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over Clear Creek 
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S.T.I.P. No. B-5371 

 

Project Commitments 

 
 

 

Division Construction – As-Built Plans to the Hydraulics Unit 

This project involves construction activities on or adjacent to FEMA-regulated streams. Therefore, 
the Division shall submit sealed as-built construction plans to the Hydraulics Unit upon completion 
of project construction, certifying that the drainage structures and roadway embankment that are 
located within the 100-year floodplain were built as shown in the construction plans, both 
horizontally and vertically. 
 
Hydraulic Unit – FEMA Coordination  

The Hydraulics Unit will coordinate with the NC Floodplain Mapping Program (FMP), to 
determine the status of the project with regard to the applicability of NCDOT’S Memorandum of 
Agreement, or approval of a Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) and subsequent final 
Letter of Map Revision (LOMR). 
 
Division Office Bridge Program – Emergency Services and School Buses 

Although use of an off-site detour is not planned during construction of this project, Division 10 
will notify the Union County EMS, Sheriff’s Department, and School System, if interruptions in 
US 601 traffic patterns are anticipated, to minimize impacts to emergency response services and 
school transportation.  
 
NC State Surveyors Office – USGS and NCGS Monuments 

If the USGS and NCGS monuments are impacted as part of the project, they will be replaced by 
the North Carolina Geodetic Survey Office.  
 
Roadway Design 

Later stages of design will evaluate if it is cost effective to further minimize the distance between 
the existing and the proposed alignments in an effort to reduce the amount of permanent property 
acquisition.   
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Union County 

Bridge No. 71 on US 601 

over Clear Creek 

W.B.S. No. 46086.1.1 

           S.T.I.P. No. B-5371 

 
INTRODUCTION: Bridge No. 71 is included in the North Carolina Department of 
Transportation (NCDOT) 2016-2025 State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). The 
project location is shown in Figures 1 and 2. No substantial environmental impacts are 
anticipated. The project is classified as a “Categorical Exclusion.” 
 
 

I. PURPOSE AND NEED STATEMENT 

Based on the December 8, 2014 Structure Safety Report for Bridge No. 71, the bridge is currently 
in fair condition, but has a sufficiency rating of 34 out of a possible 100. The original bridge was 
built in 1929 and then reconstructed in 1968. The current bridge is structurally deficient1 due to 
ratings of 3 on the superstructure and rating of 3 on the structure evaluation2. The bridge is 
approaching the end of its useful life and is in need of replacement.  
 
Concrete structures, such as the ones used on Bridge No. 71, have a decreased life expectancy 
when concrete is exposed to chloride from salt treatments related to snow and ice. This chloride 
intrusion causes deterioration of structures and is evident in the noted spalling sections of the 
bridge. Superstructure and substructure components of Bridge No. 71 have experienced an 
increasing degree of deterioration that can no longer be addressed by maintenance activities. 
However, the bridge does not have a posted weight limit at this time. Due to the heavy traffic 
volumes, the substandard components are becoming increasingly unacceptable and replacement 
of the bridge will result in safer traffic operations.  
 
 
II. EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The project is located in northern Union County, just south of the Cabarrus County line and within 
the Town of Fairview’s municipal limits.  The bridge is approximately 15 miles north of Monroe 
and approximately 20 miles east of Charlotte. The bridge and US 601 (Concord Highway) 
experience high truck traffic volumes as it connects Monroe to Interstate 85 in Concord (Cabarrus 
County). The land surrounding the bridge is predominantly flat with rural characteristics, including 
large tracts of fenced pastures, agricultural crops, and low-density single family homes.  
 
US 601 is classified as a minor arterial in the Statewide Functional Classification System. (See 
Figure 1). US 601 travels north and south through North Carolina, connecting Mt. Airy to Monroe 
and beyond.  
 

                                                 
1 “Structurally deficient” means that while the bridge remains safe, it requires repairs and was built to design standards 
no longer used for bridges.  
 
2 Bridge Inspection Evaluation codes: “Critical” is 0-3; “Poor” is 4; “Fair” is 5-6; and “Good” is 7-9. 
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At the existing bridge site, US 601 is a two-lane roadway, with 12-foot lanes and 12.5-foot 
shoulders (3.5 feet of which are paved). 
 
Bridge No. 71 currently is an 85-foot long bridge with two spans and a clear roadway width of  
36 feet. It consists of a reinforced concrete deck on I-beams. The bridge deck is situated 
approximately 18 feet above the creek bed, and the normal depth of water is approximately two 
feet. The existing low chord is approximately 13 feet above the normal water surface.  
 
Duke Energy and General Telephone have aerial transmission lines along the west side of US 601 
that cross over Clear Creek (parallel to the west side of the bridge) that provide service to homes 
in the area.  In addition, General Telephone, Bell South, and MCNC have fiber optic cables that 
run along the west side of US 601. There are no signs of water, sewer, gas, or underground power 
lines in the area. There are two geodetic survey monuments (NCGS and USGS) located on the east 
side of US 601. The NCGS monument is a disc on concrete, leveled with the road, and located 
approximately 10 feet from the end of the metal guardrail, south of the bridge. The USGS 
monument is a disc located on the northeast corner of the wing wall of the bridge, approximately 
146 feet from the end of the metal guardrail. NCDOT has marked and flagged the location of these 
monuments and will replace them. 
 
