NORTH CAROLINA DIVISION

FINAL NATIONWIDE SECTION 4(f) EVALUATION AND APPROVAL 

FOR  FEDERALLY-AIDED HIGHWAY PROJECTS WITH MINOR INVOLVEMENT WITH  PUBLIC PARKS, RECREATION LANDS, AND WILDLIFE AND 

WATERFOWL  REFUGES


          F. A. Project BRZ-1001 (29)

          State Project No. 8.2761801

          S.T. I. P. No. B-4676
Description:


NCDOT S.T.I.P. project B-4676 proposes to replace Bridge No. 29 on SR 1001 (Oakwood Road) over Cub Creek in Wilkes County with a new structure along a new alignment to the south.  The replacement project will impact Cub Creek Park property protected by both Section 4(f) and Section 6(f).


                                                           Yes        No

1.
Is the proposed project designed to


improve the operational characteristics,


safety, and/or physical condition of


existing highway facilities on
X



essentially the same location?                       


                          

2.
Is the project on new location?                                   
X  


3.
Is the Section 4(f) land a publicly


owned public park, recreation land, or   


wildlife and waterfowl refuge located    
X



adjacent to the existing highway?         
  

4.
Does the amount and location of the land


to be used impair the use of the


remaining Section 4(f) land, in whole or




in part, for its intended purpose? 

X

(See chart below)


Total_size_of_section_4(f)_site___Maximum_to_be_acquired  

less than 10 acres      ............ 10 percent of site



10 acres-100 acres  
............  
  1 acre



greater than 100 acres  
............  
  1 percent of site



                                                           Yes       No

5.
Do the proximity impacts of the project


(e.g., noise, air and water pollution,


wildlife and habitat effects, aesthetic


values) on the remaining Section 4(f)


land impair the use of such land for its 

X

intended purpose?

6.
Do the officials having jurisdiction


over the Section 4(f) land agree, in


writing, with the assessment of the


impacts of the proposed project on, and


the proposed mitigation for, the Section
X



4(f) lands?

7.
Does the project use land from a site


purchased or improved with funds under


the Land and Water Conservation Act


(Section 6(f)), the Federal Aid in Fish


Restoration Act (Dingell-Johnson Act),


the Federal Aid in Wildlife Act


(Pittman-Robertson Act), or similar


laws, or are the lands otherwise


encumbered with a Federal interest
X



(e.g., former Federal surplus property)?

8.
If the project involves lands described


in Item 7 above, does the appropriate


Federal Agency object to the land

X

conversion or transfer?

9.
Does the project require preparation of


an EIS?


X
ALTERNATIVES_CONSIDERED_AND_FOUND_NOT_TO_BE

FEASIBLE_AND_PRUDENT


                                           Yes       No

The following alternatives were evaluated and

found not to be feasible and prudent:


1.
Do-nothing.

Does the "do nothing" alternative:


(a)  correct capacity deficiencies?

X
      or
(b)  correct existing safety hazards?

X


      or 
(c)  correct deteriorated conditions?

X
    and 
(d)  create costs, unusual problems, or
X


  
     
       impacts of extraordinary measure?

2.
Improvement_of_the_highway_without_using           

  
the_adjacent_public_park,_recreational 
X



  
land,_or_wildlife_waterfowl_refuge.           

  
(a)  Have minor alignment shifts,

  
     changes in standards, use of

  
     retaining walls, etc., or traffic
X


  
     management measures been evaluated?

  
(b)  The items in 2(a) would result in

  
             (circle, as appropriate)

  
     
(i)   substantial adverse community impact

  
  or 
(ii)  substantial increased costs


  
  or 
(iii) unique engineering, transportation,

  
              maintenance, or safety problems

  
  or 
(iv)  substantial social, environmental, 



        or economic impacts

  
  or 
(v)   a project which does not meet the need

  
 and (vi)  impacts, costs, or problems which are

  
               extraordinary magnitude

          
                                                                                Yes        No

3.
Build_an_improved_facility_on_new
  
location_without_using_the_public_park,            

  
recreational_land,_or_wildlife_and
  
waterfowl_refuge.__(This_would_be_a
X
  
localized_"run_around.")
  
