized areas. Bananaquit and 

Pearly-eyed thrasher were seen during our observation, however~ 

we made no surveys of the upper drainage due to limted access. 

Department of Conservation and Cultural Affairs personnel stated 

that the upper drainage provides important feeding habitat for 

both the migratory and indigenous birds of St. Thomas. 

Recommendations 

Overall, it is not expected that the Sayan Gut flood protection 

project will adversely impact fish and wildlife species of the 

area. We would like to see the Corps of Engineers confine their 
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activity in the Gut to the area below Bridge #1 which is 

located above the Jane Tuitt School. The upper area provides 

habitat that is important to bird species of the island. 

Additionally~ the Corps of Engineers should investigate a method 

of retaining some of the water that flows, unused, out of the 

Gut. St. Thomas has been experiencing water shortages for many 

years. Increased development and tourism puts severe strain on 

the water resources of the island. An old cistern is located 

just above the Jane Tuitt School. Perhaps this cistern could 

be refurbished and expanded to store some of the rain water that 

flows out of Sayan Gut. 

One of the major problems with the drainage in Sayan Gut is 

accumulated rubbis~ that finds its way into the channel. Once 

the flood control structures are completed, open areas from 

Bridge #1 should be fenced on both sides to help prevent people 

from using the drainage for garbage disposal. 



SI\JEN-RH 9 DeceMher 1930 

Hr. nobert t'.athes 
Director of Planning and Development 
Oepartr.lont of Publie Harks 
Governnent of the Virgin !ShnJs 
Charlotte Anal1e. St. ThOl;1ilS. VI 00301 

Oear '.11'. Mathes: 

This letter rufnrs to ou~ prev10usletter dated 3 Octoher 1980 conc~rn1nD 
a study \-Ie are cllrrentlypreparinf] for flood reduction measures in tht1 
SAvan Gut nrea. For convenient rcfcr~nce. a location r.ap show1ng the i:Jajor 
features of our proposed plan 15 prov1ded as Inclosure 1. . 

Our study has progressed to the po.int that a prelininary a1f~enent plan 
has been (;cvcloped. Copies of tilt! prel1rJinary al1nenent are inclosed fQr 
your exauinat1on. It is I'1OSt nott.'wol·tlay that our al1nen;ent tioes flot'confOn\I 
exactly to the exfst1n~ qut alinei;1ent. Tho critC!ria thi\t ,"e r.:ust use for 
the dC'S i~m of flood control channels prescribe l1~i ts to' the r.l1n1r'~UIiI cle~ree 
of curvature required in f>ends, extnnt of spiral transition curves, and the 
amOunt of invert supur elevation. Using these design criteria, tht:: proposed 
al1nenont h'Ould require the reMOval or relocation of. 13 structures, as shO'fJll 
on Inclosures 2 through 7. This May be a l1ajor concern because thes(~ 
structures ara located within the limits of the Charlotte ;'I'1~lfc historical 
districts as listed on the ;i«t1onal f\cgistcr of Historic Places. The local 
Archeolofj1cal ami li1stor1c Preservation Officer Houldhava to r:lake a deter
mination if these 13 structures could bo renoved or relocated. 

, It is rcquestQd that after your reV1e\1 of thc prcl1r:linary al1rtcrw.nt, II joint 
Mect1119 and field tr1~ he conducted to the project areil. It is suqt]cstcd 
that r(!pl~esentatives of the V1rqin Islands t;,'ban ~~l;ne\lal Board, Planning 
Office, nnd Arcimolo9ical and Historic Preservation Officer be odvis<:d of 
this tlcctin9 along uith the consultilnts for the Veterans urivc widf.min') 
project. \Ie 'reco:'fllCnd that you coord1n(\te Hi th Toca1 a~lenc1es to doten:!1 ne 
when this r.!eating tJoulJ be nost suitable. Uecause of the upc();:rin~ holiday 

https://al1rtcrw.nt


SAJOI-iUt 6 'December 1950 
Hr. Hobert nathes 

's~ason it t1ight be advisable to consider a ofd-,lanuary t1eot1ng. In order 
toexj1ed1te arrall~Jef-lents for our ncut1n!l. please feel free to contact Hr. John 
Uashtak, the prnject r.ialia9cr at (904) 791-2208. Prior to our Plet.!t1n~. 1t 
would be extrcL)Cly helpful if you, could provide us with any design or 
as-built drawings for uti1fties located under or around the e;(isting gut. 

6 Incl (Trip) 
1. location r<lap 
2. - 7. Al1ne~nt plan 

Copy Furnished (,41ncl): 
Honorable Arnold ~1. Golden 
COIllI\lissioner. Dept. of Pub lie Works 
Charlotte Anal1e 
St. Thomas', VI OOO()l 

Hr. Thomas B. Blake 
Oirector of Plannin~ 
Virgin Islands Planning Office 
PO Vox 2606 
St. Thor.las, VI 00801 

Archeolog1cal r. Historic 
'Prnservatfon Officer 

Virgin Islands Planning Office 
PO Box 2606 
St. Thor.1as. VI 00a01 

'Fiold Supervisor , 
Division of Ecological Services 
U. S. Fish ~ H1hn1fa Service 
PO Cox .1005 - Jlar1na Station 
Hayaguez. PI~ 00103 

Hr. TOtl Uerr 
Dalton, Dalton, Heuport 
34 U. Hawkins f\vc. 
Akron, 011 44313 

IJcc: 
SAJDS 

Sincerely, 

JJV-tES L. G.f\PJ.A!W 
Chief. lngineering Dtvision 

2 
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I!r-. Ton Oerr 
On1 ton, Dill ttYn, :lcHport 

"34 !I. Ha\-ik i 115 {l.Vt:nuc 
Akron, Ohio 4·1313 

29 October" 1930 

TId:; \'C:;\;I'$ to yc:.:r telephone request of 2ft October 1920 concetnin<]hfcY'P!i1tici'l 
aLoui; our CU1'r~ont flood contl'ol study fmo the Savan Gut sQction of Ch,n"lotte 
kl;'\ l'j e, St~ 'i',lOflas p Vi i~~ri n rs 1ands. 

Inclosed is 11 locCltion r:1JP sho\";ing rwjor features of the stond.:lrd piAoject ,flood 
d::!sign as it is currently envisioned. These nujol' fC.:ltur'.:::s includ~ a nel-l 
n'J~) .. foot lonq box culvett undcl~ the central business distl'ict, C1 '1(:\" (;Ol1ct·etr. 
open ct;nnne-l (lvera~];ng 14 feet in 'rddt:. nne! 5 fec!t in d~pth (roi.l t:l~ sehool 
to the business district, a buried C01,lCr(~~e dh'0\'s10n chute around t1~(~ school, 
iepl.1cer....;l1t of t~m~c t.l~idC!2S. and u stilling bJ,sin located ncar Stv ii)'Y1(l') 
lbrl:or. The still"lng oasin is desi~H1cd to b:: under~.iroll!lc! nn:.! to cxtr:n-i fron 
the existin~J IJilr::or bulk/lC'ad about .10 feet nm"th tm'/dl'd the busim~ss dist\·ict. 
!n0.sriuch as the 5ti11in1J basin Hill be in-the area of 'your r'oao \'!idenin0 proJecto 
futul'~ coord-::lation bet\lccn our offices conccl'nin,] this i;lattt'r" ~!i11 'be llCc';;$S0,ry" 
l\ccord1nqly, it is j'Qquestcd that a COllY of your pr~lilTinilry r02d \;i,Jc:ning plans 
be IH'oV'j(j\!U this office (110119 \'lith u current estir:mte of YOUt1 constri..lction 
sch(:dult!. 