The average daily traffic (ADT) on US 601 is 6,300 vehicles per day (vpd) in year 2013, with  
11 percent truck traffic. Future ADT of 12,200 vpd is anticipated in year 2035. The posted speed 
limit is 55 miles per hour (mph) in the project area.  
 
Union County Public School System indicated on March 26, 2013 that there would be a high 
impact on school transportation if the bridge is closed. There are three school buses that use  
US 601 each weekday, for a total of 12 daily trips across the bridge during the traditional school 
calendar. NCDOT will coordinate with the school system on construction activities along this 
route, if interruptions to traffic patterns are anticipated. 
 
There were five accidents reported in the vicinity of Bridge No. 71, between Brief Road and Barrier 
Farm Road, during a recent five-year period (November 1, 2009 to October 31, 2014). However, 
four of the five accidents occurred at Brief Road, south of the project limits. One of the five 
accidents occurred just south of Barrier Farm Road within the project limits, roughly 360 feet from 
the bridge. It was a “rear end, slow down or stop” type accident. Accident data does not appear to 
indicate problems with the existing US 601 alignment within the project limits. 
 
US 601 is not part of a designated bicycle route. There are no sidewalks or pedestrian pathways 
located along the project limits.  
 
Although many railways exist in Charlotte and surrounding towns, there are no railways near the 
project. The nearest rail line is approximately 3 miles north in Midland and runs perpendicular to 
US 601. Several small private airports/airfields are located south of Fairview and are not near the 
project. 
 
On March 26, 2013, Mr. Tim Adams, Union County Operations Manager of the local emergency 
management system (EMS), stated that the overall impact on emergency response services would 



S.T.I.P. No. B-5371 Categorical Exclusion                                                                                      Union County, N.C. 

3                                         December 2015 

 

be moderate if the bridge was closed to traffic. US 601 is a major highway, important for response 
of emergency vehicles. Existing roadways are narrow and inefficient for use as off-site detour 
routes that could cause response delays as well as safety concerns.  
 
III. ALTERNATIVES 

 
A. Project Description 

The recommended new alignment structure will be a bridge approximately 140 feet long, built at 
approximately the same elevation and located immediately east of the existing bridge. The 
proposed bridge length is based on the preliminary design and is set by hydraulic requirements. 
The replacement bridge will have a clear roadway width of 40 feet to provide for two 12-foot lanes 
with 8-foot shoulders on each side. The approach roadway will also consist of two 12-foot lanes 
and 8-foot shoulders. The design speed is 60 mph for the permanent replacement (posted at  
55 mph).  (See Figure 3 for typical section diagrams.) 
 

B. Alternative 1 

Alternative 1 – Alternative 1, shown on Figure 4A, involves replacement of the structure with a 
90-foot long bridge along the existing roadway alignment using an on-site detour to maintain 
traffic during construction. Improvements to the approach roadway would be required for a 
distance of approximately 150 feet to the south and 260 feet to the north. The on-site detour would 
be approximately 40 feet east of the existing bridge and would have two 12-foot lanes with six-
foot shoulders (two of the six feet would be paved) on the roadway. The on-site detour structure 
would be 120 feet long bridge with a clear roadway width of 32 feet. The roadway approaches for 
the on-site detour extend approximately 810 feet to the south and 830 feet to the north.  
 

C. Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative) 

Alternative 2 – Alternative 2, shown on Figure 4B, involves replacement of the structure on a 
new alignment with a new bridge that is approximately 140 feet long. During construction, the 
existing US 601 roadway and bridge are used to maintain traffic. The new bridge would be located 
immediately east of the existing bridge. The roadway approaches for the new alignment extend 
approximately 1,060 feet to the south and 700 feet to the north.  
 
This alternative fully addresses the need for the project and meets the purpose to provide a safer 
structure, consistent with current design standards. Alternative 2 is NCDOT’s Preferred 
Alternative because it costs less than Alternative 1 and impacts are similar. During later stages of 
design, NCDOT will evaluate if it is cost effective to further minimize the distance between the 
existing and the proposed alignments in an effort to reduce the amount of permanent property 
acquisition. 
 

D. Alternatives Eliminated from Further Consideration 

The No Build or Do Nothing Alternative would eventually necessitate the closure of the bridge. 
This alternative would not be acceptable to the public and would not meet the purpose of the 
project. Also, rehabilitation of the existing structure would not be feasible due to its age and 
deteriorated condition.  
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Due to the project location and surrounding area, there are no feasible off-site detours. Traffic 
volumes were recorded at 6,300 vpd in 2013, with high percentages of truck use (9% Duals, 11% 
TTST). When construction is scheduled to begin in 2018, traffic is estimated to be approximately 
7,600 vpd with a 2035 design year volume of 12,200 vpd. The nearest potential off-site detour 
route was rejected because it would increase travel times, delay emergency response, and would 
include roadways that are more narrow than US 601, specifically:  Brief Road, Hopewell Church 
Road, and Drake Road. This potential off-site detour would take approximately eight minutes to 
travel and is roughly four miles long. Union County EMS and the public school system commented 
that a bridge closure and rerouting of traffic off-site would result in moderate to high impacts to 
the community. Furthermore, there is a one-lane bridge located on Hopewell Church Road that 
would not accommodate the traffic volumes, particularly truck traffic, utilizing US 601. 
 