(a)  An alternate on new location would

  
     result in: (circle, as appropriate)


  
     
(i)  a project which does not solve

  
             the existing problems

    or  
(ii) substantial social,

  
             environmental, or economic

  
             impacts

    or 
(iii) a substantial increase in

  
              project cost or engineering

  
              difficulties

  and 
(iv)  such impacts, costs, or

  
              difficulties of truly unusual

  
              or unique or extraordinary

  
              magnitude

MINIMIZATION_OF_HARM
  
                                                                                       Yes       No

1.
The project includes all possible

  
planning to minimize harm.                                            X

2.
Measures to minimize harm include the

  
following:  

        (circle those which are appropriate)


  
a.   
Replacement of lands used with lands

  
     
of reasonably equivalent usefulness

  
     
and location and of at least

  
     
comparable value.

  
b.   
Replacement of facilities impacted

  
     
by the project including sidewalks,

  
     
paths, benches, lights, trees, and

  
     
other facilities.

  
c.   
Restoration and landscaping of

  
     
disturbed areas.

  
d.   
Incorporation of design features and

  
     
habitat features, where necessary,

  
     
to reduce or minimize impacts to the

  
     
Section 4(f) property.

  
e.   
Payment of the fair market value of

  
     
the land and improvements taken or

  
     
improvements to the remaining

  
     
Section 4(f) site equal to the fair

  
     
market value of the land and

  
     
improvements taken.

  
f.   
Additional or alternative mitigation

  
     
measures as determined necessary

  
     
based on consultation with the

  
     
officials having jurisdiction over

  
     
the parkland, recreation area, or

  
     
wildlife or waterfowl refuge.

3.
A discussion of specific mitigation measures is provided as follows:

Compensatory property will be provided for Section 6(f) property being converted for highway use.  Approximately 0.5 acres is being converted and being replaced with approximately 2 acres of property on the opposite side of the park from the highway project.  
Note:
Any response in a box requires additional information prior to approval.  Consult Nationwide 4(f) evaluation.
Response No. 2: Three alternatives were proposed for the replacement of Bridge No. 29: replace in-place, new location to the east, and new location to the west.  The replace in-place alternative was eliminated due to the lack of an appropriate offsite detour for this location.  The alternative to the east was eliminated because the degree of curve which would be required for the bridge would make conditions worse than presently exist.  Therefore, the only feasible alternative for this location would impact Cub Creek Park.  
Response No. 7: The area of Cub Creek Park being impacted by the bridge replacement project is protected by Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) fund.  Coordination with both the Town of Wilkesboro and NCDENR (on behalf of the Department of Interior – National Park Service) has established the bridge replacement project will:

· improve conditions for both vehicular and pedestrian usage of  the area.  

· convert park property not functioning as part of Cub Creek Park
· replace conversion property with property able to be better used for recreational activities. 

COORDINATION
The proposed project has been coordinated with the following (attach correspondence):


a.   Officials having jurisdiction over




 the Section 4(f) Land


b.   Local/State/Federal Agencies


c.   US Coast Guard



 (for bridges requiring bridge permits)


d.   DOI, if Section 6(f) lands are



 involved

The required paperwork for the conversion of Section 6(f) properties is, at the time of this Section 4(f), currently being coordinated with responsible parties.  

SUMMARY_AND_APPROVAL
The project meets all criteria included in the programmatic 4(f) evaluation approved on December 23, 1986.

All required alternatives have been evaluated and the findings made are clearly applicable to this project.  There are no feasible or prudent alternatives which avoid use of the Section 4(f) land.

The project includes all possible planning to minimize harm, and there are assurances that the measures to minimize harm will be incorporated in the project.

All appropriate coordination has been successfully completed.
Approved:

_____ ____       ____________________________________________

   Date            Manager, Planning & Environmental Branch



                            NCDOT

__________       ____________________________________________

   Date            Division Administrator, FHWA