P1 ~~asc 'Iet us !:noH if \'I;; can be of «flY fUl'ther' service. 

Sincerely, 

'1 Incl Ji\:·~:':s I.. GARLP\;W 
LO':;Jtion ll.Jp Ch1cf~ Engineering Division 

C(r:.JY Fll'(n'l shed: 
p-,,'. p ..,: "l'~':' ~:- ~t,,,-,~
i d 1> ,\.\.. dt.. :... ...J ••• 1 ·.,.t'i\.:.~ 

tli}1" of Plnn ::~ U:.~v('lo;j' :;,;!:t 
L)::~;)t. of rU;.ll·l c I!or'h 
Gover!1!'1::il t of :ilr: Vi ;~jf!l 

(s l:~nd,:: of t:l'~ U. $, 
Ch::r'lotce ;,\;'::-JI\.:, St. Thor.ns, 

V, I. ()O~.Yl 



DALTON DALTON NEWPORT 

34 N. HAWKINS AVENUE AKRON OHIO 4·1:11:J 2m Han-III I I 

January 13, 1981 

Mr. James L. Garland 
Chief, Engineering Division 
Department of the Army 
Jacksonville District 
Corps of Engineers 
P. O. Box 4970 
Jacksonville, Fla. 32232 

Subject: proposed Highway project 
TERR 0001 (004) 
Charlotte Amalie 
st. Thomas, Virgin Islands 

Dear Mr. Garland: 

Thank you for the location map and general description of your 
proposed flood control project relating to Savan Gut on St. Thomas 
which you sent via your letter of October 29, 1980. I would also 
like to thank you for the drawings you sent which show the pre
liminary alignment o.f the proposed structure. We received the 
drawings and a copy of your letter to Mr. Mathes on December 15, 1980. 

I have enclosed the material listed below which will help describe 
the proposed highway project along the waterfront area of Charlotte 
Amalie. 

1. Typical Section of the proposed highway at the waterfront. 

2. Overall plan of the proposed facilities along the waterfront. 

3. Highway location plan taken from the Draft E.I.S. 

Your letter and drawings indicate that a stilling basin is being 
proposed northward from the existing bUlkhead. Since we are pro
posing to construct a new bulkhead 35'± south of the existing 
bulkhead, it appears that we will have to accommodate an outfall 
structure for the stilling basin in our design. When you have 
proceeded far enough in your design to have developed the basic 
profile and cross sectional features and dimensions of the stilling 
basin, along with any pertinent hydraulic data, we would appreciate 
having this information. 



DALTON DALTON NEWPORT 

Mr. James L. Garland 
January 13, 1981 
Page Two 

The magnitude of both projects will certainly require coordination 
of design and construction. Our present schedule calls for the 
final Location Report and E.I.S. to be submitted for review and 
circulation about May 1981. Assuming we receive approval of these 
documents in late summer of this year, we will then proceed into 
preliminary and Final Design. Prior to beginning Preliminary Design, 
we must have aerial mapping prepared and other field surveys com
pleted. From the beginning of preliminary Design to the completion 
of Final Design and Bidding, approximately 20 months time will have 
elapsed. Therefore, construction would occur in the first half of 
1983. As you probably can understand, not all of the events which 
must happen between now and construction are under our control 
and the general schedule which I have outlined above has certain 
assumptions built into it with regard to review and response times. 

If you have any further questions about our project, please let me 
know. 

Very truly yours, 

DALTON· DALTON· NEWPORT 

/) /J ,f; 
(".'/~. 

C. T. Derr, P.E. 
Project Manager 

CTD:cmr 
Enclosure 
File 7913700 
cc: Mr. Al Muhic 
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, , tf ,I 5 12! ?4' I,,"' .575'15.75' 2' ?4' :.1'1 4Q'Mln, 
I I; !! I Varlable-----l 

1 i 'I i (fC.S'Mo.x,) 

I I 

: : I 1 I 
iii. </I"'~ '. J ~!- ~.I.. .... . . Appro¥. E/ev. 35' 

WATERFRONT ~oce eJ((sf. .... ~:~P(NeW Bi//theod 
/. Bvltheod . '.1-0-' 

WEST OF LEGISLATURE BLDG. 8 ' .II cl M. L. w.·o.o <:7 
/ j Vonob/~ '. . -=r= 

S.S - ~4,r:. Mill, -: .._..._- ..- ----_._- . jI; 
- ~ 

r-Sfee/ sheelplle 
l<ar.3' t ,,-seeNofe(b) " (PZ~7) 
IMln'l 5' :,,'1 /.'4' I.?'I 5.75'1575' IZ'I 24-' I 5' 4' 8' '1:' 

FrederitSber 9 PI I: ----r' T - IT 
to Lovers Lone !; I1 

teqts/ofIJre 8IJ/ldmq 
eosf fa Fredertlsberq PI. WATERFRONT 
(Proposed f/~oreo) 

Grou red. P'prapEAST OF LEGISLATURE BLDG. (No ttJra I Stone) 

Rock Cut Slope 

Notes: 
See Nofe I 

(a.) Pavement Widens f'rom 4(3' to f;;O' 

at major mfersect/o!]:; to<t. provide for furning lane.24' 24' 5' 
(bI ·Space fo be Used f'o,.. Planting 

and occasional benches. 
Lovers Lone 

(c.) EII./~t, storm Sewer-3 and 
CIJIYer f.:s "... be ex tended 
fhrough new bulkhead and 
~tane riprap, S/Zf!!!.::J apprapnak 
'1'01" d"ainage areas and0- Lovers Loae wheve. (,E9 'd. hydraulie conc:l/hons. 
New 1;,lefs to be mstalled 
alan9 guffer line o:P newLOVER SLANE - Long Bay Rd. To Sugar Estate Rd. (Recommended) poyemen-f. 

FIG. 5 TYPICAL SECTIONS - URBAN AREA 
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SAJt;:';'ftii 3 OctoMr 19~O 

~~". Q.ohert s. ~,.'thcs 
Oirector of Pli\0I~1n:J and Develo~nt 
Oepilrtt.-.~r.tt of PubHt: t:?r}.:s 
~oY~ntrmnt of the'! V1Mtn Isla:l(ls 
Charlott.e J\~.aHa .. St. ·Th()f"J1S. V. I. on!~101 

Uear ~r. ~ thes: 

This is in responsft to your l'ltter ·dab!d 5. Sept'lrlbcr lngt) concern1n~ our 
currnnt ~tudy for flood reduction V-e12Surcs in the Sayan Cut .~a of 
Charlotte J\r·1alie. . . . . 