Alternatives Located to the West of US 601 – Alternatives located along the west side of  
US 601 were rejected because of undesirable roadway alignment (i.e. reverse curves) and the 
additional impacts they would cause to a jurisdictional stream and wetland as well as increased 
utility disruption and costs.  
 
IV. ESTIMATED COSTS 

 
Approximate costs (based on 2015 prices) are shown in Table 1. 
 

Table 1: Estimated Costs 

Description 

Alternative 1 

Replace in place  
using an on-site detour  

Alternative 2 

 New alignment 

Structure  $360,000 $560,000 

Roadway Approaches and related items $330,800 $670,600 

Detour Structure $307,200 $0 

Detour Roadway Approaches, and related items $437,400 $0 

Structure Removal $53,200 $53,200 

Miscellaneous and Mobilization 
(Structures, Utility, and Preliminary Roadway) 

$300,400 $246,200 

Engineering And Contingencies $311,000 $220,000 

Total Construction Cost  
(items above) 

$2,100,000 $1,750,000 

Right of Way Costs $13,000 $32,500 

Right of Way Utility Costs $23,400 $23,400 

Total $2,236,400 $1,805,900 
 

 
V. NATURAL ENVIRONMENT 

The crossing of Clear Creek is located within the Yadkin-Pee Dee and has a drainage area of  
22.3 square miles. The current water quality Best Usage Classification assigned this stream by the 
North Carolina Division of Water Resources (NCDWR) is Class C. This stream was listed on the 
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2012 North Carolina 303(d) list, but was removed in the 2014 Final 303(d) List. NCDOT’s Best 

Management Practices for Protection of Surface Waters (March 1997) will be followed 
throughout the design and construction of the project. A State Stormwater Permit (SSP) is not 
anticipated for this project.  
 

A. Physical Characteristics 

The study area lies in the piedmont physiographic region of North Carolina (see Figure 2). 
Topography in the vicinity is comprised of gently rolling hills with narrow, level floodplains along 
streams. Elevations in the study area range from 464 to 516 feet above sea level. Land use in the 
vicinity consists primarily of agriculture, with interspersed areas of commercial development, 
residential development and forestland along stream corridors.  
 

1. Water Resources 
Water resources in the study area are part of the Yadkin-Pee Dee River basin [U.S. Geological 
Survey (USGS) Hydrologic Unit 03040105]. Three streams were identified in the study area and 
are shown on Table 2. The location of each water resource is shown in Figure 5. The physical 
characteristics of these streams are provided in Table 3. 
 
Table 2: Water Resources in the Study Area 

Stream Name Map ID 
NCDWQ Index 

Number 

Best Usage 

Classification 

Clear Creek Clear Creek 13-17-17 C 

UT to Clear Creek SA 13-17-17 C 

UT to Clear Creek SB 13-17-17 C 

 
Table 3: Physical Characteristics of Water Resources 

Map ID 
Bank 

Height (ft) 

Bankful 

Width (ft) 

Water 

Depth 

(in) 

Channel 

Substrate 
Velocity Clarity 

Clear 
Creek 

35-40 35-40 36-60 
Sand, silt, 

gravel, cobble 
Fast Turbid 

SA 1-2 1-3 1-2 Sand, silt Moderate 
Slightly 
Turbid 

SB 1-2 1-3 1-2 Sand, silt Moderate 
Slightly 
Turbid 

 
Clear Creek has been designated a Class C water from its source to Rocky River. There are no 
designated High Quality Waters (HQW) or water supply watersheds (WS-I, II) within 1.0 mile 
downstream of the study area.  Clear Creek and other streams within 1.0 mile of the study area are 
not listed on the 2014 Final 303(d) list of Impaired Waters for North Carolina. 
 
The closest benthic samples have been taken in the Rocky River near its confluence with Long 
Branch at NC 138 (Aquadale Road) approximately 25 miles downstream in Stanly County, where 
the river was given a rating of “Good/Fair” on June 3, 1991. Fish surveys have not been conducted 
on Clear Creek.  
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B. Biotic Resources 

2. Terrestrial Communities 
Two terrestrial communities were identified in the study area: maintained/disturbed and 
piedmont/mountain bottomland forest. Figure 6 shows the location and extent of these terrestrial 
communities in the study area. Terrestrial communities in the study area may be impacted by the 
project construction as a result of grading and paving of portions of the study area. The anticipated 
area of impact to terrestrial communities by Alternatives 1 and 2 are shown in Table 4.  
 
Table 4: Terrestrial Communities 

Community 
Coverage  

(acres) 

Area of Impact for 

Alternative 1 

(acres)* 

Area of Impact for 

Alternative 2 

(acres)* 

Maintained/Disturbed 3.7 <0.1 0.2 

Piedmont/Mountain 
Bottomland Forest 

4.5 0.4 0.4 

Total 8.2 0.4 0.7** 
*The area of impact is based on the preliminary roadway design slope stake lines plus a 25-foot offset minus the 

existing ROW. 

** 0.7 is rounded up from 0.67 acres. The hundredths place is not shown in the table; and therefore, the math appears 

incorrect. 

 
C. Jurisdictional Topics 

1. Surface Waters and Wetlands  
Three jurisdictional streams were identified in the study area and are shown in Table 5. The 
location of these streams is shown on Figure 5. A section of SB is characterized by ephemeral 
flow and the ephemeral/intermittent classification change point can be seen on Figure 5. All 
jurisdictional streams in the study area have been designated as warm water streams for the 
purposes of stream mitigation. Approximately 185 linear feet of stream channel is expected to be 
impacted by Alternative 1 and 56 linear feet of stream channel is expected from Alternative 2. 
 