~tflo ~HtVt~ mcanfned the y)r~l1r~1t\ary s.:~tcJJ of tho rfrtht-of'-vay ftl1nO'..umt"·that ' 
the V.1rq1n !slaoes tlr~4n Re"~'fal HUllrd is considering for a prn~~~e'i rUlld 
\lhi ch wl,hl COflnoct General (ladl! ...,1 til levkot StrlJ'lde. Th~ 1 r:cl oscJ 1 ocn t1 on 
nap sh(»" tho major features of the OooJ control ~)l~n wh.ich \IC arp. nO\f 
stucty1nl'!. Th1!5~ fe·~t!Jres 1nclut!e a new n:10·foot-lonq concrete ~)( culvA.rt 

. under the central husinp.ss dfst,·1ct. 8 n~ C()flc~t.O OP(!f) chan.oel a.v1'r~llin~ 
14 foot tn \f1dth :md 5 fctlt in deoth fror1 the JannE. Tuitt School !llJ\'mstr(>~~ 

.to -thtt hus11lCSS dist.rict. A "buried cr.nct"flte d1vnrsion chute around tho schoql. 
three new br1dfJes over tho ~ut. and a stllHn~ bash, locat@d ncar the 
St. Thona! t(arhor. 

The- work. constdered by V'~11n blonds Urban Pefi~al n~rd is tn the reach 
of our prol}()snd ,canal cnlAMC!MP.nt \1h1ch contains th~ j"tlctton with the 
chut.t!. Tll" p(!r(orn...'lncn of our hydraulic d<?sim,s would he (!xtr~~~ly sentf
t1v~ to oodi f1cation· because 411lrinl"l design con'lft1ons lirJth t!1e channel and 
thft ch'.Jte ~rc flowinq $u~r<:r1t1ccllly. ACC(ir"Jtl1~ly. the pro;-x>sal to chim9a 
thft !l1l1et"li!nt of the ~xistinQ out and roplacp. th~ f!xfstinQ c~!artncl \.-.Jith " 
n--:M stfml cylindrical pipe eulv~rt would not he aJapt!lble' to f/ur desiqrt. 
r\i1ot!l~r ar:X\of inter~s~ is t;}(1 ut'1J,](! ·over t!l~ 'Jut at C~ncrnl r.ll~~. :)0 
you l:!\O\-t i ( th~ propC'f!f'd rf'il.d ~O~ woul·i involve nny fJo11 ffc:stirm to t"e 
cx15ting bridf,c? Our offfc~ is r(~c~T!f~n,tinq ~rl~clY.:"e;,t of tlli! brirh~ MlI~ 
f(~atlfrcs such as nl!t Clre3. dP~roitch qen::lI.:try. ami 1l'Td chord elevation would 
bo c.rft1Cltl t{\ hydrAulic perf'o",~anc.e. 

https://cnlAMC!MP.nt
https://husinp.ss
https://culvA.rt
https://Oepilrtt.-.~r.tt
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SAJEN-rJi 3 October 1980 
Mr. Robert, S. "athes 

It is r"C<:or.TItended th~t a des1qn·be cons1d~red thatwt)uld be satisfactory for 
flood conveyance ns well as road constructiot1. One such des1qn could be a 
box culvm-t 'fit,.. th~ ceiling desicmed to be at least 1 foot abovc the desiqn 
water surfacf! ,.,roffle. The PlP/~"lCnt th~n could be placed on top' of the 
box culvert and a suitable junction could be fomed in the area \~h~rp. ncedod. 
From that pOint. 0 conver9inq r~ctnngular section could be const~.cted which 
could :,oss1bly be fort1'led in plnce. 

It is th<!' desire of this office to coopcrate fully with your office and 
the V1r"fJ1n Islands Urblln Rone\lal Roa,....1. It is requested that you consider 
proposals nentionnd hcrt?in. He w111 prov1dfl drawfn(ls of our f'ropo~ed aline-

_ t10nt \-t.len they bcconc aVal111hlp. around 1 'loyp.nhr.r 19~O. It fs rec:o~.cnded 
that after your rr:v1(~ of thn prel1n1n1try n.l1n!!r.Kmt plans. a joint meeting. 
and f1€!ld trip be conducted to datem1uC' the practicality of a nulti-!)urpose 
dp.sf~n. This llOUld ft~SO be an o~portuna t1n~ to coordinate detailed f1ndfn~s 

~ 01 our plannfng effort and· insure public fnvolv~nt 1n the plan fonmJlat1on 
PrQccss. . ' 

S1nce~ly•. 

1 Incl JAm~S l. GARlA:m 
loea,tion Chfef. Engineering Division' 

Copy fum (\I/fnel): 
Virgin Islands Urbnn Renewal.

Board . 

bee: 
DOE .for PR r. VI 



I IN REPLY ADDRESS 

COMMISSIONER 01" PUBLIC WORKS 

REI"E"______ 

GOVERNMENT OF 

I THE VIRGIN ISLANDS OF THE UNITED STATES 
CHARLO"E AMALIE, ST. THOMAS, V.I. 00801

--0--
I DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 
I 
1 

September 5, 1980 

Mr. A. J. (Ed) Salem, P. E. 
Chief, Project Planning Branch 
Engineering Division 
Corps of Engineers 
Jacksonville District 
P. O. Box 4970 
Jacksonville, Florida 32201 

Dear Ed: 

Please find enclosed information from the V. I. Urban Renewal 

Board pertaining to the Savan Gut project. 

As other supplemental data becomes available I will forward 

everything to you for a determination of inclusion in the 

project documents. 

Thanks again for your continued cooperation. 

R ert S. Mathes 
irector of Plannipg and Development 

Enclosure 
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VIRGIN ISLANDS URBAN RENEWAL BOARD 

P.O.• OX tttS . IT. THOMAI • VIRGIN ISLANDI ...... U.I.A..•••• 1 

OtIlc. of tilt T........... 
IXICUTIVI DIRICTOR IT. TNOMAI 77......t 

August 5, 1980 

Honorable Arnold M' Golden 
C OIlllnis sione r 
Department of Public Works 
Charlotte Amalie 
St. Thomas, Virgin Islands 

Re: Savan Renewal Area 

Dear Commissioner Golden: 

In your letter of February 13, 1980,· you indicated that 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers was in the process of designing 
improved flood control measures in the Savan Gut area and that pre
liminary design drawing.s will be ready this summer. 

For the purpose of coordinating this office's pla.ns with 
those of the C. O. E. and P. W. D., we have enclosed a preliminary 
sketch of the alignment of the new R. O. W. proposed which will tie 
General Gade and Levkoi Straede. 

, 
We further plan that the existing gut in that imm.ediate 

area will be re-aligned in keeping with the new R. O. W. and a new 
steel cylindrical pipe culvert of some increased cross.sectional area 
(perhaps 100 sq. ft.!) :will be installed. 

We are aware of the urgency in coordinating this new 
R. O. W. as evidenced by C. O.E. work crews making test boring in 
the area along the present course of the gut. 

Input at this time from all agencies involved will be 
invaluable. Please don't hesitate to contact this office should you 
have any questions or comments regarding this project. 