One jurisdictional wetland was identified within the project study area. Wetland classification and 
quality rating data are presented in Table 6. The wetland in the study area is within the Yadkin 
Pee-Dee River basin (USGS Hydrologic Unit 03040105). Wetland WA is included within the 
piedmont/mountain bottomland forest community. No impact is anticipated to this wetland by 
Alternatives 1 and 2. 
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Table 5: Water Resources in the Study Area  

Map 

ID 

Length 

in 

Study 

Area 

(feet) 

Classification 

Compensatory 

Mitigation 

Required 

River 

Basin 

Buffer 

Length of 

Stream 

Channel 

Impacted by 

Alternative 1* 

(feet) 

Length of 

Stream 

Channel 

Impacted by 

Alternative 2* 

(feet) 

Clear 
Creek 

227 Perennial Yes 
Not 

Subject 
0 0 

SA 77 Intermittent Yes 
Not 

Subject 
53 56 

SB 325 Intermittent Yes 
Not 

Subject 
132** 0 

SB 213 Ephemeral No 
Not 

Subject 
0 0 

Total 842 -- -- -- 185 56 
*The area of impact is based on the preliminary roadway design slope stake lines plus a 25-foot offset. 

**Impacts to SB are expected to be avoided once the 25-foot offset is eliminated. 

 
 
Table 6: Wetlands in the Study Area 

Map 

ID 

NCWAM 

Classification 

Hydrologic 

Classification 

NCDWR 

Wetland 

Rating 

Total in 

Study 

Area 

(acre) 

Area of 

Impact by 

Alternative 1 

(acre)* 

Area of  

Impact by 

Alternative 2 

(acre)* 

WA 
Bottomland 
Hardwood 

Forest 
Riparian 35 0.08 0.00 0.00 

Total 0.08 0.00 0.00 
*The area of impact is based on the preliminary roadway design slope stake lines plus a 25-foot offset. 

 
D. Permits 

Because the project has been designated as a Categorical Exclusion for the purposes of National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documentation, a Nationwide Permit (NWP) No. 23 will likely 
be applicable. A NWP No. 33 may also apply for temporary construction activities such as stream 
dewatering, work bridges, or temporary causeways that are often used during bridge construction 
or rehabilitation. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) holds the final discretion as to what 
permit will be required to authorize project construction. If a Section 404 permit is required then 
a Section 401 Water Quality Certification (WQC) from the NCDWR will be needed. 
 
Union County is not one of the twenty counties under the jurisdiction of the Coastal Area 
Management Act (CAMA).  Therefore, no CAMA Areas of Environmental Concern (AEC) exist 
in the study area.  A CAMA permit from the North Carolina Division of Coastal Management 
(NCDCM) will not be required.  
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This project is not located in a Wildlife Resources Commission designated trout county; no 
construction moratoria would be required for work within the study area. 
 
There are no buffer rules administered by NCDWR for the Yadkin-Pee Dee River Basin.  
Therefore, these streams are not subject to buffer rule protection.   
 
Bridge replacement or construction over navigable waters used for commerce or that have a 
maintained navigation channel may require United States Coast Guard (USCG) authorization 
pursuant to 33 CGF 114-115. Clear Creek is not classified as navigable waters; therefore USCG 
authorization is not required.   
 
The NCDOT has attempted to avoid and minimize impacts to streams and wetlands to the greatest 
extent practicable in choosing and designing the Preferred Alternative. If on-site mitigation is not 
feasible, mitigation will be provided by North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural 
Resources Ecosystem Enhancement Program (EEP). 
 

E. Federally Protected Species 

1. Federally Threatened and Endangered Species 
As of March 25, 2015, the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) lists three federally 
protected species as Endangered for Union County (Table 7). A brief description of each species’ 
habitat requirements follows, along with the Biological Conclusion rendered based on survey 
results in the study area. Habitat requirements for each species are based on the best available 
information from referenced literature and/or USFWS. 
 

Table 7. Federally Protected Species listed for Union County 

Scientific Name Common Name 
Federal 

Status* 

Habitat 

Present 

Biological 

Conclusion 

Helianthus schweinitzii Schweinitz’s sunflower E Yes No Effect 

Rhus michauxii Michaux’s sumac E Yes No Effect 

Lasmigona decorata Carolina heelsplitter  E No** No Effect 
* E- Endangered 

** No – Based on site surveys after the 2013 Natural Resources Technical Report, in an email dated November 12, 2015, NCDOT-

NES confirmed that Clear Creek’s quality was such that habitat for the Carolina heelsplitter was not present. 

 

Schweinitz's sunflower 

USFWS Optimal Survey Window: late August-October 
 
Habitat Description: Schweinitz's sunflower is endemic to the Piedmont of North and South 
Carolina. The few sites where this rhizomatous perennial herb occurs in relatively natural 
vegetation are found in Xeric Hardpan Forests. The species is also found along roadside rights-of-
way, maintained power lines and other utility rights-of-way, edges of thickets and old pastures, 
clearings and edges of upland oak-pine-hickory woods and Piedmont longleaf pine forests, and 
other sunny or semi-sunny habitats where disturbances (such as mowing, clearing, grazing, blow 
downs, storms, and frequent fire) help create open or partially open areas for sunlight. It is 
intolerant of full shade and excessive competition from other vegetation. Schweinitz’s sunflower 
occurs in a variety of soil series, including Badin, Cecil, Cid, Enon, Gaston, Georgeville, Iredell, 
Mecklenburg, Misenheimer, Secrest, Tatum, Uwharrie, and Zion, among others. It is generally 
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found growing on shallow sandy soils with high gravel content; shallow, poor, clayey hardpans; 
or shallow rocky soils, especially those derived from mafic rocks. 
 