Sincerely, 

<:S~~G~. 
J os ephine OttCJ:e y 
Executive Director 

ib 
Enclosures 
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· SAJEt~-P.H 

Mr. Donald J. Hankla 
U. S. Fish and ~lildlife·Scrvice 
15 Horth Laura-Street 
Jacksonville. Florida 32202 

Dear Mr. Hankla: 

1g August 19;;0 

The purpose of this letter is to init1at~ a request for a r~c;ource 
inventory And hauitat evaluation for t~e Savan Gut area locateJ in 
Charlotte Amalie in the soath side of St. Thol13S in the U. S. V1rqi'1 
Islands. This office is currently preparing a detalledprojcct rer'Ort 
for-flood protection measures in the area based O~ the ft,'1dinqs of a 
reconnaissance report prepared in 1977. At that time a joint prel1:-Jinary 
field reconnaissance \'1as conducted "lith reorcsentativr:s of this off1.c[?, , 
the Fish I'lnd Hlldl1fe Service and the .local sponsor, the Virgin rS13:1J~ 
Public llorks Departnie~t. I 

The plan currently beinq considered is very similar to that reconne!1dc~t\ 
in the reconna1ssilnce report. Inclosed is a location man of th~ stu'~y 
area, shO\"l1nf] the location (If the existing gut, bridges. and June E. Tuitt 
School about 1,b50 feet upstream of St. Thomas Harbor. 

local interests are primarily interested in neasurf:S to reduce or re
.11eve recurrent flood1nq at the school located astr1Jc Savan Gut anJ 
also to reduce flooding in the business district furth~r downstr{:aFl.
Accordingly, W~ have develop~d a flood control nrojcct to r£'11r::ve damal}es 

/ from stonus up to the Standard Project Flood (SPF). 

f1ajor features of the desi1ln 1ncludea nevI 8GO-foot lonq concr;:te box 
cul vert un;ler the centrn1 bus; n(lss dis trict. a ne~1 concrnte ooc:!l1 C~l.:l!li1cl 
averaging ltl f~(·t in width and 5 feet 1;1 (kpth from th(~ school d01I;1si;r.::aPl 
to the busirH"!SS district, a buried concrct~ diversion c"lute 3rOlln~ th~ 
school, 3 new brid'jes over the 9ut" anJ a stnl1ng basin located near the 
St. Thonas Harbor. 



SAJEN-RH .19 August 1)00 
t-ir. Donald J. Hankla. Area "1anager 

The current schedule for this project includes th~ sub~iss10n of the 
[)etal1ed Project Report to hioher authority by 31 O~c~ber 1951). 
Accordingly it is requested that the resource 1nve~tory and habitat 
evaluation benin as soon as possible un.jer our existing transfer fund 
agreeMp.nt. Va currently show an unobligated ba1anc~ of S7:;0 fro!:'! the 
$1.000 transferred fpr this rreJect in FY-79. In order to meet our 
current schcdul~. it is requested that the resource inventory and habitat 
evaluation be complete by 3 October 1900.' A workshop will be scheduled 
shortly thereafter. 

. . 
Mr. A. D. Cadorath, the former District Office contact for this project, 
has retired. r~r. John Hashtak is the net1 District Office contact for 
this office (904-791-2208 or FTS 946-2208). 

Sincerely, 

1 Inc1 JM£S L. GARlMl:) 
Location map . Chfef, Engineering Div.i~1on 

2 

https://agreeMp.nt


GOVERNMENT OF 
THE VIRGIN ISLANDS OF THE UNITED STATES 

--0--
OFFICE OF THI! GOVERNOR 

VIRGIN ISLANDS PLANNING OFFICE 
P. O. Box 2606 

Charlott. Amall., St. Thomas, V.I. 00801 
.r;. 'r f. 

-4' :';J

June 11, 1980 

Mr. James L. Garland 
Chief, Engineering Division 
Department of the Army 
Jacksonville District, Corps of 

Engineers 
P.O. Box 4970 
Jacksonville, Florida 32201 

Dear Mr. Garland: 

This is in reply to your request for comments relative to 
the cultural resources of the area of proposed improvement to 
the Savanne (or Savan) Gut in Charlotte Amalie, St. Thomas. 
Contrary to the information which your letter of May 20, 1980, 
indicates that you received from the Department of the Interior, 
Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service, the whole of the 
project area on Guttets Gade south of Back Street is included 
wi thin the Charlott'e Amalie Historic District, a property listed

\ in the National Register of Historic Places. The Jane E. Tuitt 
School itself is just outside the historic district, but there 
are a number of properties immediately to the north and west of 
it which are considered eligible. 

Based on the information contained in your Reconnaissance 
Report, I believe that the Guttets Gade portion of your Savanne 
Gut project will have no effect on the above-ground structures 
of the historic district. However, depending on the extent of 
the excavation necessary to install the new culvert and the 
extent of disturbance caused during installation of the existing 
culvert, there may be an adverse effect on archaeological re
sources. The area in question is part of the old warehouse 
section of the original Charlotte Amalie Waterfront, and there 
is a possibility that the culvert excavation would uncover 
important buried remains of historic structures or activity 
areas. Since thf' street is now paved, of course, a pre-construc
tion field survey would not yield any new information. It may 
be that the best method to avoid adverse effect would be to 
assign an historical archaeologist to monitor the project con
struction and to allow a temporary halt to the project should 
it become necessary to record archaeological information or to 
salvage materials. 



-2-

For the Jane E. T~itt School portion of the project, 
I do not forsee that there will be an impact on historic 
properties. A cultural survey should not be necessary, but, 
again, it may become necessary to salvage historic materials 
if any are encountered in the excavation for the drainage 
chute. I have one question concerning the project plans. 
In Table 2, "School Plan Costs", relocations are budgeted 
at a cost of $3000. Does this mean that individuals will 
be relocated and therefore existing structures removed? 

Additionally, since I have been asked to comment on 
several Corps projects, it would be most helpful if you 
could send me a copy of the Corps' regulations for fulfilling 
its historic preservation responsibilities. Thank you for 
this opportunity to comment on your proposed project. 

Si.ncerely, ,'. 
'- /"" :) r ....i'f?l/ "7 f ,// I ;" .• .. -, 

~".. 
1-""",\,"_ ~ " , '," _. . _ ....;:>1 //('--___v _ __ ~ ~ "1.., ... ~ =-- ' 

Thomas R. Blake 
Director of Planning, SHPO 

ERL/TRB/jw 



SAJEH-RF 22 Oecesber 1978 

Honorable Juan luis 
Govemor of the Virgin Isluds of the 

Uni ted StaU5 
Offfce of the Govemor , 
Charlotte AmaHe~ St. ThocRas' , 
Virgin Islands 

Dear Governor luis: 

Reference is made to your letters of 9 and 29 Noyember 1978. 
concerning flooding problf!IU on St. Thosr.as and St. Croix for which 
you requested assistance under the Section 205 Small Projects 
Progr&CI. 

" 

We are currently '~rJdng Oft a Deffnlte Project,Report (DPR) for 
the SaYan Gut area 1nCharlotte Amalie, whicb includes a portion
of 'the downtO"lM area. As that study progressesl' the nature of the 
problems and needs and possible solutions will ~re clearly 
deffned. Your office "nl be kept advised as to the results 01 
the various phases 'of the study. 

We will initiate work on Reconnaissance Reports for the two areas 
on St .. Croix at a later date as workload permits.. Again. we win 
contact your office upon initiation of these s~udy afforts~ 

We look forward to working with the Virgfn Islands in aSSisting with 
some of your water resource problems. 

Sincerely. 

ROBERT J. WATERSTOH III 
lTC, eorps of Engineers
Acting District Engineer 

Cy fum: 
Deputy District Engineer
for P.. R. &V. I .. 

https://Thosr.as


TIlE VIRGIN ISLANDS OF THE UNITED STATES 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 

CHARLOTTE AKALlE, ST. THOMAS 

November 9. 1978 

Colonel James W. R. Adams 
District Engineer 
Department of the A rrny 
A rmy Corps of Engineers 
P. O. Box 4970 
Jacksonville, Florida 32201 

Dear Colonel Adams: 

Attached are letters dated September 8, 1976 addressed 
. to Colonel Donald A. WisdoIn, former District Engineer by the 
late Governor Cyril E. King, and the Colonel's response dated 
November 26, 1976. These letters concern flood control for 
the Virgin Islands. 

Because' of recent flood conditions throughout the Virgin 
Islands, I find it neces sary to seek the assistance of the Army 
Corps of Engineers with regard to flood control probleIns in the 
Virgin Islands through the Section 205 PrograIn. After analysis 
of past flood histories and other technical inforInation available, 
I have selected three areas which are in Inost urgent need for flood 
protection and consequently recomInend those for the reconnaisance 
phase. The three areas are separate both functionally and hydro
logically as illustrated on the enclosed Inaps. Those areas are as 
follows: 

1. The downtown Charlotte AInalie, St. ThoInas area 
which is the tertnina1 point for several different 
s~eep watersheds. The area encoInpasses the down
town area from the Catholic Church on the west to 
Fort Christian on the east. This area has been 
severely flooded, with attendant property daInage, 
during floods of 1960, 1969, 1970 and 19.74. It is a 



0, 

Colonel James W. R. Adams - Z - November 9, 1978 

densely developed area of residences and com
mercial uses. The affected area is somewhat over 
twenty-five acres; the twenty-five year peak flood 
flow is estimated at Z,475 cubic feet per second 
(cfs) and the watershed area is 4Z3 acres. 

Z. The Tide Village area east of Christiansted, St. 
Croix. The residential and commercial uses in the 
area have been seriously affected and damaged 

. during past floods. Poor development planning has 
placed many home s into a flood zone including a 
major road serving the east end of St. Croix. The 
affected area is about fifty-two acres; the twenty
five year peak flood flow is estimated at 1374 cfs and 
the watershed area is 450 acres. 

3. The lowe r po rtions of the town of Christiansted, St. 
Croix. Like Charlotte Amalie, several watersheds of 
the surrounding hills terminate in the town causing 
flash flood problems. The area affected extends from 
the Watergut area on the west to the Gallows Bay area 
on the east and reaching several blocks deep into the 
town. Like the other two areas it has experienced 
severe flood problems in the past. The affected area 
is about 120 acres. The twenty-five year peak flood 
flow is estimated at 4484 cfs; the watershed area is 
1046 a,c re s • 

The attached maps are copies of portions of the Water 
Resources Maps forwarded to your office at an earlier 
date. The maps show the above mentioned areas in 
yellow. The indicated areas of flooding were taken from 
information supplied by the U. S. Geological Survey. 

In addition to the three areas specifically mentioned above, 
it is necessary for me'to bring to your attention that Mon Bijou, a 
centrally located housing development, has suffered severe damage 
during the last two floods and continue to be a highly prone flood area. 
This area is also in need of flood protection and I recommend that it 
be included in the reconnaisance phase . 

. 



Colonel Jame s W.· R. Adams - 3 - November 9, 1978 

I hope this information is sufficient to commence the re
connaisance phase of your flood protection program.. You can be 
assured of our assistance and cooperation in this effort. Hopefully 
\\"e will see the flood problem.s m.inimized or elim.inated in a very 
short time. 

Governor 
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IN REPLY ADDRESS 

COMMISSIONER OF PUBLIC WORKS 

REFER__________________ 

GOVERNMENT OF 
THE VIR.GIN ISLANDS OF THE UNITED STATES 

CHARLOTTE AMALIE, ST. THOMAS, V.I. 00801 
--0-

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 

August 2, 1978 

Mr. James 1... Garland 
Chief, Engineering Division 
Department of the Army 
Po O. Box 4970 
Jacksonville, Florida 33201 

Re: Savan Gut Section 205 Flood Control Study 

Dear Mr. Garland: 

Through the Director of Planning, Mr. Thomas R. Blake, I have received 
copies of the reconnaisance report and the required qualifications and 
duties of the local sponsor for the proposed savan gut flood control project 
in St. Thomas. 

Since flood control is so very essential in this area, the Department of 
Public Works will be pleased to accept sponsorship of this program for 
the Virgin Islands, and we· look forward to a cooperative relationship with 
you and the Corps of Engineer s. 

Kindly keep us informed as to the progres s of this project and call upon us 
if we can be of any assistance. 

Very truly your s, 

. O'\>,~ Q·t,L 
ordo~ A: Finc1\: 
ommJ.s s J.oner \ 

c : Mr. Thomas Blake 



•• 
GOVERNMENT OF 

THE VIRGIN ISLANDS OF THE UNITED STATES 
---'--0--

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 

VIRGIN ISLANDS PLANNING OFFICE 
P. O. BOl( 260& 

Charl.,tt_ Am»Ji., St. Thomu, V.I, 00801 

November 16, 1976 

Mr. Ronald E. Hilton, Chief 
Flood Plain Management Services Branch 

. P. O. Box 4970 
400 W. Bay Street 
Jacksonville, Florida 32201 

Dear Mr. Hilton: 

Pursuant to the letter from James Garland, Chief, Engineering 
Division, dated July 16, 1976 and to the conference of October 28, 1976 
at the Virgin Islands Planning Office regarding the Savan flooding 
problem, the following decision has been reached.· 

Of the alternatives presented to us in the above-mentioned Jetter 
and discussed at the conference, we are requesting assistance in the 
form of solution 2 (a small flood control project) and solution 4 
(school flood-proofing study). Although these solutions are not of 
immediate benefit to the Savan Community Ren~wal Project under the 
Community Development Block Grant, we See their long-range value in 
terms of assessing the relative costs of· local government implementaticr. .. 
We look forward to further correspondence from you concerning this • 

.' ? 

We have shared the data you gave us on Flood 
. 

Plain 
. 

info~ation wit~ 
Edward Phi 11 ips,;:Assistant·.Directorj Virgin.;ls.1ands··PJanriing· Office•. 
Mr. Phillips heads the long Range Planning section and will be in touch 
with 'you. . 

Thank you for your kind cooperation. 
, . 

~tfLl-
Thomas R•. Blake 

\... Director of Planning 

ES:TRB:ab 
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16 July 1976 

.' .Jd--
.. I ,. ," r·::. Co· , 
;:; c,....,'.. . ...1 

.-....~ 

, r~ l"..rs. Kincey 'Po'tter ' 
Senior Program Analyst 
Comasmjt:y Devs10pmeDC Uni.t 
Virgi:o. IsLands Planning Office 
P.O. Box 2606 
Charlotte Amali$, St. Thomas. V.I. 00801 

Dear Hrs. Potter: 

Reference is ~de to your letter, datad 8 July 1976, regardiag tha 
SaYan flooding problem. 