Biological Conclusion: No Effect  

Suitable habitat for Schweinitz’s sunflower is present in the study area along roadside shoulders. 
Surveys were conducted on October 20, 2015 but no specimen were found. Therefore, a biological 
conclusion of “No Effect” was determined. 
 

Michaux’s sumac 

USFWS optimal survey window: May-October 
 
Habitat Description: Michaux’s sumac, endemic to the inner Coastal Plain and lower Piedmont, 
grows in sandy or rocky, open, upland woods on acidic or circumneutral, well-drained sands or 
sandy loam soils with low cation exchange capacities. The species is also found on sandy or 
submesic loamy swales and depressions in the fall line Sandhills region as well as in openings 
along the rim of Carolina bays; maintained railroad, roadside, power line, and utility rights-of way; 
areas where forest canopies have been opened up by blowdowns and/or storm damage; small 
wildlife food plots; abandoned building sites; under sparse to moderately dense pine or 
pine/hardwood canopies; and in and along edges of other artificially maintained clearings 
undergoing natural succession. In the central Piedmont, it occurs on clayey soils derived from 
mafic rocks. The plant is shade intolerant and, therefore, grows best where disturbance (such as 
mowing, clearing, grazing, and periodic fire) maintains its open habitat. 
 
Biological Conclusion: No Effect 

Suitable habitat for Michaux’s sumac is present in the study area along roadside shoulders and 
edges of agriculturally maintained open areas. Surveys were conducted on October 20, 2015 and 
no specimen were found. Therefore, a biological conclusion of “No Effect” was determined. 
 

Carolina heelsplitter 

USFWS optimal survey window:  year round 
 
Habitat Description: The Carolina heelsplitter was historically known from several locations 
within the Catawba and Pee Dee River systems in North Carolina and the Pee Dee and Savannah 
River systems, and possibly the Saluda River system, in South Carolina.  In North Carolina, the 
species is now known only from a handful of streams in the Rocky and Catawba River systems.  
The species exists in very low abundances, usually within six feet of shorelines, throughout its 
known range. The general habitat requirements for the Carolina heelsplitter are shaded areas in 
large rivers to small streams, often burrowed into clay banks between the root systems of trees, or 
in runs along steep banks with moderate current.  The more recent habitat where the Carolina 
heelsplitter has been found is in sections of streams containing bedrock with perpendicular crevices 
filled with sand and gravel, and with wide riparian buffers.  
 
Biological Conclusion:  No Effect 

NCDOT surveyed for the Carolina heelsplitter on August 6, 2013. Given relatively poor habitat 
quality, lack of any live native mussel taxa, and the isolation of this surveyed stream from known 
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species occurrences, the biological conclusion associated with this project for the Carolina 
heelsplitter is “No Effect.” 
 
VI. HUMAN ENVIRONMENT 

 
A. Section 106 Compliance Guidelines 

This project is subject to compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
of 1966, as amended, and implemented by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s 
Regulations for Compliance with Section 106, codified at Title 36 CFR Part 800. Section 106 
requires Federal agencies to take into account the effect of their undertakings (federal funded, 
licensed, or permitted) on properties included in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register 
of Historic Places and afford the Advisory Council a reasonable opportunity to comment on such 
undertakings. No sites listed on or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places are located 
within the area of potential effect for the proposed project. As noted below, no additional surveys 
were required for the proposed project. 
 

1. Historic Architecture 
NCDOT-Human Environment Unit, under the provisions of a Programmatic Agreement with 
FHWA, NCDOT, State Historic Preservation Office, Office of State Archaeology (OSA) and the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, reviewed the proposed project and determined that no 
surveys are required (see form dated March 22, 2013 in Appendix A).  
 

2. Archaeology 
NCDOT-Human Environment Unit, under the provisions of a Programmatic Agreement with 
FHWA, NCDOT, HPO, OSA and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, reviewed the 
proposed project and determined that no surveys are required (see form dated March 22, 2013 in 
Appendix A).  
 

B. Community Impacts 

Census data does not indicate a notable presence of minority or low-income populations meeting 
the criteria for Environmental Justice, nor was a notable presence of minority or low-income 
populations observed during project site visits. The project will not have a disproportionately high 
and adverse human health and environmental effect on any minority or low-income population. 
Benefits and burdens resulting from the project are equitably distributed throughout the 
community (NCDOT, 2013).  
 
Census data does not indicate Limited English Proficiency (LEP) populations meeting the 
US Department of Justice LEP Safe Harbor threshold or a notable presence within the study area 
(NCDOT, 2013). 
 