\ie apologize for not getti.ng back 1.n touch wi.th you sooner on the 
Sayan fl<X><ling probietl. However, va recentl.y tried to get in contact. 
with the USDA Soil Copse~ation Service (SCS), Caribbean Area Director 
to discuss and determ.ine thei:!' interest in the. Qatter_ However, to 
date, we have been unable to determine their interest. 

As discus~d at the 18 .¥AY 1976 ~ting in your office between ~~S9rs. 
Ronald Hilton of t:I'j staff ,and Trafton. Fl.eetwood of our South Atlantic 
Div.is.ion Office, it is felt that there are four (4) possible solutions 
to ths Sayan flood probll<lUl. They are as follows; 

1. Reloeata the school. 

2. A's~11 flood control project designed and constructed by the 
Corpa under the small Flood Control Projects Authority. This \loul.d 
havt! to be preceded by a pre] -f""::;;:ary recon:lai.ssance repOrt and if found 
\.lax.-ranted .. a detail. project -report. 

3. A small flood control project invol.ving a cooperat1va agreement 
between Corps ac.,l SCS on ?la:lning~ design, a."ld construction. 

4. Cor~9 provide flOO<.i--proofing study ,for school under our Flood 
Plain }~~tise~~t S~rvice9 (FP~S) program. 'Plans and specificaticns 
for flood-proofin3 by the Corp~, construction of flood-proofing 
T.\e;;lS:;Ures by the VJ1;f:;i.... Isla"'.lds governne.nt. 

https://governne.nt
https://getti.ng
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SAJ~I-? 

~tr9. lincay Potter 

Two (2) of the four (4) posaibla solutions ~utlonad above involve the 
Corps S;:tali Plood Cont:rol Projacts Authorlty. bclosed for your infQr::la
tion :tg a fact sheet on that:. authority•. It: should. al.3o be poi~~ed out 
that any proj tlct const:;t1c!:ed by t.~e Corps 'Would have to ba econoiirlc.ally 
feasible according to our critQ~ for developi~g benefits and costs. 

Your S July letter !:lend.oned that. planning f~r the project is proceeding•. 
Pleaae. 1st. us knoll your plans for the Savan a:'"t>.a. and also whi.ch of the 
four (4) pos3ib~ solut.ions- 1!lellt:1oned. .above you -may want to pursua .. 

1!or .your informati.on, we received a 1ette.r,. dated 24 May 1975, fr01ll. 
Nr. ".thosaaa B.. Bl.a.ka, Diractor of Plann j1g for the Viro-~ I31andg, 
reqUQ$t±ng a Flood Plain ~o~tion (FPI) report; for the Demarara 
section of Charlotta ~ia. Tha Del:la:::-ara FPI study wp.l. be inil::13tad 
by tbb off1cs in F~ca.l. Year 1977. Actual 1n1~tion of t:h~ study -w:tll 
probably start: about 1. November 1976 a.'"ld shoul.d be com?l~t:Qd by Saptemb.er· 
1977 _. 'He will be in c:onl:..'1c:1;. v.tt:..; you and Mr. Blake. whtm. Woe in:Lt.:Lata the 
Demarara study. Please i;.::..form Mr. Blake that we p~ toinit.iata the 
Demarara FP! study ill Fiscal Yi,'!ar 1977. 

It 1s hoped thQ above and inclosed infor.:lation will be·helpful.. If we 
( can provide any additional. information or data~ 'please let us· know. 

.1 Incl. 
As stated 

CF: (w/o incl) 
Ch» Proj Plng Br 

Sincerely yours • 

.1A..".fBS L. GARLA..'fD 
Cbiaf, Engineering Division 

~~. llilton/sb/3507 

l'Ir. Salem . 

·l1r. Harsch 

2 

https://Saptemb.er
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SECTION 404(b)(I) FOR SAVAN 
GUT PROJECT, CHARLOTTE AMALIE, 
ST. THOMAS, U.S. VIRGIN ISLANDS 

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

1. Description of the Proposed Discharge of Dredged or Fill Materials. 
The proposed work calls for the excavation of approximately 40 cubic yards 
of predominantly sand material with small quantities of silt from the front 
of the existing seawall at the mouth of Savan Gut, Charlotte Amalie, 
St. Thomas and replacement with 40 cubic yards of tremie concrete. A 
IOO-foot-long sheet pile cutoff wall will then be driven to elevation -25 
feet m.s.l., both 55 feet east and west of the centerline of Guttets Gade. 
The concrete will serve as a seal between the new cutoff wall and the 
existing harbor bulkhead. Material excavated from the harbor bottom will be 
placed aboard trucks and removed to an inland disposal area yet to be 
determined. 

2. Description of the Proposed Disposal Sites for Dredged or Fill 
Material. The proposed excavation will occur seaward of the existing 
seawall at the mouth of Savan Gut, Charlotte Amalie, a drainage channel 
undergoing study for possible improvement. Proposed harbor work will extend 
out from the seawall approximately 5 feet into harbor waters. The site at 
the seawall is used as an anchorage for harbor ship traffic with propel lor 
scour frequently disturbing the bottom and removing any rooted vegetation. 

B. PHYSICAL EFFECTS 

3. Wetlands. No wetlands will be impacted. 

4. Effects on the Water Column as to: 

(a) Light Transmission. Once construction of the stilling basin is 
completed, there will be no changes from existing light transmission levels. 
Light levels are currently reduced at irregular intervals since Savan Gut is 
a partially natural-partially channelized drainage channel which drains 
stormwater from the island into the harbor. There may be slight increases 
in turbidity during stilling basin excavation, but this is expected to be 
localized and short-term in duration. 

(b) Esthetics. Excavation and placing of concrete will temporarily 
cause impacts upon the scenic view over St. Thomas Harbor. This impact is 
temporary and will be removed once construction ceases. Actual removal of 
bottom sediments and placement of concrete on the harbor bottom will not be 
visable from the surface once completed, thus there will not be any long
term aesthetic impacts. 
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(c) Nekton and Plankton. Motile organisms will avoid the site of 
construction during the excavation. Once activity ceases those species 
typical of shallow water, tropical Caribbean seas should return to the site. 
Planktonic organisms may be temporarily impacted by short-term turbidity 
increases, but as the project area comprises a very small percentage of the 
total available aquatic habitat, this impact should be minimal. 

5. Effects of Covering the Benthos. No discharge of excavated material 
from harbor bottom is expected. Placement of concrete will not impact any 
benthos as placement will occur after excavation ceases. 

6. What Will be Changes in 

a. Bottom Geometry. Excavation will result in removal of approxi
mately 40 cubic yards of material from the St. Thomas Harbor, extending to a 
depth of -6.4 feet feet m.s.l., for a width of 5 feet, and a length of 110 
feet (see plate B-2). 

b. Substrate composition. The primary sandy substrate will be 
replaced with tremie concrete. 

c. Salinity Gradients. No effects. 

d. Alteration of Biological Communities Due to Exchange of 
Constituents Between Sediments and Overlying Water. No effects. 

C. CHEMICAL-BIOLOGICAL INTERACTIVE EFFECTS 

The tremie concrete used for fill meets the exclusion criteria outlined 
in 40 CFR 230.4 and is excluded from further testing. 

D. REVIEW OF APPLICABLE WATER QUALITY STANDARDS 

A review of 40 CFR indicates the proposed excavation and fill operations
will not have any long-term impdcts upon water quality, and is in confor
mance with applicable water quality standards. 

E. STATEMENT AS TO CONTAMINATION OF FILL MATERIAL IF FROM A LAND SOURCE 

Approximately 40 cubic yards (total) of tremie concrete will be utilized 
as a seal between the new cutoff wall and the existing bulkhead. As far as 
is known, this fill material is not subject to any sources of pollution and 
is not known to contain any levels of contamination. 

F. CONCLUSIONS AND DETERMINATIONS 

7. An ecological evaluation has been made following the evaluation 
guidance in 40 CFR 230.4, in conjunction with the evaluation considerations 
in 40 CFR 230.5. 
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8. Appropriate measures have been identified and incorporated in the 
proposed plan to minimize adverse effects on the aquatic environment as a 
result of discharge. 

9. Consideration has been given to the need for the proposed activity, 
the availability of alternative sites and methods of disposal that are less 
damaging to the environment, and such water quality standards as are 
appropriate and applicable by law. 

G. FINDING 

The discharge sites for the proposed work have been specified through 
the application of the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines. 
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APPENDIX F 

CONCRETE MATERIALS INVESTIGATION 

A. INTRODUCTION 

1. Purpose. This concrete materials investigation is in accordance 
with the requ; rements of appendi x A of EM 1110-2-2000, II Standard Practice 
for Concrete ll for projects with 2,000 to 10,000 cubic yards of concrete. 
The purpose of this appendix is to describe the concrete materials and faci
lities to be used for the Savan Gut project and to relate the use and loca
tion of these materials and facilities to the work areas. 

2. Scope. This material investigation presents the investigation data 
leading to the recommendations for concrete materials suitable for use in 
construction of the Savan Gut project. The items discussed are the concrete 
investigation, the cementitious materials investigation, the aggregate 
investigation, the water investigation, and the batch plant investigation. 

B. CONCRETE INVESTIGATION 

3. Concrete Quantity. The Savan Gut constrution is estimated to 
require approximately 3,700 cubic yards of concrete. The maximum placement 
rate will be less than 50 cubic yards per hour. 

4. Climatic and Functional Conditions. St. Thomas is the second 
largest of the u.s. Virgin Islands, covering about 28 square miles. It has 
an extremely irregular coastline and is very hilly with practically no 
flatland. This results in rather steep slopes over all the island, so that 
rainfall runoff is quite rapid and there are no permanent streams or rivers. 
During the warmest months the high temperatures average about 88°F with low 
temperatures about 76°F. During the coolest months the daily temperatures 
range from highs in the low 80's to the lows in the high 60's. The trade 
winds blow almost without exception from an easterly direction with the 
average maximum wind speed slightly above 16 miles per hour. The relative 
humidity averages near 80 percent. Evaporation is high due to the warm tem
peratures and constant wind flow. The evaporation at the coastal regions is 
more than the average annual rainfall for those regions. One of the prin
ciple causes of concern in the U.S. Virgin Islands is the short supply of 
water. The high evaporation rate and the rapid runoff from the steep slopes 
on St. Thomas make the 40 to 60 inches of annual rainfall insufficient. 
During the drier portions of the year it is sometimes necessary to carry 
water by barge from Puerto Rico. 
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5. Concrete Quality. The ultimate compressive strength of the concrete 
at 28 days will be 3,000 pounds per square inch. A maximum water-cement 
ratio of .55 will be required for concrete placed below elevation 4.0 mean 
sea level. The concrete mix design will be the responsibility of the 
Contractor in accordance with CW-03307. 

6. Hot Weather Concreting. Provision for placement of concrete during 
hot weather will be included in the specifications. The maximum placing 
temperature for the concrete will be 85°F unless it contains a retarding 
admixture. All concrete will be batched, mixed, placed, cured, and tested 
in accordance with ACI 305R-77 for "Hot Weather Concreting." 

C. CEMENTITOUS MATERIAL INVESTIGATION 

7. Types and Kinds Required. The cement used in St. Thomas is imported 
from the Puerto Rican Cement Company. The only cement manufactured by that 
company is Type I Portland Cement, conforming to Federal Specification 
SS-C-1960/3 and ASTM C-150. Cement samples were previously sent to the 
Waterways Experiment Station (WES) for evaluation. Test results are shown 
in figure G-1. 

8. Availability. The cement manufacturer in Puerto Rico is: 

Puerto Rican Cement Company 
Chase Manhattan Building 
GPO Box 4487 
Hato Rey, Puerto Rico 00912 

Plant Location: Road No. 10 
Ponce, Puerto Rico 

In accordance with ER 1110-1-2002, 11 November 1977, appendix C, "Cement 
Quality Management System," the cement manufacturer was requested to submit 
to WES letters certifying that its plant maintains a quality control program 
and that its cement will meet the current Federal Specification requirements. 
The Puerto Rican Cement Company has been designated as a qualifed cement 
source under the Cement Quality Management System. 

D. AGGREGATE INVESTIGATION 

9. General. Coarse aggregate and 50 percent of the fine aggregate used 
in concrete on St. Thomas is quarried by Controlled Concrete Products, Inc. 
The other 50 percent of the fine aggregate is imported from the island of 
Barbuda (U.K.). The maximum size of coarse aggregate normally produced is 
1 1/4 inches. The geologic type of the aggregate source is not readily 
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available. A brief geologic history of St. Thomas and the latest sub
surfaces investigation performed as part of the Savan Gut Detailed Project 
Report, indicated in appendix c, should be useful in obtaining a general 
idea of the geologic formations found on the island. 

10. Documentation of Aggregate Quality. Documentation of the aggregate 
quality is not available at the present time. However, Controlled Concrete 
Products, Inc., has sent aggregate samples for testing to the South Atlantic 
Division Laboratory. The aggregate will be tested prior to plans and speci
fications preparation. 

E. WATER INVESTIGATION 

11. Mixing Water. Due to the short supply of drinkable water on 
St. Thomas, mixing water used in concrete is obtained from wells. At the 
present time, test data on this water is not available. The water wi 11 be 
tested prior to plans and specifications preparation. 

12. Curing Water. Moist curing techniques are not normally used in 
St. Thomas. However, should the Contracto elect to use moist curing 
techniques, the source of water will be identified and the water will be 
tested in accordance with CRD-C400 prior to commencement of construction. 

F. BATCH PLANT REQUIREMENTS 

13. Plant Requirements. The selection of the type of batch plant 
required is based on a 3,700-cubic yard quantity with a maximum placement 
rate of 50 cubic yards per hour and one maximum size aggregate. For the 
Savan Gut project, a manual batch plant would meet the concrete require
ments. The batch plant would also need to meet the requirements of 
EM 1110-2-2000 and the requi rements of the "Concrete Pl ant Standards of the 
Concrete pl ant Manufacturer I s Bureau." 