The bridge replacement project will have minor impacts to local residences and businesses, 
primarily related to temporary impacts during construction. Alternative 1 requires an estimated  
0.4 acre of temporary construction easement whereas Alternative 2 requires an estimated 0.7 acre 
of permanent right of way acquisition from two properties that front the southeast side of US 601 
and are adjacent to Clear Creek. The temporary on-site detour of Alternative 1 and the permanent 
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realignment of Alternative 2 place US 601 traffic roughly 40 feet closer to one residence. Although 
Alternative 1’s impacts are temporary, occurring during construction, both alternatives change 
some views from/of the home due to removal of a portion of a tree line located within the existing 
NCDOT right of way. (The existing tree line is located along the south side of the home, roughly 
perpendicular to US 601 and somewhat parallel to Clear Creek.) In addition, the proposed project 
impacts fencing used by the same residence for cattle and horses. The fence will either be moved 
as part of the project or the property owner will be compensated for the impact.  
 
Two gravel driveways and Barrier Farms Road are located within the project limits. The gravel 
driveways provide access to a mobile home, a single family home, and Gerald Clontz Trucking 
Company. Barrier Farms Road provides access to several single family homes, agricultural crops 
and pastures. Access will be maintained during construction. 
 
As noted previously, the proposed project will utilize existing US 601 to accommodate traffic 
during construction. Use of an off-site detour is not anticipated. Union County EMS noted concern 
for emergency response services due to increased response times if the bridge is closed and the 
Union County Public Schools Transportation Department noted similar concerns with 12 total trips 
per day crossing the bridge.  
 
No impact to public facilities or services is expected. The project is not expected to adversely 
affect social, economic, or religious opportunities in the area.  
 
The project is not in conflict with any plan, existing land use, or zoning regulation. However, 
according to Mr. Joe Lesch, the Senior Transportation Planner for Union County, US 601 at Clear 
Creek is designated as a boulevard that needs improvements. The general “boulevard” concept 
includes four lanes, a median and bike lanes. However, this section of US 601 is rural in nature, 
located on the northern edge of the Town of Fairview and Union County, where heavy truck traffic 
is present. It is not a designated bicycle route and bike lanes are not proposed. The Charlotte 
Regional Transportation Planning Organization’s (CRTPO) Draft Comprehensive Transportation 
Plan (May 6, 2015) labels US 601 as a boulevard needing improvements throughout Union 
County.  
 
This area of Union County is predominantly rural with agricultural uses. Based on the Union 
County online GIS data viewer, a Voluntary Agricultural District was noted just outside the project 
study area off of Barrier Farm Road. For Alternative 1, approximately 0.4 acre of impact is 
anticipated to prime farmland soils for the use of a temporary construction easement. For 
Alternative 2, approximately 0.7 acre of impact is anticipated to prime farmland soils that will be 
converted directly to non-farming uses. See the Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form (AD-
1006 (03-02)) and correspondence from Natural Resources Conservation Service in Appendix A 
for additional information. 
 

C. Noise and Air Quality 

This project is an air quality neutral project in accordance with 40 CFR 93.126. It is not required 
to be included in the regional emissions analysis and project level Carbon Monoxide (CO) and 
Particulate Matter (PM) 2.5 analyses are not required. This project will not result in any meaningful 
changes in traffic volumes, vehicle mix, location of existing facility, or any other factor that would 
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cause an increase in emissions impacts relative to the No Build Alternative. Therefore, FHWA has 
determined that this project will generate minimal air quality impacts for Clean Air Act criteria 
pollutants and has not been linked with any special Mobile Source Air Toxic (MSAT) concerns. 
Consequently, this effort is exempt from analysis for MSATs. Any burning of vegetation shall be 
performed in accordance with applicable local laws and regulations of the North Carolina State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) for air quality compliance with 15 NCAC 2D.0520. 
 
Noise levels may increase during project construction; however, these impacts are not expected to 
be substantial considering the relatively short-term nature of construction noise and the limitation 
of construction to daytime hours. The transmission loss characteristics of nearby natural elements 
and man-made structures are believed to be sufficient to moderate the effects of intrusive 
construction noise. The permanent replacement structure is located approximately 40 feet east of 
the existing bridge. The proposed project does not include a substantial horizontal or vertical 
alternation from the existing alignment. No traffic noise analysis is required to meet the 
requirements of the NCDOT Traffic Noise Abatement Policy and 23 CFR 772.3 

 
VII. GENERAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

 
The project is expected to have an overall positive impact. Replacement of an inadequate bridge 
will result in safer traffic operations.  
 
The bridge replacement will not have an adverse effect on the quality of the human or natural 
environment with the use of the current NCDOT standards and specifications.  
 
No resources protected under Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 or 
Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Act of 1965 are located in the project study area.  
 
An examination of local, state, and federal regulatory records by the GeoEnvironmental Section 
and a field reconnaissance survey on June 3, 2013, revealed no sites with a Recognized 
Environmental Concern (REC) within the project limits. RECs include hazardous materials 
associated with underground storage tanks, dry cleaning solvents, landfills and hazardous waste 
disposal areas, among other potential contaminants.  
 
Union County is a participant in the National Flood Insurance Program, administered by the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). According to the NC Floodplain Mapping 
Program, 100-year base flood elevations were established in a Limited Detailed Flood Study. The 
Hydraulics Unit will coordinate with NC Floodplain Mapping Program (FMP), to determine the 
status of the project with regard to applicability of NCDOT’s Memorandum Agreement (dated 
February 5, 2015), or approval of a Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) and subsequent 
final Letter of Map Revision (LOMR). This project involves construction activities on or adjacent 
to FEMA-regulated streams. Therefore, NCDOT-Division 10 shall submit sealed as-built 

                                                 
3 Substantial Horizontal Alternation = A project that halves the distance between the traffic noise source and the 
closest receptor between the existing condition to the future build condition. Substantial Vertical Alternation = A 
project that removes shielding, therefore exposing the line-of-sight between the receptor and the traffic noise source. 
This is done by either altering the vertical alignment of the highway or by altering the topography between the highway 
traffic noise source and the receptor (NCDOT Traffic Noise Abatement Policy, 2011). 
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construction plans to the Hydraulics Unit upon completion of project construction, certifying that 
the drainage structures and road embankment that are located within the 100-year floodplain were 
built as shown in the construction plans, both horizontally and vertically.  
 

VIII. COORDINATION AND AGENCY COMMENTS 

NCDOT has sought input from the following agencies as a part of project development: USACE, 
FHWA, Environmental Protection Agency, NC Department of Environment and Natural 
Resources, USFWS, NC Wildlife Resource Commission, NC Division of Parks and Recreation, 
and Union County. 
 
The USFWS provided general recommendations for replacing structures that cross streams, 
recommending the use of clear-spanning bridge structures to accommodate the active channel 
width. They also recommend that a biological survey for the Georgia aster, Michaux’s sumac, and 
Schweinitz’s sunflower be completed prior to construction. NCDOT’s Natural Environment 
Section will ensure all protected species surveys and concurrence (if applicable) will be resolved 
prior to construction authorization. NCDWR recommended the implementation of Design 

Standards in Sensitive Watersheds (15A NCAC 04B .0124) due to Clear Creek being on the 303(d) 
list for 2012; however, it is no longer listed based on the 2014 Final 303(d) List. They also 
requested that road design plans provide treatment of storm water runoff through best management 
practices as detailed in the most recent version of the NCDWR Stormwater Best Management 

Practices. They also noted two eroding drainage ditches at the site that require maintenance. 
Because Clear Creek was removed from the 2014 Final 303(d) List, NCDOT will follow their 
standard procedures of best management practices. 
 
In an email dated October 22, 2013, the Senior Transportation Planner, Mr. Joe Lesch, with Union 
County, stated that US 601 is designated as a boulevard that needs improvement on the draft CTP 
(May 2015). He asked that the future cross section of four travel lanes with a median and bike 
lanes be accommodated by the new bridge. Due to the high volume of truck traffic and lack of 
bicycle route connectivity, no bike lanes were incorporated into the typical section for the proposed 
bridge. Currently, there are no STIP Projects that widen US 601. If US 601 is widened to a multi-
lane section in the future, the proposed project may be utilized for two travel lanes in one direction.   
 
Coordination with Local Officials is summarized in Section IX-Public Involvement. 
 
IX. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

There is no substantial controversy on social, economic, or environmental grounds concerning the 
project.  
 
On May 6, 2015, postcards were mailed out to approximately 40 study area residents to inform 
them of the project, solicit feedback, and invite them to the May 28, 2015 public meeting at 
Fairview Elementary School from 5:00pm to 7:00pm. In addition, NCDOT posted an 
advertisement in the local newspaper and submitted a press release for public notification of the 
project and public meeting. These media sources included The Enquirer Journal (May 10, May 17, 
May 22, May 24, and May 27, 2015), and The Charlotte Observer (May 10, May 17, May 20, May 
24, and May 28, 2015). Spanish translations of this information were included in Hola Noticias, 
La Noticia, and Que Pasa in May 2015. 
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Approximately 30 local officials were notified by mail of the Local Officials’ Informational 
Meeting at Fairview Elementary School from 4:00pm to 5:00pm on May 28, 2015.  The public 
meeting and local officials’ informational meeting were held to present the preliminary designs, 
answer questions, and obtain input.  
 
Approximately ten study area residents attended the public meeting. Most discussions and 
comments concerned the amount of permanent right of way acquisition needed for Alternative 2 
(approximately 0.7 acre) and why the new alignment was not located along the west side of  
US 601 or closer to the existing bridge on the east side. These options were discussed in  
Section III.C. Alternatives Eliminated from Further Study. The attendees included residents 
directly impacted by the project that have lived in the area for many years. Most attendees favored 
Alternative 1 because the majority of impacts would be temporary due to the on-site detour. Two 
written comments were received, which favored Alternative 1. 
 
Two local representatives, the Mayor of Fairview and the Union County Department of Public 
Works Director, participated in the Local Officials’ Informational Meeting. They asked questions 
to gain more knowledge about the project.  In addition, they were interested in receiving feedback 
from the public meeting. They did not raise any objections and seemed supportive of the bridge 
replacement overall. 
 
X. CONCLUSION 

 
On the basis of the above discussion, it is concluded that no substantial adverse environmental 
impacts will result from implementation of the project. The project is therefore considered to be a 
“Categorical Exclusion” due to its limited scope and lack of substantial environmental 
consequences.  
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Natural Resources Conservation Service                                                                            Milton Cortés, Assistant State Soil Scientist 
4407 Bland Road, Suite 117                                                                                                Telephone No.: (919) 873-2171 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27609                                                                                             Fax No.: (919) 873-2157 
                                                                                                                                             E-mail: milton.cortes@nc.usda.gov 
______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

                         
October 13, 2015  

Ms. Elizabeth Workman-Maurer 
Senior Planner 
RK&K 
900 Ridgefield Dr., Suite 350 
Raleigh, NC 27609 
 
Ms. Workman-Maurer 
 
The following information is in response to your review request asking for information on replacement 
Bridge Tip No 5371, Union Co. NC, according to the new information provided. This letter supersede any 
previous evaluation and determination in regards to the Bridge Tip No 5371 replacement, Union Co. NC. 
NCDOT recently changed their preferred alternative from Alternative 1 to Alternative 2 
(which is the new alignment adjacent to the existing roadway/bridge). 
 