14. Availability of Offsite Plants. The only supplier of ready ~ix 
concrete in St. Thomas is Controlled Concrete Products, Inc. This batch 
plant is a semi-automatic plant with a capacity of 100 cubic yards per hour. 

15. Mixer Requirements. Truck mixers will be used to convey the con
crete from the batch plant to the work site. Truck mixers will conform to 
applicable truck mixer standards. 

16. Special Requirements. The concrete is to be batched, transported, 
mixed, and placed within 1 hour after the introduction of cement into the 
mix. The maximum concrete placing temperature shall be 85°F unless it con
tains a retarding admixture. 
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AGREEMENT BETWEEN 

THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

AND 

THE U.S. VIRGIN ISLANDS 

FOR LOCAL COOPERATION ON 

THE SAVAN GUT FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT IN CHARLOTTE AMALIE, ST. THOMAS 

THIS AGREEMENT entered into this day of 19 by and 
between the UNITED STATES OF AMERICA (hereinafter called the "Government") 
represented by the Contracting Officer executing this agreement, and THE 
U.S. VIRGIN ISLANDS, represented by the Commissioner of the Oepartment of 
Public Works, hereinafter called the "Virgin Islands," WITNESSETH THAT: 

WHEREAS, construction of the Savan Gut Flood Protection Project, 
hereinafter called the "Project," was authorized by Section 205 of the 1948 
Flood Control Act as amended. 

WHEREAS, Virgin Islands hereby represents that it has the authority and 
capability to furnish the non-Federal cooperation required by the Federal 
legislation authorizing the Project and by other applicable law. 

NOW THEREFORE, the parties agree as follows: 

1. The Virgin Islands agrees that upon notification that the Government 
shall commence construction of the Savan Gut Flood Control Project, substan
tially in accordance with Federal legislation authorizing such Project, the 
Virgin Islands shall, in consideration of the Government commencing con
struction of such Project, fulfill the requirements of non-Federal coopera
tion specified in such legislation, to wit: 

(a) Provide without cost to the United States all lands, easements, 
rights-of-way, including suitable borrow and disposal areas as determined by 
the Chief of Engineers necessary for the construction of the Project: 

(b) Accomplish without cost to the United States all alterations 
and relocations of buildings, transportation facilities, storm drains, 
utilities, and other structures and improvements made necessary by the 
construction. 

(c) Hold and save the United States free from damages due to the 
construction works except damages due to the fault or negligence of the 
United States or its contractors; 
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(d) Provide a cash contribution, prior to initiation of 
construction, equal to the cost of all outside project scope work, presently 
estimated at $477,000. 

(e) Assume all project costs in excess of the Government limitation 
of $4,000,000. 

2. The Virgin Islands agrees that all acquisitions required to comply 
with conditions of this contract shall be accomplished in accordance with 
the provisions of Public Law 91-646, Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Act of 1970. 

3. The Virgin Islands agrees to comply with the conditions set forth in 
the attached Exhibit "A" as assurance of compliance with the Department of 
Defense directive under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which by 
reference is made a part of this contract as if it were fully set forth 
herei n. 

4. The Virgin Islands hereby gives the Government a right to enter 
upon, at reasonable times and in a reasonable manner, lands which the Virgin 
Islands owns or controls for access to the Project for the purpose of 
inspection, and for the purpose of repairing and maintaining the Project, if 
such inspection shows that the Virgin Islands for any reason is failing to 
repair and maintain the Project in accordance with the assurances hereunder 
and has persisted in such failure after a reasonable notice in writing by 
the Government delivered to Commissioner of the Department of Public Works. 
No repair and maintenance by the Government in such event shall operate to 
relieve the Virgin Islands of responsibility to meet its obligations as set 
forth in paragraph 1 of the Agreement, or to preclude the Government from 
pursuing any other remedy at law or equity. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this contract as of 
the day and year first above written. 

THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA GOVERNMENT OF THE U.S. VIRGIN ISLANDS 

BY: BY: 
ALFRED B. DEVEREAUX, JR. ------------
Colonel, Corps of Engineers Commissioner of the Department 
Commander and District Engineer of Public Works 
U.S. Army Engineer District, 
Jacksonville 

DATE: _____________________ 

FOR THE SECRETARY OF THE ARMY 

DATE: 
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CERTIFICATE OF AUTHORITY 

I, , do hereby cert ify that I- am the 
Attorney General of the Government of the U.S. Virgin Islands, that the 
Public Works Department is a legally constituted public body with full 
authority and capability to perform the terms of the agreement between the 
United States of America and the U.S. Virgin Islands in connection with the 
Savan Gut Flood Control Project, and to pay damages, if necessary, in the 
event of the failure to perform in accordance with Section 221 of Public Law 
92-611 and that the person who has executed the contract on behalf of the 
Public Works Department has acted within its statutory authority. 

In Witness Whereof, I have made and executed this Certificate this 
___ day of 19 

Attorney General 
Government of the U.S. Virgin Islands 
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EXHIBIT "A" 

ASSURANCE OF COMPLIANCE WITH THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTIVE UNDER TITLE VI OF THE CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1964 

THE U.S. VIRGIN ISLANDS HEREBY AGREES THAT it will comply with Title VI of 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (P.L. 88-352) and all requirements imposed by 
or pursuant to the Directive of the Deparmtne of Defense (32 CFR Part 300, 
issued as Department of Defense Directive 5500.11, Change 3, dated 11 April 
1966) issued pursuant to that title, to the end that, in accordance with 
Title VI of the Act and the Directive, no person in the United States shall, 
on the ground of race, color, or national origin be excluded from partici
pation in, be denied the benefits of, or be otherwise subjected to discrimi
nation under any program or activity for which the U.S. Virgin Islands 
receives Federal financial assistance from the Department of the Army and 
HEREBY GIVES ASSURANCE THAT it will immediately take any measure necessary 
to effectuate this agreement. 

If any real property or structure thereon is provided or improved with the 
aid of Federal financial assistance extended to the U.S. Virgin Islands by 
the Department of the Army, assurance shall obligate the U.S. Virgin 
Islands, or in the case of any transfer of such property, any transferee, 
for the period during which the real property or structure is used for a 
purpose for which the Federal financial assistance is extended or for 
another purpose involving the provisions of similar services or benefits. 
If any personal property is so provided, this assurance shall obligate the 
U.S. Virgin Islands for the period during which the Federal financial 
assistance is extended to it by the Department of the Army. 

THIS ASSURANCE is given in consideration of and for the purpose of obtaining 
any and all Federal grants, loans, contracts, property, discounts or other 
Federal Financial assistance which were approved before such date. The 
U.S. Virgin Islands recognizes and agrees that such Federal financial 
assistance will be extended in reliance on the representations and 
agreements made in this assurance, and that the United States shall have the 
right to seek judicial enforcement of this assurance. This assurance is 
binding on the U.S. Virgin Islands, its successors, transferees, and 
assignees, and the person or persons whose signatures appear below are 
authorized to sign this assurance on behalf of the U.S. Virgin Islands. 

GOVERNMENT OF THE U.S. VIRGIN ISLANDS 

DATE: BY: 

Commissioner of the Public 
Works nepartment 
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