Projects are subject to Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) requirements if they may irreversibly convert farmland 
(directly or indirectly) to nonagricultural use and are completed by a Federal agency or with assistance from a Federal 
agency. For the purpose of FPPA, farmland includes prime farmland, unique farmland, and land of statewide or local 
importance. Farmland subject to FPPA requirements does not have to be currently used for cropland. It can be forest 
land, pastureland, cropland, or other land, but not water or urban built-up land. 
 
Farmland means prime or unique farmlands as defined in section 1540(c)(1) of the Act or farmland that is determined 
by the appropriate state or unit of  local government agency or agencies with concurrence of  the Secretary to be 
farmland of statewide of  local importance. “Farmland'' does not include land already in or committed to urban 
development or water storage. Farmland ``already in'' urban development or water storage includes all such land with a 
density of 30 structures per 40-acre area. Farmland already in urban development also includes lands identified as 
``urbanized area'' (UA) on the Census Bureau Map, or as urban area mapped with a ``tint overprint'' on the USGS 
topographical maps, or as ``urban-built-up'' on the USDA Important Farmland Maps. See over for more information. 
  
Alternative 2 meets one or more of the above criteria for Farmland. Farmland area will be affected or converted. 
Enclosed is the Farmland Conversion Impact Rating form AD1006 with PARTS II, IV and V completed by NRCS. 
The corresponding agency will need to complete the evaluation, according to the Code of Federal Regulation 7CFR 
658, Farmland Protection Policy Act. 
 
Alternative 1 is exempt. Temporary construction easement, stays within the existing Right-of-Way limits. 
No acres are converted indirectly. 
 
If you have any questions, please contact me at number above. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Milton Cortés 
Assistant State Soil Scientist 
 
   

       
 

 

           Milton Cortes



U.S. Department of Agriculture 

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 
PART I (To be completed by Federal Agency)      Date Of Land Evaluation Request      

Name of Project      Federal Agency Involved      

Proposed Land Use      County and State      

PART II (To be completed by NRCS)      Date Request Received By 
NRCS                    

Person Completing Form: 

   Does the site contain Prime, Unique, Statewide or Local Important Farmland? 

   (If no, the FPPA does not apply - do not complete additional parts of this form) 

  YES      NO 
             

Acres Irrigated 
      

Average Farm Size 

      

   Major Crop(s) 

      

Farmable Land In Govt. Jurisdiction 

Acres:                %       

Amount of Farmland As Defined in FPPA 

Acres:               %      

Name of Land Evaluation System Used 

      

Name of State or Local Site Assessment System 

      

Date Land Evaluation Returned by NRCS 

      

Alternative Site Rating PART III (To be completed by Federal Agency) 
Site A Site B Site C Site D 

   A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly                         

   B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly                         

   C. Total Acres In Site                         

PART IV (To be completed by NRCS)  Land Evaluation Information     

   A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland                         

   B. Total Acres Statewide Important or Local Important Farmland                         

   C. Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted                         

   D. Percentage Of Farmland in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value                         

PART V (To be completed by NRCS)  Land Evaluation Criterion 
              Relative Value of Farmland To Be Converted (Scale of 0 to 100 Points) 

                        

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency)   Site Assessment Criteria 
(Criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5 b. For Corridor project use form NRCS-CPA-106) 

Maximum
Points 

Site A Site B Site C Site D 

   1.  Area In Non-urban Use  (15)                         

   2.  Perimeter In Non-urban Use  (10)                         

   3.  Percent Of Site Being Farmed  (20)                         

   4.  Protection Provided By State and Local Government  (20)                         

   5.  Distance From Urban Built-up Area  (15)                         

   6.  Distance To Urban Support Services  (15)                         

   7.  Size Of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average  (10)                         

   8.  Creation Of Non-farmable Farmland  (10)                         

   9.  Availability Of Farm Support Services  (5)                         

   10. On-Farm Investments  (20)                         

   11. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services  (10)                         

   12. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use  (10)                         

   TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 160                         

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency)      

   Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100                         

   Total Site Assessment (From Part VI above or local site assessment) 160                         

   TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260                         

 

Site Selected:       

 

Date Of Selection       

Was A Local Site Assessment Used? 

              YES                 NO   

Reason For Selection:      

      

      

      

Name of Federal agency representative completing this form:       Date:       
(See Instructions on reverse side) Form AD-1006 (03-02) 
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Addendum to the Summary of Public Comments 

From the B-5371 Public Meeting 

Meeting Date: May 28, 2015 

Addendum Date: December 14, 2015 

 

 

On June 6, 2015, NCDOT established Alternative 1 as the Preferred Alternative. However, after considering 

construction cost differences, bridge length recommendations, and the potential to move Alternative 2 

closer to the existing alignment to lessen permanent impacts, NCDOT decided to change the Preferred 

Alternative to Alternative 2 on September 16, 2015. 
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